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ABOUT DEEP GREEN RESISTANCE
Why Deep Green Resistance?
•

Industrial civilization is killing all life on our planet, driving to extinction 200 species per day, and it won't stop
voluntarily.

•

Global warming is happening now, at an astounding speed. The only honest solution is to stop industrial
civilization from burning fossil fuels.

•

Most consumption is based on violence against people (human and non-human) and on degrading landbases
across the planet.

•

Life on Earth is more important than this insane, temporary culture based on hyper-exploitation of finite
resources. This culture needs to be destroyed before it consumes all life on this planet.

•

Humanity is not the same as civilization. Humans have developed many sane and sustainable cultures,
themselves at risk from civilization.

•

Most people know this culture is insane and needs radical change, but don't see any way to bring the change
about.
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•

Unlike most environmental and social justice organizations, Deep Green Resistance questions the existence
and necessity of civilization itself. DGR asks "What if we do away with civilization altogether?"

•

Unlike most environmental and social justice organizations, DGR asks "What must we do to be effective?", not
"What will those in power allow us to do?"

•

DGR offers organized, reliable ways to promote sane ways of living and surviving the ongoing crisis.

•

DGR has a realistic plan to stop the insanity, Decisive Ecological Warfare.

Listen to Deep Green Resistance members explain why they joined.

What Is Deep Green Resistance?
Deep Green Resistance is an analysis, a strategy, and the only organization of its kind. As an analysis, it
reveals civilization as the institution that is destroying life on Earth. As a strategy, it offers a concrete plan for how to
stop that destruction. As an organization, Deep Green Resistance is implementing that strategy.
The goal of DGR is to deprive the rich of their ability to steal from the poor and the powerful of their ability to destroy
the planet. This is a vast undertaking but it needs to be said: it can be done. Industrial civilization can be stopped.
DGR is an aboveground organization that uses direct action in the fight to save our planet. We also argue for the
necessity of an underground that can target the strategic infrastructure of industrialization. But these actions alone
are never a sufficient strategy for achieving a just outcome. Any strategy aiming for a livable future must include a
call to build direct democracies based on human rights and sustainable material cultures.
Which means that the different branches of a resistance movement must work in tandem: the aboveground and
belowground, the militants and the nonviolent, the frontline activists and the cultural workers. We need it all.
And we need courage. The word "courage" comes from the same root as coeur, the French word for heart. We
need all the courage of which the human heart is capable, forged into both weapon and shield to defend what is left
of this planet. And the lifeblood of courage is, of course, love.
So while DGR is about fighting back, in the end this organization is about love. The songbirds and the salmon need
your heart, no matter how weary, because even a broken heart is still made of love. They need your heart because
they are disappearing, slipping into that longest night of extinction, and the resistance is nowhere in sight. We will
have to build that resistance from whatever comes to hand: whispers and prayers, history and dreams, from our
bravest words and braver actions. It will be hard, there will be a cost, and in too many implacable dawns it will seem
impossible. But we will have to do it anyway. So gather your heart and join with every living being. With love as our
First Cause, how can we fail?
I do not deny that I planned sabotage. I did not plan it in a spirit of recklessness nor because I have any love of
violence. I planned it as a result of a calm and sober assessment of the political situation that had arisen after many
years of tyranny, exploitation and oppression of my people by the whites.
-Nelson Mandela

GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF DEEP GREEN RESISTANCE
Statement of Principles
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The soil, the air, the water, the climate, and the food we eat are created by complex communities of living
creatures. The needs of those living communities are primary; individual and social morality must emerge from a
humble relationship with the web of life.
Civilization, especially industrial civilization, is fundamentally destructive to life on earth. Our task is to create a
life-centered resistance movement that will dismantle industrial civilization by any means necessary. Organized
political resistance is the only hope for our planet.
Deep Green Resistance works to end abuse at the personal, organizational, and cultural levels. We also strive to
eradicate domination and subordination from our private lives and sexual practices. Deep Green Resistance aligns
itself with feminists and others who seek to eradicate all social domination and to promote solidarity between
oppressed peoples.
When civilization ends, the living world will rejoice. We must be biophilic people in order to survive. Those of us who
have forgotten how must learn again to live with the land and air and water and creatures around us in communities
built on respect and thanksgiving. We welcome this future.
Deep Green Resistance is a radical feminist organization. Men as a class are waging a war against women. Rape,
battering, incest, prostitution, pornography, poverty, and gynocide are both the main weapons in this war and the
conditions that create the sex-class women. Gender is not natural, not a choice, and not a feeling: it is the structure
of women’s oppression. Attempts to create more “choices” within the sex-caste system only serve to reinforce the
brutal realities of male power. As radicals, we intend to dismantle gender and the entire system of patriarchy which
it embodies. The freedom of women as a class cannot be separated from the resistance to the dominant culture as
a whole.
Listen to an audio version of the Statement of Principles

Code of Conduct
All societies – including the most peaceful; especially the most peaceful – have understood the necessity of codes
of conduct, which are nothing more than behavioral norms.
All serious organizations have codes of conduct by which people are meant to abide. The Spanish Anarchists did.
So did the IRA. The Freedom Riders had a code of conduct, as did Nat Turner’s fighters. Codes of conduct are
even more important in militant resistance movements which have a history of behaving badly.
To reject the concept of a social compact is to reject all responsibility (which comes from the root “to give in return”)
and ultimately all human relationships. The modern, Western, individualist, capitalist, code of conduct is that there
can be no such thing as a code of conduct other than what benefits an individual the most. Our movements can’t
use this as a measure of liberation or as a model for our organizations or communities. If we are to be successful in
such a monumental task, we must invest time and energy in our relationships.
Agreeing to abide by a code of conduct is not limiting, it is liberating. It will ensure that all involved are in agreement
on the basic protocols that will guide us in this struggle.
Civilization, especially industrial civilization, is fundamentally destructive to life on earth. Organized political
resistance is the only hope for our planet. Our task is to create that resistance movement.
With this goal in mind, we agree to adhere to the following Code of Conduct in our organizing groups:
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Political Action: DGR groups will only engage in aboveground, nonviolent activities. These can include legal
demonstrations as well as civil disobedience.
Solidarity: Non-indigenous members of DGR remember that we are living on stolen land in the midst of an ongoing
genocide. The task of the non-indigenous is to build solidarity with indigenous people in defending the land,
preserving traditional cultures, and protecting sacred ceremonies from exploitation.
Justice: We are enmeshed in overlapping systems of sadistic power built on stolen wealth, white privilege,
misogyny, and human supremacism. As individuals, it is our responsibility to acknowledge those systems,
overcome our entitlement, and make alliances with the dispossessed. Collectively, it is our task to bring those
systems down.
Liberty: DGR groups have a zero-tolerance policy for abuse of anyone, human or nonhuman. Physical integrity
and emotional safety are basic human rights that DGR is sworn to defend. DGR will banish any members who rape,
batter, or abuse any living creature. Masculinity, with its militarized psychology and its violation imperative, has to
be abandoned personally and dismantled globally.
Character: DGR is a serious undertaking that requires loyalty, commitment, integrity, and courage. Members are
expected to treat everyone with respect.
Security: All DGR members are required to abide by principles of security culture and to address breaches directly.
Both lax security and paranoia are dangerous to our organization. All non-political illegal activity puts everyone at
risk and is inappropriate for members. DGR groups are required to educate new members on security culture.
Listen to an audio version of the Code of Conduct

DEEP GREEN RESISTANCE FEMINIST SOLIDARITY
GUIDELINES
Developed by the Deep Green Resistance Feminist Solidarity group, with guidance from the Women's Caucus.

Introduction
As a class, men have developed an entrenched system of power called patriarchy in order to naturalize exploitation
of women’s bodies, labor, time, children, and so on. Patriarchy consists of an interlocking system of social,
economic, political, legal, and cultural structures designed to oppress women for the benefit of men. This system
provides men with privileges in every aspect of our lives; we are the direct beneficiaries. As men, we often mistake
these privileges for natural rights.
It is not enough for us to be "good guys." It is not enough to personally refrain from exploiting women. It is not
enough for us to be personally conscientious and respectful to women. It is not enough to maintain equality in our
own relationships with women. While all of those things are important, abstaining personally from outright
oppressive behavior doesn't challenge patriarchy as a system of power. Basic decency commands that we work
alongside women to uproot and dismantle this entire patriarchal system– within ourselves, within our groups and
communities, and within institutions and the culture at large.
The following guidelines are to encourage male activists in DGR to change their behavior and to better ally
themselves with women. As male activists we have been socialized into a culture of domination, and are just as
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liable to carry, practice, and reproduce patriarchy. Remember: being an ally is an ongoing process rather than a title
one earns; it must always be defined by women, who will determine by the daily actions and behaviors of a man
how much of an ally he really is.

Guidelines
1. Learn to be silent, hold back, be humble, and to listen to women's voices. Be aware of subtle ways that you may
devalue women or treat them unfairly.
2. Hear what individual women are saying. Acknowledge what they say and respond appropriately. Respect
women enough to disagree with them, rather than pretending to go along with something you obviously disagree
with; when you do agree, make this known.
3. We must follow the lead of women, and prioritize issues that are brought forth by women or concern women.
The culture we want to move into will be women-centered: we should move in this direction ourselves. Make it a
priority to have women in positions of power, and to foster new woman leaders. This includes recognizing how
women leaders are objectified and silenced, and having zero tolerance for such behavior.
4. It is inappropriate for us to speak as authorities on subjects that women directly experience. As men we do not
and cannot understand these experiences. If we are to speak at all on such subjects, it should only be after
women or if women ask us to do so, and never from our own perspective.
5. We must challenge our own patriarchal behavior, such as patterns of silencing or devaluing women, and using
patriarchal language (such as hate speech, jokes based on humiliation and degradation, and male-identified
generalities e.g. "mankind", "manpower", "hey man").
6. Do not use pornography or prostitution. Free your sexuality from patriarchal capitalist structures that exploit
women. Be vocal in challenging the sex-exploitation industry.
7. Challenge entitlement. Women do not owe men anything, including a smile, a conversation, a hug, a
relationship, or intimacy of any kind. Men do not have the right to take up space at the expense of women’s
comfort or personal boundaries.
8. Challenge sexist behavior in your friends, family, associates, and political allies. End relationships with men who
continue to encourage or practice sexism. We do not need permission to call out men on patriarchal behavior; it
is our baseline responsibility. Calling out men in male-only spaces and groups, is a priority.
9. "Mansplaining" is not tolerated. By this we mean male speech that is arrogant, patronizing, condescending, or in
some other way talks down to women or attempts to put the male speaker on a pedestal.
10. While patriarchy does hurt men in some ways, the intended target is women. Thus, while we may feel hurt by
masculinity, we are not oppressed by it.
11. We must familiarize ourselves with issues affecting women, and with feminist theory and history. We should
not expect to be spoon-fed a feminist understanding.
12. Within the dominant culture males are perpetrators of harassment and violence. Many women are survivors of
this violence – studies estimate that nearly 1/3 of all women have been sexually assaulted or beaten by men,
and many women say these numbers are low. It is not any woman’s responsibility to assume that men are safe
to be around.
13. We are not here to save or rescue women. We are not here to be heroes. We are not here to be protectors of
women; women can protect themselves. Our job is not to protect women; it is to respect their wishes and work
in solidarity with them to dismantle patriarchy. If we take on these roles against the wishes of the particular
women involved in a situation, we are violating boundaries.
14. The guidelines established above represent a baseline for acceptable behavior. Following them is not
exceptional, and does not merit reward. Conversely, choosing to ignore sexist behavior will be seen as an act of
collaboration with the culture of male dominance.
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DEEP GREEN RESISTANCE PEOPLE OF COLOR SOLIDARITY
GUIDELINES
Developed by white Deep Green Resistance members, with guidance from the People of Color Caucus.

Introduction
White Supremacy is a system of power that is as active today as any time in this culture's history. As white activists,
we have been socialized into a culture of domination and often carry, practice, and reproduce racism in our own
work. Racism is a threat to the health and continuation of all communities, including political ones. We therefore ask
all white activists to commit themselves in every aspect of their lives, political or otherwise, to dismantling racism,
personally and culturally. Communities of color alone cannot change white communities from the outside, nor is it
their responsibility.
As Stokely Carmichael said, "White people must start building those [anti-racist] institutions inside the white
community, and that is the real question I think facing the white activists today: can they in fact begin to move into
and tear down the institutions which have put us all in a trick-bag that we've been into for the last hundred years?"
As allies to people and communities of color, this is our work. The following guidelines are to encourage white
activists to eliminate racism from their behavior and language, and better ally themselves with people of color.

Guidelines
1. We understand that, as white people raised in a white supremacist society, we are racists. It is impossible to
work to end racism without acknowledging the deep-seated racism that is taught to us from a very young age.
White activists need not feel guilty about this, but rather we should feel obligated to dismantle racism, both
inside ourselves and externally.
2. Among activists, racism doesn't always show itself in outbursts of anger or violence; more often it is found in
everyday language, interactions, and assumptions that ultimately silence and devalue people of color. Work to
respect and listen to the voices and choices of people of color.
3. Actively support, encourage, and respect the leadership of people of color.
4. Offer support and assistance to activists working in communities of color. Acknowledge and respect the primary
emergencies of these communities.
5. Work to counter the efforts of white supremacist and fascist groups.
6. Have the humility and courage to challenge oneself and learn from others about issues relating to race and
white supremacy.
7. Do not participate in or condone racist humor. Do not use derogatory labels based upon race. Do not speak in
stereotyped racial dialects.
8. Challenge racist behavior in your friends, family, associates, and political allies. When appropriate, end
relationships with people who continue to encourage or practice racism.
9. Discuss racism with young people in your life. Help them to identify and confront racism, become better allies to
people of color, and engage in working towards the end of white supremacy.
10. Commit to ongoing self-education on the history and theory of racial oppression. Do not speak as an authority
on subjects that people of color directly experience and you do not. If you are to speak at all on such subjects, it
should only be after people of color or if people of color ask you to do so.
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11. The power of white supremacy is maintained to a large degree by institutions (housing, education, criminal
in-justice, banking, culture, media, extraction, and so on), rather than by individual racists. Our primary work to
end racism goes beyond confronting particular racists; ultimately, it requires dismantling racist institutions and
culture.
12. Understand that when you choose to fight racism and imperialism, you are joining a protracted, centuries-old
struggle which indigenous people and people of color have always been on the front lines of. As white people,
we must allow those who have experienced these histories first hand to inform our resistance.
13. The guidelines established above represent a baseline for acceptable behavior. Following them is not
exceptional, and does not merit reward. Choosing to ignore racist behavior will be seen as an act of
collaboration with the culture of white supremacy.

DEEP GREEN RESISTANCE INDIGENOUS SOLIDARITY
GUIDELINES
Introduction
It's important that members of settler culture ally themselves with indigenous communities fighting for their rights
and survival, but there are right and wrong ways to express solidarity. The following guidelines have been put
together by Deep Green Resistance members with the help of indigenous activists. They aren't a complete how-to
guide – every community and every situation is different – but they can hopefully point you in a good direction for
acting effectively and with respect.

Guidelines
1. First and foremost we must recognize that non-indigenous people are occupying stolen land in an ongoing
genocide that has lasted for centuries. We must affirm our responsibility to stand with indigenous communities
who want support and give everything we can to protect their land and culture from further devastation; they
have been on the frontlines of biocide and genocide for centuries, and as allies, we need to step up and join
them.
2. You are doing Indigenous solidarity work not out of guilt, but out of a fierce desire to confront oppressive colonial
systems of power.
3. You are not helping Indigenous people, you are there to: join with, struggle with, and fight with indigenous
peoples against these systems of power. You must be willing to put your body on the line.
4. Recognize your privilege as a member of settler culture.
5. You are not here to engage in any type of cultural, spiritual or religious needs you think you might have, you are
here to engage in political action. Also, remember your political message is secondary to the cause at hand.
6. Never use drugs or alcohol when engaging in Indigenous solidarity work. Never.
7. Do more listening than talking, you will be surprised what you can learn.
8. Recognize that there will be Indigenous people who will not want you to participate in ceremonies. Humbly
refrain from participating in ceremonies.
9. Recognize that you and your Indigenous allies may be in the minority on a cause that is worth fighting for.
10. Work with integrity and respect, be trustworthy and do what you say you are going to do.
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS OF DEEP GREEN
RESISTANCE
Who speaks on behalf of Deep Green Resistance?
Deep Green Resistance is not monolithic. Those associated with it all have opinions which may differ from those of
others within DGR. Thus anything said by a member of DGR should not be construed as official DGR policy unless
these people are specifically speaking for DGR. DGR respects a diversity of opinion, expressed respectfully.
Is DGR a feminist organization?
Unconditionally yes. (See also: Radical Feminism FAQs)
In the words of Andrea Dworkin, "Feminism is the political practice of fighting male supremacy in behalf of women
as a class."1
Let’s start with the phrase "women as a class." From a radical perspective, society is made up of groups of people;
some groups have power over other groups. The powerful use ideology to naturalize their dominance and the
subordinate group’s submission: if society is actually arranged by nature or god or the cosmos, then there’s no
point in fighting it. Ideology can be very effective at foreclosing resistance.
The model of racism we have inherited in the US was originally created by the English in their attempts to colonize
Ireland. Before that, differences between peoples were seen as cultural. But by the 17th century, the English had
solidified an ideology that made biological claims about the supposed inferiority of the Irish. The Irish weren’t
culturally deficient—they were by their nature "savage." The English image of the Irish was constructed around the
concept that they were a separate "race" from the English, a race that was godless, immoral, lazy, "wicked,
barbarous and uncivil." Underpinning this image was "the belief that many Irish were incapable of being civilized,
that the ‘wild’ Irish, those who most vigorously resisted English hegemony, would remain untamed: and that the
only way to bring them under some form of civilized control was to enslave them."2 With this racial ideology, people
around the world could be enslaved or simply wiped out with no ethical or moral reservations on the part of the
colonizers. That’s pretty much the last four hundred years in one sentence.
The point is that race is not biologically real. Politically, socially, economically, race is, of course, a brutal reality
around the globe. But the concept of race is a creation of the powerful. If we want a just world, the material
institutions that keep people of color subordinate need to be dismantled. And the concepts of "whiteness" and
"blackness" themselves will ultimately be abandoned as they make no sense outside of the realities of white
supremacy.
A lot of people get confused when asked to apply the same radical analysis to gender. But from a feminist
perspective, the parallels are obvious. Are there differences in skin tone across the human species? Yes. Why do
those differences mean anything? Because a corrupt and brutal arrangement of power needs an ideology called
racism. Are there differences in the shapes of people’s genitals? Yes. Why do those differences matter? Because a
corrupt and brutal arrangement of power—patriarchy—needs an ideology called gender.
Patriarchy is a political system that takes biological males and females and turns them into the social categories
called men and women, so that the class of men can dominate "people called women."3 Gender is to women what
race is to people of color: the ideological construct that underlies our subordination.
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Men’s socialization is the process that turns a child into a boy and then into a man. Being a man requires a
psychology based on entitlement, emotional numbness, and a dichotomy of self and other. Masculinity is essential
to any militarized culture, because those are the psychological traits necessary in soldiers. One can only kill on
command if the human impulse to care for one another has been subdued or eradicated. The constant need to turn
others into Others is one result: the rejected, "soft" parts of the self are projected outward so they can be
destroyed.4 This is a project that will likely never end as humans do have hearts and souls, and those can never be
excised, try as men might. The Viet Nam vets who suffered the worst post-traumatic stress weren’t the ones who
survived atrocities, but those who committed atrocities.5
Masculinity requires what psychologists call a negative reference group, which is a group of people "that an
individual … uses as a standard representing opinions, attitudes, or behaviour patterns to avoid." Boys in
patriarchal cultures create negative reference groups as a matter of course. Boys’ first despised Other is, of course,
girls. No insult is worse than some version of "girl," usually a part of female anatomy warped into hate speech. But
once the psychological process is in place, the category "female" can easily be filled in by any group that a
hierarchical society needs dominated or eradicated.
A personality with an endless drive to prove itself against another, any other, combined with the entitlement that
power brings, creates a violation imperative. Men become "real men" by breaking boundaries, whether it’s the
sexual boundaries of women, the cultural boundaries of other peoples, the political boundaries of other nations, the
genetic boundaries of species, the biological boundaries of living communities, or the physical boundaries of the
atom itself.
For the entitled psyche, the only reason "No" exists is because it’s a sexual thrill to force past it. The real brilliance
of patriarchy is right here: it doesn’t just naturalize oppression, it sexualizes acts of oppression. It eroticizes
domination and submission. Through the concepts—and lived reality—of masculinity and femininity—patriarchy
institutionalizes domination and submission across the culture and deep into our psychologies.
And so men commit brutal and violating acts as a matter of course. Psychological profiles of rapists have found
"that they are ‘ordinary’ and ‘normal’ men who sexually assault women in order to assert power and control over
them."6 Battering is the most common violent crime in the US, committed once every fifteen seconds. That’s a man
beating up a woman. It’s one of the leading causes of injury and death to women in the US.7 A Canadian survey
found that four out of five female undergraduates had been victims of violence in a dating relationship.8 The World
Health Organization estimates that "one in four women will be raped, beaten, coerced into sex or otherwise abused
in her lifetime, sometimes with fatal consequences."9 Anything happening on this scale is clearly normal, a part of
everyday life, the behavior into which a global culture of male dominance is socializing men as a matter of course.
Right now, patriarchy is the ruling religion of the planet. Women are just another resource for men to use in their
endless quest to prove their toxic masculinity and breed soldiers for civilization’s constant state of war. The
masculinity and the war—against people, against the planet—together have created a perpetual motion machine of
domination and destruction of the land and human rights. This is why militarism is a feminist issue, why rape is an
environmental issue, why environmental destruction is a peace issue. We will never dismantle misogyny as long as
domination is eroticized. We will also never stop racism. Nor will we mount an effective resistance to fascism, since,
as Sheila Jeffereys points out, fascism’s root is ultimately the eroticization of domination and subordination–fascism
is in essence a cult of masculinity.10 Those are all huge spin-outs from the same beginning. The result is torture,
rape, genocide, and biocide.
And the deep heart of this hell is the authoritarian personality structured around masculinity. Lundy Bancroft, writing
about the mentality of abusive men, writes, "The roots [of abuse] are ownership, the trunk is entitlement, and the
branches are control."11 You could not find a clearer description of civilization’s or patriarchy’s reign of terror.
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What of femininity? Femininity is a set of behaviors that are in essence ritualized submission. Female socialization
is a process of psychologically constraining and breaking girls—otherwise known as "grooming"—to create a class
of compliant victims. Across history this breaking has including so-called "beauty practices" like FGM (female
genital mutilation) and footbinding as well as ubiquitous child sexual abuse. Femininity is really just the traumatized
psyche displaying acquiescence.
It’s become chic to embrace trendy notions from Post-modernism in some activist circles. This includes the idea
that gender is a "binary." But gender is not a binary: it’s a hierarchy, global in its reach, sadistic in its practice,
murderous in its conclusion, just like race, just like class. Gender is the ideology that underlies the material
conditions of women’s lives: rape, battering, poverty, prostitution, and gynocide. Those conditions could not exist
without the creation of social categories "men" and "women"—and those violent, violating practices are in turn are
what create people called women. Those conditions, known in the aggregate as patriarchy, have to be resisted and
dismantled, until the concept of gender no longer has meaning.
Noel Ignatiev, author of How the Irish Became White, has argued for abolishing the white race, defined as "white
privilege and race identity."12 DGR invites white people to undertake that very necessary project, both personally
and politically. Likewise, DGR wants to dismantle the sex-class men, which is simply male privilege and gender
identity. Men can be traitors to their class. Women can refuse to submit to the crushing constraints of gender,
physically and psychologically. We can all fight.
The planet is in shreds; the indigenous displaced and disappeared; slavery a way of life only temporarily veiled by
distance and fossil fuel; male supremacy is saturated with sexual sadism, women and girls rendered voiceless and
violated. We say: enough. Liberty and a living planet will only be won when masculinity—its religion, its economics,
its psychology, its sex—is resisted and defeated. DGR stands with women in this war. Join us!
1Dworkin,

