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From the Publisher

'Theodore J. Kaczynski has been convicted for illegally transporting, mailing,
and using bombs, as well as killing two people in California and one in New

Jersey. He is now serving a life sentence in the supermax prison in Florence,
Colorado.

Feral House has not published this book to justify the crimes committed by
Mr. Kaczynski. But we do feel that there is a great deal of legitimate thought
in this book, and the First Amendment allows readers to judge whether or
not this is the case.

Technophiles like Ray Kurzweil and Bill Joy also expressed their regard
for Theodore Kaczynski’s writing:

“Like many of my colleagues, I felt that I could easily have been the
Unabomber’s next target. He is clearly a Luddite, but simply saying this does
not dismiss his argument.... As difficult as it is for me to acknowledge, I
saw some merit in the reasoning in [Kaczynski’s writing]. I started showing
friends the Kaczynski quote from Ray Kurzweil's 7b¢ 4 ge of Spiritual
Machines; I would hand them Kurzweil’s book, let them read the quote, and
then watch their reaction as they discovered who had written it.”

—Bill Jey, founder of Sun Microsystems,
in “Why the Future Doesnw’t Need Us,”Wired ma gazine
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JTHOR'YS NOT® TO THY STCOND ITDITION

This book was first published by Editions Xenia under the title 75e
Road to Rewvelution. Unfortunately, the Xenia edition was riddled with
errors, most of which were not my fault. In this second edition, if the
publisher has done his work properly, the errors have been corrected
and the book has been improved in other ways.

I want to make clear that I have no control over the cover
design of this book and no control over the way it is advertised and
promoted. I expect it to be advertised and promoted in ways that I
will find offensive. Moreover, I do not like the new title of the book.
Nevertheless, I have cooperated in the creation of this new edition
and consented to the change of title because I think it is important to

make the book available in its present corrected and improved form.

Ted Kaczynski
December & 2009







FORIEWOKD

I have to begin by saying that I am

deeply dissatisfied with this book. It should have been an organized and
systematic exposition of a series of related ideas. Instead, it is an unorganized
collection of writings that expound the ideas unsystematically. And some
ideas that I consider important are not even mentioned. I simply have not
had the time to organize, rewrite, and complete the contents of this book.

'The principal reason why I have not had time is that agencies of the
United States government have created unnecessary legal difficulties for
me. To mentien only the most important of these difficulties, the United
States Attorney for the Eastern District of California has formally
proposed to round up and confiscate the original and every copy of
everything I have ever written and turn over all such papers to my alleged
“victims” through a fictitious sale that will allow the “victims” to acquire
all of the papers without having to pay anything for them. Under this
plan, the government would even confiscate papers that I have given to
libraries, including papers that have been on library shelves for several
years. The documents in which the United States Attorney has put forward
this proposal are available to the public: They are Document 704 and
Document 713, Case Number CR-S-96-259 GEB, United States District
Court for the Eastern District of California.

At this writing, I have the assistance of lawyers in resisting the
government’s actions in regard to my papers. But I have learned from hard
experience that it is unwise to leave everything in the hands of lawyers;
one is well advised to research the legal issues oneself, keep track of what
the lawyers are doing, and intervene when necessary. Such work is time-
consuming, especially when one is confined in a maximum-security prison

and therefore has only very limited access to law books.




I would have preferred to delay publication of the present book until
I'd had time to prepare its contents properly, but it seemed advisable to
publish before the government took action to confiscate all my papers. I have,
moreover, another reason to avoid delay: The Federal Bureau of Prisons has
proposed new regulations that would allow prison wardens to cut oft almost
all communications between allegedly “terrorist” prisoners and the outside
world. The proposed regulations are published in the Federal Register,
Volume 71, Number 63, pages 16520-25.

I have no idea when the new regulations may be approved, but if and
when that happens it is all too possible that my communications will
be cut oft. Obviously it is important for me to publish while I can still
communicate relatively freely, and that is why this book has to appear now
in an unfinished state.

The version of “Industrial Society and its Future”that appears in this book
differs from the original manuscript only in trivial ways; spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, and the like have been corrected or improved here and there. As
far as I know, all earlier versions of “Industrial Society and its Future” published
in English or French contain numerous errors, such as the omission of parts
of sentences and even of whole sentences, and some of these errors are serious
enough so that they change or obscure the meaning of an entire paragraph.

What is much more serious is that at least one completely spurious
article has been published under my name. I recently received word from a
correspondent in Spain that an article titled “La Rebabilitacion del Estado por
los Izquierdistas” (“The Rehabilitation of the State by the Leftists”) had been
published and attributed to me. But I most certainly did not write such an
article. So the reader should not assume that everything published under my
name has actually been written by me. Needless to say, all writings attributed
to me in the present book are authentic.

I would like to thank Dr. David Skrbina for having asked questions and
raised arguments that spurred me to formulate and write down certain ideas
that I had been incubating for years.

I owe thanks to a number of other people also. At the end of “The Truth
About Primitive Life” I have thanked by name (and with their permission)
several people who provided me with materials for that essay, and some of
those people have helped me enormously in other ways as well. In particular, I owe
a heavy debt of gratitude to Facundo Bermudez, Marjorie Kennedy, and Patrick

Scardo. I owe special thanks to my Spanish correspondent who writes under




the pseudonym “Ultimo Reducto,”and to a female friend of his, both of whom
provided stimulating argument; and Ultimo Reducto moreover has ably translated
many of my writings into Spanish. I hesitate to name others to whom I owe
thanks, because I'm not sure that they would want to be named publicly.

For the sake of clarity, I want to state here in summary form the four

main points that I've tried to make in my writings.

Technological progress is carrying us to
inevitable disastere There may be physical disaster (for
example, some form of environmental catastrophe), or there may be disaster
in terms of human dignity (reduction of the human race to a degraded and
servile condition). But disaster of one kind or another will certainly result
from continued technological progress.

This is not an eccentric opinion. Among those frightened by the probable
consequences of technological progress are Bill Joy, whose article “Why the
Future Doesn’t Need Us”l!is now famous, Martin Rees, author of the book
Our Final Centwry,?) and Richard A. Posner, author of Catastrephe: Risk and
Res ponse.!™ None of these three is by any stretch of the imagination radical or
predisposed to find fault with the existing structure of society. Richard Posner
is a conservative judge of the United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh
Circuit. Bill Joy is a well-known computer wizard, and Martin Rees is the
Astronomer Royal of Britain. These last two men, having devoted their lives to
technology, would hardly be likely to fear it without having good reason to do so.

Joy, Rees, and Posner are concerned mainly with physical disaster and
with the possibility or indeed the likelihood that human beings will be
supplanted by machines. The disaster that technological progress implies
for human dignity has been discussed by men like Jacques Ellul and Lewis
Mumford, whose books are widely read and respected. Neither man is
considered to be out on the fringe or even close to it.

Only the collapse of modern technological
civilization can avert disasteres Ofcourse the
collapse of technological civilization will itself bring disaster. But the longer
the technoindustrial system continues to expand, the worse will be the
eventual disaster. A lesser disaster now will avert a greater one later.

'The developiment of the technoindustrial system cannot be controlled,

restrained, or guided, nor can its effects be moderated to any substantial degree.




This, again, is not an eccentric opinion. Many writers, beginning with Karl
Marx, have noted the fundamental importance of technology in determining
the course of society’s development. In effect, they have recognized that it is
technology that rules society, not the other way around. Ellul especially has
emphasized the autonomy of technology, i.e., the fact that modern technology
has taken on a life of its own and is not subject to human control. Ellu],
moreover, was not the first to formulate this conclusion. Already in 1934 the
Mexican thinker Samuel Ramos!*! clearly stated the principle of technological
autonomy, and this insight was adumbrated as early as the 1860s by Samuel
Butler. Of course, no one questions the obvious fact thathuman individuals
or groups can control technology in the sense that at a given point in time
they can decide what to do with a particular item of technology. What the
principle of technological autonomy asserts is that the overall development
of technology, and its long-term consequences for society, are not subject to
human control. Hence, as long as modern technology continues to exist, there
is little we can do to moderate its effects.

A corollary is that nothing short of the collapse of technological society
can avert a greater disaster. Thus, if we want to defend ourselves against
technology, the only action we can take that might prove effective is an effort
to precipitate the collapse of technological society. Though this conclusion
is an obvious consequence of the principle of technological autonomy, and
though it possibly is implied by certain statements of Ellul, I know of no
conventionally published writer who has explicitly recognized that our
only way out is through the collapse of technological society. This seeming
blindness to the obvious can only be explained as the result of timidity.

