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Gontents of No. 78 August 1967

Is man destined to _be enslaved by technology and
technologlcal modes ol thought, or can the revolutionary
changes 1n technology in this generation humanize society
and contrlbute to the creallon ol new relatlonships between
man and man? This is the question which Lewis Herber
(author of the article on licology and Revolutionary
Thought 1n ANAR(TllY 69) dlscusscs in this isstne.
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liberate t clmel gy
LEWIS IIERBER
Nor smcn THE DAYS or THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION have popular
attitudes toward technology þuctuated as sharply as in the past few
decades. During most of the twenties and even well into the thrrtres,
public opinion generally welcomed technological innovatron and
identiýed manôs welfare with the industrial advances of the time. Thts
was a period when Soviet apologsts could justify Stalinôs most brutal
methods and worst crimes merely by describing him as the
ñindustrializerò of modern Russia. It was also a period when the most
eýective critique of capitalist society could rest on the brute facts of
economic and technological stagnation in the United States and Western
Europe. To many people, there seemed to be a direct, one-to-one
relationship between technological advances and social progress-fa
fetishing of the word ñindustrializationò that excused the most abusrve
of economic plans and programmes.

Today, we would regard these attitudes as naive. Except perhaps
for the technicians and scientists who design the ñhardwareò, the
feeling of most people toward technological innovation could _be
described as schizoid, divided by a gnawing fear of nuclear extinctron
on the one hand, and by a yearning for material abundance, leisure, and
security on the other. Technology, too, seems to be at odds with itself:
the bomb is pitted against the power reactor, the intercontinental misstle
against the communications satellite. The same technological discrplrne
tends to appear as much a foe as a friend of humanity, and even
traditionally man-oriented sciences, such as medicine, occupy an
ambivalent position, as witness the promise opened by recent advances
in chemotherapy and the threat created by recent research 1n
biological warfare. i

It should not be surprising, then, to ýnd that this tension between
promise and threat isincreasingly resolved in favour of threat, by a
blanket rejection of technology and the technological spirit. To an
ever-growing extent, we ýnd that technology is viewed as a demon,
imbued with a sinister life of its own, that is likely to mechanize man if
it fails to exterminate him. The deep pessimism this view tends to
produce is often as simplistic as the optimism that prevailed in earlier
decades. There is a very real danger, today, that we will lose our
perspective toward technology, neglect its liberatory tendencies, and
worse, fatalistically submit to its use for destructive ends.

If we are not to be paralyzed by this new form of social fatalism,
a balance must be struck. The purpose of this article is to explore three
questions: What is the liberatory potential of modern technology, both
materially and spiritually? What tendencies, if any, are reshaping the

_ _ _ . 1 a
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machine for use in an organic, man-oriented societyó? And ýnally, how
can the new technology and resources be used in an ecological manner,
that is, to promote the balance of nature, the full, lasting development
of natural regions, and the creation of organic, humanistic com munities?

The emphasis in the above remarks should be placed on the word
ñpotentialò. I make no claim that technology is necessarily liberatory
or consistently beneýcial to manôs development. But I surely do not
believe that man is destined to be enslaved by technology and
technological modes of thought, as Juenger and Elul seem to imply in
their books on the subject.* To the contrary, I shall try to show that an
organic mode of life, deprived of its inorganic, technologcal components
(be they a plentitude of. raw materials or machines), would be as
non-functional as a man deprived of his skeleton. Technology, I
submit, must be conceived as the basic structural support of a society.
the indispensable frame on which hang all the living institutions of a
dynamic social organism.
TECHNOLOGY AND FREEDOM

The year 1848 stands out as at turning point in the history of
modern revolutions the year when Marxism made its debut as a distinct
ideology in the pages ol the (..I'mm:mni.s~! Manifesto and when the
proletariat. rcprcsetrletl by the Parisian workers. made its debut as a
distinct political liorcc on the barricatlcs of June. It could also be said
that I848, a year close to the halfway mark of the nineteenth century,
represents the culmination of the tratlitional stcarn-powered technology
initiated by the l\ltJWLót1l1lLó;lI engine a century and halló earlier.