"Woman-Hating Right and Left", p. 30.
p. 63.
3Dworkin, Letters, p. 270.
4Griffin.
5Grossman.
6Lenskyj.
7Langford and Thompson, p. 7.
8DeKeseredy and Kelly.
9"UN calls for strong action to eliminate violence against women."
10Jeffreys, p. 65.
11Bancroft, p. 75.
12Ignatiev.
2Smedly,
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How do you define "civilization"?
Deep Green Resistance uses Derrick Jensen's definition of civilization that he laid out in Endgame vol. 1, p. 17, as
follows:
Civilization is a culture—that is, a complex of stories, institutions, and artifacts—that both leads to and
emerges from the growth of cities (civilization, see civil: from civis, meaning citizen, from Latin civitatis,
meaning city-state), with cities being defined—so as to distinguish them from camps, villages, and so on—as
people living more or less permanently in one place in densities high enough to require the routine
importation of food and other necessities of life.
See also Aric McBay's description of civilization.
What's wrong with civilization? Why would anyone want it to end?
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Derrick Jensen's two volume Endgame fully explores this issue. He wrote 20 Premises as a distilled analysis:
Premise One: Civilization is not and can never be sustainable. This is especially true for industrial civilization.
Premise Two: Traditional communities do not often voluntarily give up or sell the resources on which their
communities are based until their communities have been destroyed. They also do not willingly allow their
landbases to be damaged so that other resources—gold, oil, and so on—can be extracted. It follows that those who
want the resources will do what they can to destroy traditional communities.
Premise Three: Our way of living—industrial civilization—is based on, requires, and would collapse very quickly
without persistent and widespread violence.
Premise Four: Civilization is based on a clearly defined and widely accepted yet often unarticulated hierarchy.
Violence done by those higher on the hierarchy to those lower is nearly always invisible, that is, unnoticed. When it
is noticed, it is fully rationalized. Violence done by those lower on the hierarchy to those higher is unthinkable, and
when it does occur is regarded with shock, horror, and the fetishization of the victims.
Premise Five: The property of those higher on the hierarchy is more valuable than the lives of those below. It is
acceptable for those above to increase the amount of property they control—in everyday language, to make
money—by destroying or taking the lives of those below. This is called production. If those below damage the
property of those above, those above may kill or otherwise destroy the lives of those below. This is called justice.
Premise Six: Civilization is not redeemable. This culture will not undergo any sort of voluntary transformation to a
sane and sustainable way of living. If we do not put a halt to it, civilization will continue to immiserate the vast
majority of humans and to degrade the planet until it (civilization, and probably the planet) collapses. The effects of
this degradation will continue to harm humans and nonhumans for a very long time.
Premise Seven: The longer we wait for civilization to crash—or the longer we wait before we ourselves bring it
down—the messier will be the crash, and the worse things will be for those humans and nonhumans who live
during it, and for those who come after.
Premise Eight: The needs of the natural world are more important than the needs of the economic system.
Another way to put premise Eight: Any economic or social system that does not benefit the natural communities
on which it is based is unsustainable, immoral, and stupid. Sustainability, morality, and intelligence (as well as
justice) requires the dismantling of any such economic or social system, or at the very least disallowing it from
damaging your landbase.
Premise Nine: Although there will clearly some day be far fewer humans than there are at present, there are many
ways this reduction in population could occur (or be achieved, depending on the passivity or activity with which we
choose to approach this transformation). Some of these ways would be characterized by extreme violence and
privation: nuclear armageddon, for example, would reduce both population and consumption, yet do so horrifically;
the same would be true for a continuation of overshoot, followed by crash. Other ways could be characterized by
less violence. Given the current levels of violence by this culture against both humans and the natural world,
however, it’s not possible to speak of reductions in population and consumption that do not involve violence and
privation, not because the reductions themselves would necessarily involve violence, but because violence and
privation have become the default. Yet some ways of reducing population and consumption, while still violent,
would consist of decreasing the current levels of violence required, and caused by, the (often forced) movement of
resources from the poor to the rich, and would of course be marked by a reduction in current violence against the
natural world. Personally and collectively we may be able to both reduce the amount and soften the character of
violence that occurs during this ongoing and perhaps longterm shift. Or we may not. But this much is certain: if we
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do not approach it actively—if we do not talk about our predicament and what we are going to do about it—the
violence will almost undoubtedly be far more severe, the privation more extreme.
Premise Ten: The culture as a whole and most of its members are insane. The culture is driven by a death urge,
an urge to destroy life.
Premise Eleven: From the beginning, this culture—civilization—has been a culture of occupation.
Premise Twelve: There are no rich people in the world, and there are no poor people. There are just people. The
rich may have lots of pieces of green paper that many pretend are worth something—or their presumed riches may
be even more abstract: numbers on hard drives at banks—and the poor may not. These “rich” claim they own land,
and the “poor” are often denied the right to make that same claim. A primary purpose of the police is to enforce the
delusions of those with lots of pieces of green paper. Those without the green papers generally buy into these
delusions almost as quickly and completely as those with. These delusions carry with them extreme consequences
in the real world.
Premise Thirteen: Those in power rule by force, and the sooner we break ourselves of llusions to the contrary, the
sooner we can at least begin to make reasonable decisions about whether, when, and how we are going to resist.
Premise Fourteen: From birth on—and probably from conception, but I’m not sure how I’d make the case—we are
individually and collectively enculturated to hate life, hate the natural world, hate the wild, hate wild animals, hate
women, hate children, hate our bodies, hate and fear our emotions, hate ourselves. If we did not hate the world, we
could not allow it to be destroyed before our eyes. If we did not hate ourselves, we could not allow our homes—and
our bodies—to be poisoned.
Premise Fifteen: Love does not imply pacifism.
Premise Sixteen: The material world is primary. This does not mean that the spirit does not exist, nor that the
material world is all there is. It means that spirit mixes with flesh. It means also that real world actions have real
world consequences. It means we cannot rely on Jesus, Santa Claus, the Great Mother, or even the Easter Bunny
to get us out of this mess. It means this mess really is a mess, and not just the movement of God’s eyebrows. It
means we have to face this mess ourselves. It means that for the time we are here on Earth—whether or not we
end up somewhere else after we die, and whether we are condemned or privileged to live here—the Earth is the
point. It is primary. It is our home. It is everything. It is silly to think or act or be as though this world is not real and
primary. It is silly and pathetic to not live our lives as though our lives are real.
Premise Seventeen: It is a mistake (or more likely, denial) to base our decisions on whether actions arising from
these will or won’t frighten fence-sitters, or the mass of Americans.
Premise Eighteen: Our current sense of self is no more sustainable than our current use of energy or technology.
Premise Nineteen: The culture’s problem lies above all in the belief that controlling and abusing the natural world
is justifiable.
Premise Twenty: Within this culture, economics—not community well-being, not morals, not ethics, not justice, not
life itself—drives social decisions.
Modification of Premise Twenty: Social decisions are determined primarily (and often exclusively) on the basis of
whether these decisions will increase the monetary fortunes of the decision-makers and those they serve.
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Re-modification of Premise Twenty: Social decisions are determined primarily (and often exclusively) on the
basis of whether these decisions will increase the power of the decision-makers and those they serve.
Re-modification of Premise Twenty: Social decisions are founded primarily (and often exclusively) on the almost
entirely unexamined belief that the decision-makers and those they serve are entitled to magnify their power and/or
financial fortunes at the expense of those below.
Re-modification of Premise Twenty: If you dig to the heart of it—if there were any heart left—you would find that
social decisions are determined primarily on the basis of how well these decisions serve the ends of controlling or
destroying wild nature.
Why does civilization need to be dismantled? Aren't we approaching a tipping point in public opinion?
Derrick Jensen: In 2004, George Bush received more than 62 million votes in the United States. Admittedly, the
Democrats are just the good cop in a good cop/bad cop scenario, but that doesn't alter the fact that 62 million
people voted for George Bush. Now people are camping out overnight to get Sarah Palin's signature. In the small
county where I live there are a few issues that will get enough people excited to storm the board of supervisor's
office. One is that they want to maintain their ability to grow small amounts of marijuana. Another is that they want
the right to drive ORVs anywhere they goddamn please.
People are not rioting over the unwillingness of this government to provide healthcare. People aren't rioting over the
toxification of the total environment and their loved ones dying of cancer. They're not rioting over the United States
spending billions of dollars-billions and billions of dollars-to kill people all over the world. And, in fact, one of the
smartest political moves that any politician can make is to increase the military budget. That is tremendously
popular.
This culture must be undone completely. That's an absolute necessity. Humanity lived without industrialism for most
of its existence. And industrialism is killing the planet. Humans cannot exist without the planet. The planet (and
sustainable human existence) is more important than industrialism.
Of course, we would all rather have a voluntary transformation, a tipping point. But if this tipping point does not
occur, we need a back-up plan.
And, no, civilization will not transform itself into something sustainable. That's not physically possible. Civilization is
functionally unsustainable. And the fact that ideas like the hundredth monkey are spoken of quite often in public
discourse, lets us know the extreme distance that we have to go to make the sort of changes that are necessary.
The fact that people are still talking about this level of detachment from real physical reality is evidence itself that
there will not be a voluntary transformation.
No, the momentum is too fierce. What we need to do is stop this culture before it kills the planet. And I can't speak
for you, but I'm not going to rely on a fictional hundredth monkey to do the work for me when I can do the work
myself.
You can't force people to change. Won't a paradigm shift eventually occur that brings about a sustainable
system?
Aric McBay: Proponents of a chiefly educational strategy often assert that persistent work at building public
awareness will eventually result in a global "paradigm shift," which will dramatically change the actions and opinions
of the majority. The term paradigm shift comes from Thomas Kuhn's 1962 book The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions, but it's inapplicable to our situation for a number of reasons. Although the phrase gained usage in the
1990s as a marketing buzzword, Kuhn wrote explicitly that the idea only applied to those fields usually called the
Join Deep Green Resistance - 15 / 76