If we want to precipitate the collapse of technological society, then our
goal is a revolutionary one under any reasonable definition of that term.
What we are faced with, therefore, is a need for out-and-out revolution.

32« The political left is technological
society's first line of defense against
revolutione In fact, the left today serves as a kind of fire
extinguisher that douses and quenches any nascent revolutionary movement.
What do I mean by “the left”? If you think that racism, sexism, gay rights,
animal rights, indigenous people’s rights, and “social justice”in general

are among the most important issues that the world currently faces, then

you are a leftist as I use that term. If you don’t like this application of the




world “leftist,” then you are free to designate the people I'm referring to by
some other term. But, whatever you call them, the people who extinguish
revolutionary movements are the people who are drawn indiscriminately to
causes: racism, sexism, gay rights, animal rights, the environment, poverty,
sweatshops, neocolonialism...it’s all the same to them. These people
constitute a subculture that has been labeled “the adversary culture.”s!
Whenever a movement of resistance begins to emerge, these leftists (or
whatever you choose to call them) come swarming to it like flies to honey
until they outnumber the original members of the movement, take it over,
and turn it into just another leftist faction, thereby emasculating it. The
history of “Earth First!” provides an elegant example of this process./®!

4. What is needed is a new revolutionary
movement, dedicated to the elimination of
technological society, that will take measures to exclude
all leftists, as well as the assorted neurotics, lazies, incompetents, charlatans,
and persons deficient in self-control who are drawn to resistance movements
in America today. Just what form a revolutionary movement should take
remains open to discussion. What is clear is that, for a start, people who are
serious about addressing the problem of technology must establish systematic
contact with one another and a sense of common purpose; they must strictly
separate themselves from the “adversary culture”; they must be oriented
toward practical action, without renouncing a priori the most extreme forms
of action; and they must take as their goal nothing less than the dissolution
of technological civilization.

1 Wired magazine, April 2000.

' Published by William Heinemann, 2003.

1 @xford Univemity Press, 2004,

81 B/ perfil del hembre y la cultura en Mésice, Décima Edicién, Espasa-Calpe Mexicana, Mexico City,
1982 (originally published in 1934), pages 104-10S.

1 See Paul Hollander, 7%e Survival of the Adversary Culture.

(3 The process is ably documented by Martha F. Lee, Earth First!: Envirenmental Apacalypse, Syracusc
University Press, 1995.




A Kevolutiomnary for Our Times




introduction by Dr. David Skrbirna




We are steeped in a technological milieue.
Technology surrounds us on all sides, envelops us, and, perhaps, suffocates
us. It determines or shapes every course of action that we take in our daily
lives—how we live, eat, sleep, get to work, where and how we work, how we
entertain ourselves, how we run our government, how we conduct our wars.
Technological considerations dictate what we can and cannot do, how we do
it,and frequently even why we do it. Technology and its direct eftects are in
our air, our water,across our landscape, and in our bodies. In the developed
nations of the 21st century, for all practical purposes, there is no escape from
its pervasive effects.

Needless to say, this was not always the case. For the vast majority of
our existence, humanity has lived without advanced technology. Ever since
the genus Homo emerged from the African savannahs some 2 million
years ago, humans have survived and thrived with only the crudest of tools.
WEe lived as wanderers, typically in groups of 50 people or less, and only
occasionally stopping to cstablish temporary cncampments. Of the 2 million
years of our existence we had controlled use of fire for perhaps only half
that time. Durable, stone-tipped spears appeared only 100,000 years ago,
and arrowheads, needles, and harpoons some 25,000 years ago—scarcely
1% of humanity'’s lifetime. We faced all the challenges and threats of nature
with only the spear and the hand axe, wearing only crude furs and simple
woven clothing, and, for some, with a campfire to keep warm and cook food.
I will not idealize the primitive life; it was hard, brutal, sometimes violent,
sometimes cruel. But it was the life humanity came to live.

Like it or not, our bodies and our minds are adapted by 2 million years
of evolution to a primitive, low-tech existence. Yet today we are surrounded
by ubiquitous, advanced, inscrutable technology. And therein lies our
predicament.

How can we, creatures of nature, who have spent 99% of our existence
using only the simplest of tools, thrive and live well in a high-tech world?
Rationally, it seems impossible—and it zs impossible. There is no good reason
to expect that human beings, whose physiology is virtually unchanged since

the Stone Age, could adapt well to such a radically altered lif estyle.
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By way of illumination, compare the two-million-year lifetime of
humanity with a 50-year-old man. Humans have been non-hunter-
gatherers—that is, farm-, village- or city-dwellers—for only the past 10,000
years; this so-called civilized portion of history represents a mere 0.5% of
our species’lifetime. On a scale of 50 years, then, this “modern” existence
corresponds to just three months.

Let’s say, hypothetically, we find a man born and raised as a nomadic
hunter-gatherer in the wilds of sub-Saharan Africa, utterly unatfected by
civilization and high technology. We wish to ‘help’ him by introducing him,
progressively over three months, to all the benefits of modern life. So we take
him, first, to a small farm, and show him how we grow domesticated crops
and raise domesticated animals—organisms he has never seen in the wild.
We introduce him to sowing, weeding, harvesting, animal husbandry. We
allow him one month to adapt.

Then we take him to a small rural village. We show him writing, and
teach him the basics of metals and ceramics. He interacts with a relatively
large number of people every day, in relatively close quarters. He is subject to
the rules of the village. We allow him a second month to adapt to this.

For the third month we take him on a tour of human cities: smaller
first, then mid-sized, finally to a large modern metropolis. Over the course
of his final 30 days he sees, in turn: complex wood and metal tools, guns,
mechanical clocks, large buildings, ocean-going ships, railroads, cameras,
refrigerators, bicycles, gasoline engines, telephones, light bulbs, cars, radios.
On the final day,we show him, for the first time ever: jet airplanes, television,
computers, nuclear reactors and nuclear weapons, integrated circuits, the
space shuttle.

Then we turn him loose. We give him a few dollars, a small home in the
suburbs, dress him up in a suit and a tie, and say, “Have a good life.”“Be a
good citizen,”we say; “and don’t do anything wrong. But don't worry, you’ll
adapt—we did”

What shall we expect for our African friend? What are his prospects
for the future? We humans, as a whole, are no better oft than this 50-year-

old hunter-gatherer. As individuals we are, of course, born and raised in a




technological world, and so we think we can adapt. But our physical and
mental selves are really locked in the past. We try to hide this past with fancy
clothes and sophisticated language, and we arm ourselves with all varieties

of clever technological aids. But our ancient hunter-gatherer selves are still
there, deep inside, struggling to make sense of the world.

Empirically, the evidence points to one likely outcome: namely, that we
humans are in fact unadle to handle advanced technologies without causing
massive disruption to our bodies, our psyche,and our environment.

Consider first our physical health. We sufter from a range of modern ills
that have traditionally been very rare: obesity, cancers, accidental death and
injury, deliberate death through high-tech weapons (including handguns)
and warfare, global plagues like AIDS. Automobile accidents kill over 40,000
Americans every year, and about 1.3 million people globally—that’s roughly
3,300 people killed ever y day. Nearly 44% of the American population is
medicated.!') A recent study suggests that 28% of all teenagers suffer chronic
headaches, with 40% of these occurring daily.??! Even the mundane daily
computer use that many of us experience imposes its own risks: carpal-
tunnel syndrome, eyestrain, back and joint pain, headache, toxic chemicals
on keyboards and monitors, and the general ill health that results from
sedentary behavior.

Modern foods are killing us: pesticides, chemical fertilizers, growth
hormones, radically new genetically-modified crops, too much sugar, too
much fat, too much meat. Primitive humans rarely ate meat, but when they
did it was typically freshly-killed, always wild game, and usually after putting
in several exhausting hours of chase, on foot, with sticks or handmade
spears.’) We moderns eat something like 3.5 pounds per week—a half-
pound per day, every day—of domesticated, fat-laden, hormone-injected,
antibiotic-laced, high-tech factory-farmed animal flesh. Little surprise that
cancer and other ailments result.*]

There is also the potential for direct,violent physical harm. Terrorists
achieve their ends through the use of high technology—especially those
residing in the halls of government. Virtually all major terrorist threats,
including biochemical agents, bio-toxins, nuclear weapons, and other
WDMDs, are the direct result of advanced industrial technology. The claim
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that the 9/11 attacks were “low-tech”is a lie; the hijackers made good use of
one of the most advanced products of modern technology, the jet airliner.