What strikes us about the convcrgelux: in a single year of these
ideological, political. and technological milestones is the extent to which
the revolutionary goals in the Commurzzst Manifesto and the socialist
ideals that permeated the thinking of the Parisian workers were in
advance of the industrial possibilities of the time. In the l840"s., the
Industrial Revolution was limited primarily to three areas of the
economy: textile production, iron-making, and transportation. The
invention of Arkwrighfs spinning machine, Wattôs steam engine, and
Cartwrighfs power loom, had brought the factory system to the textile
industry, and a number of striking innovations in iron-making
technology assured the high-quality, inexpensive metals needed to
sustain the expansion of the factories and of a newly discovered means
of transportation, the railways. But these innovations, important as they
were, were not accompanied by commensurable changes in other areas
of technology. For one thing, the common run of steam engines used at
the time rarely yielded more than 15 horse-power, compared with the
enormously powerful steam turbines in use today, and the best blast
furnaces provided little more than 100 tons of iron a week. a mere
 '

"*Both Juenger and El.ul seem to believe that the debascment of man by the
machine is intrinsic to the development of technology, and they conclude their
works on a grim, unrelieved note of resignation. Their works reflect the social
fatalism I have in mind-ð-especially Elul, whose views are more symptomatic
of the contemporary human condition. Cf. Friedrich Georþ Juenger, The Failure
-of Technology (written in the pre-World War ll period) ant Jacques Elul,
The Technological Society (written in the l960ós).
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fraction of the two to three thousand tons produced daily by modern
furnaces. More important still, the remaining areas of the economy
had barely been aýected by technological innovation. The mining
techniques underpinning the new metals technology, for example, had
changed very little since the days of the Renaissance. The miner still.
worked the ore face with a hand-pick and crowbar, and drainage
pumps, ventilation systems, and hauling techniques, were not greatly
rmproved over the descriptions we ýnd in Agricolaôs classic on mining...
wntten three centuries earlier. Agriculture was only ýrst emerging
from its centuries-old sleep. Although a great deal of land had been
cleared for food cultivation, soil studies were still a novelty, and so
heavy was the weight of tradition and conservatism, that most harvesting
was still done by hand, despite the fact that a mechanical reaper had
been perfected as early as 1822. Buildings, despite their massiveness
and ornateness, were erected primarily by sheer muscle powerð-the
hand-crane and windlass still occupying the mechanical centre of the
construction site. Steel was a relatively rare metal. As late as 1850,
it was priced at $250 a ton and, until the discovery of the Bessemer
converter, steel-making techniques had stagnated for centuries. Finally,
although precision tools had made great forward strides, it is worth
noting, after all, that Charles Babbageôs eýorts to build a mechanical
computer were completely thwarted by the inadequate machining
techniques of the time.

I have reviewed these technological developments because both
their promise and limitations exercised a profound inþuence on
nineteenth century revolutionary concepts of freedom. The innovations
in textile and iron-making technology provided a new sense of promise,
indeed a. qualitatively unique stimulus to socialist and uto-pian thought.
To the revolutionary theorist, it seemed that for the ýrst time in history,
he could anchor his dream of a liberatory society in the visible prospect
of material abundance and increased leisure for the mass of humanity.
Socialism, he argued, could be based on the self-interest of man rather
than on his dubious nobility of mind and spirit. Technological
innovation had transmuted the socialist ideal from a vague, humanitarian
hope 1nto a practical programme, superior in its realism to all prevailing
modes of bourgeois thought.