http://deepgreenresistance.org

hard sciences (physics, biology, chemistry, and the like). A paradigm, he said, was a dominant system of
explanation in one of these sciences, whereas "a student in the humanities has constantly before him [sic] a
number of competing and incommensurable solutions to these problems, solutions that he must ultimately examine
for himself." Scientists trying to use equations to explain, say, orbital mechanics, can come to agreement on which
theory is best because they are trying to develop the most accurate predictive equations. Social sciences and other
fields do not have this luxury, because there is no agreement on which problems are most important, how to
evaluate their answers, what kind of answer is the most important and how precise it should be, and what to do
when answers are arrived at.
Because of these differences, Kuhn argued that the true scientific paradigm shifts always lead to better
paradigms-paradigms that do a better job of explaining part of the world. But in society at large this is not true at
all-dominant worldviews can be displaced by worldviews which are considerably worse at explaining the world or
which are damaging to humans and the living world, a phenomenon which is distressingly common in history.
Furthermore, Kuhn argued that even when a much better paradigm is supported by strong evidence, the scientific
community doesn't necessarily switch quickly. Scientists who have been practicing the obsolete paradigm for their
entire careers may not change their minds even in the presence of overwhelming evidence. Kuhn quotes Nobel
laureate Max Planck, who said that "a new scientific truth does not triumph by convincing its opponents and making
them see the light, but rather because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation grows up that is familiar
with it."
Even worse for us, Kuhn and Planck are assuming the people in question are genuinely and deliberately trying to
find the best possible paradigm. Doing this is literally a full-time job. Do we really believe that the majority of people
are spending their free waking hours trying to gain a deeper understanding of the world, trying to sift through the
huge amounts of available information, trying to grasp history and ecology and economics? The very idea of a
paradigm shift assumes that the majority of people are actively trying to find large scale solutions to our current
predicament, instead of being willfully ignorant and deeply invested in a convenient economic and social system
that rewards people for destroying the planet.
Indeed, part of the problem with "education" is that it's not only leftists who do it, and it's rarely unbiased. Studies
have shown that on the right wing, more educated people are less likely to admit the existence of global warming.
This is probably because they have more sophisticated rationales for their delusions.
But let's pause for a moment and take the most optimistic (if somewhat mangled) interpretation of Kuhn's concept
and assume that a beneficial paradigm shift is going to happen, rather than a worsening shift in dominant politics
and worldviews. That shift would require abundant evidence that the dominant culture-civilization-is inherently
destructive and doomed to destroy itself along with the living world. Since we can't do multiple experimental
runthroughs of a global industrial civilization, for many people the only inescapable empirical demonstration of the
dominant system's fundamental unsustainability would be the collapse of that system. Only at that point would the
majority of people be seriously and personally invested in learning how to live without destroying the planet. And
even then, those people would likely continue to insist on their outdated worldview, until, as Max Planck observed,
they die, resulting in a further decades-long delay beyond collapse before a beneficial paradigm was dominant. This
means that even in the most optimistic and reasonable assessment, a "global paradigm shift" would be decades too
late.
I'm a fan of Daniel Quinn. He says we should just walk away. What is wrong with this strategy?
Derrick Jensen: There are two problems with this. With civilization having metastasized across the globe and
bombing the moon, where are you supposed to walk to? Are you supposed to walk to the melting arctic? Are you
supposed to walk to the middle of the ocean, where there's forty-eight times as much plastic as there is
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phytoplankton? Where are you supposed to go? There is dioxin in every mother's breast milk, so you can't even
drink breast milk without getting dioxin. There are carcinogens in every stream in the United States and,
presumably, in the world.
Where are you supposed to go?
Some respond to this by saying, "Oh, no, it's supposed to be a mental state. We're supposed to walk away
emotionally and withdraw." But the real physical world is the basis for all life and you cannot withdraw from that.
Withdrawal in the face of moral complexity is no answer. Withdrawal in the face of atrocity is no answer. Two
hundred species went extinct today. When faced with those committing atrocities, it is incumbent upon you to stop
those atrocities using any means necessary. If you were being tortured to death in some basement, and I knew this,
would you want me to walk away? Would you accept it if I said, "Oh, here's an answer, I will walk away." What
would you call me if I did that? I'm guessing that "coward" would be the kindest word you would use.
How do I know that civilization is irredeemable?
Derrick Jensen: Look around. Ninety percent of the large fish in the oceans are gone. Salmon are collapsing.
Passenger pigeons are gone. Eskimo curlews are gone. Ninety-eight percent of native forests are gone, 99 percent
of wetlands, 99 percent of native grasslands. What standards do you need?
What is the threshold at which you will finally acknowledge that it's not redeemable? In A Language Older Than
Words I explained how we all are suffering from what Judith Herman would call "Complex Post Traumatic Stress
Disorder." Judith Herman asks, "What happens if you are raised in captivity? What happens if you're long-term held
in captivity, as in a political prisoner, as in a survivor of domestic violence?" You come to believe that all
relationships are based on power, that might makes right, that there is no such thing as fully mutual relationships.
That, of course, describes this culture's entire epistemology and this culture's entire way of relating. Indigenous
peoples have said that the fundamental difference between western and indigenous ways of being is that even the
most open-minded westerners view listening to the natural world as a metaphor as opposed to the way the world
really works. So the world consists of resources to be exploited, as opposed to other beings to enter into
relationship with. We have been so traumatized that we are incapable of perceiving that real relationships are
possible. That is one reason that the culture is not redeemable.
Here is another answer. In Culture of Make Believe, I wrote about how this culture is irredeemable because the
social reward systems of this culture lead inevitably to atrocity. This culture is based on competition as opposed to
cooperation and, as such, will inevitably lead to wars over resources.
Ruth Benedict, the anthropologist, tried to figure out why some cultures are good (to use her word) and some
cultures are not good. In a good culture, men treat women well, adults treat children well, people are generally
happy, and there's not a lot of competition. She found that the good cultures all have one thing in common. They
figured out something very simple: they recognize that humans are both social creatures and selfish, and they
merge selfishness and altruism by praising behaviors that benefit the group as a whole and disallowing behaviors
that benefit the individual at the expense of the group. The bad cultures socially reward behavior that benefits the
individual at the expense of the group. If you reward behavior that benefits the group, that's the sort of behavior you
will get. If you reward behavior that is selfish, acquisitive, that's the behavior you will get. This is Behavior Mod. 101.
This culture rewards highly acquisitive, psychopathological behavior, and that is the behavior we see. It's inevitable.
Need another answer? In Endgame I explained that a culture that imports resources cannot be sustainable. In order
to be sustainable a culture must help the landbase, but importing resources means denuding the land of that
particular resource. As the city grows, an ever larger area is denuded. That culture's way of living can never be
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sustainable.
This way of life is always based on violence. If the culture requires the importation of resources, trade will never be
sufficiently reliable. If the people next watershed over have a resource that culture needs, it will be taken. We could
all become junior bodhisattvas and the US military would still have to be huge. Civilization is irredeemable on a
functional level.
We can talk all we want about new technologies, but so long as they require copper wiring, they are going to
require an industrial infrastructure, and they are going to require a mining infrastructure, and that is inherently
unsustainable.
Right now the United States is spending 100 billion dollars a year to invade and occupy Afghanistan. That is
$3,500.00 for every Afghan man, woman, and child, per year. At the same time, everybody from right wing pundits
to the zombies on NPR ask the question, "Is it too expensive to stop global warming?" There is always money to kill
people. There is never enough money for life-affirming ends.
I look around in every direction and I see no sign of redeemability in this culture. The real physical world is being
murdered. The pattern is there. We need to recognize that pattern, and then we need to stop those who are killing
the planet.
How can I be sure my actions won't hasten or cause the extinction of the very species I'm trying to save?
How can I be sure my actions won't result in hungry people killing every last wild animal in the area for
food or cutting down every last tree for fuel?
Derrick Jensen: We can't be absolutely certain of anything. The only thing we can be certain of is that if civilization
continues, it will kill every last being on earth. But let's take a reasonable worst case scenario for a cataclysmic
event. Chernobyl was a horrible disaster. Yet it has had a spectacularly positive ecological outcome: humans have
been kept out of the area and wildlife is returning. Do you know what that means? The day-to-day workings of
civilization are worse than a nuclear catastrophe. It would be hard to do worse than Chernobyl.
Yes, be smart and attend to those questions. But if we fail to act there will be nothing left. What the world needs is
to be left alone. What the world needs is to have this culture-that is continuously cutting it, torturing it, murdering
it-stopped.
If the strategy of Decisive Ecological Warfare were carried out and the electrical grid brought down,
wouldn’t it lead to nuclear meltdown?
The main problem in nuclear disasters is radioactive waste rather than the nuclear material in the reactor itself.
Stored radioactive waste was the major issue with the Fukushima meltdown in 2011. Stored radioactive waste was
the largest concern during the fires near the Los Alamos nuclear waste storage area in both 2000 and 2011, and
after the near-flooding of a nuclear reactor in Mississippi in 2011. The reactor contains only a small amount of
active fuel compared to the spent fuel held within storage facilities.
More nuclear disasters will almost inevitably occur in the coming decades, whether or not the electrical grid is
dismantled. Hazardous radioactive waste will accumulate as long as industrial civilization continues, and there are
almost no safe long-term storage facilities anywhere in the world. So nuclear reactors will become more and more
dangerous as larger and larger stockpiles of spent fuel are kept on site.
Nuclear reactors are most dangerous when ■ as at Fukushima ■ direct physical damage to the plant disables
back-up generators and other safety equipment. Reactors are designed to cope with simple black-outs, so failure of
the electrical grid is one of the least dangerous of possible disruptions to a nuclear plant. It is unlikely that a single
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dramatic blackout will collapse the industrial economy and cause widespread nuclear catastrophe. More likely, an
increasing number of medium-scale power disruptions will encourage the decommission of nuclear power plants, or
at least force closer attention to safety precautions. For example, several countries have started to shut down or put
on hold their nuclear programs since the Fukushima disaster in Japan.
The current "exclusion" zone around Fukushima encompasses about 600 square kilometres of land. This temporary
boundary will probably — like Chernobyl — ironically end up ecologically richer over the coming decades. (See
previous FAQ.)
Most of the other large-scale energy sources are far more dangerous if they continue to operate. Mountain-top
removal for coal in Appalachia will obliterate 5,700 square kilometres of land this year, and will do it again next year
if not stopped. That land will need thousands of years to recover, assuming the burning of that coal doesn't trigger a
runaway greenhouse effect. 85,000 square kilometres of land in Alberta has so far been leased for tar sands
development.
Future nuclear disasters from shoddily-maintained plants will be very bad, but business as usual is far more
destructive. And while nuclear radiation diminishes over time, unless something decisive is done, greenhouse
gases levels will increase faster and faster as they pass tipping points.
If we dismantle civilization, won't that kill millions of people in cities? What about them?
Derrick Jensen: No matter what you do, your hands will be blood red. If you participate in the global economy,
your hands are blood red because the global economy is murdering humans and non-humans the planet over. A
half million children die every year as a direct result of so-called "debt repayment" from non-industrialized nations to
industrialized nations. Sixty thousand people die every day from pollution. And what about all the people who are
being forced off their land? There are a lot of people dying already. Failing to act in the face of atrocity is no answer.
The grim reality is that both energy descent and biotic collapse will be ever more severe the more the dominant
culture continues to destroy the basis for life on this planet. And yet some people will say that those who propose
dismantling civilization are, in fact, suggesting genocide on a mass scale.
Polar bears and coho salmon would disagree. Traditional indigenous peoples would disagree. The humans who
inherit what is left of this world when the dominant culture finally comes down would disagree.
I disagree.
My definition of dismantling civilization is depriving the rich of their ability to steal from the poor and depriving the
powerful of their ability to destroy the planet. Nobody but a capitalist or a sociopath (insofar as there is a difference)
could disagree with that.
Years ago I asked Anuradha Mittal, former director of Food First, "Would the people of India be better off if the
global economy disappeared tomorrow?" And she said, "Of course." She said the poor the world over would be
better off if the global economy collapsed. There are former granaries of India that now export dog food and tulips
to Europe. The rural poor the world over are being exploited by this system. Would they be better off? What about
the farmers in India who are being forced off their land so that Coca Cola can have their water? What about those
who are committing suicide because of Monsanto? A significant portion of people in the world do not have access
to electricity. Would they be worse off with grid crash? No, they'd be better off immediately. What about the
indigenous peoples of Peru who are fighting to stop oil exploration by Hunt Oil on their land, allowed because of
United States-Peruvian trade agreements?
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When someone says, "A lot of people are going to die," we've got to talk about which people. People all over the
world are already enduring famines, but for the most part they are not dying of starvation; they're dying of
colonialism, because their land and their economies have been stolen. We hear all the time that the world is
running out of water. There is still as much water as there ever was, but 90 percent of the water used by humans is
being used for agriculture and industry. People are dying of thirst because the water is being stolen.
When I asked a member of the Peruvian rebel group MRTA, the Tupacameristas, "What do you want for the people
of Peru?" his response was, "What we want is to be able to grow and distribute our own food. We already know
how to do that. We merely need to be allowed to do so." That's the entire struggle right there.
I used to think it's true that the urban poor would be worse off at first, because the dominant culture, like any good
abusive system, has made its victims dependent upon it for their lives. That's what abusers do, whether they are
domestic violence abusers, or whether they are larger scale perpetrators. That's how slavers work: they make
enslaved people dependent upon them for their lives. One of the brilliant things this culture has done has been to
insert itself between us and our self-sufficiency, us and the source of all life. So we come to believe that the system
provides our sustenance, not that the real world does.
But I recently asked Vandana Shiva if the people of Mumbai, for example, would be better off quickly if the global
economy collapsed. She said yes, for the same reasons Mittal did: most of the poor in major cities in India are there
because they've been driven off their land, with their land stolen by transnational corporations. With the global
economy gone, they would return to the country and reclaim the land. Given the option between getting their land
back and staying in the city, nearly all would want to move back to the country.
This is a huge number of people we are talking about. Most of the urban poor are people who live in third-world
slums. That's more than a billion people, and, if trends continue, that will double in two decades. Many of these are
people who have been forced off their traditional land. The poor will be able to take back this land if the
governments of the world are no longer capable of propping up colonial arrangements of exploitation.
I have another answer, too. As this culture collapses, much of the misery will be caused by the wealthy attempting
to maintain their lifestyles. As this culture continues to collapse, those who are doing the exploiting will continue to
do the exploiting. Don't blame those who want to stop that exploitation. Instead, help to stop the exploitation that is
killing people in the first place.
The authors of this book are not blithely asking who will die. In at least one of our cases, the answer is "I will." I
have Crohn's disease, and I am reliant for my life on high tech medicines. Without these medicines, I will die. But
my individual life is not what matters. The survival of the planet is more important than the life of any single human
being, including my own.
Since industrial civilization is systematically dismantling the ecological infrastructure of the planet, the sooner
civilization comes down, the more life will remain afterwards to support both humans and nonhumans. We can
provide for the well-being of those humans who will be alive during and immediately after energy and ecological
descent by preparing people for a localized future. We can rip up asphalt in vacant parking lots to convert them to
neighborhood gardens, go teach people how to identify local edible plants, so that people won't starve when they
can no longer head off to the store for groceries. We can start setting up neighborhood councils to make decisions,
settle conflicts, and provide mutual aid.
How can I do something to help bring down civilization and not just throw away my life in a useless act?
Derrick Jensen: There are three answers. The philosophical answer is that we can't know the future. We can
never know whether some action will be useful. We should pick what we think are the most effective actions, but
that still doesn't guarantee any given act will succeed. What we can know is that if this culture continues in the
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direction it's headed, it will get where it's headed, which is the murder of the planet. There are already casualties,
and they're called the salmon. They're called the sharks. They're called the black terns. They're called migratory
songbirds. They're called oceans, rivers. They're called indigenous people. They're called the poor. They're called
subsistence farmers. They're called women.
The second, historical answer is about the way resistance movements work. You lose and you lose and you lose
until you win. You get your head cracked, get your head cracked, get your head cracked, and then you win. You
can't know when you start how many times you have to get your head cracked before you win. But the struggle
builds on struggle. It has to start somewhere and it has to gain momentum. That happens through organizing, it
happens through actions. And it happens through victories. One of the best recruiting tools is some sort of victory.
And you can't have a victory unless you try.
And now the pragmatic: we are horribly outnumbered and we do not have the luxury to throw away our lives. How
we can be most effective? We have to be smart. Choose targets carefully, both for strategic value and safety. And
we have to organize. A lone person's chance of sparking a larger movement is much lower than that of a group of
organized people.
Whatever actions a person takes (and this is true in all areas of life) need to count. Many of the actions being taken
right now are essentially acts of vandalism, as opposed to acts of active sabotage that will slow the movement of
the machine. So choose. How can you make your actions (and your life) have the most significance in terms of
stopping the perpetration of atrocity?
All those who begin to act against the powers of any repressive state need to recognize that their lives will change.
They need to take that decision very seriously. Some of the people captured under the Green Scare knew what
they were getting into, and some of them made the decision more lightly. The latter were the people who turned
very quickly when they were arrested. One person turned within five seconds of getting into the police car. That
person probably didn't seriously consider the ramifications of his actions before he began. The Black Panthers
knew when they started the struggle that they would either end up dead or in prison.
Finally, we have to always keep what we're fighting for in sight. We are fighting for life on the planet. And the truth
is, the planet's life is worth more than you. It's worth more than me. It is the source of all life. That doesn't alter the
fact that we should be smart. We need to be very strategic. We need to be tactical. And we need to act.
Did John Brown throw away his life? On one hand, you could say yes. His project ultimately failed. But, on the other
hand, you could say that it set up much greater things. Did Nat Turner throw away his life? Did members of the
revolt at Sobibor throw away their lives? On one hand, you could say yes. On the other hand, you could say that
they did what was absolutely right and necessary. And something we must always remember is that those who
participated in the Warsaw Ghetto uprising had a higher rate of survival than those who went along. When the
whole planet is being destroyed, your inaction will not save you. We must choose the larger life. We must choose to
do what is right to protect the planet. It is our only home.
What is meant by "aboveground" and "underground" or "belowground"?
In DGR we use these terms to distinguish between different parts of a movement. "Aboveground" refers to those
parts of a resistance movement which work in the open and operate more-or-less within the boundaries of the laws
of the state. This means that aboveground activism and resistance is usually limited to nonviolence. DGR is an
aboveground organization; we are public and don't try to hide who we are or what we desire, because openness
and broad membership is what makes aboveground organizations effective.
"Underground" or "belowground" refers to those parts of a resistance movement which operate in secret. Generally,
these groups use more militant or violent tactics like property destruction and sabotage to achieve their goals. The
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use of these tactics makes them an open enemy of the state, which makes security and secrecy very important for
underground groups. Historically, these groups have a stringent membership process to make sure new recruits are
prepared for the psychological and/or physical demands of underground work and are trained in combat and other
necessary operations as well as in proper security culture.
Aboveground security culture is also important in maintaining the effectiveness of aboveground groups.
DGR is strictly an aboveground organization. We will not answer questions regarding anyone’s personal desire to
be in or form an underground. We do not want to be involved in or aware of any underground organizing. We do
this for the security of everyone involved with Deep Green Resistance.
What is a "Culture of Resistance"?
A culture of resistance exists to encourage and promote organized political resistance, nurturing the will to fight. It
helps people break their psychological identification with the oppressive system and create a new identity based on
self-respect and solidarity. It offers the emotional support of a functioning community that believes in resistance as
well as an intellectually vibrant atmosphere that encourages analysis, discussion, and the development of political
consciousness. It produces cultural products like poems, songs, and art organized around the theme of resistance.
It builds the new institutions that will take over as the corrupt ones come down. And it provides loyalty and material
support to the aboveground frontline resisters and political prisoners.
Why should I take large-scale direct action against the system when almost nobody else, especially in the
first world, is?
Derrick Jensen: Because the world is being murdered. And because members of the so-called "first world" are the
primary beneficiaries. It is not up to the poor to be on the frontlines yet again. It is not up to the indigenous to be on
the frontlines. It is not up to the non-humans to be on the frontlines. It is our responsibility as beneficiaries of this
system to bring a halt to the system.
MEND (the Movement for the Emancipation of the Niger Delta) have been able to reduce oil industry output by up
to 30 percent in Nigeria. They have done so because they love the land they live in and that land is being
destroyed. We have much greater resources at our disposal. It's our responsibility to use those resources and to
use the privilege that we have to stop this culture from killing the planet.
What might distinguish an anti-civilization resistance from other popular movements that those in power
have successfully overpowered COINTELPRO-style? Do people have new strategies and tactics that can
stand up to these new systems and technologies?
Derrick Jensen: Frankly, no. People now have a tremendous disadvantage over people in the past in that people
now live inside a panopticon. The ability to surveil and to kill at a distance has greatly increased over what it was in
times past. Contrast the powers of the state at present with those, say, in Nazi Germany. For the Nazis, fingerprint
technology was still very new. They had nothing like the capacity to surveil that modern states have. They had only
rudimentary computers. They didn't have the ability to do voice-recognition software. They didn't have any software.
So those in power have a tremendous advantage over historical popular movements.
Indigenous and traditional resistance movements had villages where they could be safe. They had wild places
where they could be safe. They had their own territory. People now don't have that. They do, however, have a
significant advantage over the indigenous resistance movements of the last 500 years in that they mix in.
Tecumseh could not have walked into Philadelphia and not been recognized. People today have that advantage.
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But the biggest advantage that people today have over people in times previous is that the age of exuberance is
over. The age of cheap oil is over. The empires of today are on their way to collapse. It used to seem that as
civilization dissolved, anyone who even remotely opposed it would be put up against a wall. But now it looks as
though as civilization falls apart, its emperors may not even be able to deliver the mail, much less maintain the level
of oppression that they have historically perpetrated on those who oppose empire. Think of the collapse of the
Soviet Union; it just sort of fell apart instead of instigating purges or gulags. The Soviet Union didn't have the
resources.
Even the United States is falling apart. The US government can't even maintain the water systems in this country
and it can't maintain the roads. State and federal governments can't pay for colleges anymore. Those in power
don't have the money, and they don't have the resources, and those resources will never come back.
If someone would have taken out some important piece of infrastructure in years past, those in power would have
been able to replace it. But now the governments of the world don't have the money. The more they spend on
rebuilding, the less primary damage they can do.
A resistance movement will be demonized and portrayed as eco-terrorists by the mainstream media. Is
there an alternative media in place with a strategy to counter this?
Derrick Jensen: There is an alternative media in place, but will it counter this demonization? No. The alternative
media is tepid and full of horizontal hostility. The larger question is, "Is there a media forum that is supporting
serious resistance against this culture's murder of the planet?" And the answer, sadly, is no. Even so-called nature
magazines have tremendous resistance to promoting anything other than composting or riding bicycles. Or rather, I
should say, a lot of the readers do. One purpose of [Deep Green Resistance] is to help create that literature of
resistance-an absolutely necessary literature of resistance-that will help to put in place a larger media of resistance.
It takes all forms, from comics to films to books to graffiti to people having conversations on their back porches. We
need to be discussing this and we need to be discussing it openly. One of the absolutely necessary precursors to a
resistance is to talk about it. This has been true of every resistance movement in the past and it will be true as long
as there are resistance movements. We must put all the options on the table and discuss them openly, honestly,
earnestly.
Is there a solidarity/support network in place to support someone who goes to prison for activism? Is there
a support system in place to support someone's family if an activist goes to prison and is the breadwinner?
Derrick Jensen: For the former, there is. For example, Anarchist Black Cross does political prisoner support and
there are other organizations that do political prisoner support. But the truth is we need to build a much broader
base of that. Prisoner support is actually pretty lacking. And it's pretty easy to do the basic stuff. My mother, every
year, writes to many political prisoners on their birthdays and around winter solstice. Many of these people have
been in prison for thirty and forty years, and her letters may be one of two or three that they receive throughout the
year. So there are organizations in place, but those organizations have to be much more robust. And so far as
support for families, no, there isn't. But there should be. These are things that can and should be done by those
who are entirely aboveground. We have emphasized throughout this book that not everyone needs to take up
serious illegal action. But we need a culture of resistance, and part of a culture of resistance is a robust prisoner
support network for those who are on the front lines. We need a system where we support the troops, those who
are actually fighting for the planet. That needs to be in place and so far it's not.
Do you have lawyers willing to help us/advise us as we act?
We are currently building legal support for this purpose. We need volunteers for this and other tasks.
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How can I accept the risks of being caught when that could mean never being able to see or help my
family/lover/children in these difficult times?
Derrick Jensen: Nothing in this book is meant to exhort people to do things they don't want to do. In fact, nothing
in this book is meant to exhort people to do anything illegal (recognizing that innocence of actual criminal activity is
no guarantee that one will not be punished by those in power). We've said numerous times that there are plenty of
ways that a culture of resistance can manifest, any number of activities that you can participate in that are not as
immediately risky as below-ground actions. If your primary concern is the risk of being caught, there are plenty of
other things you can do.
But remember that when state repression gets really bad, being aboveground does not mean that the state won't
come for you. It's often the public intellectuals, the organizers, and the writers who are thrown in jail. The people
underground, without a public profile, are sometimes safer.
Perhaps, though, we should turn the question around. "Are you willing to risk not having fish in the oceans?" If
things continue the way they are, by 2050 there will be no fish in the oceans. Amphibians are already dying.
Migratory songbirds are already dying. The planet is dying. Are you willing to risk that?
None of this is theoretical. When the industrial system starts to collapse, I will be dead. I am reliant upon
high-technology medicine for my life. But there is something larger and more important than my life.
If we act effectively against those in power, won't those in power just come down on us harder?
Derrick Jensen: They will, but that's not a reason to submit. This is how authoritarian regimes and abusers work:
they make their victims afraid to act. They reinforce the mentality, "If I try to leave him, my abusive husband, my
pimp, may kill me." And that is a very good reason to not resist.
This question explicitly articulates what we all know to be true: the foundation of this culture is force. And the
primary reason we don't resist is because we are afraid of that force. We know if we act decisively to protect the
places and creatures we love or if we act decisively to stop corporate exploitation of the poor, that those in power
will come down on us with the full power of the state. We can talk all we want about how we supposedly live in a
democracy. And we can talk all we want about the consent of the governed. But what it really comes down to is if
you effectively oppose the will of those in power, they will try to kill you. We need to make that explicit so we can
face the situation that we're in. And the situation that we're in is those in power are killing the planet and they are
exploiting the poor, they are murdering the poor, and we are not stopping them because we are afraid.
But there have to be some of us who are willing to act anyway. We should never underestimate the seriousness of
attempting to stop those in power. And we also need to be very clear about the seriousness of what is happening to
the world. If you're reading this book, you probably understand how desperate things are.
What is the legacy that we want to leave for those who come after? How do you want to be seen by the generations
that follow? Do you want to be seen as someone who knew what the right thing was and didn't do it because you
were afraid? Or do you want to be remembered as someone who was afraid and did the right things anyway? It's
okay to be afraid. Almost everyone I know is afraid at some time or another. But there is tremendous joy and
exhilaration that comes, too, from doing what is right. The fact that those in power will use their power against
resisters is not a reason to give up the fight before we even begin. It is a reason to be really, really smart.
What has happened to those who have tried to use violence? Fred Hampton, Laura Whitehorn , and Susan
Rosenberg are just a few of the many who have tried to use force and have ended up dead, framed, or in
jail. You say we all have a role; how do you feel about proposing that others do what you will not do?
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Derrick Jensen: It's not a question of taking more or less risks by going aboveground or belowground. As
repression becomes more open, it is the people who are aboveground who are often first targeted by those in
power. Erich Mühsam was aboveground. So was Ken Saro-wiwa. Many writers have been. That is our role. Our
role is to put big bull's-eye targets on our chests so that we can help to form a culture of resistance. Our role is to
be public. And, of course, if you are public, you cannot also be underground; there must be an absolute firewall
between aboveground and belowground activities and organizations. This is basic security culture.
We are not asking anyone else to do things we aren't willing to do. In fact, we aren't asking anyone to do anything
in specific. We all need to find our own roles, based on our personal assessment of what risks we can take and
what our gifts are.
Those in power will come down on us if we resist. It doesn't matter if that resistance is violent or nonviolent. It's
resistance that brings the risk and retaliation, and it's resistance that our planet needs.
Civilization is the only thing keeping violent criminals from raping/killing people like in those horrible
places far away. Who will protect my family if we dismantle civilization?
Derrick Jensen: A couple of years ago, I got an email from a policeman in Chicago. He was reading Endgame and
liking it except that he thought I came down too hard on cops. He said, "Our job is to protect people from sociopaths
and that's what I do every day. I protect people from sociopaths." I wrote back, "I think that's really great that you
protect us from sociopaths. When my mom's house got burgled, the first thing we did was call the cops. When my
house got burgled, I turned it over to the cops. It's great that you protect us from sociopaths. My problem is that you
really only protect us from poor sociopaths, not the rich sociopaths."
After Bhopal, Warren Anderson was tried and found guilty in absentia for the atrocities of running Union Carbide.
He was sentenced to hang. And the United States refuses to extradite him. If it were up to me, all the people
associated with the Gulf oil spill, which is murdering the Gulf, would be executed. That would be part of the function
of a state. Instead, one of the primary functions of government is to protect the rich sociopaths from the outrage of
the rest of us. Who is protecting the farmers in India from Monsanto? Who is protecting the farmers in the United
States from Cargill and ADM?
I did a benefit for a group of Mexican-Americans who were attempting to stop yet another toxic waste dump from
being placed in their neighborhood. The toxic waste was, of course, from somewhere far away. The conversation
turned to what it would be like if police and prosecutors were not enforcing the dictates of distant corporations
instead of the wishes of the local communities. What if they were enforcing cancer-free zones? Or clearcut-free
zones? Or rape-free zones, for that matter? And then everyone laughed, because everyone knows it's not going to
happen. But what if we in our communities started to form community-defense groups [and militias] and said, "This
is going to be a cancer-free zone. This will be a clearcut-free zone. This will be a rape-free zone. This will be a
dam-free zone." What would happen if we did that?
That's exactly what we're talking about in this book. We want to have our communities be cancer-free. We want
them to be clearcut-free. We want them to be dam-free. We want them to be rape-free. And we need to stop the
sociopaths who are hurting us.
As civic society collapses in a patriarchy, things can become much worse. Look at the Democratic Republic of
Congo, where there are organized mass rapes. What do we do about that? One of the things we need to do is to
prepare now. That's why we've emphasized in this book so often that the revolutionaries need to be of good
character. A friend of mine says that he does the environmental work he does because as things become
increasingly chaotic, he wants to make sure that some doors remain open. If the grizzly bears are gone in twenty
years, they'll be gone forever. But if they are there in twenty years, they may be able to be there forever. It's the
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same for the bull trout, the same with the redwoods-if you cut this forest, it's gone. But if it's standing, who knows
what will happen in the future? And it's the same for people's social attitudes; as things become increasingly
chaotic, events become increasingly uncontrollable. We must make sure that certain ideas are in place before that
happens. That's why we have emphasized zero-tolerance for horizontal hostility, zero-tolerance for violence against
women, zero-tolerance for racism. Because as civic society collapses-no matter the cause of this collapse-men will
rape more, and the time to defend against that is not then, but now.
There are two approaches to the problem of men assaulting women. One of them is in a line by Andrea Dworkin,
"My prayer for women of the twenty-first century: harden your hearts and learn to kill." Women need to learn
self-defense, and they need to form self-defense organizations, and they need to be feminists. And men must make
their allegiance to women absolute. They must have a zero-tolerance policy for the abuse of women.
The same is true for race-based hate crimes. As the economic system collapses, those whose entitlement has put
them at the top of the heap are going to start blaming everyone else (witness the Tea Party, for example). As
Nietzsche wrote, "One does not hate what one can despise." And so long as your entitlement is in place and so
long as your entitlement isn't threatened, you can despise those whom you're exploiting. But as soon as that
entitlement is threatened, that contempt turns over into outright hatred and violence. As civilization collapses, we
will see an increase in male-pattern violence. We will see an increase in violence against those who resist. We will
see an increase in violence against people of color. We are already seeing this.
My answer for people of color is, learn to defend yourself and form self-defense organizations. And the job of white
allies is to make our allegiance to the victims of white oppression absolute.
There have been many resistance movements who have formed self-defense organizations and their own police
forces. The IRA acted as neighborhood police, the Spanish Anarchists organized their own police force in some of
the bigger cities, and the Gulabi Gang organizes women to protect themselves and their communities from police
and male violence. We need something similar. We need to form self-defense organizations to defend those
humans and non-humans who are assaulted and violated. Those assaults will continue to happen until we stop
them.
To be clear, civilization is not the same as society. Civilization is a specific, hierarchical organization based on
"power over." Dismantling civilization, taking down that power structure, does not mean the end of all social order. It
should ultimately mean more justice, more local control, more democracy, and more human rights, not less.
Will civilization just reassemble itself?
Derrick Jensen: I have several answers to that. The first is that, no, this is a one-time blowout. The easily
accessible reserves of oil are gone. There will never be another oil age. There will never be another natural gas
age. There will never be another Iron Age or Bronze Age. Further, there will never be-or not for a very, very long
time-an age of tall ships, for example, because the forests are gone. This culture has destroyed so much that there
will not be the foundation upon which a similar civilization could be built. Topsoil is gone. No, there will never be
another rise of a civilization like this. There might be-presuming humans survive-some small-scale civilizations, but
there will never be another one like this.
Second, I don't really think that's the right question. It's like waking up in the middle of the night and hearing the
screams of your family as they're tortured, and then you look up and you see an ax murderer standing over your
bed. You turn to the person sleeping next to you and you say, "Darling, honeybunch, how can we make sure that ax
murderers don't break into our home tomorrow?" Right now, we have a crisis and we need to deal with that crisis. I
wish we had the luxury to worry about whether civilization will rise again in the future, but we don't have that luxury.
Right now, we need to stop this culture from killing the planet and let the people who come after worry about
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whether it's going to rise again.
This question reminds me of another I was once asked: "How much time do you think we have left?" I gestured
toward the person next to her. "Pretend she is being tortured in that room over there. We can hear her screaming.
How much time do you think she has left before we need to act? How much time should we allow the torturers to
continue before we stop them?" There are injustices happening right now. Two hundred species went extinct today.
And how much time did they have? None. The question for them is not, will civilization rise again? The question is
what can we do to protect them right now. If we see these injustices, we need to stop them.
What should I say if someone says: "I want to form an underground, join an underground, start a
safehouse, etc."
Say: "We are an aboveground organization. We do not want to be involved. We do not answer anyone’s questions
about personal desire to be in or form an underground."
Immediately cut off conversation if there are breaches of security. Sometimes, you have to end the conversation.
Do not say, "the underground" – this could imply we are in contact with an already existent underground
organization. Instead, use, "an underground (which may or may not exist)."
Why hasn't DGR taken a stance on vaccines, 9/11, or any conspiracy theories?
Radical social movements tend to attract people who hold fringe beliefs. While we would never dictate what a
person chooses to believe personally, DGR is strategic in what controversies and beliefs we hold positions on and
in how we spend our time and energy. These beliefs do nothing to further DGR in achieving our goals and could
alienate comrades and potential allies. Members who hold such views are expected to refrain from presenting or
debating them while representing or engaging in DGR.
Global warming is a reality, and is referred to in the foundational texts of the DGR organization.
Some fringe beliefs, such as Holocaust denial, are in violation of DGR Principles and Code of Conduct and
disqualify believers from membership.
For more questions and answers, see Deep Green Resistance: An interview with Derrick Jensen and Rachel Ivey.