Psychologically, we suffer widely from illnesses that, to the best of our
knowledge, were rarely seen in ancient times: clinical depression, insomnia,
suicide, bipolar disorders, dementia, anxiety, and numerous byproducts of
extreme mental stress. Nearly 15% of the US population has a personality
disorder.’’] Some 26% can be classified as mentally ill.1°] The use of anti-
psychotic drugs among children is soaring, both in the US and the UK;
British rates increased from 3.9 to 7.7 per 10,000 children over 13 years,
whereas American rates ran significantly higher yet: from 23 to 45 per
10,000, over just five years.!]

Attention deficit disorder and autism have been linked to television
and video games, and studies have argued that they are quite literally
addictive.l®! So too the Internet. A 2006 Stanford University study found
that “more than one out of eight Americans exhibited at least one possible
sign of problematic Internet use,” including finding it “hard to stay away,”
concealing nonessential use, using it as an escape mechanism, and harming
relationships—all classic signs of addiction [”] More broadly, researchers now
find that a whole range of psychological ailments correlates closely with daily
computer usage.®’ And social psychologists have long suspected that many
of our modern era’s senseless and brutal crimes stem from an assortment of
social stresses, exacerbated by industrial technology !l

Even the putative denefits of technology often turn out to be nonexistent,
or to have some nasty strings attached. The Internet, which brings a flood
of information into every household and allows for instantaneous, mass
communication, comes with severe side effects. Evidence is building that it
is literally rewiring our brains’ cognitive circuits, resulting in a diminished
ability to focus and concentrate on longer and more demanding tasks, such
as reading substantive articles or books. Journalist Nicholas Carr recently
observed!®?! that “over the past few years I've had an uncomfortable sense that
someone, or something, has been tinkering with my brain...I'm not thinking
the way I used to think. ...Now my concentration often starts to drift after
two or three pages. I get fidgety, lose the thread...” He lays the blame on
Internet “power browsing,” which places highest priority on effciency and
immediac y, causing everything else to take a back seat—in particular, deep

reflection and sustained concentration.




Cell phones, which offer continuous and immediate contact with nearly
everyone, continue to raise red flags. They are suspected of damaging our
cellular DNA,"* correlate with an increase in anxiety among teens,'* pose
risks to pregnant women and unborn fetuses,**! and increase the risk of brain
cancer and malignant tumors.['®) Other studies attempt to dispute these
findings, but it is clear that cell phone radiation is producing at least some
detrimental effects on our bodies.

Technology in schools provides yet another classic example. Computers
and other high-tech learning aids were, for many years, hyped as the Holy
Grail of improved academic performance. They have even been promoted
for use by young children and infants. Now we find, instead, that computers
and iPods are increasingly used for cheating and plagiarism.'’1 High-speed,
ultra-short messaging, as with Twitter, threatens emotional and moral
development.'¥] Text messaging in general now appears to damage language
skills.[”1 Educational technology for infants, such as ‘Baby Einstein’ and
related video tools, is now found to not only n#othelp children, but is actually
detrimental.?) The death blow to the pro-tech lobby came in 2007, with the
publication of a major study by the US government. A review of 16 leading
ed-tech products, covering more than 9,400 students in 132 schools, showed
no increase in achicvement scores?!! As a consequence, schools are now bailing
out. A New York Times article?®?l quotes a local school board president: “After
seven years, there was literally no evidence it had any impact on student
achievement—none.” Given the costs and health risks, it’s no wonder schools
are now seriously reconsidering their technology plans.

Finally, when we look outside the human sphere, to nature, we find
disastrous problems: unprecedented species extinction, destruction of forests,
resource depletion, global climate change. The toxic byproducts of industrial
society are found in the bodies of arctic seals. Costa Rican tree frogs suffer
from acid rain produced in New York. Global warming alters age-old
weather patterns and threatens to disrupt every ecosystem on the planet.
Nuclear reactor wastes will remain deadly for millennia. And the exploding
global population is a direct result of highly advanced agricultural and
health-care technologies.

Of these concerns, climate change is perhaps the most troubling. A 2009
report by a UN-affiliated think tank projects that, without drastic mitigation
actions, climate change will cause “much of civilization to collapse,” for large
portions of the world.””*! Here we have the ultimate irony: a technological
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civilization created and powered by fossil fuels, which ends up being so
disruptive to the global climate that it destroys itself. Along the way we will
have eliminated thousands of other species, and put our own existence at
risk. Perhaps a kind of cosmic justice is at work after all.

From an objective standpoint, then, the situation seems clear: In
advanced technology we are dealing with something—a set of tools, a
structure, a mindset, a force, a power—which is damaging all aspects of
our lives, and seriously undermining the health of the planet. And, for all
practical purposes, it is beyond our rational control.

Modern technology, then, even though it is the product of natural
beings and developed from the materials of nature, is a profoundly unnatural
phenomenon. Nothing in humanity’s evolutionary past, or in the Earth’s
evolutionary past, has equipped us to deal with the consequences of this
phenomenon. And yet we, and all the world, are confronted with its effects
every minute of the day.

'There is no doubt that modern technology poses a profound dilemma
for humanity. A recent textbook stated the following: “That technology
represents a problem of major importance, requiring analysis and
interpretation, needs no argument. ... It is the controlling power of our age,
affecting and shaping virtually all aspects of human existence in this century.”
And I think many people—most people—have an intuitive sense that this is
true: that the ‘problem of technology’is very real, and very serious.

A recent poll of 69,000 people in North America revealed thata
ma jority, 51%, can be classified as “technological pessimists,” meaning that
they are at best indiff erent to modern technology, and at worst outright

hostile toward it.?*

I'This is a huge number—something in excess of 100
million adults in North America alone. We know from experience that
Europeans tend to be even more skeptical about such things, and thus they
are likely to have an even higher number of pessimists. So there seems to
be a widespread and deep-seated feeling that something is wrong with our
technological age.

So what shall we do? We are faced with a whole range of threats to

our wellbeing, and all of them—literally, all major problems confronting

humanity—are created or enabled by advanced technology. Shall we just sit




here and take it, stoically? Shall we wring our hands, bemoaning the fact that
the system is too large, too impenetrable, too unmovable to change? Shall
we ask our leaders for help? Shall we pray to God? Shall we wait for the
scientists and technologists to save us? What irony—to look to technology to
save us from itself’

These are a few of the issues that we will raise in this book. They are
complex, far-reaching, and vitally important for our collective future. As
difficult as it may be, it is a discussion that we cannot avoid.

The occasion for the discussion at hand is, of course, the work of
Theodore Kaczynski. Convicted of the Unabomber crimes in 1996,
Kaczynski is now spending the remainder of his life in a high-security
supermax prison in Colorado. The Unabomber case received worldwide
attention, due in part to the inability of the FBI to track him down after 17
years of trying, and in part to the unique motivation of the person or group
known as “FC.” FC’s primary demand, to which the FBI eventually agreed,
was to allow publication in a major newspaper or journal of a lengthy anti-
technology manifesto entitled “Industrial Society and its Future” (ISAIF).
'The Washington Post published a nearly complete version of ISAIF on
September 19, 1995; roughly 1.2 million copies were sold that day. Soon
thereafter, Theodore’s brother, David Kaczynski, recognized the style and
content of the manifesto and contacted the FBI. Theodore, then age 53, was
arrested at his small wooden home in rural Montana on April 3,1996. On
April 15 he was on the cover of 7Time magazine, and the whole world saw the
man that had eluded capture for so long.

This book was never intended to be a biography, but it is worth recalling
a few basic facts of Kaczynski’s life story. He was born in Chicago on May
22,1942, From his early childhood it was clear that he was an academic
standout, and he excelled at school. Skipping two grades, he left high school
tfor Harvard atage 16. By 1962, at age 20, Kaczynski had completed his
Bachelor’s degree in mathematics. He headed to graduate school at the
University of Michigan at Ann Arbor, where, over the next five years, he
earned Master’s and PhD degrees in math. In 1967 he acquired a teaching
job at the prestigious University of California at Berkeley; it was a position

he held for just two years. By 1971 he had decided to buy some land near
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Lincoln, Montana and make a homestead there. He worked odd jobs and
was periodically seen in nearby towns, but by and large kept to himself.

Under different circumstances, we might never have heard from
Kaczynski again. But this was not to be. In one of his letters to me, he
recounts how both recreationists and the Forest Service continually pressed
in on him—to the point where a peaceful life was no longer possible. This
invasion constituted a kind of war, and Kaczynski began to defend himself.

It was not until a few years later, in mid-1978, that the first so-called
Unabomber attack occurred. Between 1978 and 1985 there were eight mail-
or package-bombings, including one on an airplane, which resulted in a total
of 20 injuries. All were connected with universities or airlines, hence the
name given by the FBI: ‘un-a-bomber.’