_ Ey the same token, this new sense of realism compelled many
socrahst theonsts, particularly Marx and Engels, to deal with the
technological limitations of their time. They were faced with a
strategic issue: In all previous revolutions, technology had not developed
to a level where men could be freed from material want, from toil,
and from the struggle over the necessities of life. However glowing
and lofty were the revolutionary ideals of the past, the vast majority of
the people, burdened by material want, had to depart from the stage of
hrstory, return to work, and deliver the management of society to a new,
1e1sure_d class of exploiters. Indeed, any attempt to equalize the wealth
of socrety at a low level of technological development would not have
eliminated want, but would have merely made it into a general, overall
feature of society as a whole, thereby recreating all the conditions for a
new struggle over the material things of life, new forms of property, and
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eventually, a new system of class domination. ñA development of the
productive forces is the absolutely necessary practical premise [of
Communism],ò wrote Marx in 1846, ñbecause without it want is
generalized, and with want the struggle for necessities begins again, and
that means that all the old shit must revive.ò

sAnd the truth is that virtually all the utopias, theories, and
revolutionary programmes of the early nineteenth century turned on the
problematical axis of necessityð-on the two poles of want and toil.
The problem of necessity-ðthe formulation of theories that would answer
to the need to allocate labour and equitably distribute material goods at
a relatively low level of technological development -ð permeated
revolutionary thought with an intensity comparable only to the problem
of original sin in Christian theology. The fact that men would have to
devote a substantial portion of their time to toil, for which they would
get scant returns, formed a major premise of all socialist ideology, be it
authoritarian or libertarian. utopian or scientiýc, Marxist or anarchist.
Implicit in the Marxist notion of a planned economy is the fact,
incontestably clear in Marx's day, that socialism would still be burdened
by relatively scarce resources. Men would have to plan---in effect,
restrictè---the distribution of goods and rationalizeè--in effect, intensify-ð
the use of labour. Toll, under socialism_ would be regarded as a
duty, a responsibility which every able-bodied individual had to
undertake. Even the great libertarian Proudhon advanced the same
view when he wrote: ñYes life is a struggle. But this struggle is not
between man and manð~it is between man and Nature: and it is each
oneôs duty to share it.ò This austere, almost Biblical emphasis on
struggle and duty reþects the harsh quality of socialist thought during the
Industrial Revolution.

The problem of dealing with want and work--an age-old problem
perpetuated by the early Industrial Revolution--produced the great
divergence in revolutionary ideas between socialism and anarchism.
Freedom would still be circumscribed by necessity in the event of a
revolution. How was this world of necessity to be ñadministeredò?
How would the allocation of goods and duties be decided? Marx left
this decision to a state power, a transitional, ñ'pro1etarianò state power,
to be sure, but nevertheless a coercive body, established above and
beyond society. According to Marx, the state would ñwither awayò as
technology developed and enlarged the domain of freedom, granting
humanity material plenty and the leisure to control its affairs directly.
This strange calculus of necessity and freedom, mediated of all
things by the state, differs very little politically from the common run
of radical bourgeois-democratic opinion in the last century. The
anarchist hope for an immediate abolition of the state rested largely on
a belief in the viability of man's social instincts. In Bakuninôs mind, to
be sure, custom would compel anti-social individuals to abide by
colleetivist values and needs without obliging society to use coercion.
But Kropotkin, who exercised more inþuence among anarchists in this
area of speculation, invoked manôs propensity for mutual aid -~-essentially
a social instinct -ð-- as the guarantor of solidarity in an anarchist
community, a concept which he hardheadcdly derived from his study

229

of animal and social evolution.
The fact remains, however, that in both cascsð-the Marxist and