RADICAL FEMINISM FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
What is radical feminism?
There are many branches of feminism. Radical feminism takes aim at the root cause of the crisis facing women: the
system of violence that keeps people divided by sex with a dominant class (men) and an oppressed class (women).
This system of violence is called patriarchy, and over the past two thousand years it has come to rule most of the
world. Patriarchal civilization is based on exploiting and consuming women, living communities, and the earth itself.
Radical feminists seek to liberate all women from oppression. We side with women resisting male violence in all its
forms, including rape, porn, prostitution, female infanticide, and forced birth. We are dismantling misogyny (hatred
of women), biophobia (fear and hatred of nature), and lesbophobia (fear and hatred of lesbians).
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Radical feminists in DGR are committed to overturning this brutal patriarchal culture in defense of the earth, the
source of life; and our sisters, women around the world.
Do radical feminists want a world dominated by women?
Dee Graham addresses this in her book Loving to Survive (page 243):
Whereas patriarchy imagines matriarchy as a matter of reversal in the power relation between men and
women, matriarchy requires a rejection of the dichotomous thinking on which this male fantasy is founded.
Matriarchy is a completely different form of organization than patriarchy, emphasizing what Miller describes
as power with, as distinct from power over. Love and Shanklin define matriarchy as a society in which all
interpersonal relationships are modeled on the nurturant relationship between a mother and her child.
According to these authors this nurturant mode would inform all social institutions. The goal of the nurturant
relationship would be to strengthen 'the unique will of each individual to form open, trusting, creative bonds
with others.'
Why are some people accusing Deep Green Resistance of transphobia?
Deep Green Resistance has been accused of transphobia because we have a difference of opinion about the
definition of gender.
DGR does not condone dehumanization or violence against anyone, including people who describe themselves as
trans. Universal human rights are universal. DGR has a strong code of conduct against violence and abuse.
Anyone who violates that code is no longer a member of DGR.
Disagreeing with someone, however, is not a form of violence. And we have a big disagreement.
Radical feminists are critical of gender itself. We are not gender reformists–we are gender abolitionists. Without the
socially constructed gender roles that form the basis of patriarchy, all people would be free to dress, behave, and
love others in whatever way they wished, no matter what kind of body they had.
Patriarchy is a caste system which takes humans who are born biologically male or female and turns them into the
social classes called men and women. Male people are made into men by socialization into masculinity, which is
defined by a psychology based on emotional numbness and a dichotomy of self and other. This is also the
psychology required by soldiers, which is why we don’t think you can be a peace activist without being a feminist.
Female socialization in patriarchy is a process of psychologically constraining and breaking girls—otherwise known
as “grooming”—to create a class of compliant victims. Femininity is a set of behaviors that are, in essence,
ritualized submission.
We see nothing in the creation of gender to celebrate or embrace. Patriarchy is a corrupt and brutal arrangement of
power, and we want to see it dismantled so that the category of gender no longer exists. This is also our position on
race and class. The categories are not natural: they only exist because hierarchical systems of power create them
(see, for instance, Audrey Smedley’s book Race in North America). We want a world of justice and equality, where
the material conditions that currently create race, class, and gender have been forever overcome.
Patriarchy facilitates the mining of female bodies for the benefit of men – for male sexual gratification, for cheap
labor, and for reproduction. To take but one example, there are entire villages in India where all the women only
have one kidney. Why? Because their husbands have sold the other one. Gender is not a feeling—it’s a human
rights abuse against an entire class of people, “people called women.”[1]
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We are not “transphobic.” We do, however, have a disagreement about what gender is. Genderists think that
gender is natural, a product of biology. Radical feminists think gender is social, a product of male supremacy.
Genderists think gender is an identity, an internal set of feelings people might have. Radical feminists think gender
is a caste system, a set of material conditions into which one is born. Genderists think gender is a binary. Radical
feminists think gender is a hierarchy, with men on top. Some genderists claim that gender is “fluid.” Radical
feminists point out that there is nothing fluid about having your husband sell your kidney. So, yes, we have some
big disagreements.
Radical feminists also believe that women have the right to define their boundaries and decide who is allowed in
their space. We believe all oppressed groups have that right. We have been called transphobic because the women
of DGR do not want men—people born male and socialized into masculinity—in women-only spaces. DGR stands
with women in that decision.
When Radical Feminists use the term “gender,” what do they mean?
1. “The End of Gender” talk from the 2013 DGR Conference
2. Talking About Gender
3. Who Owns Gender?
Is Radical Feminism essentialist?
No, most definitely not. Essentialism is the idea that gender is biological, not social. So boys are naturally
aggressive and adventurous, while girls are nurturing and emotional. Gendered behavior is attributed to brain
structure, hormones, or both.
Feminists have fought essentialism since the beginning. Biological essentialism has been used to excuse
everything from women’s exclusion from education to men’s sexual violence. Those in power need to naturalize
their dominance and the subordinate group’s submission: if society is actually arranged by nature or god or the
cosmos, then there’s no point in fighting it. The ideology of essentialism can be very effective at foreclosing
resistance.
Think about race. Race is not biologically real. Politically, socially, economically, race is, of course, a brutal reality
around the globe. The concept of race, however, is a creation of the powerful. If we want a just world, the material
institutions that keep people of color subordinate need to be dismantled. And the concepts of “whiteness” and
“blackness” themselves will ultimately be abandoned as they make no sense outside of the realities of white
supremacy.
Many people are confused when asked to apply the same radical analysis to gender. But from a feminist
perspective, the parallels are obvious. Are there differences in skin tone across the human species? Yes. Why do
those differences mean anything? Because a corrupt and brutal arrangement of power needs an ideology called
racism. Are there differences in the shapes of people’s genitals? Yes. Why do those differences matter? Because a
corrupt and brutal arrangement of power—patriarchy—needs an ideology called gender.
Patriarchy is a political system that takes biological males and females and turns them into the social categories
called men and women, so that the class of men can dominate people called women. Gender is to women what
race is to people of color: the ideological construct that underlies our subordination.
So we are firmly against the notion that gender is biological. In fact, it’s the genderists who make essentialist claims
for gender. In their view, men and women display domination and submission, respectively, not because of social
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conditions, but because we have different brains. Gendered behavior is natural, they say, a function of our biology.
The claim is often that prenatal hormones create these propensities, and that the “wrong” hormones can produce
the “wrong” brain. Hence it is possible to have a man’s body with a woman’s brain.
We find it very strange that we are accused of essentialism when we believe the exact opposite. Gender is socially
constructed to the root, and those roots are soaked in women’s blood. We aim to dismantle it. If gender was a
product of our biology, that wouldn’t be possible. We reject the idea of a female brain as firmly as we reject the idea
of a “Negro brain.”[2] And we will never accept that femininity is natural to women. It is the ritualized displays of
submission created by trauma and demanded of all oppressed groups in a social hierarchy. We refuse to submit
and we encourage women everywhere to resist.
For further reading:
Delusions of Gender: How Our Minds, Society, and Neurosexism Create Difference by Cordelia Fine
Brainstorm: The Flaws in the Science of Sex Differences by Rebecca Jordan-Young.
The Emperor's New Penis by Lierre Keith and Derrick Jensen
Aren't you just reaffirming gender when you create women-only spaces?
No, we are acknowledging gender and its terrible harms when we create women-only space. We are fighting
gender, with its demands for feminine submission and its assertion that women exist to take care of men.
Gender is socially and politically very real and very deadly. It is the structure of women’s oppression. Individually
feigning “gender blindness” does not make gender go away: only radical action on a broad political scale can
accomplish this. Gender is not just any social construction, but a social construction specifically designed to
privilege one class (males) at the expense of another class (females).
Acting as if gender does not exist cannot counter it: on the contrary, that only helps to mask a system of oppressive
power. No one would suggest that the working class could fight capitalism by abandoning their class
consciousness. Likewise, people of color have long been adamant that “racial colorblindness” only serves the
project of white supremacy by hiding the existence of oppressive race relations. By being conscious of their group
condition, women and men can remain aware of their own relative oppression or privilege, which is necessary when
combating systems of oppressive power.
The creation of women-only spaces ensures that women in our organization have a liberatory space to work,
organize, and bond, free from the negative impact of men. All oppressed peoples need their own space to feel
some moments of freedom, create community, and overcome submissive and self-hating behavior. All oppressed
peoples have a right to draw a boundary, including women. DGR is committed to defending the right of women to
define our own space.
How does radical feminism intersect with race and class struggles?
Alice Walker, Audre Lorde, and Barbara Smith, among others, were integral to the Second Wave of radical feminist
theory. Many women of color and poor/working class women made sure that race and class issues were grappled
with in a way that previously had not been addressed across the Left. This was essential, since some Second
Wave feminist individuals and groups who made contributions to radical feminist theory and practice were unaware
of their race and class privilege, which alienated women of color and working class women in the movement. The
women mentioned above made sure that these overlapping systems of oppression were recognized and
highlighted.
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The sadistic systems of racism and classism intersect with patriarchy. All women are oppressed for being female,
but this oppression takes different forms and degrees of severity along the lines of race and class. The sex-caste
status of females as a class does not cancel out the differences of experience between women of differing racial
and economic classes. White, middle/upper class, and otherwise privileged women have a responsibility to prove
themselves as allies to women of color. Only after this trust and solidarity is established will women be able to
organize collectively to overthrow male power.
If radical feminism asserts that male trans people still retain male privilege, how does it account for the
violence directed at them?
All biological males benefit from patriarchy. No internal identity or emotional state can change the material reality of
those benefits. Only changing the material conditions—ending patriarchy—can end those benefits.
Having said that, people who don’t conform to gender stereotypes face risks. They are hated because they are
proof that gender is not natural. All systems of power have to naturalize their hierarchies, for obvious reasons. It is
much harder to fight a social order that was created by God, or nature, or evolution. Male supremacy has to claim
that masculinity and femininity are biologically or even cosmically real. Women who resist femininity and men who
refuse masculinity are living proof that patriarchy is not inevitable. They might even serve as an inspiration to the
rest of us to go on a wildcat strike in the gender factory. Such people will, of course, be punished with ridicule,
censure, and even violence.
But all women are subjected to men’s ridicule, censure, and violence. Women who conform to femininity are
punished and women who resist it are also punished. Global statistics on male violence show exactly how viciously
men punish women for the sin of simply being female. Either path–resistance or conformity–leads to potential rape,
torture, and murder. Andrea Dworkin called that “the barricade of sexual terrorism.”[3] All women live inside it,
whether we resist or do our best to conform. Nothing we do individually will free us. There is no way out except to
destroy the barricade, brick by brick.
Gender exists because the people on top—men—need to know who counts as human and who is an object, a thing
to be used. That has to be made very clear, both ideologically and visually. That’s why Jews were forced to wear
yellow stars—they had to be visually demarcated as subhuman. That’s why women’s and men’s clothing is so
different. Until very recently in western societies, it was illegal for women to wear men’s clothes.[4] In Iran, it’s not
just illegal for a barber to give a girl a “boy’s” haircut: it’s punishable by death. The visual demarcation is crucial to
the ideological demarcation of human and non-human, subject and object, person and thing. Women’s clothing
both advertises us as sexually available and constrains our movement: we exist to be used and, just in case we get
other ideas, we can’t get away.
At the center of all of this is rape. As Catharine MacKinnon put it so succinctly, “Man fucks woman; subject verb
object.”[5] Men need to know who is in the fuck-object category. They need that category to be absolute because
they need to know that they will never be in it. They know too well the sadism that they’ve built into their sexuality.
This is the deal they make with each other: don’t do it to me, do it to her instead.
People who don’t conform to gender throw a wrench into the works. If men can’t tell who is a man and who is a
woman, how will they know who is human and whom to use, whom to fuck? This is why homophobia springs from
misogyny. The divide between human-subject and fuck-object has to be absolute to keep men—real men—safe
from each other, physically and ideologically.
This is why people who don’t conform to the visual demands of gender are punished so viciously by men. Men
invested in masculinity are terrified of the possible confusion. They can’t have the smallest hint of “gayness”
attached to themselves, and the idea that some men might end up in the fuck-object category is horrifying. Their
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fear is based on a very real assessment of men’s sexual sadism and the endless punishments meted out to those
fuck-objects. So men who don’t conform have to be punished until they do, to keep all men safe.
The only way to stop this is to dismantle male supremacy. No one belongs in the fuck-object category: not women,
not gay men, not people who don’t conform for whatever reason. The socialization that creates gender—the
violence and violation that men and boys do to girls and women—has to end, and the power that demands gender’s
existence conquered. When that happens, patriarchy will be over and the concept of gender will have no meaning.
What about two-spirits or other indigenous third/other gender roles?
Non-indigenous people have no right to an opinion on this issue.
What about children who identify with the other sex or with the gender they weren’t assigned from a young
age?
These children are simply acting like themselves. If patriarchy and its gender-straitjacket didn’t exist, neither would
this question. It’s unbelievably frustrating that in this day and age we still have to argue that it’s okay for girls to play
rough and tumble and for boys to play dress-up, as kids and for the rest of their lives if they want.
It’s gender that is the problem, not the children, and definitely not the children’s bodies. Right now there is a
frightening push to medicalize non-conforming children, including “treatment” with dangerous and experimental
drugs. It is profoundly regressive to chemically and surgically alter children to get them to conform to gender
caricatures. And some of the children on whom these experiments were done have already come forward with
regrets. (See links below.)
In fact, research shows that the majority of children who have symptoms of “gender dysphoria”, when not “treated”
with some form of medical intervention, will grow up to be happy, healthy, non-gender dysphoric adults, most of
whom are gay or lesbian.[6] What’s happening is the medical erasure of gay and lesbian youth. We should be very
concerned about this social trend as the latest version of eugenics.
Some further reading:
1. Ria Cooper: Britain’s youngest sex change patient reverses treatment
2. Detransition: A young transman’s story back to womanhood
3. I’m questioning my gender again
4. Leave the Kids Alone
Isn’t the act of denying someone’s self-proclaimed identity an act of violence?
No, it is an act of disagreement. That is what it means to live in a pluralistic democracy. We are going to disagree,
sometimes vigorously, sometimes painfully.
Over the course of peoples’ lives, our identities change many times. Indeed, as radicals, we actively question and
abandon many of the identities to which we have been socialized. This is both healthy and necessary work.
Our point is that identity is not sacrosanct. Identities can be oppressive to ourselves and to other people. An
example would be white people’s racialized identity as white people. Breaking the identification with the category
“white” does not relieve white people of their privilege—they’re still white in a racist world—but it is an important
stepping stone to fighting racism. So we don’t think there is anything wrong with questioning identity as such.
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To assert that questioning the legitimacy of gender can be equated with denying the existence of a person is
implying that humans cannot exist without gender. We do not accept this. We do not accept that gender, or any
oppression, is inevitable or natural. We can do better than the caste-system called gender.
What about the emotional well being of men who can't/don't do masculinity well enough for society to leave
them alone?
First, it’s not “society’ that won’t leave them alone. It is men. Men are the ones committing violent crimes to enforce
masculine norms in other men.
Second, you will not be left alone when you challenge male power or any power. The powerful will try to subdue
any signs of resistance to their order. We all have to come to terms with that in the best way we can. Some of us
make our personal lives as safe as possible and hope for the best. Others of us make our lives a battle cry and
intend to fight the power until the end. But that’s each person’s decision.
Third, we encourage all men to fail at masculinity! That’s the only hope this planet has. As for men’s emotional
well-being, they are much better off refusing to play the Real Man game.
But if the implication is that it’s women’s job to take care of men, we reject that. Men need to take care of
themselves and each other. We want to point out that this question of men’s emotional well-being is a central one to
way too many people. No one has ever—not once—asked us about women’s emotional well-being, or implied that
it’s men’s job to take care of women, even though it’s men who are committing the violence.
Men commit 95 percent of the violent crime and 98 percent of the sexual crime in the US. Men need to confront
other men. They need to stop each other from committing violence, both against men—in their endless wars, for
instance—and against women.

Footnotes
[1] Dworkin. “Against the Male Flood: Censorship, Pornography, and Equality,” p. 270.
[2]http://neurophilosophy.wordpress.com/2007/03/14/on-the-peculiarities-of-the-negro-brain/
[3] Dworkin, Right-Wing Women, p. 122.
[4] Clothing has also been legislated by class. Such laws are called “sumptuary laws.” A brief history is here.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sumptuary_law
[5] Mackinnon, p. 124.
[6] Zucker.
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GREEN TECHNOLOGY & RENEWABLE ENERGY
FAQs
Will green technology save the planet?
Wind turbine magnets
Bingham Canyon mine
No. Wind turbines, solar PV panels, and the grid itself are all manufactured using cheap energy from fossil fuels.
When fossil fuel costs begin to rise such highly manufactured items will simply cease to be feasible.
Solar panels and wind turbines aren’t made out of nothing. They are made out of metals, plastics, and chemicals.
These products have been mined out of the ground, transported, processed, manufactured. Each stage leaves
behind a trail of devastation: habitat destruction, water contamination, colonization, toxic waste, slave labor,
greenhouse gas emissions, wars, and corporate profits.
The basic ingredients for renewables are the same materials that are ubiquitous in industrial products, like cement
and aluminum. No one is going to make cement in any quantity without using the energy of fossil fuels. And
aluminum? The mining itself is a destructive and toxic nightmare from which riparian communities will not awaken in
anything but geologic time.
From beginning to end, so called “renewable energy” and other “green technologies” lead to the destruction of the
planet. These technologies are rooted in the same industrial extraction and production processes that have
rampaged across the world for the last 150 years.
We are not concerned with slightly reducing the harm caused by industrial civilization; we are interested in stopping
that harm completely. Doing so will require dismantling the global industrial economy, which will render impossible
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the creation of these technologies.
Aren’t renewable energies like solar, wind, and geothermal good for the environment?
No. The majority of electricity that is generated by renewables is used in manufacturing, mining, and other
industries that are destroying the planet. Even if the generation of electricity were harmless, the consumption
certainly isn’t. Every electrical device, in the process of production, leaves behind the same trail of devastation.
Living communities — forests, rivers, oceans — become dead commodities.
The emissions reductions that renewables intend to achieve could be easily accomplished by improving the
efficiency of existing coal plants, businesses, and homes, at a much lower cost. Within the context of industrial
civilization, this approach makes more sense both economically and environmentally.
That this approach is not being taken shows that the whole renewables industry is nothing but profiteering. It
benefits no one other than the investors.
Does “renewable” mean that they last forever?
No. Solar panels and wind turbines last around 20–30 years, then need to be replaced. The production process of
extracting, polluting, and exploiting is not something that happens once, but is continuous - and is expanding very
rapidly. Renewables can never replace fossil fuel infrastructure, as they are entirely dependent on it.
Will renewable energy save the economy?
Renewable energy technologies rely heavily on government subsidies, taken from taxpayers and given directly to
large corporations like General Electric, BP, Samsung, and Mitsubishi. While the scheme pads their bottom lines, it
doesn't help the rest of us.
Further, this is the wrong question to ask. The industrial capitalist economy is dispossessing and impoverishing
billions of humans and killing the living world. Renewable energy depends on centralized capital and power
imbalance. We don't benefit from saving that system.
Instead of advocating for more industrial technology, we need to move to local economies based on community
decision-making and what our local landbases can provide sustainably. And we need to stop the global economy
on which renewable energy depends.
Ok, metal extraction is harmful. What about recycling the materials?
Recycling lead
Recycling may be “more efficient” than virgin extraction, but it is not a solution to environmental problems. In fact, it
contributes to them.
Recycling the aluminum, steel, silicon, copper, rare earth metals, and other substances used in “green
technologies” can only be done at great cost to the planet. Recycling these substances is extremely energy
intensive, releases large amounts of greenhouse gases, and contributes to groundwater pollution and toxification of
the planet.
Recycling metals requires global trade, as the recycling mostly takes place in impoverished countries with lax
environmental and health regulations. It is extremely dangerous for the workers. Many parts of renewable
technologies cannot be recycled.
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Ok, renewable technologies have some impacts, but they’re still better than fossil fuels, right?
Signs of Insanity

Dig up non-renewable metals
Ship them across the world
Transform them
Call it Green and Sustainable
Renewable energy technologies are better than fossil fuels in the same sense that a single bullet wound is “better”
than two bullet wounds. Both are grievous injuries.
Do you want to shoot the planet once or twice?
The only way out of a double bind is to smash it: to refuse both choices and craft a completely different path. We
support neither fossil fuels or renewable tech.
Even this bullet analogy isn’t completely accurate, since renewable technologies, in some cases, have a worse
environmental impact than fossil fuels.
More renewables doesn’t mean less fossil fuel power, or less carbon emissions. The amount of energy generated
by renewables has been increasing, but so has the amount generated by fossil fuels. No coal or gas plants have
been taken offline as a result of renewables.
Only about 25% of global energy use is in the form of electricity that flows through wires or batteries. The rest is oil,
gas, and other fossil fuel derivatives. Even if all the world’s electricity could be produced without carbon emissions,
it would only reduce total emissions by about 25%. And even that would have little meaning, as the amount of
energy being used is increasing rapidly.
It’s debatable whether some “renewables” even produce net energy. The amount of energy used in the mining,
manufacturing, research and development, transport, installation, maintenance, grid connection, and disposal of
wind turbines and solar panels may be more than they ever produce; claims to the contrary often do not take all the
energy inputs into account. Renewables have been described as a laundering scheme: dirty energy goes in, clean
energy comes out.
Biofuels, another example of “green tech”, have been shown to be a net energy loss in almost every case. Those
biofuels that do produce net energy produce an exceedingly small amount. These fuels are often created by
clearing natural ecosystems such as tropical rain forests or prairies for agricultural production, a process which
releases even more greenhouse gases, reduces biodiversity, and reduces local food availability. Biofuel production
is considered a major factor in rising food prices around the world in recent years. These rising food prices have led
to widespread starvation, unrest, and violence.
Some people like to promote hydroelectric energy as a source of “green power”. This is false. Dams have
enormous environmental impacts on rivers, beaches, and estuaries. Beyond these impacts, many dams are a large
source of methane gas due to decomposing organic matter at the bottom of the reservoir. Methane from
hydroelectric dams may be responsible for 4% or more of global warming.
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What are the fundamental differences between fossil fuels and green technologies?

Extraction

Production

Pollution

Human Rights

Democracy

Fossil Fuels
Green Technologies
Require large-scale unsustainable
Require large-scale unsustainable
extraction of metals and other
extraction of metals and other
resources.
resources.
Globalized industrial production
Globalized industrial production
process requiring energy-intensive
process requiring energy-intensive
technologies.
technologies.
Extreme pollution released from initial Extreme pollution released from initial
exploration through extraction and
exploration through extraction and
consumption. Pollution often visible at disposal. Pollution often invisible at
site of consumption.
site of consumption.
Contribute to resource conflicts,
Contribute to resource conflicts,
exploitation of labor, and human rights exploitation of labor, and human rights
violations worldwide.
violations worldwide.
Technologies largely controlled by
multinational corporations. Massive
capital required. Community
implementation largely impossible.

Technologies largely controlled by
multinational corporations. Massive
capital required. Community
implementation largely impossible.

What about solar power?
Solar panel factory
Solar panel production is now among the leading sources of hexafluoroethane, nitrogen triflouride, and sulfur
hexaflouride, three extremely potent greenhouse gases which are used for cleaning plasma production equipment.
As a greenhouse gas, hexaflouroethane is 12,000 times more potent than CO2, is 100% manufactured by humans,
and survives 10,000 years once released into the atmosphere. Nitrogen Triflouride is 17,000 times more virulent
than CO2, and Sulfur Hexaflouride is 25,000 times more powerful than CO2. Concentrations of nitrogen triflouride
in the atmosphere are rising 11% per year.
From a report by the Silicon Valley Toxics coalition:
As the solar industry expands, little attention is being paid to the potential environmental and health costs of
that rapid expansion. The most widely used solar PV panels have the potential to create a huge new source
of electronic waste at the end of their useful lives, which is estimated to be 20 to 25 years. New solar PV
technologies are increasing efficiency and lowering costs, but many of these use extremely toxic materials or
materials with unknown health and environmental risks (including new nano materials and processes).
What about wind power?
Assembling wind turbines
One of the most common wind turbines in the world is a 1.5 megawatt design produced by General Electric. The
nacelle weighs 56 tons, the tower 71 tons, and the blades 36 tons. A single such turbine requires over 100 tons of
steel.
This model is a smaller design by modern standards. The latest industrial turbines stand over 600 feet tall and
require about eight times as much steel, copper, and aluminum.
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This material comes from somewhere, and that somewhere is always someone’s home, someone’s sacred site,
someone’s source of food and water and air. We just don’t hear about them, because if they are humans, they are
usually poor and brown. This is where racism, colonialism, environmentalism, and extractive economics come
together.
The largest producer of wind turbines in the world is Vestas, a $15 billion corporation. The largest U.S. producer of
turbines is General Electric, which has assets of more than $700 billion and is the fourth-largest producer of air
pollution.Can anyone really think - after Fukushima, Hanford, Bhopal - that these massive corporations are
concerned about justice or sustainability? Profit is their bottom line, and life will always remain secondary to that.
What about hybrid and electric vehicles?
The production of electric cars requires energy from fossil fuels for most aspects of their production and distribution.
This requirement is perhaps even more extreme with electric cars as there is a need to manufacture them to be as
lightweight as possible, due to the weight of the battery packs. Many lightweight materials utilized are extremely
energy intensive to produce, such as aluminum and carbon composites. This is why you will probably never see an
electric truck – they are just too heavy. And of course, trucks are required for extraction, and fossil fuels drive all
trucks. Electric/hybrid cars are also charged by energy that, for the most part, comes from power plants using
natural gas, coal or nuclear fuels.
A recent study by the National Academies, which analyzed the effects of vehicle construction, fuel extraction,
refining, emissions, and other factors, has shown that the lifetime health and environmental impacts of electric
vehicles are actually greater than those of gasoline-powered cars.
Should we focus on dense urbanization and public transit?

In some cases, dense urban development is preferable to suburban sprawl. It can reduce the impact on local wild
places significantly. However, the focus on dense urban communities and public transit that is found in the modern
environmental movement is problematic in several ways.
The main problem with this approach is that it takes for granted the existence of cities. Cities are unsustainable,
because they require the routine importation of resources — food, timber, minerals, and fuels — from the
surrounding land, and give nothing back. The land that the city is on cannot supply the citizens with enough food,
shelter, fuel and other material goods.
This is in contrast to villages, camps, and other small settlements, which throughout history have served as a
sustainable model for human communities.
Cities are always drawing resources from their surrounding region, and in the modern world, from the entire globe.
Densely populated cities may reduce the impact of so-called “development” on their immediate area, but they do
not address the fundamental impacts of cities, or of the modern globalized city.
For example, while some neighborhoods in New York City are extremely dense and use relatively low amounts of
energy, this is a limited point of view. Rainforests are falling and mountains are being mined away to supply these
dense cities with resources. Any serious attempt at environmentalism must take into account the impact of
producing and transporting materials into the city, and must address the fundamental issues of resource extraction
and the expansion of global industrial civilization.
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At best, dense urban growth and public transportation are mildly effective “harm reduction” strategies. At worst,
these approaches to environmentalism provide a green veneer to corporatized, profit-driven, and
extraction-dependent cities. They obscure the problem, and thus contribute to it.
To learn more about cities, how they function, and why they are unsustainable as a form of social organization,
read our definition of civilization and the resources at the end of this page.
But we need electricity, don’t we?
Ivanpah solar plant
Humans, like other animals, get our energy mainly by eating other plants and animals. Plants gather energy from
the sun. No species needs electricity for survival. Only the industrial system needs electricity to survive.
Right now, food and habitat for living beings are being sacrificed to feed electricity. The infrastructure, mines,
processing, and waste dumping required for electrical generation is destroying forests and other natural places
around the world. Ensuring energy security for industry requires undermining life security for living beings (that’s
us).
What is your alternative?
Electricity has only been in common use since the 1920s (or later in large parts of the world). Many people in the
majority world have no electricity at home, even now. There are plenty of ways of meeting our needs that are not
dependent on electricity.
Generation of electricity is unsustainable, if by “sustainable” we mean something that we can keep doing forever
without causing any lasting or major harm to the planet. Small-scale, localized electrical generation systems using
the scraps of civilization may continue for some time after collapse of centralized power grids, but global industrial
production of “green” products will kill the planet just as surely as the status quo.
We are skeptical even of using industrial “green” technology to facilitate a transition to a completely non-industrial
way of life. Dependence on industrial technology can easily become a cult of progress, and can lead people away
from traditional, sustainable ways of living.
Local foods
The only truly “green” sources of power come from the earth and don’t require destruction. By that, we are talking
about photosynthesis and muscle power. Permaculture, as well as other traditional subsistence methods such as
hunting, animal husbandry, fishing, and gathering, must be the foundations of any future sustainable culture;
otherwise any claims to being “green” will be falsehoods. Perennial polycultures, both cultivated and wild, can also
supply the other basics necessities of life: clean water, clean air, material for clothing and shelter, and spiritual
nourishment.
Deep Green Resistance stands in opposition to industrial technologies that are labeled as “green” or “renewable”.
Instead, we stand in solidarity with the natural world and communities that are impacted by industrial extraction all
around the world.