The first fatality occurred in December 1985, when computer storeowner
Hugh Scrutton was killed by a package bomb left in his parking lot. Between
1987 and 1995 there were five more attacks, killing two (advertising
executive Thomas Mosser and Calif ornia Forestry Association president
Gilbert Murray) and injuring three. The ISATF manifesto was published five
months after the final attack, and Kaczynski was arrested seven months after
that.

In the 14 years since his imprisonment, the public has heard and read
many things about Kaczynski, but nothing from Kaczynski himself until
now. This book is the first comprehensive and unedited collection of his
writings.

This book will 7o¢ address the many sensational issues surrounding
Kaczynski: the details of the Unabomber case, Kaczynski's personal
history, his so-called “troubled past,” the “psychology of a murderer,” or the
ineptitudes of the American criminal justice system.[*! This book does not
advocate violence, bomb-making, murder, or any other heinous acts that
one might fear finding here. It does not even discuss violence except very
indirectly, as one potential but undefined aspect of the “revolution against
technology.”

'The entire focus of this book is the prodlem of technology: where we stand
today, what kind of imminent future we are facing, and what we ought to do
about it.

The challenge to the reader is to make a firm separation between the
Unabomber crimes and a rational, in-depth, no-holds-barred discussion

of the threat posed by modern technology. Kaczynski has much to offer to




this discussion even if we accept that he was guilty of certain reprehensible
crimes. We do ourselves no favors by ignoring him. His ideas have no less
force, his arguments are none the weaker, simply because they issue from a
maximum-security cell.

Kaczynski’s writings revolve around a core argument against modern

technology. To briefly recap that argument:

¢ Human beings evolved under primitive, low-tech conditions. This is
our natural state of existence.

® Present technological society is radically different than our natural
state, and imposes unprecedented stresses upon us, and on nature.

¢ Technologically-induced stress is bad now and will get much worse,
leading to a condition where humans will be completely manipulated and
molded to serve the needs of the system. Such a state of aftairs is undignified,
abhorrent, disastrous for nature, and profoundly dehumanizing.

* The technological system cannot be fixed or reformed so as to avoid
this dehumanized future.

o Therefore, the system must be brought to an end.

The logic is sound. However, we are free to challenge any of the
premises. Perhaps we did not evolve under low-tech conditions—maybe
God created humans 6,000 years ago. Perhaps modern technology is, in
some sense, not an aberrant condition but is really our “natural state.”
Perhaps the stresses of modern life will not get worse. Perhaps reform is
possible. Perhaps revolution, though justified, is futile. These are just some
of the responses we might make to Kaczynski’s argument, and in defense of
the status quo. All these points will be touched on in this book; I hope that
some progress will be made.

As will become apparent, Kaczynski is a careful, insightful thinker who
makes forceful arguments against technology—arguments that are not
easily refuted. In spite of this, even at the peak of the Unabomber trial, one
rarely heard anything of these arguments. Instead we were treated to an
interesting spectacle: a near-universal assault on his character and actions,
without a shred of meaningful discussion of his ideas. This shameful,
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deliberate act of mindlessness was typically “justified” in three ways—none
of which are rational. These tactics need to be firmly buried, so that a real
inquiry can proceed.

First: “He’s a murderer, and we must not dignity a murderer by
discussing his ideas.” Based on his plea bargain, we indeed must accept that
Kaczynski did deliver the fatal mail bombs. For that he is rightly punished
with a life sentence in a federal penitentiary. His tactics were deplorable, and
I for one do not endorse such actions.

And yet, in any civilized society even the most nefarious of prisoners
has some rights. Freedom of speech is one of these. Every prisoner in any
modern nation should have the right to communicate to outsiders, to express
his or her ideas, and even to publish books or artwork, provided they hold
to the same broad restrictions of any citizen. American prisoners cannot
profit from their work—this is the famous “Son of Sam” law—but that is not
at issue here. Kaczynski gets not one dime of profit from this book. But he
cannot be denied the legal or moral right to express his views.

Furthermore, every document that Kaczynski receives or sends out is
reviewed in detail by personnel from the US Federal Bureau of Prisons.

We need have no apprehensions about him communicating secret plans to
destroy the werld, or to kill again.

But do we dignify Kaczynski unduly? I recall a similar concern in
late 2005, when a documentary ran on American public television about
Mark David Chapman, the killer of John Lennon. Similar complaints were
raised: “We dignify this criminal too much by even mentioning his name”;
“We should never hear his voice”; “We should never read a word of what he
says,” and so on. Many opposed the documentary, and yet it was produced,
and aired. And nothing was to be gained except sheer voyeurism. There was
no deep message, no residual value in hearing Chapman speak. It was pure
pop culture. And yet it aired, because he has a right to speak, and we have
a right to know. How much more important to hear from Kaczynski—not
just the mail-bomber who eluded the FBI for 17 years, but a man with
ideas that challenge the core of our modern worldview, and even ofter a
kind of salvation.

That said, we could clearly opt to close our eyes and ears to the man.
But this solves nothing. We are still left facing the same issues, and
having to answer the same dificult questions. In dealing with his writings

perhaps we do dignify him. But more importantly, we dignify our children,




the natural world, and ourselves—because it is these that will bear the
consequences of our actions.

Second: “Sure, technology causes problems, but we've got no choice.
What are we supposed to do, go live in a cave?” The point here, presumably, is
that technological society is an irrevocable reality, and any discussion to the
contrary is a complete waste of time. To this I can only say: (a) If you really
think that you have no choice, then the debate is over. Kaczynski has won. If
you have no choice, you have no freedom. You are little better than a slave to
the system. You may be a comfertable slave—an Uncle Tom, if you will—but
this is an utterly undignified existence. And (b), if by cave we mean a life
without technology, then this is ludicrous, and impossible. For the 2 million
years of our existence we have used tools—technology—to survive. It cannot
be otherwise. The whole question is, what /eve/ of technology shall we use?
We can choose simple, natural, manageable, biodegradable tools, or we can
choose complex, enslaving, toxic tools.

If the cave imagery is intended as a shorthand notion for a simple, low-
tech lifestyle, then I respond, yes, this is precisely what we need. We modern
people think life unlivable without electricity, the Internet, air conditioning,
and indoor plumbing. Obviously it was not always like this. The greatest
accomplishments of humanity occurred without computers, without
electricity, without plumbing. Think of it—life without computers! What
barbarians those Renaissance men must have been! Those ancient Greeks—
brute animals! And yet the Greeks, for example, though living with only the
most basic of tools, were able to create one of the greatest societies in history.
‘The whole point of technology, of society, is, after all, to have a good life; and a
good life requires almost nothing at all.

The third common tactic was to raise a series of red herrings—to
discuss everything about the man exceps his “crazy” ideas. His arguments
no doubt pose a threat to the system, and thus many people, especially
those in positions of power, are very anxious to repudiate Kaczynski and his
ideas—preferably, in such a way as to avoid actually addressing them. The
arguments are not easily defeated, especially by simple-minded politicians,
jealous or jaded intellectuals, or apologists for big business, so they tend to
mount superficial or trivial attacks. They will talk about his mental state, his
upbringing, the legal circus—anything to distract the public from substantive
inquiry. In this way, Kaczynski’s dangerous ideas are safely hidden out of
sight. Virtually every mass media discussion of either Kaczynski or ISAIF
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is guilty of this ploy; even at the height of the media frenzy, the most one
could hope for would be to hear or read a few snippets from the manifesto.[%!
The cover story in Time the week after Kaczynski’s arrest is a perfect case in
point: not a word on the substance of his thinking.?’]

One instance that was especially egregious, if only because one would
have expected better, was the largely inane critique of the manifesto by
Kirkpatrick Sale in Nation!?] Given a rare opportunity to provide an
in-depth assessment of the piece in a high-visibility venue, Sale fumbled
badly. He spends an inordinate amount of time on trivial, incidental, or
pointless issues, belaboring the Unabomber’s “wooden,”plodding,” and
“leaden” writing style, and his lack of pure originality (“thinks he’s the first
person who ever worked out such ideas”)—as if such things have any bearing
at all on the arguments at hand.

In fact Kaczynski's writing style is perfectly suited to the task. He is
clear, precise, and articulate. He writes in a commonsense manner, largely
free of technical terms. When he does introduce precise terms, he is generally
careful to define them. He is respectful of the reader. He writes to a broad
audience. He is methodical and meticulous. Clarity and precision are of
utmost importance, befitting the severity of the situation.