anarchistðthe answer to the problem of want and work is shot through
with ambiguity. cThe realmó of necessity was brutally present; it could
not be conjured away by mere theory and speculation. The Marxists
could hope to administer it by means of a state; the anarchists, to digest
it through free communities. But gven the limited technological
development of the last century, both schools depended in the last
analysis on an act of faith to cope with the problem of want and
work. Anarchists could argue that any transitional state-power,
however revolutionary its rhetoric and democratic its structure, would
be self-perpetuating; it would tend to become an end-in-itself, to
preserve the very material and social conditions it had been created to
remove. For such a state-power to ñwither awayò, that is, to promote
its own dissolution, would require that its leaders and bureaucracy be
people of superhuman moral qualities. The Marxists, in turn, could
invoke history as evidence that custom and mutualistic propensities were
never effective barriers to the pressures of material need, to the onslaught
of property, and ýnally, to the development of exploitation and class
domination. Accordingly, they dismissed anarchism as an ethrcal
doctrine, reviving the mystique of the natural man and his inborn
social virtues. The problem of want and work--ðthe realm of necessrty
--was never satisfactorily resolved by either body of doctrine in the
last century. It is to the lasting credit of anarchism that 1t
uncompromisingly retained its high ideal of freedom-ðthe ideal _of
spontaneous organization, community, and the abolition of all authorrty
---although this amounts to saying that it remained an ideology of manôs
future, of the time when technology could eliminate the realm of
necessity entirely. Marxism increasingly compromised its ideal _ of
freedom, painfully qualifying it with transitional stages and political
expediencies, until today it is an ideology of naked power, pragmatrc
eýiciency, and social centralization, almost indistinguishable from
ideologes of modern-day state capitalism?ñ J

In retrospect, it is astonishing to consider how long the problem
of want and work lingered at the core of revolutionary theory. In a
span of only nine decadesð-the years between 1850 and 1940-
Western society created, passed through, and evolved beyond two
major epochs of technological historyð-the paeotechnic age based on
coal and steel, and the neotechnic age based on electric power,
synthetic chemicals, electricity, and internal combustion engines.
Ironically, both ages of technology seemed to enhance the importance
of toil in society. As the number of industrial workers increased in
H- 

*It is my own belief that the development of the ófworkersô stateò in Russia
thoroughly supports the anarchist critique of Marxist statism. Indeed, modern
Marxists would do well to consult Marxôs own discussion of commodity
fetishism in Capital to better understand how everything tends to become an
end-in-itself under conditions of commodity exchange. On the other hand,
the Marxist critique of anarchist communitarianism has been grossly over-
simpliýed. For an excellent discussion of this problem see Buberôs Paths in
Utopia (London: Routledge; New York: Beacon Press).
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proportion to other social classes, l21bOl11'ð--ðI1lOI'ú precisely, toil-ð
acquired an increasingly high status in revolutionary thought. During
this period, the propaganda of the socialists often sounded like a paean
to toil; the workers were extolled as the only useful individuals in the
social fabric. They were imparted with a superior instinctive ability
that rendered them into the arbitcrs of philosophy, art, and social
organization. Tins curious emphasis on toil, this Puritanical work
ethic_ of the left, instead of diminishing with the passage of time,
acquired a_ new sense of urgency by the 1930ôs. Mass unemployment
made the ]Ol) and the social organization of labour the central theme
of socialist propaganda. Instead of focusing their message on the
emancipation of man from toil, socialists tended to depict socialism as a
beehive _of industrial activity, humming with work for all. The
Commuinsts incessantly pointed to Russia as a model of a socialist
land, where every able-bodied individual was employed, indeed, where
labour was continually in demand. Surprising as it may seem today,
the fact 1S that little more than a generation ago. socialism was equated
with_ a work-oriented society and liberty with the material security
provided by full employment. The world of necessity, in effect, had
subtly invaded and corrupted the ideal of freedom. A