Further Reading / Viewing
•

The False Solutions of Green Energy (one hour video)
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•

Ozzie Zehner – Green Illusions (one hour video)

•

Myths of Biofuels (one and a half hour video)

•

Resistance Radio interview with Annette Smith (forty minute audio podcast)
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SECURITY CULTURE
The bare truth is that we live in a surveillance state that is unparalleled. Many people are legitimately worried or
afraid of state repression. But this fear can become paranoia and paralysis. As a result, some will not get involved
in radical activism. Others will stay involved, but their paranoia will create a stifling atmosphere and drive people
away. The result? Our movements die.
Security Culture – a simple set of rules anyone can follow – reduces paranoia and fear, and makes us safer so that
we can do our work effectively. This page is a basic introduction to security culture and should not be considered
comprehensive. Be smart and adapt to your specific situation.

What is Security Culture?
Security culture is a set of practices and attitudes designed to increase the safety of political communities. These
guidelines are created based on recent and historic state repression, and help to reduce paranoia and increase
effectiveness.

Rules of Security Culture
Don’t Talk About...
•

Your involvement or someone else’s involvement with an underground group.

•

Your or someone else’s desire to get involved with such a group.

•

Your or someone else’s participation in illegal action.

•

Someone else’s advocacy for such actions.

•

Your or someone else’s plans for a future illegal action.
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•

Don’t ask others if they are a member of an underground group.

•

Don’t talk about illegal actions in terms of specific times, people, places, etc.

Nonviolent civil disobedience is illegal, but can sometimes be discussed openly. In general, the specifics of
nonviolent civil disobedience should be discussed only with people who will be involved in the action or those doing
support work for them.
It’s still acceptable (even encouraged) to speak out generally in support of monkeywrenching and all forms of
resistance as long as you don’t mention specific places, people, times, etc., but only if this is legal in your own
jurisdiction. Even if voicing support for monkeywrenching is legal in your area, be aware of possible repression or
consequences so you can make an informed decision about what level of risk you would be comfortable with.

Never talk to police officers, FBI agents, etc.
•

It doesn’t matter whether you are guilty or innocent. It doesn’t matter how smart you are. Never talk to police
officers, FBI agents, Homeland Security, etc. It doesn’t matter if you believe you are telling police officers what
they already know. It doesn’t matter if you just chit chat with police officers. Any talking to police officers, FBI
agents, etc. will almost certainly harm you or others.

•

If you talk to a police officer, you give him or her the opportunity to testify against you based on what you said or
what they say you said.

•

Simply and politely say you wish to remain silent. Ask if you are being detained or are under arrest. If you are
not, then walk away. If you are arrested or detained, repeat to everyone who asks you that you wish to remain
silent and that you wish to speak to a lawyer. Say nothing else but your name, address, and birth date.

•

Most convictions, whether people are guilty or not, come from people talking, not from investigative work.

•

Don’t snitch. A snitch is someone who provides information to the police or feds in order to obtain lenient
treatment for themselves. Often, snitches provide information over an extended period of time to the police.
Sometimes this occurs after they are arrested and asked to become informants. In return, they may receive
money or have their own illegal behavior ignored by the police. Learn more about one prominent snitch.

•

Learn about interrogation tricks and threats.

•

Watch Don’t Talk to Cops – Part I and Don’t Talk to Cops – Part II on YouTube.

Never allow a police officer, FBI agent, etc. into your home if they don’t have a search warrant
•

If you invite a police officer into your home, they have consent to search your home.

•

If they come to your house to ask questions, do not let them in. From inside your door, or from outside with your
door shut behind you, politely say “I wish to remain silent.” Ask them if you are under arrest or if they have a
search warrant. If they say no, go back inside your house and close your door politely. If they come in anyway,
don’t resist arrest. Say “I do not consent to a search.” Take note of who they are and what they do.

Be Smart
•

Learn the laws in your country/state/jurisdiction: learn what you can and can’t say; learn what acts are legal and
illegal; learn what previous activists have been tried for and what is permitted legally.

•

Find out the details of activist and protest lawyers/legal advocates in your area: if you go on an action, make
sure you write their telephone number on your body in a permanent marker.

•

Link in with experienced activists: they will have a wealth of experience and knowledge about the landscape of
activism where you are, and can teach you what are the local logistics and strategies for staying safe.
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Myths of Security Culture
Myth # 1
“Hiding my identity aboveground makes me safe.”
“If I read the DGR website I will be on a government list.”
“I don’t want my name on a registration list for a DGR workshop so they won’t know who I am.”
•

Any action involves risk. Nothing can guarantee safety. Any effective aboveground action can lead to
repression. Security culture makes us more effective.

•

Aboveground movements protect themselves almost exclusively through numbers and public solidarity.

•

There is no way to effectively do aboveground work and keep your identity hidden. Nor is it beneficial or
necessary to hide your identity to do aboveground work.

•

Aboveground movements can only build numbers and public solidarity by being public, open, and expressing
support of the movement in order to attract others.

•

Operate on the assumption that all internet and phone communication is monitored. However, since
aboveground movements have nothing to hide, except occasional nonviolent civil disobedience, we must use
the internet and phones to communicate in order to be able to organize effectively.

•

One of the main roles of the aboveground is to be the public face of the movement. We stand publicly and say “I
support this strategy and I advocate for DGR,” for example. This important work cannot be done if we are
constantly trying to hide our identities.

•

There are perfectly legitimate reasons for wanting to keep a low profile, but hiding your identity completely while
engaging with any movement is practically impossible. If you have reason to not want attention from the
government (for example, if you are not a citizen), then the best way to be as safe as possible is to not engage
with any movement.

Myth # 2
“We have to identify the federal agent, police officer, or infiltrator, etc. in the group”
•

It’s not safe nor a good idea to generally speculate or accuse people of being infiltrators. This is a typical tactic
that infiltrators use to shut movements down.

•

Paranoia can cause destructive behavior.

•

Making false/uncertain accusations is dangerous: this is called “bad-jacketing” or “snitch-jacketing.”

Myth # 3
“Police officers have to identify themselves. Police officers can’t lie to you.”
•

Undercover infiltrators could not do their job if they had to identify themselves.

•

Police officers are legally allowed to lie to people – and do so routinely – to encourage compliance, both on the
street and especially in interrogation. Police officers and other agents also present false evidence, including
pictures, video, and audio to trick people into talking about other people.

•

Government agents of all kinds can threaten you, your family, and your friends. The best defense is to not talk,
not believe them, not cooperate, and ask others for help.
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Myth # 4
“Security Culture guarantees my safety.”
•

Security Culture makes you safer, but any effective action can lead to repression.

•

Nothing can guarantee safety, but Security Culture makes us more effective.

•

Strict separation between the aboveground and any underground that exists or may come to exist helps protect
people.

Security Culture Breaches
Behavior, not people, is the problem
•

There are many behaviors that can disrupt groups or make them unsafe. Whether someone is a cop or not does
not matter. Focus on addressing the behaviors.

•

Some of the behaviors to watch out for are sexism, abusive behavior, gossip, and creating conflict between
individuals or groups.

What to do if there are breaches of Security Culture
•

Educate (tactfully and privately) and point people who breach Security Culture to further resources.

•

Don’t let violations pass or become habit.

•

Chronic violators have the same detrimental effect as infiltrators. It is important and necessary to set
boundaries. If a member consistently violates Security Culture, even after being corrected, they should be
removed from the group for the safety of everyone.

Resources
•

Deep Green Resistance security culture videos presented by Aric McBay

•

Civil Liberties Defense Center website

•

The Mysterious Rabbit Puppet Army presents: "Donny, Don't!", a security culture training skit (text transcript or
3.7 MB MP3)
The following documents are a must-read for any activist.

•

•

•

Agent At The Door: one-page guide to handling visits from government officials in the US. You may want to
print this out and post it by your door.

•

You Have the Right to Remain Silent

•

Operation Backfire

•

Security Culture: A Handbook for Activists

Computer security
•

Read our guide to encrypting email with PGP

•

Encryption Works: How to Protect Your Privacy in the Age of NSA Surveillance by the Freedom of the Press
Foundation

•

PRISM BREAK – detailed list of software options.

The Grand Jury Resistance Project provides useful information, including PDFs on A Few Facts About Grand
Juries (1 page), Grand Juries Are An Abuse Of Power! (2 page brochure), and What You Should Know About
Grand Juries (2 pages, plus example subpoena.)
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Frequently Asked Questions
Q: Do you have lawyers willing to help us/advise us as we act?
A: We are currently building legal support for this purpose. We need volunteers for this and other tasks.

Q: What should I say if someone says: "I want to form an underground, join an underground, start a safehouse,
etc."
A: Say: "We are an aboveground organization. We do not want to be involved. We do not answer anyone’s
questions about personal desire to be in or form an underground."
Immediately cut off conversation if there are breaches of security. Sometimes, you have to end the conversation.
Do not say, “the underground” – this could imply we are in contact with an already existent underground
organization. Instead, use, “an underground (which may or may not exist).”

More security questions or concerns? Email us:
security@deepgreenresistance.org

STRATEGIC RESISTANCE
Excerpted from Chapter 6 of the book Deep Green Resistance: Strategy to Save The Planet
Now, when I talk about a resistance, I am talking about an organized political resistance. I'm not just talking about
something that comes and something that goes. I'm not talking about a feeling. I'm not talking about having in your
heart the way things should be and going through a regular day having good, decent, wonderful ideas in your heart.
I'm talking about when you put your body and your mind on the line and commit yourself to years of struggle in
order to change the society in which you live. This does not mean just changing the men whom you know so that
their manners will get better–although that wouldn't be bad either... But that's not what a political resistance is. A
political resistance goes on day and night, under cover and over ground, where people can see it and where people
can't. It is passed from generation to generation. It is taught. It is encouraged. It is celebrated. It is smart. It is savvy.
It is committed. And someday it will win. It will win.
—Andrea Dworkin
The strategies and tactics we choose must be part of a grander strategy. This is not the same as
movement-building; taking down civilization does not require a majority or a single coherent movement. A grand
strategy is necessarily diverse and decentralized, and will include many kinds of actionists. If those in power seek
Full-Spectrum Dominance,then we need Full-Spectrum Resistance.[1]
Effective action often requires a high degree of risk or personal sacrifice, so the absence of a plausible grand
strategy discourages many genuinely radical people from acting. Why should I take risks with my own safety for
symbolic or useless acts? One purpose of this book is to identify plausible strategies for winning.
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If we want to win, we must learn the lessons of history. Let's take a closer look at what has made past resistance
movements effective. Are there general criteria to judge effectiveness? Can we tell whether tactics or strategies
from historical examples will work for us? Is there a general model—a kind of catalog or taxonomy of action—from
which resistance groups can pick and choose?
The answer to each of these questions is yes.
To learn from historical groups we need four specific types of information: their goals, strategies, tactics, and
organization.
Goals can tell us what a certain movement aimed to accomplish and whether it was ultimately successful on its own
terms. Did they do what they said they wanted to?
Strategies and tactics are two different things. Strategies are long-term, large-scale plans to reach goals. Historian
Liddell Hart called military strategy "the art of distributing and applying military means to fulfill the ends of policy."[2]
The Allied bombing of German infrastructure during WWI I is an example of one successful strategy. Others include
the civil rights boycotts of pro segregation businesses and suffragist strategies of petitioning and pressuring political
candidates directly and indirectly through acts that included property destruction and arson.
Tactics, on the other hand, are short-term, smaller-scale actions; they are particular acts which put strategies into
effect. If the strategy is systematic bombing, the tactic might be an Allied bombing flight to target a particular
factory. The civil rights boycott strategy employed tactics such as pickets and protests at particular stores. The
suffragists met their strategic goal by planning small-scale arson attacks on particular buildings. Successful tactics
are tailored to fit particular situations, and they match the people and resources available.
Organization is the way in which a group composes itself to carry out acts of resistance. Resistance movements
can vary in size from atomized individuals to large, centrally run bureaucracies, and how a group organizes itself
determines what strategies and tactics it is capable of undertaking. Is the group centralized or decentralized? Does
it have rank and hierarchy or is it explicitly anarchist in nature? Is the group heavily organized with codes of conduct
and policies or is it an improvisational "ad hocracy?" Who is a member, and how are members recruited? And so
on.
A TAXONOMY OF ACTION
We've all seen biological taxonomies, which categorize living organisms by kingdom and phylum down to genus
and species. Though there are tens of millions of living species of vastly different shapes,sizes, and habitats, we
can use a taxonomy to quickly zero in on a tiny group.
When we seek effective strategies and tactics, we have to sort through millions of past and potential actions, most
of which are either historical failures or dead ends. We can save ourselves a lot of time and a lot of anguish with a
quick and dirty resistance taxonomy. By looking over whole branches of action at once we can quickly judge which
tactics are actually appropriate and effective for saving the planet (and for many specific kinds of social and
ecological justice activism). A taxonomy of action can also suggest tactics we might otherwise overlook.
Broadly speaking, we can divide all of our tactics and projects either into acts of omission or acts of commission.
Of course, sometimes these categories overlap. A protest can be a means to lobby a government, a way of raising
public awareness, a targeted tactic of economic disruption, or all three, depending on the intent and organization.
And sometimes one tactic can support another; an act of omission like a labor strike is much more likely to be
effective when combined with propagandizing and protest.
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In a moment we'll do a quick tour of our taxonomic options for resistance. But first, a warning. Learning the lessons
of history will offer us many gifts, but these gifts aren't free. They come with a burden. Yes, the stories of those who
fight back are full of courage, brilliance, and drama. And yes, we can find insight and inspiration in both their
triumphs and their tragedies. But the burden of history is this: there is no easy way out.
In Star Trek, every problem can be solved in the final scene by reversing the polarity of the deflector array. But that
isn't reality, and that isn't our future. Every resistance victory has been won by blood and tears, with anguish and
sacrifice. Our burden is the knowledge that there are only so many ways to resist, that these ways have already
been invented, and they all involve profound and dangerous struggle. When resisters win, it is because they fight
harder than they thought possible.
And this is the second part of our burden. Once we learn the stories of those who fight back–once we really learn
them, once we cry over them, once we inscribe them in our hearts, once we carry them in our bodies like a war
veteran carries aching shrapnel–we have no choice but to fight back ourselves. Only by doing that can we hope to
live up to their example. People have fought back under the most adverse and awful conditions imaginable; those
people are our kin in the struggle for justice and for a livable future. And we find those people–our courageous–not
just in history, but now. We find them among not just humans, but all those who fight back.
We must fight back because if we don't we will die. This is certainly true in the physical sense, but it is also true on
another level. Once youreally know the self-sacrifice and tirelessness and bravery that our kin have shown in the
darkest times, you must either act or die as a person.We must fight back not only to win, but to show that we are
both alive and worthy of that life.
Further resources
•

Read the Deep Green Resistance strategy of Decisive Ecological Warfare

•

Learn more about and purchase the Deep Green Resistance book

•

Read of militant attacks on infrastructure at the DGR News Service Underground Action Calendar

•

Read the DGR News Service "Time Is Short" article series on strategic resistance

•

Resources for learning strategy and tactics (17MB zip)

Footnotes
[1] And there's no need to say "if." Full-Spectrum Dominance is appallingly. yet unsurprisingly. a stated goal of the
US government, through military and other means.
[2] Hart, Strategy, 2nd ed, p. 335.

DECISIVE ECOLOGICAL WARFARE
Decisive Ecological Warfare (DEW) is the strategy of a movement that has too long been on the defensive. It is the
war cry of a people who refuse to lose any more battles, the last resort of a movement isolated, co-opted, and
weary from never-ending legal battles and blockades.
The information in the DEW strategy is derived from military strategy and tactics manuals, analysis of historic
resistances, insurgencies, and national liberation movements. The principles laid out within these pages are
accepted around the world as sound principles of asymmetric warfare, where one party is more powerful than the
other. If any fight was ever asymmetric, this one is.
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The strategies and tactics explained in DEW are taught to military officers at places like the Military Academy at
West Point for a simple reason: they are extremely effective.
When he was on trial in South Africa in 1964 for his crimes against the apartheid regime, Nelson Mandela said: “I
do not deny that I planned sabotage. I did not do this in a spirit of recklessness. I planned it as a result of a long and
sober assessment of the political situation after many years of oppression of my people by the whites.”
We invite you to read this strategy, and to undertake that same long and sober assessment of the situation we face.
Time is short.

COLLAPSE SCENARIOS
Listen to an audio version of Collapse Scenarios
There’s a time when the operation of the machine becomes so odious, makes you so sick at heart, that you can’t
take part, you can’t even passively take part, and you’ve got to put your bodies upon the gears and upon the
wheels, upon the levers, upon all the apparatus, and you’ve got to make it stop! —Mario Savio, Berkeley Free
Speech Movement
To gain what is worth having, it may be necessary to lose everything else. —Bernadette Devlin, Irish activist and
politician
At this point in history, there are no good short-term outcomes for global human society. Some are better and some
are worse, and in the long term some are very good, but in the short term we’re in a bind. I’m not going to lie to
you—the hour is too late for cheermongering. The only way to find the best outcome is to confront our dire situation
head on, and not to be diverted by false hopes.
Human society—because of civilization, specifically—has painted itself into a corner. As a species we’re dependent
on the draw down of finite supplies of oil, soil, and water. Industrial agriculture (and annual grain agriculture before
that) has put us into a vicious pattern of population growth and overshoot. We long ago exceeded carrying capacity,
and the workings of civilization are destroying that carrying capacity by the second. This is largely the fault of those
in power, the wealthiest, the states and corporations. But the consequences—and the responsibility for dealing with
it—fall to the rest of us, including nonhumans.
Physically, it’s not too late for a crash program to limit births to reduce the population, cut fossil fuel consumption to
nil, replace agricultural monocrops with perennial polycultures, end overfishing, and cease industrial encroachment
on (or destruction of) remaining wild areas. There’s no physical reason we couldn’t start all of these things
tomorrow, stop global warming in its tracks, reverse overshoot, reverse erosion, reverse aquifer drawdown, and
bring back all the species and biomes currently on the brink. There’s no physical reason we couldn’t get together
and act like adults and fix these problems, in the sense that it isn’t against the laws of physics.
But socially and politically, we know this is a pipe dream. There are material systems of power that make this
impossible as long as those systems are still intact. Those in power get too much money and privilege from
destroying the planet. We aren’t going to save the planet—or our own future as a species—without a fight.
What’s realistic? What options are actually available to us, and what are the consequences? What follows are three
broad and illustrative scenarios: one in which there is no substantive or decisive resistance, one in which there is
limited resistance and a relatively prolonged collapse, and one in which all-out resistance leads to the immediate
collapse of civilization and global industrial infrastructure.
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No Resistance
If there is no substantive resistance, likely there will be a few more years of business as usual, though with
increasing economic disruption and upset. According to the best available data, the impacts of peak oil start to hit
somewhere between 2011 and 2015, resulting in a rapid decline in global energy availability.[1] It’s possible that this
may happen slightly later if all-out attempts are made to extract remaining fossil fuels, but that would only prolong
the inevitable, worsen global warming, and make the eventual decline that much steeper and more severe. Once
peak oil sets in, the increasing cost and decreasing supply of energy undermines manufacturing and transportation,
especially on a global scale.
The energy slide will cause economic turmoil, and a self-perpetuating cycle of economic contraction will take place.
Businesses will be unable to pay their workers, workers will be unable to buy things, and more companies will
shrink or go out of business (and will be unable to pay their workers). Unable to pay their debts and mortgages,
homeowners, companies, and even states will go bankrupt. (It’s possible that this process has already begun.)
International trade will nosedive because of a global depression and increasing transportation and manufacturing
costs. Though it’s likely that the price of oil will increase over time, there will be times when the contracting
economy causes falling demand for oil, thus suppressing the price. The lower cost of oil may, ironically but
beneficially, limit investment in new oil infrastructure.
At first the collapse will resemble a traditional recession or depression, with the poor being hit especially hard by the
increasing costs of basic goods, particularly of electricity and heating in cold areas. After a few years, the financial
limits will become physical ones; large-scale energy-intensive manufacturing will become not only uneconomical,
but impossible.
A direct result of this will be the collapse of industrial agriculture. Dependent on vast amounts of energy for tractor
fuel, synthesized pesticides and fertilizers, irrigation, greenhouse heating, packaging, and transportation, global
industrial agriculture will run up against hard limits to production (driven at first by intense competition for energy
from other sectors). This will be worsened by the depletion of groundwater and aquifers, a long history of soil
erosion, and the early stages of climate change. At first this will cause a food and economic crisis mostly felt by the
poor. Over time, the situation will worsen and industrial food production will fall below that required to sustain the
population.
There will be three main responses to this global food shortage. In some areas people will return to growing their
own food and build sustainable local food initiatives. This will be a positive sign, but public involvement will be
belated and inadequate, as most people still won’t have caught on to the permanency of collapse and won’t want to
have to grow their own food. It will also be made far more difficult by the massive urbanization that has occurred in
the last century, by the destruction of the land, and by climate change. Furthermore, most subsistence cultures will
have been destroyed or uprooted from their land—land inequalities will hamper people from growing their own food
(just as they do now in the majority of the world). Without well-organized resisters, land reform will not happen, and
displaced people will not be able to access land. As a result, widespread hunger and starvation (worsening to
famine in bad agricultural years) will become endemic in many parts of the world. The lack of energy for industrial
agriculture will cause a resurgence in the institutions of slavery and serfdom.
Slavery does not occur in a political vacuum. Threatened by economic and energy collapse, some governments will
fall entirely, turning into failed states. With no one to stop them, warlords will set up shop in the rubble. Others,
desperate to maintain power against emboldened secessionists and civil unrest, will turn to authoritarian forms of
government. In a world of diminishing but critical resources, governments will get leaner and meaner. We will see a
resurgence of authoritarianism in modern forms: technofascism and corporation feudalism. The rich will increasingly
move to private and well-defended enclaves. Their country estates will not look apocalyptic—they will look like
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eco-Edens, with well-tended organic gardens, clean private lakes, and wildlife refuges. In some cases these
enclaves will be tiny, and in others they could fill entire countries.
Meanwhile, the poor will see their own condition worsen. The millions of refugees created by economic and energy
collapse will be on the move, but no one will want them. In some brittle areas the influx of refugees will overwhelm
basic services and cause a local collapse, resulting in cascading waves of refugees radiating from collapse and
disaster epicenters. In some areas refugees will be turned back by force of arms. In other areas, racism and
discrimination will come to the fore as an excuse for authoritarians to put marginalized people and dissidents in
“special settlements,” leaving more resources for the privileged.[2] Desperate people will be the only candidates for
the dangerous and dirty manual labor required to keep industrial manufacturing going once the energy supply
dwindles. Hence, those in power will consider autonomous and self-sustaining communities a threat to their labor
supply, and suppress or destroy them.
Despite all of this, technological “progress” will not yet stop. For a time it will continue in fits and starts, although
humanity will be split into increasingly divergent groups. Those on the bottom will be unable to meet their basic
subsistence needs, while those on the top will attempt to live lives of privilege as they had in the past, even seeing
some technological advancements, many of which will be intended to cement the superiority of those in power in an
increasingly crowded and hostile world.
Technofascists will develop and perfect social control technologies (already currently in their early stages):
autonomous drones for surveillance and assassination; microwave crowd-control devices; MRI-assisted brain
scans that will allow for infallible lie detection, even mind reading and torture. There will be no substantive
organized resistance in this scenario, but in each year that passes the technofascists will make themselves more
and more able to destroy resistance even in its smallest expression. As time slips by, the window of opportunity for
resistance will swiftly close. Technofascists of the early to mid-twenty-first century will have technology for coercion
and surveillance that will make the most practiced of the Stasi or the SS look like rank amateurs. Their ability to
debase humanity will make their predecessors appear saintly by comparison.
Not all governments will take this turn, of course. But the authoritarian governments—those that will continue
ruthlessly exploiting people and resources regardless of the consequences—will have more sway and more
muscle, and will take resources from their neighbors and failed states as they please. There will be no one to stop
them. It won’t matter if you are the most sustainable eco-village on the planet if you live next door to an eternally
resource-hungry fascist state.
Meanwhile, with industrial powers increasingly desperate for energy, the tenuous remaining environmental and
social regulations will be cast aside. The worst of the worst, practices like drilling offshore and in wildlife refuges,
and mountaintop removal for coal will become commonplace. These will be merely the dregs of prehistoric energy
reserves. The drilling will only prolong the endurance of industrial civilization for a matter of months or years, but
ecological damage will be long-term or permanent (as is happening in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge). Because
in our scenario there is no substantive resistance, this will all proceed unobstructed.
Investment in renewable industrial energy will also take place, although it will be belated and hampered by
economic challenges, government bankruptcies, and budget cuts.[3] Furthermore, long-distance power transmission
lines will be insufficient and crumbling from age. Replacing and upgrading them will prove difficult and expensive.
As a result, even once in place, electric renewables will only produce a tiny fraction of the energy produced by
petroleum. That electric energy will not be suitable to run the vast majority of tractors, trucks, and other vehicles or
similar infrastructure.
As a consequence, renewable energy will have only a minimal moderating affect on the energy cliff. In fact, the
energy invested in the new infrastructure will take years to pay itself back with electricity generated. Massive
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infrastructure upgrades will actually steepen the energy cliff by decreasing the amount of energy available for daily
activities. There will be a constant struggle to allocate limited supplies of energy under successive crises. There will
be some rationing to prevent riots, but most energy (regardless of the source) will go to governments, the military,
corporations, and the rich.
Energy constraints will make it impossible to even attempt any full-scale infrastructure overhauls like hydrogen
economies (which wouldn’t solve the problem anyway). Biofuels will take off in many areas, despite the fact that
they mostly have a poor ratio of energy returned on energy invested (EROEI). The EROEI will be better in tropical
countries, so remaining tropical forests will be massively logged to clear land for biofuel production. (Often, forests
will be logged en masse simply to burn for fuel.) Heavy machinery will be too expensive for most plantations, so
their labor will come from slavery and serfdom under authoritarian governments and corporate feudalism. (Slavery
is currently used in Brazil to log forests and produce charcoal by hand for the steel industry, after all.)[4] The global
effects of biofuel production will be increases in the cost of food, increases in water and irrigation drawdown for
agriculture, and worsening soil erosion. Regardless, its production will amount to only a small fraction of the liquid
hydrocarbons available at the peak of civilization.
All of this will have immediate ecological consequences. The oceans, wracked by increased fishing (to compensate
for food shortages) and warming-induced acidity and coral die-offs, will be mostly dead. The expansion of biofuels
will destroy many remaining wild areas and global biodiversity will plummet. Tropical forests like the Amazon
produce the moist climate they require through their own vast transpiration, but expanded logging and agriculture
will cut transpiration and tip the balance toward permanent drought. Even where the forest is not actually cut, the
drying local climate will be enough to kill it. The Amazon will turn into a desert, and other tropical forests will follow
suit.
Projections vary, but it’s almost certain that if the majority of the remaining fossil fuels are extracted and burned,
global warming would become self-perpetuating and catastrophic. However, the worst effects will not be felt until
decades into the future, once most fossil fuels have already been exhausted. By then, there will be very little energy
or industrial capacity left for humans to try to compensate for the effects of global warming.
Furthermore, as intense climate change takes over, ecological remediation through perennial polycultures and
forest replanting will become impossible. The heat and drought will turn forests into net carbon emitters, as northern
forests die from heat, pests, and disease, and then burn in continent-wide fires that will make early twenty-first
century conflagrations look minor.[5] Even intact pastures won’t survive the temperature extremes as carbon is
literally baked out of remaining agricultural soils.
Resource wars between nuclear states will break out. War between the US and Russia is less likely than it was in
the Cold War, but ascending superpowers like China will want their piece of the global resource pie. Nuclear
powers such as India and Pakistan will be densely populated and ecologically precarious; climate change will dry
up major rivers previously fed by melting glaciers, and hundreds of millions of people in South Asia will live bare
meters above sea level. With few resources to equip and field a mechanized army or air force, nuclear strikes will
seem an increasingly effective action for desperate states.
If resource wars escalate to nuclear wars, the effects will be severe, even in the case of a “minor” nuclear war
between countries like India and Pakistan. Even if each country uses only fifty Hiroshima-sized bombs as air bursts
above urban centers, a nuclear winter will result.[6] Although lethal levels of fallout last only a matter of weeks, the
ecological effects will be far more severe. The five megatons of smoke produced will darken the sky around the
world. Stratospheric heating will destroy most of what remains of the ozone layer.[7] In contrast to the overall
warming trend, a “little ice age” will begin immediately and last for several years. During that period, temperatures in
major agricultural regions will routinely drop below freezing in summer. Massive and immediate starvation will occur
around the world.
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That’s in the case of a small war. The explosive power of one hundred Hiroshima-sized bombs accounts for only
0.03 percent of the global arsenal. If a larger number of more powerful bombs are used—or if cobalt bombs are
used to produce long-term irradiation and wipe out surface life—the effects will be even worse.[8] There will be few
human survivors. The nuclear winter effect will be temporary, but the bombing and subsequent fires will put large
amounts of carbon into the atmosphere, kill plants, and impair photosynthesis. As a result, after the ash settles,
global warming will be even more rapid and worse than before.
Nuclear war or not, the long-term prospects are dim. Global warming will continue to worsen long after fossil fuels
are exhausted. For the planet, the time to ecological recovery is measured in tens of millions of years, if ever.[9] As
James Lovelock has pointed out, a major warming event could push the planet into a different equilibrium, one
much warmer than the current one.[10] It’s possible that large plants and animals might only be able to survive near
the poles.[11] It’s also possible that the entire planet could become essentially uninhabitable to large plants and
animals, with a climate more like Venus than Earth.
All that is required for this to occur is for current trends to continue without substantive and effective resistance. All
that is required for evil to succeed is for good people to do nothing. But this future is not inevitable.