Kaczynski’s originality is not really in dispute. It is true that many of
the themes he addresses have been discussed by others, but this fact takes
nothing away from the force of his arguments. Quite the contrary—it only
strengthens his position. He follows in a long line of important thinkers who
had grave concerns about technology, and its potential to disrupt society.
The earliest of these was Lao Tzu, the venerable Chinese philosopher of
2,500 years ago, who observed: “The more sharpened tools the people have
/ the more benighted the state.” Sharp tools cut through the social fabric,
separating people from themselves and from the world. Such tools cast us all
into a dark time, from which we are unable to see our way ahead. We build
them at our own risk.

Shortly afterward, Plato was making the first connection between techne
and /ogos, and warning us about even so benign a technology as writing:

This invention will produce forgetfulness in the minds of those who learn

to use it, because they will not practice their memory. ... [Writing is] an elixir

not of memory, but of reminding. .. [It affers us ] the appearance ef wisdom,
not true wisdom. .. (Phaedrus, 275a)




Such early reflections led, in time, to Rousseau’s full-blown critique of
technology in his Discourse on the Arts and Sciences (1750), and to Henry
David Thoreau’s anti-technological musings in Walden (1850). Not long
thereafter, British essayist Samuel Butler felt compelled to issue the first
unequivocal attack against the technological system:

Day by day, the machines aregaz'm'nggrozmd upon us; day by day we are
becoming more subservient to them. .. The time will come when the machines
will hold the real supremacy over the world and itsinbabitants... @ur
opinion is that war to the death should be instantly proclaimed against them.
Every machine ef ever y sort should be destroyed by the well-wisher of his
species. (Darwin Among the Machines, 1863)/?

Notcd philosophers like Scheler, Whitchead, and Heidegger published
stinging critiques. Orwecll's Road to Wigan Pier (1937) concludes with a
penetrating and insightful attack on mechanization and the “machine
society.” Of special significance to Kaczynski, and the whole technology
debate, is Jacques Ellul’'s 1954 masterpiece 7%e Technological Society, his
portrayal of tcchnology as a monistic, sclf -driving forcc in the world that
is able to invade all aspects of human existence, deeply undermining our
freedom in the process, was as ground-breaking as it was troubling. In the
1960s and 70s, radical thinkers like Marcuse and Illich called for virtual
revolution against the system.*" Through the present day, some elements
of the so-called green anarchist movement attempt to do the same—see R.
Scarce (2006).

Thus, even though Kaczynski addresses many issues which others
before him have raised, he carries the analysis to a new level of intensity.
His uniqueness is expressed in a number of ways. First is his relentless focus
on technology itself as the root cause of our predicament; he is adamant
that, directly or indirectly, modern technology is the sole basis for our most
pressing contemporary problems. Second, he assigns highest value to the
dignity and autonomy, or freedom, of the human being; it is these things that
are chiefly threatened by technology. Third, he explicitly calls for revolution
against the system, in a way that no prior critic has done. And revolution is
not merely some whimsical afterthought—it is a core element of his overall
critique. Fourth, he is very authoritative in his research, citing in a careful
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and scholarly manner the relevant ideas that support his claims. He does not
make idle statements, or offer appeals to emotion, or engage in hyperbole.
Finally, Kaczynski is very pragmatic. This is not just theory for him. The
situation demands action, and he offers specific plans to assist the transition
to a post-technological world.

With these pseudo-criticisms and diversionary tactics out of the way,
a true inquiry can proceed. In order to move ahead and seriously tackle the
problem of technology, there are three main issues that we should bear in
mind:

(1) What is the present state of affairs? (in terms of human stress and
indignity, environmental damage, etc). How bad are things at the moment?
(2) What s our likely future in the near term; say,in the next few
decades? Will things get better? Stay the same? Get worse? Get much worse?
(2) What can, or should, we do about it?

Most people, being more or less adapted to modern society, would
likely rate present conditions as a mixed bag: some good, some bad, some
problems we need to work on but nothing imminently pressing. The near-
term future they would see as more of the same—a few improvements, a
few new problems, overall slightly better, perhaps. This automatically implies
a conservative course of action: Carryon with the status quo, don’t rock
the boat, be a ‘cooperator,’ work hard, follow the rules, vote, hoist the flag
of nationalism when called to. No major catastrophes coming, and in any
case we have the government, the scientists, and corporate self-interest to
take care of any problems that may arise. This view, according to Kaczynski,
is naively optimistic—dangerously optimistic. It fails to respond to the
exponentially growing power of technology, and its rapidly increasing ability
to assert control over life on this planet.

Faced with persistent technological crises, there is also the common
attitude of ‘no pain, no gain’ “Yes, there are inevitable problems with
technology, but they are a necessary part of the learning process. Without
the pain of the mistakes we could not enjoy the gains that technology offers.”

This line of thinking would be fine, if (a) the pains were predictable, limited,




and manageable; (b) they were fairly and justly distributed; and (c) the ‘gains’
were in fact true improvements on the human condition. Kaczynski argues,
rightly I think, that all three of these assumptions are false. And not just ‘a
little false, but radically false—false in a deeply deceiving fashion.

Kaczynski's answers to the central questions are quite clear. In my
exchange of letters with him, I pressed him on these points in order to better
understand his reasoning, and to examine any weaknesses. These questions
are, in fact, core issues that we all should ask ourselves. Furthermore, they
do not end. This is an inquiry that must be ongoing, and responsive to the
changing nature of technology itself. An answer one day may well be exposed
as inadequate or fallacious the next.

One hundred years ago, Henry Ford could not begin to anticipate the
highway deaths, urban sprawl, wars over oil, and global warming that his
automobiles would bring. The inventors of television could not anticipate
that it would lead to obesity, ill health, lower academic performance,
and attention deficit disorder. The inventors of aerosol propellants
(chlorofluorocarbons) could not know that they would destroy the planetary
ozone layer. Early coal miners could not know that their product would
disrupt the climate of the entire planet. These were not simple mistakes, mere
oversights; they are an unavoidable aspect of advanced technology. We can
never know what the consequences will be, and the more powerful and more
ubiquitous the technology, the greater the risk. If global warming destroys
the Earth’s ability to sustain life as we know it, then all the wonderful gains
of the industrial age will be utterly worthless.

Paraphrasing Lao Tzu: the sharper the tools, the darker the times. We live in
an age of wery sharp tools. Consequently, it is also a very dark time. But tools
cut both ways. Can they even, perhaps, be turned against themselves? Does
the technological system contain the seeds of its own destruction? This may
be our only hope.

We are clearly in dire need of a substantive inquiry into the problem
of technology. In recent years we have seen just the beginning of what
may lie ahead—a potentially catastrophic future. If most people are not
yet convinced that drastic action is warranted, it is only because the worst
outcomes have yet to be realized. On the other hand, if we wait until the
crisis is obvious to all, it will be far too late. What can we do, now, to regain
human dignity, defend the planet, and give ourselves the best chance for
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long-term survival? This is the question that presses upon us with the
greatest urgency. We ignore it at our peril. ®

NOTIiS ¢
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Introduction

1. The Industrial Revolution and its consequences have been a disaster for
the human race. They have greatly increased the life expectancy of those of
us who live in “advanced” countries, but they have destabilized society, have
made life unfulfilling, have subjected human beings to indignities, have

led to widespread psychological suftering (in the Third World to physical
suffering as well) and have inflicted severe damage on the natural world.
The continued development of technology will worsen the situation. It will
certainly subject human beings to greater indignities and inflict greater
damage on the natural world, it will probably lead to greater social disruption
and psychological suffering, and it may lead to increased physical suftering
even in “advanced” countries.

2.The industrial-technological system may survive or it may break
down. If it survives, it MAY eventually achieve a low level of physical and
psychological suftering, but only after passing through a long and very
painful period of adjustment and only at the cost of permanently reducing
human beings and many other living organisms to engineered products and
mere cogs in the social machine. Furthermore, if the system survives, the
consequences will be inevitable: There is no way of reforming or modifying
the system so as te prevent it from depriving people of dignity and autonomy.

3. If the system breaks down the consequences will still be very painful.
But the bigger the system grows the more disastrous the results of its
breakdown will be, so if it is to break down it had best break down sooner
rathcr than later.

4. We therefore advocate a revolution against the industrial system. This
revolution mayor may not make use of violence; it may be sudden or it may
be a relatively gradual process spanning a few decades. We can’t predict any
of that. But we do outline in a very general way the measures that those
who hate the industrial system should take in order to prepare the way for
a revolution against that form of society. This is not to be a POLITICAL
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revolution. Its object will be to overthrow not governments but the economic
and technological basis of the present society.

5. In this article we give attention to only some of the negative
developments that have grown out of the industrial-technological system.
Other such developments we mention only briefly or ignore altogether. This
does not mean that we regard these other developments as unimportant. For
practical reasons we have to confine our discussion to areas that have received
insufhicient public attention or in which we have something new to say.