If the social_ist_notions of the last generation now seem to be
anachronisms, this is due not to any superior insights that prevail
today. The last three decades, particularly the years of the late
1950 s, mark a turiiing-point in tecliiiiilogical development ---- a
technological revolution that negates all the values, political schemes,
and social_ perspectives held by mankind throughout all previous
recorded history. After thousands of years of torturous development,
the countries of the Western world, and potentially all of humanity,
are confronted by the possibility of an affluent, workless era----an epoch
in which all the_ means and luxuries of life can be provided almost
entirely by machines. As we shall see in the following section, a new
technology has been developed that could replace the realm of necessity
by the realm of freedom. So obvious is this fact to millions of people in
the Umted States and Europe, that it no longer requires elaborate
explanations or theoretical exegesis. This technological revolution and
the_ prospects it holds for society as a whole form the premises of
radically new life-styles among many young people, a generation no
longer burdened by the values and age-old, work-oriented traditions of
their elders. Even current demands for a guaranteed annual income
irrespective of whether the recipient is engaged in work or not, sound
like faint echoes of a new reality that currently permeates the thinking
of young people today. Owing to the development of a cybernated
technology, the notion of a toilless mode of life has become an article
of faith to an increasing number of young people in the l960"s.

In fact, the real issue we face today is not whether this new
technology can provide us with the means of life in a workless society,
but whether it can humanize society, whether it can contribute to the
creation of new relationships between man and man. The demand for
a guaranteed annual income is still anchored in the quantitative promise
of a cybernated technology---the possibility of satisfying essential
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material needs without toil. I submit that this quantitative type of
solution, if such it can be called, is already lagging behind technological
developments that carry a new, qualitative promise-ðthe promise of
decentralized, communitarian life-styles, or what I prefer to call ecological
forms of human association?ó

What I am asking, in effect, is a question that differs from what is
ordinarily posed with respect to modern technology: Is this technology
staking out a new dimension in human freedom, in the liberation of
man? Can it lead man not only to freedom from want and work, but
aid directly in shaping a harmonious, balanced human community a
community that would provide man with the soil for the unrestricted
development of his potentialities? Can it not only eliminate the age-old
struggle for existence, but nourish the desire for creation, both
communally and individually?
THE POTENTIALITIES OF MODERN TECHNOLOGY

Let me try to answer these questions by pointing to a decisive
feature of modern technology: For the ýrst time in history, technology
has reached an open end. What I mean by an ñopen endò is that the
potential for technological development, for providing machines as
substitutes for labour is essentially unlimited. Technology has ýnally
passed from the realm of invention into that of design, from fortuitous
discoveries into systematic innovations. _

The meaning of this qualitative advance has been stated in a rather
free-wheeling way by Dr. Vannevar Bush, the former director of the
Oþice of Scientiýc Research and Development:

Suppose, ýfty years ago, that someone had proposed making a device
which would cause an automobile to follow a white line down the middle
of the road, automatically and even if the driver fell asleep. . . . He
would have been laughed at, and his idea would have been called pre-
posterous. So it would have been then. But suppose someone called
for such a device today, and was willing to pay for it, leaving aside the
question of whether it would actually be of any genuine use whatever. Any
number of concerns would stand ready to contract and build it. No real
invention would be required. There are thousands of young men in
the country to whom the design of such a device would be a pleasure.
They would simply take off the shelf some photocells, thermionic tubes,
servo-mechanisms, relays and, if urged, they would build what they call
a breadboard model, and it would work. The point is that the presence
of a host of versatile, cheap, reliable gadgets, and the presence of men
who understand fully all their queer ways, has rendered the building of
automatic devices almost straightforward and routine. It is no longer a
question of whether they can be built, it is rather a question of whether
they are worth building.
 

"óAn exclusively quantitative approach to the new technology, I may add, is
not only economically archaic, but morally regressive. It partakes of the old
moral principle of justice, as distinguished from the new moral principle _of
liberation. Historically, justice is derived from the world of material necessity
and toil; it implies a domain of relatively scarce resources which are apportioned
by a moral principle that is either ñjustò or ñunjustò. Justice, even ñequalò
justice, is a concept of limitation, involving the denial of goods and the sacriýce
of time and energy to production. Once we transcend the concept of justice,
of limitation-ð-indeed, once we pass from the quantitative to the qualitative
potentialities of modern technology--we enter the unexplored domain of
liberation, of unrestricted freedom based on spontaneous organization and
unlimited access to the means of life.

 
