Limited Resistance
What if some forms of limited resistance were undertaken? What if there was a serious aboveground resistance
movement combined with a small group of underground networks working in tandem? (This still would not be a
majority movement—this is extrapolation, not fantasy.) What if those movements combined their grand strategy?
The abovegrounders would work to build sustainable and just communities wherever they were, and would use
both direct and indirect action to try to curb the worst excesses of those in power, to reduce the burning of fossil
fuels, to struggle for social and ecological justice. Meanwhile, the undergrounders would engage in limited attacks
on infrastructure (often in tandem with aboveground struggles), especially energy infrastructure, to try to reduce
fossil fuel consumption and overall industrial activity. The overall thrust of this plan would be to use selective
attacks to accelerate collapse in a deliberate way, like shoving a rickety building.
If this scenario occurred, the first years would play out similarly. It would take time to build up resistance and to ally
existing resistance groups into a larger strategy. Furthermore, civilization at the peak of its power would be too
strong to bring down with only partial resistance. The years around 2011 to 2015 would still see the impact of peak
oil and the beginning of an economic tailspin, but in this case there would be surgical attacks on energy
infrastructure that limited new fossil fuel extraction (with a focus on the nastier practices like mountain-top removal
and tar sands). Some of these attacks would be conducted by existing resistance groups (like MEND) and some by
newer groups, including groups in the minority world of the rich and powerful. The increasing shortage of oil would
make pipeline and infrastructure attacks more popular with militant groups of all stripes. During this period, militant
groups would organize, practice, and learn.
These attacks would not be symbolic attacks. They would be serious attacks designed to be effective but timed and
targeted to minimize the amount of “collateral damage” on humans. They would mostly constitute forms of
sabotage. They would be intended to cut fossil fuel consumption by some 30 percent within the first few years, and
more after that. There would be similar attacks on energy infrastructure like power transmission lines. Because
these attacks would cause a significant but incomplete reduction in the availability of energy in many places, a
massive investment in local renewable energy (and other measures like passive solar heating or better insulation in
some areas) would be provoked. This would set in motion a process of political and infrastructural decentralization.
It would also result in political repression and real violence targeting those resisters.
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Meanwhile, aboveground groups would be making the most of the economic turmoil. There would be a growth in
class-consciousness and organization. Labor and poverty activists would increasingly turn to community
sufficiency. Local food and self-sufficiency activists would reach out to people who have been pushed out of
capitalism. The unemployed and underemployed—rapidly growing in number—would start to organize a
subsistence and trade economy outside of capitalism. Mutual aid and skill sharing would be promoted. In the
previous scenario, the development of these skills was hampered in part by a lack of access to land. In this
scenario, however, aboveground organizers would learn from groups like the Landless Workers Movement in Latin
America. Mass organization and occupation of lands would force governments to cede unused land for “victory
garden”–style allotments, massive community gardens, and cooperative subsistence farms.
The situation in many third world countries could actually improve because of the global economic collapse.
Minority world countries would no longer enforce crushing debt repayment and structural adjustment programs, nor
would CIA goons be able to prop up “friendly” dictatorships. The decline of export-based economies would have
serious consequences, yes, but it would also allow land now used for cash crops to return to subsistence farms.
Industrial agriculture would falter and begin to collapse. Synthetic fertilizers would become increasingly expensive
and would be carefully conserved where they are used, limiting nutrient runoff and allowing oceanic dead zones to
recover. Hunger would be reduced by subsistence farming and by the shift of small farms toward more traditional
work by hand and by draft horse, but food would be more valuable and in shorter supply.
Even a 50 percent cut in fossil fuel consumption wouldn’t stave off widespread hunger and die-off. As we have
discussed, the vast majority of all energy used goes to nonessentials. In the US, the agricultural sector accounts for
less than 2 percent of all energy use, including both direct consumption (like tractor fuel and electricity for barns and
pumps) and indirect consumption (like synthetic fertilizers and pesticides).[12] That’s true even though industrial
agriculture is incredibly inefficient and spends something like ten calories of fossil fuel energy for every food calorie
produced. Residential energy consumption accounts for only 20 percent of US total usage, with industrial,
commercial, and transportation consumption making up the majority of all consumption.[13] And most of that
residential energy goes into household appliances like dryers, air conditioning, and water heating for inefficiently
used water. The energy used for lighting and space heating could be itself drastically reduced through trivial
measures like lowering thermostats and heating the spaces people actually live in. (Most don’t bother to do these
now, but in a collapse situation they will do that and more.)
Only a small fraction of fossil fuel energy actually goes into basic subsistence, and even that is used inefficiently. A
50 percent decline in fossil fuel energy could be readily adapted to from a subsistence perspective (if not a financial
one). Remember that in North America, 40 percent of all food is simply wasted. Of course, poverty and hunger have
much more to do with power over people than with the kind of power measured in watts. Even now at the peak of
energy consumption, a billion people go hungry. So if people are hungry or cold because of selective militant
attacks on infrastructure, that will be a direct result of the actions of those in power, not of the resisters.
In fact, even if you want humans to be able to use factories to build windmills and use tractors to help grow food
over the next fifty years, forcing an immediate cut in fossil fuel consumption should be at the top of your to-do list.
Right now most of the energy is being wasted on plastic junk, too-big houses for rich people, bunker buster bombs,
and predator drones. The only way to ensure there is some oil left for basic survival transitions in twenty years is to
ensure that it isn’t being squandered now. The US military is the single biggest oil user in the world. Do you want to
have to tell kids twenty years from now that they don’t have enough to eat because all the energy was spent on
pointless neocolonial wars?
Back to the scenario. In some areas, increasingly abandoned suburbs (unlivable without cheap gas) would be taken
over, as empty houses would become farmhouses, community centers, and clinics, or would be simply dismantled
and salvaged for material. Garages would be turned into barns—most people couldn’t afford gasoline anyway—and
Join Deep Green Resistance - 52 / 76

http://deepgreenresistance.org

goats would be grazed in parks. Many roads would be torn up and returned to pasture or forest. These reclaimed
settlements would not be high-tech. The wealthy enclaves may have their solar panels and electric windmills, but
most unemployed people wouldn’t be able to afford such things. In some cases these communities would become
relatively autonomous. Their social practices and equality would vary based on the presence of people willing to
assert human rights and social justice. People would have to resist vigorously whenever racism and xenophobia
are used as excuses for injustice and authoritarianism.
Attacks on energy infrastructure would become more common as oil supplies diminish. In some cases, these
attacks would be politically motivated, and in others they would be intended to tap electricity or pipelines for poor
people. These attacks would steepen the energy slide initially. This would have significant economic impacts, but it
would also turn the tide on population growth. The world population would peak sooner, and peak population would
be smaller (by perhaps a billion) than it was in the “no resistance” scenario. Because a sharp collapse would
happen earlier than it otherwise would have, there would be more intact land in the world per person, and more
people who still know how to do subsistence farming.
The presence of an organized militant resistance movement would provoke a reaction from those in power. Some
of them would use resistance as an excuse to seize more power to institute martial law or overt fascism. Some of
them would make use of the economic and social crises rippling across the globe. Others wouldn’t need an excuse.
Authoritarians would seize power where they could, and try to in almost every country. However, they would be
hampered by aboveground and underground resistance, and by decentralization and the emergence of
autonomous communities. In some countries, mass mobilizations would stop potential dictators. In others, the
upsurge in resistance would dissolve centralized state rule, resulting in the emergence of regional confederations in
some places and in warlords in others. In unlucky countries, authoritarianism would take power. The good news is
that people would have resistance infrastructure in place to fight and limit the spread of authoritarians, and
authoritarians would have not developed as much technology of control as they did in the “no resistance” scenario.
There would still be refugees flooding out of many areas (including urban areas). The reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions caused by attacks on industrial infrastructures would reduce or delay climate catastrophe. Networks of
autonomous subsistence communities would be able to accept and integrate some of these people. In the same
way that rooted plants can prevent a landslide on a steep slope, the cascades of refugees would be reduced in
some areas by willing communities. In other areas, the numbers of refugees would be too much to cope with
effectively.[14]
The development of biofuels (and the fate of tropical forests) is uncertain. Remaining centralized states—though
they may be smaller and less powerful—would still want to squeeze out energy from wherever they could. Serious
militant resistance—in many cases insurgency and guerilla warfare—would be required to stop industrialists from
turning tropical forests into plantations or extracting coal at any cost. In this scenario, resistance would still be
limited, and it is questionable whether that level of militancy would be effectively mustered.
This means that the long-term impacts of the greenhouse effect would be uncertain. Fossil fuel burning would have
to be kept to an absolute minimum to avoid a runaway greenhouse effect. That could prove very difficult.
But if a runaway greenhouse effect could be avoided, many areas could be able to recover rapidly. A return to
perennial polycultures, implemented by autonomous communities, could help reverse the greenhouse effect. The
oceans would look better quickly, aided by a reduction in industrial fishing and the end of the synthetic fertilizer
runoff that creates so many dead zones now.
The likelihood of nuclear war would be much lower than in the “no resistance” scenario. Refugee cascades in South
Asia would be diminished. Overall resource consumption would be lower, so resource wars would be less likely to
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occur. And militaristic states would be weaker and fewer in number. Nuclear war wouldn’t be impossible, but if it did
happen, it could be less severe.
There are many ways in which this scenario is appealing. But it has problems as well, both in implementation and in
plausibility. One problem is with the integration of aboveground and underground action. Most aboveground
environmental organizations are currently opposed to any kind of militancy. This could hamper the possibility of
strategic cooperation between underground militants and aboveground groups that could mobilize greater numbers.
(It would also doom our aboveground groups to failure as their record so far demonstrates.)
It’s also questionable whether the cut in fossil fuel consumption described here would be sufficient to avoid runaway
global warming. If runaway global warming does take place, all of the beneficial work of the abovegrounders would
be wiped out. The converse problem is that a steeper decline in fossil fuel consumption would very possibly result
in significant human casualties and deprivation. It’s also possible that the mobilization of large numbers of people to
subsistence farming in a short time is unrealistic. By the time most people are willing to take that step, it could be
too late.
So while in some ways this scenario represents an ideal compromise—a win-win situation for humans and the
planet—it could just as easily be a lose-lose situation without serious and timely action. That brings us to our last
scenario, one of all-out resistance and attacks on infrastructure intended to guarantee the survival of a livable
planet.

All-Out Attacks on Infrastructure
In this final scenario, militant resistance would have one primary goal: to reduce fossil fuel consumption (and hence,
all ecological damage) as immediately and rapidly as possible. A 90 percent reduction would be the ballpark target.
For militants in this scenario, impacts on civilized humans would be secondary.
Here’s their rationale in a nutshell: Humans aren’t going to do anything in time to prevent the planet from being
destroyed wholesale. Poor people are too preoccupied by primary emergencies, rich people benefit from the status
quo, and the middle class (rich people by global standards) are too obsessed with their own entitlement and the
technological spectacle to do anything. The risk of runaway global warming is immediate. A drop in the human
population is inevitable, and fewer people will die if collapse happens sooner.
Think of it like this. We know we are in overshoot as a species. That means that a significant portion of the people
now alive may have to die before we are back under carrying capacity. And that disparity is growing by the day.
Every day carrying capacity is driven down by hundreds of thousands of humans, and every day the human
population increases by more than 200,000.[15] The people added to the overshoot each day are needless,
pointless deaths. Delaying collapse, they argue, is itself a form of mass murder.
Furthermore, they would argue, humans are only one species of millions. To kill millions of species for the benefit of
one is insane, just as killing millions of people for the benefit of one person would be insane. And since unimpeded
ecological collapse would kill off humans anyway, those species will ultimately have died for nothing, and the planet
will take millions of years to recover. Therefore, those of us who care about the future of the planet have to
dismantle the industrial energy infrastructure as rapidly as possible. We’ll all have to deal with the social
consequences as best we can. Besides, rapid collapse is ultimately good for humans—even if there is a partial
die-off—because at least some people survive. And remember, the people who need the system to come down the
most are the rural poor in the majority of the world: the faster the actionists can bring down industrial civilization, the
better the prospects for those people and their landbases. Regardless, without immediate action, everyone dies.
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In this scenario, well-organized underground militants would make coordinated attacks on energy infrastructure
around the world. These would take whatever tactical form militants could muster—actions against pipelines, power
lines, tankers, and refineries, perhaps using electromagnetic pulses (EMPs) to do damage. Unlike in the previous
scenario, no attempt would be made to keep pace with aboveground activists. The attacks would be as persistent
as the militants could manage. Fossil fuel energy availability would decline by 90 percent. Greenhouse gas
emissions would plummet.
The industrial economy would come apart. Manufacturing and transportation would halt because of frequent
blackouts and tremendously high prices for fossil fuels. Some, perhaps most, governments would institute martial
law and rationing. Governments that took an authoritarian route would be especially targeted by militant resisters.
Other states would simply fail and fall apart.
In theory, with a 90 percent reduction in fossil fuel availability, there would still be enough to aid basic survival
activities like growing food, heating, and cooking. Governments and civil institutions could still attempt a rapid shift
to subsistence activities for their populations, but instead, militaries and the very wealthy would attempt to suck up
virtually all remaining supplies of energy. In some places, they would succeed in doing so and widespread hunger
would result. In others, people would refuse the authority of those in power. Most existing large-scale institutions
would simply collapse, and it would be up to local people to either make a stand for human rights and a better way
of life or give in to authoritarian power. The death rate would increase, but as we have seen in examples from Cuba
and Russia, civic order can still hold despite the hardships.
What happens next would depend on a number of factors. If the attacks could persist and oil extraction were kept
minimal for a prolonged period, industrial civilization would be unlikely to reorganize itself.
Well-guarded industrial enclaves would remain, escorting fuel and resources under arms. If martial law succeeded
in stopping attacks after the first few waves (something it has been unable to do in, for example, Nigeria), the
effects would be uncertain. In the twentieth century, industrial societies have recovered from disasters, as Europe
did after World War II. But this would be a different situation. For most areas, there would be no outside aid.
Populations would no longer be able to outrun the overshoot currently concealed by fossil fuels. That does not
mean the effects would be the same everywhere; rural and traditional populations would be better placed to cope.
In most areas, reorganizing an energy-intense industrial civilization would be impossible. Even where existing
political organizations persist, consumption would drop. Those in power would be unable to project force over long
distances, and would have to mostly limit their activities to nearby areas. This means that, for example, tropical
biofuel plantations would not be feasible. The same goes for tar sands and mountain-top removal coal mining. The
construction of new large-scale infrastructure would simply not be possible.
Though the human population would decline, things would look good for virtually every other species. The oceans
would begin to recover rapidly. The same goes for damaged wilderness areas. Because greenhouse emissions
would have been reduced to a tiny fraction of their previous levels, runaway global warming would likely be averted.
In fact, returning forests and grasslands would sequester carbon, helping to maintain a livable climate.
Nuclear war would be unlikely. Diminished populations and industrial activities would reduce competition between
remaining states. Resource limitations would be largely logistical in nature, so escalating resource wars over
supplies and resource-rich areas would be pointless.
This scenario, too, has its implementation and plausibility caveats. It guarantees a future for both the planet and the
human species. This scenario would save trillions upon trillions upon trillions of living creatures. Yes, it would create
hardship for the urban wealthy and poor, though most others would be better off immediately. It would be an
understatement to call such a concept unpopular (although the militants in this scenario would argue that fewer
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people will die than in the case of runaway global warming or business as usual).
There is also the question of plausibility. Could enough ecologically motivated militants mobilize to enact this
scenario? No doubt for many people the second, more moderate scenario seems both more appealing and more
likely.
There is of course an infinitude of possible futures we could describe. We will describe one more possible future, a
combination of the previous two, in which a resistance movement embarks on a strategy of Decisive Ecological
Warfare.

Decisive Ecological Warfare Strategy
Goals
The ultimate goal of the primary resistance movement in this scenario is simply a living planet—a planet not just
living, but in recovery, growing more alive and more diverse year after year. A planet on which humans live in
equitable and sustainable communities without exploiting the planet or each other.
Given our current state of emergency, this translates into a more immediate goal, which is at the heart of this
movement’s grand strategy:
Goal 1
To disrupt and dismantle industrial civilization; to thereby remove the ability of the powerful to exploit the
marginalized and destroy the planet.
This movement’s second goal both depends on and assists the first:
Goal 2
To defend and rebuild just, sustainable, and autonomous human communities, and, as part of that, to assist in the
recovery of the land.

Strategies
To accomplish these goals requires several broad strategies involving large numbers of people in many different
organizations, both aboveground and underground. The primary strategies needed in this theoretical scenario
include the following:
Strategy A
Engage in direct militant actions against industrial infrastructure, especially energy infrastructure.
Strategy B
Aid and participate in ongoing social and ecological justice struggles; promote equality and undermine exploitation
by those in power.
Strategy C
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Defend the land and prevent the expansion of industrial logging, mining, construction, and so on, such that more
intact land and species will remain when civilization does collapse.
Strategy D
Build and mobilize resistance organizations that will support the above activities, including decentralized training,
recruitment, logistical support, and so on.
Strategy E
Rebuild a sustainable subsistence base for human societies (including perennial polycultures for food) and
localized, democratic communities that uphold human rights.
In describing this alternate future scenario, we should be clear about some shorthand phrases like “actions against
industrial infrastructure.” Not all infrastructure is created equal, and not all actions against infrastructure are of equal
priority, efficacy, or moral acceptability to the resistance movements in this scenario. As Derrick wrote in Endgame,
you can’t make a moral argument for blowing up a children’s hospital. On the other hand, you can’t make a moral
argument against taking out cell phone towers. Some infrastructure is easy, some is hard, and some is harder.
On the same theme, there are many different mechanisms driving collapse, and they are not all equal or equally
desirable. In the Decisive Ecological Warfare scenario, some of the mechanisms are intentionally accelerated and
encouraged, while others are slowed or reduced. For example, energy decline by decreasing consumption of fossil
fuels is a mechanism of collapse highly beneficial to the planet and (especially in the medium to long term) humans,
and that mechanism is encouraged. On the other hand, ecological collapse through habitat destruction and
biodiversity crash is also a mechanism of collapse (albeit one that takes longer to affect humans), and that kind of
collapse is slowed or stopped whenever and wherever possible.
Collapse, in the most general terms, is a rapid loss of complexity.[16] It is a shift toward smaller and more
decentralized structures—social, political, economic—with less social stratification, regulation, behavioral control
and regimentation, and so on.[17] Major mechanisms of collapse include (in no particular order):
•

Energy decline as fossil fuel extraction peaks, and a growing, industrializing population drives down per capita
availability.