For example, since there are well-developed environmental and wilderness
movements, we have written very little about environmental degradation or
the destruction of wild nature, even though we consider these to be highly
important.

The Psycholo
of Modermn Lﬂ%%ism

6. Almost everyone will agree that we live in a deeply troubled society.

One of the most widespread manifestations of the craziness of our world

is leftism, so a discussion of the psychology of leftism can serve as an

introduction to the discussion of the problems of modern society in general.
7. But what is leftism? During the first half of the 20th century leftism

could have been practically identified with socialism. Today the movement is

fragmented and it is not clear who can properly be called a leftist. When we

speak of leftists in this article we have in mind mainly socialists, collectivists,

“politically correct” types, feminists, gay and disability activists, animal rights

activists and the like. But not everyone who is associated with one of these

movements is a leftist. What we are trying to get at in discussing leftism is

not so much a movement or an ideology as a psychological type, or rather

a collection of related types. Thus, what we mean by “leftism”will emerge

more clearly in the course of our discussion of leftist psychology. (Also, see

paragraphs 227-230.)
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8. Even so, our conception of leftism will remain a good deal less clear
than we would wish, but there doesn’t seem to be any remedy for this. All
we are trying to do here is indicate in a rough and approximate way the
two psychological tendencies that we believe are the main driving force
of modern leftism. We by no means claim to be telling the WHOLE
truth about leftist psychology. Also, our discussion is meant to apply to
modern leftism only. We leave open the question of the extent to which
our discussion could be applied to the leftists of the 19th and early 20th
centuries.

9. The two psychological tendencies that underlie modern leftism
we call feelings of inferiority and oversocialization. Feelings of inferiority
are characteristic of modern leftism as a whole, while oversocialization is
characteristic only of a certain segment of modern leftism; but this segment

is highly influential.

Feelings of Inferiority

10. By “feelings of inferiority” we mean not only inferiority feelings in the
strict sense but a whole spectrum of related traits: low self-esteem, feelings
of powerlessness, depressive tendencies, defeatism, guilt, self-hatred, etc. We
argue that modern leftists tend to have some such feelings (possibly more
or less repressed), and that these feelings are decisive in determining the
direction of modern leftism.

11. When someone interprets as derogatory almost anything that is
said about him (or about groups with whom he identifies), we conclude that
he has inferiority feelings or low self-esteem. This tendency is pronounced
among minority-rights activists, whether or not they belong to the minority
groups whose rights they defend. They are hypersensitive about the words
used to designate minorities and about anything that is said concerning
minorities. The terms “Negro,” “oriental,” “handicapped,” or “chick” for
an African, an Asian, a disabled person or a woman originally had no
derogatory connotation. “Broad” and “chick” were merely the feminine
equivalents of “guy,” “dude” or “fellow.” The negative connotations have
been attached to these terms by the activists themselves. Some animal
rights activists have gone so far as to reject the word “pet” and insist on
its replacement by “animal companion.” Leftish anthropologists go to
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great lengths to avoid saying anything about primitive peoples that could
conceivably be interpreted as negative. They want to replace the word
“primitive” by “nonliterate.” They seem almost paranoid about anything that
might suggest that any primitive culture is inferior to our own.(We do not
mean to imply that primitive cultures ARE inferior to ours. We merely point
out the hypersensitivity of leftish anthropologists.)

12. Those who are most sensitive about “politically incorrect”
terminology are not the average black ghetto-dweller, Asian immigrant,
abused woman or disabled person, but a minority of activists, many of whom
do not even belong to any “oppressed” group but come from privileged
strata of society. Political correctness has its stronghold among university
professors, who have secure employment with comfortable salaries, and the
majority of whom are heterosexual white males from middle to upper-class
families.

13. Many leftists have an intense identification with the problems of
groups that have an image of being weak (women), defeated (American
Indians), repellent (homosexuals), or otherwise inferior. The leftists
themselves feel that these groups are inferior. They would never admit to
themselves that they have such feelings, but it is precisely because they do see
these groups as inferior that they identify with their problems. (We do not
mean to suggest that women, Indians, etc., ARE inferior; we are only making
a point about leftist psychology.)

14. Feminists are desperately anxious to prove that women are as strong
and as capable as men. Clearly they are nagged by a fear that women may
NOT be as strong and as capable as men.

15. Leftists tend to hate anything that has an image of being strong,
good and successful. They hate America, they hate Western civilization,
they hate white males, they hate rationality. The reasons that leftists
give for hating the West, etc., clearly do not correspond with their real
motives. They SAY they hate the West because it is warlike, imperialistic,
sexist, ethnocentric and so forth, but where these same faults appear in
socialist countries or in primitive cultures, the leftist finds excuses for
them,or at best he GRUDGINGLY admits that they exist; whereas he
ENTHUSIASTICALLY points out (and often greatly exaggerates) these
faults where they appear in Western civilization. Thus it is clear that these
faults are not the leftist’s real motive for hating America and the West. He

hates America and the West because they are strong and successful.
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16. Words like “self-confidence,” “self-reliance,” “initiative,” “enterprise,”
“optimism,” etc., play little role in the liberal and leftist vocabulary. The leftist
is anti-individualistic, pro-collectivist. He wants society to solve everyone’s
problems for them, satisfy everyone’s needs for them, take care of them. He is
not the sort of person who has an inner sense of confidence in his ability to
solve his own problems and satisfy his own needs. The leftist is antagonistic
to the concept of competition because, deep inside, he feels like a loser.

17. Art forms that appeal to modern leftish intellectuals tend to focus on
sordidness, defeat and despair, or else they take an orgiastic tone, throwing
off rational control as if there were no hope of accomplishing anything
through rational calculation and all that was left was to immerse oneself in
the sensations of the moment.

18. Modern leftish philosophers tend to dismiss reason, science, objective
reality and to insist that everything is culturally relative. It is true that one
can ask serious questions about the foundations of scientific knowledge
and about how, if at all, the concept of objective reality can be defined. But
it is obvious that modern leftish philosophers are not simply cool-headed
logicians systematically analyzing the foundations of knowledge. They are
deeply involved emotionally in their attack on truth and reality. They attack
these concepts because of their own psychological needs. For one thing,
their attack is an outlet for hostility, and, to the extent that it is successful,
it satisfies the drive for power. More importantly, the leftist hates science
and rationality because they classify certain beliefs as true (i.e., successful,
superior) and other beliefs as false (i.e., failed, inferior). The leftist’s feelings
of inferiority run so deep that he cannot tolerate any classification of some
things as successful or superior and other things as failed or inferior. This also
underlies the rejection by many leftists of the concept of mental illness and
of the utility of IQ_tests. Leftists are antagonistic to genetic explanations of
human abilities or behavior because such explanations tend to make some
persons appear superior or inferior to others. Leftists prefer to give society
the credit or blame for an individual’s ability or lack of it. Thus if a person is
“inferior” it is not his fault, but society’s, because he has not been brought up
properly.

19.The leftist is not typically the kind of person whose feelings of
inferiority make him a braggart, an egotist, a bully, a self-promoter, a ruthless
competitor. This kind of person has not wholly lost faith in himself. He has

a deficit in his sense of power and self-worth, but he can still conceive of
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himself as having the capacity to be strong, and his efforts to make himself
strong produce his unpleasant behavior.!] But the leftist is too far gone for
that. His feelings of inferiority are so ingrained that he cannot conceive of
himself as individually strong and valuable. Hence the collectivism of the
leftist. He can feel strong only as a member of a large organization or a mass
movement with which he identifies himself.

20. Notice the masochistic tendency of leftist tactics. Leftists protest by
lying down in front of vehicles, they intentionally provoke police or racists
to abuse them, etc. These tactics may of ten be effective, but many leftists
use them not as a means to an end but because they PREFER masochistic
tactics. Self -hatred is a leftist trait.

21. Leftists may claim that their activism is motivated by compassion
or by moral principles, and moral principle does play a role for the leftist of
the oversocialized type. But compassion and moral principle cannot be the
main motives for leftist activism. Hostility is too prominent a component of
leftist behavior; so is the drive for power. Moreover, much leftist behavior
is not rationally calculated to be of benefit to the people whom the leftists
claim to be trying to help. For example, if one believes that affirmative action
is good for black people, does it make sense to demand affirmative action
in hostile or dogmatic terms? Obviously it would be more productive to
take a diplomatic and conciliatory approach that would make at least verbal
and symbolic concessions to white people who think that affirmative action
discriminates against them. But leftist activists do not take such an approach
because it would not satisty their emotional needs. Helping black people
is not their real goal. Instead, race problems serve as an excuse for them to
express their own hostility and frustrated need for power. In doing so they
actually harm black people, because the activists’ hostile attitude toward the
white majority tends to intensify race hatred.

22.1f our society had no social problems at all, the lef tists would have
to INVENT problems in order to provide themselves with an excuse for
making a fuss.

23. We emphasize that the foregoing does not pretend to be an accurate
description of everyone who might be considered a leftist. It is only a rough

indication of a general tendency of leftism.
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Oversocialization

24. Psychologists use the term “socialization” to designate the process by
which children are trained to think and act as society demands. A person
is said to be well socialized if he believes in and obeys the moral code of
his society and fits in well as a functioning part of that society. It may seem
senseless to say that many leftists are oversocialized, since the leftist is
perceived as a rebel. Nevertheless, the position can be defended. Many lef tists
are not such rebels as they seem.

25.The moral code of our society is so demanding that no one can
think, feel and act in a completely moral way. For example, we are not
supposed to hate anyone, yet almost everyone hates somebody at some time
or other, whether he admits it to himself or not. Some people are so highly
socialized that the attempt to think, feel and act morally imposes a severe
burden on them. In order to avoid feelings of guilt, they continually have to
deceive themselves about their own motives and find moral explanations for
feelings and actions that in reality have a non-moral origin. We use the term
“oversocialized” to describe such people?]

26. Oversocialization can lead to low self-esteem, a sense of
powerlessness, defeatism, guilt, etc. One of the most important means
by which our society socializes children is by making them feel ashamed
of behavior or speech that is contrary to society’s expectations. If this is
overdone, or if a particular child is especially susceptible to such feelings,
he ends by feeling ashamed of HIMSELF. Moreover the thought and
the behavior of the over-socialized person are more restricted by society’s
expectations than are those of the lightly socialized person. The majority of
people engage in a significant amount of naughty behavior. They lie, they
commit petty thefts, they break traffic laws, they goof off at work, they hate
someone, they say spiteful things or they use some underhanded trick to get
ahead of the other guy. The oversocialized person cannot do these things, or
if he does do them he generates in himself a sense of shame and self-hatred.
'The oversocialized person cannot even experience, without guilt, thoughts or
feelings that are contrary to the accepted morality; he cannot think “unclean”
thoughts. And socialization is not just a matter of morality; we are socialized
to conform to many norms of behavior that do not fall under the heading of
morality. Thus the oversocialized person is kept on a psychological leash and
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spends his life running on rails that society has laid down for him. In many
oversocialized people this results in a sense of constraint and powerlessness
that can be a severe hardship. We suggest that oversocialization is among the
more serious cruelties that human beings inflict on one another.

27. We argue that a very important and influential segment of the
modern left is oversocialized and that their oversocialization is of great
importance in determining the direction of modern leftism. Leftists of
the oversocialized type tend to be intellectuals or members of the upper
middle class. Notice that university intellectuals*lconstitute the most highly
socialized segment of our society and also the most left-wing segment.

28.The leftist of the oversocialized type tries to get oft his psychological
leash and assert his autonomy by rebelling. But usually he is not strong
enough to rebel against the most basic values of society. Generally speaking,
the goals of today’s leftists are NOT in conflict with the accepted morality.
On the contrary, the left takes an accepted moral principle, adopts it as
its own, and then accuses mainstrcam society of violating that principlec.
Examples: racial equality, equality of the sexes, hclping poor peoplc, peace
as opposed to war, nonviolence generally, freedom of expression, kindness
to animals. More fundamentally, the duty of the individual to serve society
and the duty of society to take care of the individual. All these have been
deeply rooted values of our society (or at least of its middle and upper
classes!*)) for a long time. These values are explicitly or implicitly expressed
or presupposed in most of the material presented to us by the mainstream
communications media and the educational system. Leftists, especially those
of the oversocialized type, usually do not rebel against these principles but
justify their hostility to society by claiming (with some degree of truth) that
society is not living up to these principles.

29. Here is an illustration of the way in which the oversocialized leftist
shows his real attachment to the conventional attitudes of our society while
pretending to be in rebellion against it. Many leftists push for affirmative
action, for moving black people into high-prestige jobs, for improved
education in black schools and more money for such schools; the way of
life of the black “underclass” they regard as a social disgrace. They want to
integrate the black man into the system, make him a business executive, a
lawyer, a scientist just like upper middle-class white people. The leftists will
reply that the last thing they want is to make the black man into a copy of

the white man; instead, they want to preserve African-American culture.
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But in what does this preservation of African-American culture consist? It
can hardly consist in anything more than eating black-style food, listening
to black-style music, wearing black-style clothing and going to a black-style
church or mosque. In other words, it can express itself only in superficial
matters. In all ESSENTIAL respects most lef tists of the oversocialized type
want to make the black man conform to white middle-class ideals. They want
to make him study technical subjects, become an executive or a scientist,
spend his life climbing the status ladder to prove that black people are as
good as white. They want to make black fathers “responsible,” they want
black gangs to become nonviolent, etc. But these are exactly the values of
the industrial-technological system. The system couldn'’t care less what kind
of music a man listens to, what kind of clothes he wears or what religion he
believes in as long as he studies in school, holds a respectable job, climbs the
status ladder, is a “responsible” parent, is nonviolent and so forth. In effect,
however much he may deny it, the oversocialized leftist wants to integrate
the black man into the system and make him adopt its values.

30. We certainly do not claim that leftists, even of the over-socialized
type, NEVER rebel against the fundamental values of our society. Clearly
they sometimes do. Some oversocialized lef tists have gone so far as to rebel
against one of modern society’s most important principles by engaging
in physical violence. By their own account, violence is for them a form of
“liberation.” In other words, by committing violence they break through the
psychological reswaints that have been trained into them. Because they are
oversocialized these restraints have been more confining for them than for
others; hence their need to break free of them. But they usually justify their
rebellion in terms of mainstream values. If they engage in violence they claim
to be fighting against racism or the like.

31. We realize that many objections could be raised to the foregoing
thumbnail sketch of leftist psychology. The real situation is complex, and
anything like a complete description of it would take several volumes even if
the necessary data were available. We claim only to have indicated very roughly
the two most important tendencies in the psychology of modern leftism.

32.The problems of the leftist are indicative of the problems of our
society as a whole. Low self-esteem, depressive tendencies and defeatism are
not restricted to the left. Though they are especially noticeable in the left,
they are widespread in our society. And today’s society tries to socialize us to
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a greater extent than any previous society. We are even told by experts how to
eat, how to exercise, how to make love, how to raise our kids and so forth.

The Power Process

33. Human beings have a need (probably based in biology) for something
that we will call the power process. This is closely related to the need for
power (which is widely recognized) but is not quite the same thing. ‘The
power process has four elements. The three most clear-cut of these we call
goal, effort and attainment of goal. (Everyone needs to have goals whose
attainment recuires effort, and needs to succeed in attaining at least some
of his goals.) The fourth element is more difficult to define and may not
be necessary fer everyone. We call it autonomy and will discuss it later
(paragraphs 42-44).

34. Consider the hypothetical case of a man who can have anything
he wants just by wishing for it. Such a man has power, but he will develop
serious psychological problems. At first he will have a lot of fun, but by and
by he will become acutely bored and demoralized. Eventually he may become
clinically depressed. History shows that leisured aristocracies tend to become
decadent. This is not true of fighting aristocracies that have to struggle to
maintain their power. But leisured, secure aristocracies that have no need to
exert themselves usually become bored, hedonistic and demoralized, even
though they have power. This shows that power is not enough. One must
have goals toward which to exercise one’s power.

35. Everyone has goals; if nothing else, to obtain the physical necessities
of life: food, water and whatever clothing and shelter are made necessary by
the climate. But the leisured aristocrat obtains these things without effort.
Hence his boredom and demoralization.

36. Non-attainment of important goals results in death if the goals
are physical necessities, and in frustration if non-attainment of the goals is
compatible with survival. Consistent failure to attain goals throughout life
results in defeatism, low self-esteem or depression.

37.’Thus, in order to avoid serious psychological problems, a human
being needs goals whose attainment requires effort, and he must have a

reasonable rate of success in attaining his goals.
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surrogate Activities

38. But not every leisured aristocrat becomes bored and demoralized. For
example, the emperor Hirohito, instead of sinking into decadent hedonism,
devoted himselfto marine biology, a field in which he became distinguished.
When people do not have to exert themselves to satisfy their physical
needs they of ten set up artificial goals for themselves. In many cases they
then pursue these goals with the same energy and emotional involvement
that they otherwise would have put into the search for physical necessities.
Thus the aristocrats of the Roman Empire had their literary pretensions;
many European aristocrats a few centuries ago invested tremendous time
and energy in hunting, though they certainly didn’t need the meat; other
aristocracies have competed for status through elaborate displays of wealth;
and a few aristocrats, like Hirohito, have turned to science.