•

Industrial collapse as global economies of scale are ruined by increasing transport and manufacturing costs,
and by economic decline.

•

Economic collapse as global corporate capitalism is unable to maintain growth and basic operations.

•

Climate change causing ecological collapse, agricultural failure, hunger, refugees, disease, and so on.

•

Ecological collapse of many different kinds driven by resource extraction, destruction of habitat, crashing
biodiversity, and climate change.

•

Disease, including epidemics and pandemics, caused by crowded living conditions and poverty, along with
bacteria diseases increasingly resistant to antibiotics.

•

Food crises caused by the displacement of subsistence farmers and destruction of local food systems,
competition for grains by factory farms and biofuels, poverty, and physical limits to food production because of
drawdown.

•

Drawdown as the accelerating consumption of finite supplies of water, soil, and oil leads to rapid exhaustion of
accessible supplies.

•

Political collapse as large political entities break into smaller groups, secessionists break away from larger
states, and some states go bankrupt or simply fail.
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•

Social collapse as resource shortages and political upheaval break large, artificial group identities into smaller
ones (sometimes based along class, ethnic, or regional affinities), often with competition between those groups.

•

War and armed conflict, especially resource wars over remaining supplies of finite resources and internal
conflicts between warlords and rival factions.

•

Crime and exploitation caused by poverty and inequality, especially in crowded urban areas.

•

Refugee displacement resulting from spontaneous disasters like earthquakes and hurricanes, but worsened by
climate change, food shortages, and so on.

In this scenario, each negative aspect of the collapse of civilization has a reciprocal trend that the resistance
movement encourages. The collapse of large authoritarian political structures has a countertrend of emerging
small-scale participatory political structures. The collapse of global industrial capitalism has a countertrend of local
systems of exchange, cooperation, and mutual aid. And so on. Generally speaking, in this alternate future, a small
number of underground people bring down the big bad structures, and a large number of aboveground people
cultivate the little good structures.
In his book The Collapse of Complex Societies, Joseph Tainter argues that a major mechanism for collapse has to
do with societal complexity. Complexity is a general term that includes the number of different jobs or roles in
society (e.g., not just healers but epidemiologists, trauma surgeons, gerontologists, etc.), the size and complexity of
political structures (e.g., not just popular assemblies but vast sprawling bureaucracies), the number and complexity
of manufactured items and technology (e.g., not just spears, but many different calibers and types of bullets), and
so on. Civilizations tend to try to use complexity to address problems, and as a result their complexity increases
over time.
But complexity has a cost. The decline of a civilization begins when the costs of complexity begin to exceed the
benefits—in other words, when increased complexity begins to offer declining returns. At that point, individual
people, families, communities, and political and social subunits have a disincentive to participate in that civilization.
The complexity keeps increasing, yes, but it keeps getting more expensive. Eventually the ballooning costs force
that civilization to collapse, and people fall back on smaller and more local political organizations and social groups.

Part of the job of the resistance movement is to increase the cost and decrease the returns of empire-scale
complexity. This doesn’t require instantaneous collapse or global dramatic actions. Even small actions can increase
the cost of complexity and accelerate the good parts of collapse while tempering the bad.
Part of Tainter’s argument is that modern society won’t collapse in the same way as old societies, because
complexity (through, for example, large-scale agriculture and fossil fuel extraction) has become the physical
underpinning of human life rather than a side benefit. Many historical societies collapsed when people returned to
villages and less complex traditional life. They chose to do this. Modern people won’t do that, at least not on a large
scale, in part because the villages are gone, and traditional ways of life are no longer directly accessible to them.
This means that people in modern civilization are in a bind, and many will continue to struggle for industrial
civilization even when continuing it is obviously counterproductive. Under a Decisive Ecological Warfare scenario,
aboveground activists facilitate this aspect of collapse by developing alternatives that will ease the pressure and
encourage people to leave industrial capitalism by choice.
***
There’s something admirable about the concept of protracted popular warfare that was used in China and Vietnam.
It’s an elegant idea, if war can ever be described in such terms; the core idea is adaptable and applicable even in
the face of major setbacks and twists of fate.
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But protracted popular warfare as such doesn’t apply to the particular future we are discussing. The people in that
scenario will never have the numbers that protracted popular warfare requires. But they will also face a different
kind of adversary, for which different tactics are applicable. So they will take the essential idea of protracted popular
warfare and apply it to their own situation—that of needing to save their planet, to bring down industrial civilization
and keep it down. And they will devise a new grand strategy based on a simple continuum of steps that flow
logically one after the other.
In this alternate future scenario, Decisive Ecological Warfare has four phases that progress from the near future
through the fall of industrial civilization. The first phase is Networking & Mobilization. The second phase is
Sabotage & Asymmetric Action. The third phase is Systems Disruption. And the fourth and final phase is
Decisive Dismantling of Infrastructure.
Each phase has its own objectives, operational approaches, and organizational requirements. There’s no distinct
dividing line between the phases, and different regions progress through the phases at different times. These
phases emphasize the role of militant resistance networks. The aboveground building of alternatives and
revitalization of human communities happen at the same time. But this does not require the same strategic rigor;
rebuilding healthy human communities with a subsistence base must simply happen as fast as possible,
everywhere, with timetables and methods suited to the region. This scenario’s militant resisters, on the other hand,
need to share some grand strategy to succeed.

THE FOUR PHASES OF DECISIVE ECOLOGICAL WARFARE
Listen to an audio version of The Four Phases of DEW: Phase I — II — III — IV

Phase I – Networking and Mobilization
Preamble
In phase one, resisters focus on organizing themselves into networks and building cultures of resistance to sustain
those networks. Many sympathizers or potential recruits are unfamiliar with serious resistance strategy and action,
so efforts are taken to spread that information. But key in this phase is actually forming the above- and underground
organizations (or at least nuclei) that will carry out organizational recruitment and decisive action. Security culture
and resistance culture are not very well developed at this point, so extra efforts are made to avoid sloppy mistakes
that would lead to arrests, and to dissuade informers from gathering or passing on information.
Training of activists is key in this phase, especially through low risk (but effective) actions. New recruits will become
the combatants, cadres, and leaders of later phases. New activists are enculturated into the resistance ethos, and
existing activists drop bad or counterproductive habits. This is a time when the resistance movement gets
organized and gets serious. People are putting their individual needs and conflicts aside in order to form a
movement that can fight to win.
In this phase, isolated people come together to form a vision and strategy for the future, and to establish the nuclei
of future organizations. Of course, networking occurs with resistance-oriented organizations that already exist, but
most mainstream organizations are not willing to adopt positions of militancy or intransigence with regard to those
in power or the crises these people face. If possible, they should be encouraged to take positions more in line with
the scale of the problems at hand.
This phase is already underway, but a great deal of work remains to be done.
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Objectives
•

To build a culture of resistance, with all that entails.

•

To build aboveground and underground resistance networks, and to ensure the survival of those networks.

Operations
•

Operations are generally lower risk actions, so that people can be trained and screened, and support networks
put in place. These will fall primarily into the sustaining and shaping categories.

•

Maximal recruitment and training is very important at this point. The earlier people are recruited, the more likely
they are to be trustworthy and the longer time is available to screen them for their competency for more serious
action.

•

Communications and propaganda operations are also required for outreach and to spread information about
useful tactics and strategies, and on the necessity for organized action.

Organization
•

Most resistance organizations in this scenario are still diffuse networks, but they begin to extend and coalesce.
This phase aims to build organization.

Phase II – Sabotage and Asymmetric Action
Preamble
In this phase, the resisters might attempt to disrupt or disable particular targets on an opportunistic basis. For the
most part, the required underground networks and skills do not yet exist to take on multiple larger targets. Resisters
may go after particularly egregious targets—coal-fired power plants or exploitative banks. At this phase, the
resistance focus is on practice, probing enemy networks and security, and increasing support while building
organizational networks. In this possible future, Underground cells do not attempt to provoke overwhelming
repression beyond the ability of their nascent networks to cope. Furthermore, when serious repression and
setbacks do occur, they retreat towards the earlier phase with its emphasis on organization and survival. Indeed,
major setbacks probably do happen at this phase, indicating a lack of basic rules and structure and signaling the
need to fall back on some of the priorities of the first phase.
The resistance movement in this scenario understands the importance of decisive action. Their emphasis in the first
two phases has not been on direct action, but not because they are holding back. It’s because they are working as
well as they damned well can, but doing so while putting one foot in front of the other. They know that the planet
(and the future) need their action, but understand that it won’t benefit from foolish and hasty action, or from creating
problems for which they are not yet prepared. That only leads to a morale whiplash and disappointment. So their
movement acts as seriously and swiftly and decisively as it can, but makes sure that it lays the foundation it needs
to be truly effective.
The more people join that movement, the harder they work, and the more driven they are, the faster they can
progress from one phase to the next.
In this alternate future, aboveground activists in particular take on several important tasks. They push for
acceptance and normalization of more militant and radical tactics where appropriate. They vocally support sabotage
when it occurs. More moderate advocacy groups use the occurrence of sabotage to criticize those in power for
failing to take action on critical issues like climate change (rather than criticizing the saboteurs). They argue that
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sabotage would not be necessary if civil society would make a reasonable response to social and ecological
problems, and use the opportunity and publicity to push solutions to the problems. They do not side with those in
power against the saboteurs, but argue that the situation is serious enough to make such action legitimate, even
though they have personally chosen a different course.
At this point in the scenario, more radical and grassroots groups continue to establish a community of resistance,
but also establish discrete organizations and parallel institutions. These institutions establish themselves and their
legitimacy, make community connections, and particularly take steps to found relationships outside of the traditional
“activist bubble.” These institutions also focus on emergency, disaster preparedness, and helping people cope with
impending collapse.
Simultaneously, aboveground activists organize people for civil disobedience, mass confrontation, and other forms
of direct action where appropriate.
Something else begins to happen: aboveground organizations establish coalitions, confederations, and regional
networks, knowing that there will be greater obstacles to these later on. These confederations maximize the
potential of aboveground organizing by sharing materials, knowledge, skills, learning curricula, and so on. They als
target=o plan strategically themselves, engaging in persistent planned campaigns instead of reactive or
crisis-to-crisis organizing.

Objectives
•

Identify and engage high-priority individual targets. These targets are chosen by these resisters because they
are especially attainable or for other reasons of target selection.

•

Give training and real-world experience to cadres necessary to take on bigger targets and systems. Even
decisive actions are limited in scope and impact at this phase, although good target selection and timing allows
for significant gains.

•

These operations also expose weak points in the system, demonstrate the feasibility of material resistance, and
inspire other resisters.

•

Publicly establish the rationale for material resistance and confrontation with power.

•

Establish concrete aboveground organizations and parallel institutions.

Operations
•

Limited but increasing decisive operations, combined with growing sustaining operations (to support larger and
more logistically demanding organizations) and continued shaping operations.

•

In decisive and supporting operations, these hypothetical resisters are cautious and smart. New and
unseasoned cadres have a tendency to be overconfident, so to compensate they pick only operations with
certain outcomes; they know that in this stage they are still building toward the bigger actions that are yet to
come.

Organization
•

Requires underground cells, but benefits from larger underground networks. There is still an emphasis on
recruitment at this point.

•

Aboveground networks and movements are proliferating as much as they can, especially since the work to
come requires significant lead time for developing skills, communities, and so on.

Phase III – Systems Disruption
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Preamble
In this phase resisters step up from individual targets to address entire industrial, political, and economic systems.
Industrial systems disruption requires underground networks organized in a hierarchical or paramilitary fashion.
These larger networks emerge out of the previous phases with the ability to carry out multiple simultaneous actions.
Systems disruption is aimed at identifying key points and bottlenecks in the adversary’s systems (electrical,
transport, financial, and so on) and engaging them to collapse those systems or reduce their functionality. This is
not a one-shot deal. Industrial systems are big and can be fragile, but they are sprawling rather than monolithic.
Repairs are attempted. The resistance members understand that. Effective systems disruption requires planning for
continued and coordinated actions over time.
In this scenario, the aboveground doesn’t truly gain traction as long as there is business-as-usual. On the other
hand, as global industrial and economic systems are increasingly disrupted (because of capitalist-induced
economic collapse, global climate disasters, peak oil, peak soil, peak water, or for other reasons) support for
resilient local communities increases. Failures in the delivery of electricity and manufactured goods increases
interest in local food, energy, and the like. These disruptions also make it easier for people to cope with full collapse
in the long term—short-term loss, long term gain, even where humans are concerned.
Dimitry Orlov, a major analyst of the Soviet collapse, explains that the dysfunctional nature of the Soviet system
prepared people for its eventual disintegration. In contrast, a smoothly functioning industrial economy causes a
false sense of security so that people are unprepared, worsening the impact. “After collapse, you regret not having
an unreliable retail segment, with shortages and long bread lines, because then people would have been forced to
learn to shift for themselves instead of standing around waiting for somebody to come and feed them.” [18]
Aboveground organizations and institutions are well-established by this phase of this alternate scenario. They
continue to push for reforms, focusing on the urgent need for justice, relocalization, and resilient communities, given
that the dominant system is unfair, unreliable, and unstable.
Of course, in this scenario the militant actions that impact daily life provoke a backlash, sometimes from parts of the
public, but especially from authoritarians on every level. The aboveground activists are the frontline fighters against
authoritarianism. They are the only ones who can mobilize the popular groundswell needed to prevent fascism.
Furthermore, aboveground activists use the disrupted systems as an opportunity to strengthen local communities
and parallel institutions. Mainstream people are encouraged to swing their support to participatory local alternatives
in the economic, political, and social spheres. When economic turmoil causes unemployment and hyperinflation,
people are employed locally for the benefit of their community and the land. In this scenario, as national
governments around the world increasingly struggle with crises (like peak oil, food shortages, climate chaos, and so
on) and increasingly fail to provide for people, local and directly democratic councils begin to take over
administration of basic and emergency services, and people redirect their taxes to those local entities (perhaps as
part of a campaign of general noncooperation against those in power). This happens in conjunction with the
community emergency response and disaster preparedness measures already undertaken.
In this scenario, whenever those in power try to increase exploitation or authoritarianism, aboveground resisters call
for people to withdraw support from those in power, and divert it to local, democratic political bodies. Those parallel
institutions can do a better job than those in power. The cross-demographic relationships established in previous
phases help to keep those local political structures accountable, and to rally support from many communities.
Throughout this phase, strategic efforts are made to augment existing stresses on economic and industrial systems
caused by peak oil, financial instability, and related factors. The resisters think of themselves as pushing on a
rickety building that’s already starting to lean. Indeed, in this scenario many systems disruptions come from within
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the system itself, rather than from resisters.
This phase accomplishes significant and decisive gains. Even if the main industrial and economic systems have not
completely collapsed, prolonged disruption means a reduction in ecological impact; great news for the planet, and
for humanity’s future survival. Even a 50 percent decrease in industrial consumption or greenhouse gas emissions
is a massive victory (especially considering that emissions have continued to rise in the face of all environmental
activism so far), and that buys resisters—and everyone else—some time.
In the most optimistic parts of this hypothetical scenario, effective resistance induces those in power to negotiate or
offer concessions. Once the resistance movement demonstrated the ability to use real strategy and force, it couldn’t
be ignored. Those in power begin to knock down the doors of mainstream activists, begging to negotiate changes
that would coopt the resistance movements’ cause and reduce further actions.
In this version of the future, however, resistance groups truly begin to take the initiative. They understand that for
most of the history of civilization, those in power have retained the initiative, forcing resistance groups or colonized
people to stay on the defensive, to respond to attacks, to be constantly kept off balance. However, peak oil and
systems disruption has caused a series of emergencies for those in power; some caused by organized resistance
groups, some caused by civil unrest and shortages, and some caused by the social and ecological consequences
of centuries—millennia—of exploitation. For perhaps the first time in history, those in power are globally off balance
and occupied by worsening crisis after crisis. This provides a key opportunity for resistance groups, and
autonomous cultures and communities, to seize and retain the initiative.

Objectives
•

Target key points of specific industrial and economic systems to disrupt and disable them.

•

Effect a measurable decrease in industrial activity and industrial consumption.

•

Enable concessions, negotiations, or social changes if applicable.

•

Induce the collapse of particular companies, industries, or economic systems.

Operations
•

Mostly decisive and sustaining, but shaping where necessary for systems disruption. Cadres and combatants
should be increasingly seasoned at this point, but the onset of decisive and serious action will mean a high
attrition rate for resisters. There’s no point in being vague; the members of the resistance in this alternate future
who are committed to militant resistance go in expecting that they will either end up dead or in jail. They know
that anything better than that was a gift to be won through skill and luck.

Organization
•

Heavy use of underground networks required; operational coordination is a prerequisite for effective systems
disruption.

•

Recruitment is ongoing at this point; especially to recruit auxiliaries and to cope with losses to attrition. However,
during this phase there are multiple serious attempts at infiltration. The infiltrations are not as successful as they
might have been, because underground networks have recruited heavily in previous stages (before large-scale
action) to ensure the presence of a trusted group of leaders and cadres who form the backbone of the networks.

•

Aboveground organizations are able to mobilize extensively because of various social, political, and material
crises.

•

At this point, militant resisters become concerned about backlash from people who should be on their side, such
as many liberals, especially as those in power put pressure on aboveground activists.
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Phase IV - Decisive Dismantling of Infrastructure
Preamble
Decisive dismantling of infrastructure goes a step beyond systems disruption. The intent is to permanently
dismantle as much of the fossil fuel-based industrial infrastructure as possible. This phase is the last resort; in the
most optimistic projection, it would not be necessary. In the optimistic projection of this scenario, converging crises
and infrastructure disruption would combine with vigorous aboveground movements to force those in power to
accept social, political, and economic change; reductions in consumption would combine with a genuine and
sincere attempt to transition to a sustainable culture.
But this optimistic projection is not probable. It is more likely that those in power (and many everyday people) will
cling more to civilization even as it collapses. And likely, they will support authoritarianism if they think it will
maintain their privilege and their entitlement.
The key issue—which we’ve come back to again and again—is time. We will soon reach, (if we haven’t already
reached) the trigger point of irreversible runaway global warming. The systems disruption phase of this hypothetical
scenario offers selectivity. Disruptions in this scenario are engineered in a way that shifts the impact toward industry
and attempts to minimize impacts on civilians. But industrial systems are heavily integrated with civilian
infrastructure. If selective disruption doesn’t work soon enough, some resisters may conclude that all-out disruption
is required to stop the planet from burning to a cinder.
The difference between phases III and IV of this scenario may appear subtle, since they both involve, on an
operational level, coordinated actions to disrupt industrial systems on a large scale. But phase III requires some
time to work—to weaken the system, to mobilize people and organizations, to build on a series of disruptive
actions. Phase III also gives “fair warning” for regular people to prepare. Further, phase III gives time for the
resistance to develop itself logistically and organizationally, which is required to proceed to phase IV. The difference
between the two phases is capacity and restraint. For resisters in this scenario to proceed from phase III to phase
IV, they need two things: the organizational capacity to take on the scope of action required under phase IV, and
the certainty that there is no longer any point in waiting for societal reforms to succeed on their own timetable.
In this scenario, both of those phases save lives, human and nonhuman alike. But if large-scale aboveground
mobilization does not happen once collapse is underway, phase IV becomes the most effective way to save lives.
Imagine that you are riding in a streetcar through a city crowded with pedestrians. Inside the streetcar are the
civilized humans, and outside is all the non-human life on the planet, and the humans who are not civilized, or who
do not benefit from civilization, or who have yet to be born. Needless to say, those outside far outnumber the few of
you inside the streetcar. But the driver of the streetcar is in a hurry, and is accelerating as fast as he can, plowing
through the crowds, maiming and killing pedestrians en masse. Most of your fellow passengers don’t seem to
particularly care; they’ve got somewhere to go, and they’re glad to be making progress regardless of the cost.
Some of the passengers seem upset by the situation. If the driver keeps accelerating, they observe, it’s possible
that the streetcar will crash and the passengers will be injured. Not to worry, one man tells them. His calculations
show that the bodies piling up in front of the streetcar will eventually slow the vehicle and cause it to safely come to
a halt. Any intervention by the passengers would be reckless, and would surely provoke a reprimand from the
driver. Worse, a troublesome passenger might be kicked off the streetcar and later run over by it.
You, unlike most passengers, are more concerned by the constant carnage outside than by the future safety of the
streetcar passengers. And you know you have to do something. You could try to jump out the window and escape,
but then the streetcar would plow on through the crowd, and you would lose any chance to intervene. So you
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decide to try to sabotage the streetcar from the inside, to cut the electrical wires, or pull up the flooring and activate
the brakes by hand, or derail it, or do whatever you can.
As soon as the other passengers realize what you are doing, they’ll try stop you, and maybe kill you. You have to
decide whether you are going to stop the streetcar slowly or speedily. The streetcar is racing along so quickly now
that if you stop it suddenly, it may fling the passengers against the seats in front of them or down the aisle. It may
kill some of them. But if you stop it slowly, who knows how many innocent people will be struck by the streetcar
while it is decelerating? And if you just slow it down, the driver may be able to repair the damage and get the
streetcar going again.
So what do you do? If you choose to stop the streetcar as quickly as possible, then you have made the same
choice as those who would implement phase IV. You’ve made the decision that stopping the destruction as rapidly
as possible is more important than any particular program of reform. Of course, even in stopping the destruction as
rapidly as possible, you can still take measures to reduce casualties on board the street car. You can tell people to
sit down or buckle up or brace themselves for impact. Whether they will listen to you is another story, but that’s their
responsibility, not yours.
It’s important to not misinterpret the point of Phase IV of this alternate future scenario. The point is not to cause
human casualties. The point is to stop the destruction of the planet. The enemy is not the civilian population—or
any population at all—but a sociopathological sociopolitical-economic system. Ecological destruction on this planet
is primarily caused by industry and capitalism; the issue of population is tertiary at best. The point of collapsing
industrial infrastructure in this scenario is not to harm humans any more than the point of braking the streetcar is to
harm the passengers. The point is the reduce the damage as quickly as possible, and in doing so to account for the
harm the dominant culture is doing to all living creatures, past and future.
This is not an easy phase for the above-grounders. Part of their job in this scenario is also to help demolish
infrastructure, but they are mostly demolishing exploitative political and economic infrastructure, not physical
infrastructure. In general, they continue to do what they did in the previous phase, but on a larger scale and for the
long term. Public support is directed to local, democratic, and just political and economic systems. Efforts are
undertaken to deal with emergencies and cope with the nastier parts of collapse.

Objectives
•

Dismantle the critical physical infrastructure required for industrial civilization to function.

•

Induce widespread industrial collapse, beyond any economic or political systems.

•

Use continuing and coordinated actions to hamper repairs and replacement.

Operations
•

Focus almost exclusively on decisive and sustaining operations.

Organization
•

Requires well-developed militant underground networks.