39. We use the term “surrogate activity” to designate an activity that is
directed toward an artificial goal that people set up for themselves merely in
order to have some goal to work toward, or, let us say, merely for the sake of
the “fulfillment” that they get from pursuing the goal. Here is a rule of thumb
for the identification of surrogate activities. Given a person who devotes
much time and energy to the pursuit of goal X, ask yourself this: If he had to
devote most of his time and energy to satisfying his biological needs, and if
that effort required him to use his physical and mental faculties in a varied
and interesting way, would he feel seriously deprived because he did not
attain goal X? If the answer is no, then the person’s pursuit of a goal X is a
surrogate activity. Hirohito’s studies in marine biology clearly constituted a
surrogate activity, since it is pretty certain that if Hirohito had had to spend
his time working at interesting non-scientific tasks in order to obtain the
necessities of life,he would not have felt deprived because he didn’t know
all about the anatomy and life-cycles of marine animals. On the other hand
the pursuit of sexand love (for example) is not a surrogate activity, because
most people, even if their existence were otherwise satisfactory, would feel
deprived if they passed their lives without ever having a relationship with a
member of the opposite sex. (But pursuit of an excessive amount of sex, more
than one really needs, can be a surrogate activity.)

40. In modern industrial society only minimal effort is necessary to
satisfy one’s physical needs. It is enough to go through a training program
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to acquire some petty technical skill, then come to work on time and exert
the very modest effort needed to hold a job. The only requirements are a
moderate amount of intelligence and, most of all, simple OBEDIENCE. If
one has those, society takes care of one from cradle to grave. (Yes, there is an
underclass that cannot take the physical necessities for granted, but we are
speaking here of mainstream society.) Thus it is not surprising that modern
society is full ef surrogate activities. These include scientific work, athletic
achievement, humanitarian work, artistic and literary creation, climbing
the corporate ladder, acquisition of money and material goods far beyond
the point at which they cease to give any additional physical satisfaction,
and social activism when it addresses issues that are not important for the
activist personally, as in the case of white activists who work for the rights of
nonwhite minorities. These are not always PURE surrogate activities, since
for many people they may be motivated in part by needs other than the need
to have some goal to pursue. Scientific work may be motivated in part by
a drive for prestige, artistic creation by a need to express feelings, militant
social activism by hostility. But for most people who pursue them, these
activities are in large part surrogate activities. I'or example, the majority of
scientists will probably agree that the “fulfillment” they get from their work is
more important than the money and prestige they earn.

41.For many if not most people, surrogate activities are less satisfying
than the pursuit of real goals ( that is, goals that people would want to
attain even if their need for the power process were already fulfilled). One
indication of this is the fact that, in many or most cases, people who are
deeply involved in surrogate activities are never satisfied, never at rest.
Thus the money-maker constantly strives for more and more wealth. The
scientist no sooner solves one problem than he moves on to the next. The
long-distance runner drives himself to run always farther and faster. Many
people who pursue surrogate activities will say that they get far more
fulfillment from these activities than they do from the “mundane”business
of satisfying their biological needs, but that is because in our society the
effort required to satisfy the biological needs has been reduced to triviality.
More importantly, in our society people do not satisfy their biological needs
AUTONOMOUSLY but by functioning as parts of an immense social

machine. In centrast, people generally have a great deal of autonomy in

pursuing their surrogate activities.
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Autoromy

42. Autonomy asa part of the power process may not be necessary for every
individual. But most people need a greater or lesser degree of autonomy in
working toward their goals. Their efforts must be undertaken on their own
initiative and must be under their own direction and control. Yet most people
do not have to exert this initiative, direction and control as single individuals.
It is usually enough to act as a member of a SMALL group. Thus if half a
dozen people discuss a goal among themselves and make a successful joint
effort to attain that goal, their need for the power process will be served. But
if they work under rigid orders handed down from above that leave them no
room for autonomous decision and initiative, then their need for the power
process will not be served. The same is true when decisions are made on a
collective basis if the group making the collective decision is so large that the
role of each individual is insignificant.5]

43. It is true that some individuals seem to have little need for autonomy.
Either their drive for power is weak or they satisfy it by identifying
themselves with some powerful organization to which they belong. And
then there are unthinking, animal types who seem to be satisfied with a
purely physical sense of power (the good combat soldier, who gets his sense
of power by developing fighting skills that he is quite content to use in blind
obedience to his superiors).

44. But for most people it is through the power process—having a
goal, making an AUTONOMOUS effort and attaining the goal—that
self-esteem, self-confidence and a sense of power are acquired. When one
does not have adequate opportunity to go through the power process the
consequences are (depending on the individual and on the way the power
process is disrupted) boredom, demoralization, low self-esteem, inferiority
feelings, defeatism, depression, anxiety, guilt, frustration, hostility, spouse or
child abuse, insatiable hedonism, abnormal sexual behavior, sleep disorders,
eating disorders, etc.[%]
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sources of Social Problems

45. Any of the foregoing symptoms can occur in any society, but in modern
industrial society they are present on a massive scale. We aren’t the first to
mention that the world today seems to be going crazy. This sort of thing is
not normal for human societies. There is good reason to believe that primitive
man suftered from less stress and frustration and was better satisfied with his
way of life than modern man is. It is true that not all was sweetness and light
in primitive societies. Abuse of women was common among the Australian
aborigines, transsexuality was fairly common among some of the American
Indian tribes. But is does appear that GENERALLY SPEAKING the kinds
of problems that we have listed in the preceding paragraph were far less
common among primitive peoples than they are in modern society.

46. We attribute the social and psychological problems of modern
society to the fact that that society requires people to live under conditions
radically different from those under which the human race evolved and to
behave in ways that conflict with the patterns of behavior that the human
race developed while living under the earlier conditions. It is clear from what
we have already written that we consider lack of opportunity to properly
experience the power process as the most important of the abnormal
conditions to which modern society subjects people. But it is not the only
one. Before dealing with disruption of the power process as a source of social
problems we will discuss some of the other sources.

47. Among the abnormal conditions present in modern industrial
society are excessive density of population, isolation of man from nature,
excessive rapidity of social change and the breakdown of natural small-scale
communities such as the extended family, the village or the tribe.

48. 1t is well known that crowding increases stress and aggression. The
degree of crowding that exists today and the isolation of man from nature
are consequences of technological progress. All preindustrial societies were
predominantly rural. The industrial Revolution vastly increased the size of
cities and the proportion of the population that lives in them, and modern
agricultural technology has made it possible for the Earth to support a far
denser population than it ever did before. (Also, technology exacerbates the
effects of crowding because it puts increased disruptive powers in people’s

hands. For example, a variety of noise-making devices: power mowers, radios,




motorcycles, etc. If the use of these devices is unrestricted, people who

want peace and quiet are frustrated by the noise. If their use is restricted,
people who use the devices are frustrated by the regulations. But if these
machines had never been invented there would have been no conflict and no
frustration generated by them.)

49. For primitive societies the natural world (which usually changes
only slowly) provided a stable framework and therefore a sense of security.
In the modern world it is human society that dominates nature rather than
the other way around, and modern society changes very rapidly owing to
technological change. Thus there is no stable framework.

50. The conservatives are fools: They whine about the decay of traditional
values, yet they enthusiastically support technological progress and economic
growth. Apparently it never occurs to them that you can’t make rapid, drastic
changes in the technology and the economy of a society without causing
rapid changes in all other aspects of the society as well, and that such rapid
changes inevitably break down traditional values.

51.The breakdown of traditional values to some extent implies the
breakdown of the bonds that hold together traditional small-scale social
groups. The disintegration of small-scale social groups is also promoted
by the fact that modern conditions often require or tempt individuals to
move to new locations, separating themselves from their communities.
Beyond that, a technological society HAS TO weaken family ties and local
communities if it is to function efficiently. In modern society an individual’s
loyalty must be first to the system and only secondarily to a small-scale
community, because if the internal loyalties of small-scale communities were
stronger than loyalty to the system, such communities would pursue their
own advantage at the expense of the system.

52. Suppose that a public official or a corporation executive appoints
his cousin, his friend or his coreligionist to a position rather than
appointing the person best qualified for the job. He has permitted personal
loyalty to supersede his loyalty to the system, and that is “nepotism”
or “discrimination,” both of which are 