IMPLEMENTING DECISIVE ECOLOGICAL WARFARE
Listen to an audio version of Implementing Decisive Ecological Warfare
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It's important to note that, as in the case of protracted popular warfare, Decisive Ecological Warfare is not
necessarily a linear progression. In this scenario resisters fall back on previous phases as necessary. After major
setbacks, resistance organizations focus on survival and networking as they regroup and prepare for more serious
action. Also, resistance movements progress through each of the phases, and then recede in reverse order. That
is, if global industrial infrastructure has been successfully disrupted or fragmented (Phase IV) resisters return to
systems disruption on a local or regional scale (Phase III). And if that is successful, resisters move back down to
Phase II, focusing their efforts on the worst remaining targets.
And provided that humans don't go extinct, even this scenario will require some people to stay at Phase I
indefinitely, maintaining a culture of resistance and passing on the basic knowledge and skills necessary to fight
back for centuries and millennia.
The progression of Decisive Ecological Warfare could be compared to ecological succession. A few months ago I
visited an abandoned quarry, where the topsoil and several layers of bedrock had been stripped and blasted away,
leaving a cubic cavity several stories deep in the limestone. But a little bit of gravel or dust had piled up in one
corner, and some mosses had taken hold. The mosses were small, but they required very little in the way of water
or nutrients (like many of the shoestring affinity groups I've worked with). Once the mosses had grown for a few
seasons, they retained enough soil for grasses to grow.
Quick to establish, hardy grasses are often among the first species to reinhabit any disturbed land. In much the
same way, early resistance organizations are generalists, not specialists. They are robust and rapidly spread and
reproduce, either spreading their seeds aboveground or creating underground networks of rhizomes.
The grasses at the quarry built the soil quickly, and soon there was soil for wildflowers and more complex
organisms. In much the same way, large numbers of simple resistance organizations help to establish communities
of resistance, cultures of resistance, that can give rise to more complex and more effective resistance
organizations.

Underground Organization
The hypothetical actionists who put this strategy into place are able to intelligently move from one phase to the
next: identifying when the correct elements are in place, when resistance networks are sufficiently mobilized and
trained, and when external pressures dictate change. In the US Army's field manual on operations, General Eric
Shinseki argues that the rules of strategy "require commanders to master transitions, to be adaptive.
Transitions—deployments, the interval between initial operation and sequels, consolidation on the objective,
forward passage of lines—sap operational momentum. Mastering transitions is the key to maintaining momentum
and winning decisively."
This is particularly difficult to do when resistance does not have a central command. In this scenario, there is no
central means of dispersing operational or tactical orders, or effectively gathering precise information about
resistance forces and allies. Shinseki continues: "This places a high premium on readiness—well trained Soldiers;
adaptive leaders who understand our doctrine; and versatile, agile, and lethal formations." People resisting
civilization in this scenario are not concerned with "lethality" so much as effectiveness, but the general point stands.
Resistance to civilization is inherently decentralized. That goes double for underground groups which have minimal
contact with others. To compensate for the lack of command structure, a general grand strategy in this scenario
becomes widely known and accepted. Furthermore, loosely allied groups are ready to take action whenever the
strategic situation called for it. These groups are prepared to take advantage of crises like economic collapses.
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Under this alternate scenario, underground organizing in small cells has major implications for applying the
principles of war. The ideal entity for taking on industrial civilization would have been a large, hierarchal paramilitary
network. Such a network could have engaged in the training, discipline, and coordinated action required to
implement decisive militant action on a continental scale. However, for practical reasons, a single such network
never arises. Similar arrangements in the history of resistance struggle, such as the IRA or various
territory-controlling insurgent groups, happened in the absence of the modern surveillance state and in the
presence of a well-developed culture of resistance and extensive opposition to the occupier.
Although underground cells can still form out of trusted peers along kinship lines, larger paramilitary networks are
more difficult to form in a contemporary anticivilization context. First of all, the proportion of potential recruits in the
general population is smaller than in any anticolonial or antioccupation resistance movements in history. So it takes
longer and is more difficult to expand existing underground networks. The option used by some resistance groups
in Occupied France was to ally and connect existing cells. But this is inherently difficult and dangerous. Any
underground group with proper cover would be invisible to another group looking for allies (there are plenty of
stories from the end of the war of resisters living across the hall from each other without having realized each
other's affiliation). And in a panopticon, exposing yourself to unproven allies is a risky undertaking.
A more plausible underground arrangement in this scenario is for there to have been a composite of organizations
of different sizes, a few larger networks with a number of smaller autonomous cells that aren't directly connected
through command lines. There are indirect connections or communications via cutouts, but those methods are
rarely consistent or reliable enough to permit coordinated simultaneous actions on short notice.

Individual cells rarely have the numbers or logistics to engage in multiple simultaneous actions at different
locations. That job falls to the paramilitary groups, with cells in multiple locations, who have the command structure
and the discipline to properly carry out network disruption. However, autonomous cells maintain readiness to
engage in opportunistic action by identifying in advance a selection of appropriate local targets and tactics. Then
once a larger simultaneous action happened (causing, say, a blackout), autonomous cells take advantage of the
opportunity to undertake their own actions, within a few hours. In this way unrelated cells engage in something
close to simultaneous attacks, maximizing their effectiveness. Of course, if decentralized groups frequently stage
attacks in the wake of larger "trigger actions," the corporate media may stop broadcasting news of attacks to avoid
triggering more. So, such an approach has its limits, although large-scale effects like national blackouts can't be
suppressed in the news (and in systems disruption, it doesn't really matter what caused a blackout in the first place,
because it's still an opportunity for further action).

Analysis of Strategy
World War II vs Decisive Ecological Warfare
When we look at some struggle or war in history, we have the benefit of hindsight to identify flaws and successes.
This is how we judge strategic decisions made in World War II, for example, or any of those who have tried (or not)
to intervene in historical holocausts. Perhaps it would be beneficial to imagine some historians in the distant
future—assuming humanity survives—looking back on the alternate future just described. Assuming it was
generally successful, how might they analyze its strengths and weaknesses?
For these historians, phase IV is controversial, and they know it had been controversial among resisters at the time.
Even resisters who agreed with militant actions against industrial infrastructure hesitated when contemplating
actions with possible civilian consequences. That comes as no surprise, because members of this resistance were
driven by a deep respect and care for all life. The problem is, of course, that members of this group knew that if
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they failed to stop this culture from killing the planet, there would be far more gruesome civilian consequences.
A related moral conundrum confronted the Allies early in World War II, as discussed by Eric Markusen and David
Kopf in their book The Holocaust and Strategic Bombing: Genocide and Total War in the Twentieth Century.
Markusen and Kopf write that: "At the beginning of World War II, British bombing policy was rigorously
discriminating—even to the point of putting British aircrews at great risk. Only obvious military targets removed from
population centers were attacked, and bomber crews were instructed to jettison their bombs over water when
weather conditions made target identification questionable. Several factors were cited to explain this policy,
including a desire to avoid provoking Germany into retaliating against non-military targets in Britain with its then
numerically superior air force."[19]
Other factors included concerns about public support, moral considerations in avoiding civilian casualties, the
practice of the "Phoney War" (a declared war on Germany with little real combat), and a small air force which
required time to build up. The parallels between the actions of the British bombers and the actions of leftist militants
from the Weather Underground to the ELF are obvious.
The problem with this British policy was that it simply didn't work. Germany showed no such moral restraint, and
British bombing crews were taking greater risks to attack less valuable targets. By February of 1942, bombing
policy changed substantially. In fact, Bomber Command began to deliberately target enemy civilians and civilian
morale —particularly that of industrial workers—especially by destroying homes around target factories in order to
"dehouse" workers. British strategists believed that in doing so they could sap Germany's will to fight. In fact, some
of the attacks on civilians were intended to "punish" the German populace for supporting Hitler, and some
strategists believed that, after sufficient punishment, the population would rise up and depose Hitler to save
themselves. Of course, this did not work; it almost never does.
So, this was one of the dilemmas faced by resistance members in this alternate future scenario: while the
resistance abhorred the notion of actions affecting civilians—even more than the British did in early World War II—it
was clear to them that in an industrial nation the "civilians" and the state are so deeply enmeshed that any impact
on one will have some impact on the other.
Historians now believe that Allied reluctance to attack early in the war may have cost many millions of civilian lives.
By failing to stop Germany early, they made a prolonged and bloody conflict inevitable. General Alfred Jodl, the
German Chief of the Operations Staff of the Armed Forces High Command, said as much during his war crimes trial
at Nuremburg: "[I]f we did not collapse already in the year 1939 that was due only to the fact that during the Polish
campaign, the approximately 110 French and British divisions in the West were held completely inactive against the
23 German divisions."[20]
Many military strategists have warned against piecemeal or half measures when only total war will do the job. In his
book Grand Strategy: Principles and Practices, John M. Collins argues that timid attacks may strengthen the
resolve of the enemy, because they constitute a provocation but don't significantly damage the physical capability
or morale of the occupier. "Destroying the enemy's resolution to resist is far more important than crippling his
material capabilities . . . studies of cause and effect tend to confirm that violence short of total devastation may
amplify rather than erode a people's determination."[21] Consider, though, that in this 1973 book Collins may
underestimate the importance of technological infrastructure and decisive strikes on them. (He advises elsewhere
in the book that computers "are of limited utility."[22])
Other strategists have prioritized the material destruction over the adversary's "will to fight." Robert Anthony Pape
discusses the issue in Bombing to Win, in which he analyzes the effectiveness of strategic bombing in various wars.
We can wonder in this alternate future scenario if the resisters attended to Pape's analysis as they weighed the
benefits of phase III (selective actions against particular networks and systems) vs. phase IV (attempting to destroy
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as much of the industrial infrastructure as possible).
Specifically, Pape argues that targeting an entire economy may be more effective than simply going after individual
factories or facilities:
Strategic interdiction can undermine attrition strategies, either by attacking weapons plants or by smashing
the industrial base as a whole, which in turn reduces military production. Of the two, attacking weapons
plants is the less effective. Given the substitution capacities of modern industrial economies, "war"
production is highly fungible over a period of months. Production can be maintained in the short term by
running down stockpiles and in the medium term by conservation and substitution of alternative materials or
processes. In addition to economic adjustment, states can often make doctrinal adjustments.[23]
This analysis is poignant, but it also demonstrates a way in which the goals of this alternate scenario's strategy
differed from the goals of strategic bombing in historical conflicts. In the Allied bombing campaign (and in other
wars where strategic bombing was used), the strategic bombing coincided with conventional ground, air, and naval
battles. Bombing strategists were most concerned with choking off enemy supplies to the battlefield. Strategic
bombing alone was not meant to win the war; it was meant to support conventional forces in battle. In contrast, in
this alternate future, a significant decrease in industrial production would itself be a great success.
The hypothetical future historians perhaps ask, "Why not simply go after the worst factories, the worst industries,
and leave the rest of the economy alone?" Earlier stages of Decisive Ecological Warfare did involve targeting
particular factories or industries. However, the resisters knew that the modern industrial economy was so
thoroughly integrated that anything short of general economic disruption was unlikely to have lasting effect.
This, too, is shown by historical attempts to disrupt economies. Pape continues, "Even when production of an
important weapon system is seriously undermined, tactical and operational adjustments may allow other weapon
systems to substitute for it. . . . As a result, efforts to remove the critical component in war production generally fail."
For example, Pape explains, the Allies carried out a bombing campaign on German aircraft engine plants. But this
was not a decisive factor in the struggle for air superiority. Mostly, the Allies defeated the Luftwaffe because they
shot down and killed so many of Germany's best pilots.
Another example of compensation is the Allied bombing of German ball bearing plants. The Allies were able to
reduce the German production of ball bearings by about 70 percent. But this did not force a corresponding
decrease in German tank forces. The Germans were able to compensate in part by designing equipment that
required fewer bearings. They also increased their production of infantry antitank weapons. Early in the war,
Germany was able to compensate for the destruction of factories in part because many factories were running only
one shift. They were not using their existing industrial capacity to its fullest. By switching to double or triple shifts,
they were able to (temporarily) maintain production.
Hence, Pape argues that war economies have no particular point of collapse when faced with increasing attacks,
but can adjust incrementally to decreasing supplies. "Modern war economies are not brittle. Although individual
plants can be destroyed, the opponent can reduce the effects by dispersing production of important items and
stockpiling key raw materials and machinery. Attackers never anticipate all the adjustments and work-arounds
defenders can devise, partly because they often rely on analysis of peacetime economies and partly because
intelligence of the detailed structure of the target economy is always incomplete."[24] This is a valid caution against
overconfidence, but the resisters in this scenario recognized that his argument was not fully applicable to their
situation, in part for the reasons we discussed earlier, and in part because of reasons that follow.
Military strategists studying economic and industrial disruption are usually concerned specifically with the
production of war materiel and its distribution to enemy armed forces. Modern war economies are economies of
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total war in which all parts of society are mobilized and engaged in supporting war. So, of course, military leaders
can compensate for significant disruption; they can divert materiel or rations from civilian use or enlist civilians and
civilian infrastructure for military purposes as they please. This does not mean that overall production is unaffected
(far from it), simply that military production does not decline as much as one might expect under a given onslaught.
Resisters in this scenario had a different perspective on compensation measures than military strategists. To
understand the contrast, pretend that a military strategist and a militant ecological strategist both want to blow up a
fuel pipeline that services a major industrial area. Let's say the pipeline is destroyed and the fuel supply to industry
is drastically cut. Let's say that the industrial area undertakes a variety of typical measures to
compensate—conservation, recycling, efficiency measures, and so on. Let's say they are able to keep on producing
insulation or refrigerators or clothing or whatever it is they make, in diminished numbers and using less fuel. They
also extend the lifespan of their existing refrigerators or clothing by repairing them. From the point of view of the
military strategist, this attack has been a failure—it has a negligible effect on materiel availability for the military. But
from the perspective of the militant ecologist, this is a victory. Ecological damage is reduced, and with very few
negative effects on civilians. (Indeed, some effects would be directly beneficial.)
And modern economies in general are brittle. Military economies mobilize resources and production by any means
necessary, whether that means printing money or commandeering factories. They are economies of crude
necessity. Industrial economies, in contrast, are economies of luxury. They mostly produce things that people don't
need. Industrial capitalism thrives on manufacturing desire as much as on manufacturing products, on selling
people disposable plastic garbage, extra cars, and junk food. When capitalist economies hit hard times, as they did
in the Great Depression, or as they did in Argentina a decade ago, or as they have in many places in many times,
people fall back on necessities, and often on barter systems and webs of mutual aid. They fall back on community
and household economies, economies of necessity that are far more resilient than industrial capitalism, and even
more robust than war economies.
Nonetheless, Pape makes an important point when he argues, "Strategic interdiction is most effective when attacks
are against the economy as a whole. The most effective plan is to destroy the transportation network that brings
raw materials and primary goods to manufacturing centers and often redistributes subcomponents among various
industries. Attacking national electric power grids is not effective because industrial facilities commonly have their
own backup power generation. Attacking national oil refineries to reduce backup power generators typically ignores
the ability of states to reduce consumption through conservation and rationing." Pape's analysis is insightful, but
again it's important to understand the differences between his premises and goals, and the premises and goals of
Decisive Ecological Warfare.
The resisters in the DEW scenario had the goals of reducing consumption and reducing industrial activity, so it
didn't matter to them that some industrial facilities had backup generators or that states engaged in conservation
and rationing. They believed it was a profound ecological victory to cause factories to run on reduced power or for
nationwide oil conservation to have taken place. They remembered that in the whole of its history, the mainstream
environmental movement was never even able to stop the growth of fossil fuel consumption. To actually reduce it
was unprecedented.[25]
No matter whether we are talking about some completely hypothetical future situation or the real world right now,
the progress of peak oil will also have an effect on the relative importance of different transportation networks. In
some areas, the importance of shipping imports will increase because of factors like the local exhaustion of oil. In
others, declining international trade and reduced economic activity will make shipping less important. Highway
systems may have reduced usage because of increasing fuel costs and decreasing trade. This reduced traffic will
leave more spare capacity and make highways less vulnerable to disruption. Rail traffic—a very energy-efficient
form of transport—is likely to increase in importance. Furthermore, in many areas, railroads have been removed
over a period of several decades, so that remaining lines are even now very crowded and close to maximum
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capacity.
Back to the alternative future scenario: In most cases, transportation networks were not the best targets. Road
transportation (by far the most important form in most countries) is highly redundant. Even rural parts of
well-populated areas are crisscrossed by grids of county roads, which are slower than highways, but allow for
detours.
In contrast, targeting energy networks was a higher priority to them because the effect of disrupting them was
greater. Many electrical grids were already operating near capacity, and were expensive to expand. They became
more important as highly portable forms of energy like fossil fuels were partially replaced by less portable forms of
energy, specifically electricity generated from coal-burning and nuclear plants, and to a lesser extent by wind and
solar energy. This meant that electrical grids carried as much or more energy as they do now, and certainly a larger
percentage of all energy consumed. Furthermore, they recognized that energy networks often depend on a few
major continent-spanning trunks, which were very vulnerable to disruption.

"Appropriate Technology" Tactics
There is one final argument that resisters in this scenario made for actions against the economy as a whole, rather
than engaging in piecemeal or tentative actions: the element of surprise. They recognized that sporadic sabotage
would sacrifice the element of surprise and allow their enemy to regroup and develop ways of coping with future
actions. They recognized that sometimes those methods of coping would be desirable for the resistance (for
example, a shift toward less intensive local supplies of energy) and sometimes they would be undesirable (for
example, deployment of rapid repair teams, aerial monitoring by remotely piloted drones, martial law, etc.).
Resisters recognized that they could compensate for exposing some of their tactics by carrying out a series of
decisive surprise operations within a larger progressive struggle.
On the other hand, in this scenario resisters understand that DEW depended on relatively simple "appropriate
technology" tactics (both aboveground and underground). It depended on small groups and was relatively simple
rather than complex. There was not a lot of secret tactical information to give away. In fact, escalating actions with
straightforward tactics were beneficial to their resistance movement. Analyst John Robb has discussed this point
while studying insurgencies in countries like Iraq. Most insurgent tactics are not very complex, but resistance
groups can continually learn from the examples, successes, and failures of other groups in the "bazaar" of
insurgency. Decentralized cells are able to see the successes of cells they have no direct communication with, and
because the tactics are relatively simple, they can quickly mimic successful tactics and adapt them to their own
resources and circumstances. In this way, successful tactics rapidly proliferate to new groups even with minimal
underground communication.
Hypothetical historians looking back might note another potential shortcoming of DEW: that it required perhaps too
many people involved in risky tactics, and that resistance organizations lacked the numbers and logistical
persistence required for prolonged struggle. That was a valid concern, and was dealt with proactively by developing
effective support networks early on. Of course, other suggested strategies—such as a mass movement of any
kind—required far more people and far larger support networks engaging in resistance. Many underground
networks operated on a small budget, and although they required more specialized equipment, they generally
required far fewer resources than mass movements.

Strategic Criteria Checklist
Continuing this scenario a bit further, historians asked: how well did Decisive Ecological Warfare rate on the
checklist of strategic criteria we provided at the end of the Introduction to Strategy (Chapter 12, page 385 of the
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Deep Green Resistance book).

Objective
This strategy had a clear, well-defined, and attainable objective.

Feasibility
This strategy had a clear A to B path from the then-current context to the desired objective, as well as
contingencies to deal with setbacks and upsets. Many believed it was a more coherent and feasible strategy than
any other they'd seen proposed to deal with these problems.

Resource Limitations
How many people are required for a serious and successful resistance movement? Can we get a ballpark number
from historical resistance movements and insurgencies of all kinds?
The French Resistance
Success indeterminate. As we noted in the "The Psychology of Resistance" chapter: The French Resistance at
most comprised perhaps 1 percent of the adult population, or about 200,000 people.[26] The postwar French
government officially recognized 220,000 people[27] (though one historian estimates that the number of active
resisters could have been as many as 400,000[28]). In addition to active resisters, there were perhaps another
300,000 with substantial involvement.[29] If you include all of those people who were willing to take the risk of
reading the underground newspapers, the pool of sympathizers grows to about 10 percent of the adult
population, or two million people. [30] The total population of France in 1940 was about forty-two million, so
recognized resisters made up one out of every 200 people.
The Irish Republican Army
Successful. At the peak of Irish resistance to British rule, the Irish War of Independence (which built on 700
years of resistance culture), the IRA had about 100,000 members (or just over 2 percent of the population of 4.5
million), about 15,000 of whom participated in the guerrilla war, and 3,000 of whom were fighters at any one
time. Some of the most critical and decisive militants were in the "Twelve Disciples," a tiny number of people
who swung the course of the war. The population of occupying England at the time was about twenty-five
million, with another 7.5 million in Scotland and Wales. So the IRA membership comprised one out of every forty
Irish people, and one out of every 365 people in the UK. Collins's Twelve Disciples were one out of 300,000 in
the Irish population.[31]
The antioccupation Iraqi insurgency
Indeterminate success. How many insurgents are operating in Iraq? Estimates vary widely and are often
politically motivated, either to make the occupation seem successful or to justify further military crackdowns, and
so on. US military estimates circa 2006 claim 8,000–20,000 people.[32] Iraqi intelligence estimates are higher.
The total population is thirty-one million, with a land area about 438,000 square kilometers. If there are 20,000
insurgents, then that is one insurgent for every 1,550 people.
The African National Congress
Successful. How many ANC members were there? Circa 1979, the "formal political underground" consisted of
300 to 500 individuals, mostly in larger urban centers.[33] The South African population was about twenty-eight
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million at the time, but census data for the period is notoriously unreliable due to noncooperation. That means
the number of formal underground ANC members in 1979 was one out of every 56,000.
The Weather Underground
Unsuccessful. Several hundred initially, gradually dwindling over time. In 1970 the US population was 179
million, so they were literally one in a million.
The Black Panthers
Indeterminate success. Peak membership was in late 1960s with over 2,000 members in multiple cities.[34]
That's about one in 100,000.
North Vietnamese Communist alliance during Second Indochina War
Successful. Strength of about half a million in 1968, versus 1.2 million anti-Communist soldiers. One figure puts
the size of the Vietcong army in 1964 at 1 million.[35] It's difficult to get a clear figure for total of combatants and
noncombatants because of the widespread logistical support in many areas. Population in late 1960s was
around forty million (both North and South), so in 1968, about one of every eighty Vietnamese people was
fighting for the Communists.
Spanish Revolutionaries in the Spanish Civil War
Both successful and unsuccessful. The National Confederation of Labor (CNT) in Spain had a membership of
about three million at its height. A major driving force within the CNT was the anarchist FAI, a loose alliance of
militant affinity groups. The Iberian Anarchist Federation (FAI) had a membership of perhaps 5,000 to 30,000
just prior to revolution, a number which increased significantly with the onset of war. The CNT and FAI were
successful in bringing about a revolution in part of Spain, but were later defeated on a national scale by the
Fascists. The Spanish population was about 26 million. So about one in nine Spaniards were CNT members,
and (assuming the higher figure) about one in 870 Spaniards was FAI members.
Poll tax resistance against Margaret Thatcher circa 1990
Successful. About fourteen million people were mobilized. In a population of about fifty-seven million, that's
about one in four (although most of those people participated mostly by refusing to pay a new tax).
British suffragists
Successful. It's hard to find absolute numbers for all suffragists. However, there were about 600 nonmilitant
women's suffrage societies. There were also militants, of whom over a thousand went to jail. The militants made
all suffrage groups—even the nonmilitant ones—swell in numbers. Based on the British population at the time,
the militants were perhaps one in 15,000 women, and there was a nonmilitant suffrage society for every 25,000
women.[36]
Sobibor uprising
Successful. Less than a dozen core organizers and conspirators. Majority of people broke out of the camp and
the camp was shut down. Up to that point perhaps a quarter of a million people had been killed at the camp. The
core organizers made up perhaps one in sixty of the Jewish occupants of the camp at the time, and perhaps
one in 25,000 of those who had passed through the camp on the way to their deaths.
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It's clear that a small group of intelligent, dedicated, and daring people can be extremely effective, even if they only
number one in 1,000, or one in 10,000, or even one in 100,000. But they are effective in large part through an ability
to mobilize larger forces, whether those forces are social movements (perhaps through noncooperation campaigns
like the poll tax) or industrial bottlenecks.
Furthermore, it's clear that if that core group can be maintained, it's possible for it to eventually enlarge itself and
become victorious.
All that said, future historians discussing this scenario will comment that DEW was designed to make maximum use
of small numbers, rather than assuming that large numbers of people would materialize for timely action. If more
people had been available, the strategy would have become even more effective. Furthermore, they might
comment that this strategy attempted to mobilize people from a wide variety of backgrounds in ways that were
feasible for them; it didn't rely solely on militancy (which would have excluded large numbers of people) or on
symbolic approaches (which would have provoked cynicism through failure).

Tactics
The tactics required for DEW were relatively simple and accessible, and many of them were low risk. They were
appropriate to the scale and seriousness of the objective and the problem. Before the beginnings of DEW, the
required tactics were not being implemented because of a lack of overall strategy and of organizational
development both above- and underground.
However, that strategy and organization were not technically difficult to develop—the main obstacles were
ideological.

Risk
In evaluating risk, members of the resistance and future historians considered both the risks of acting and the risks
of not acting: the risks of implementing a given strategy and the risks of not implementing it. In their case, the failure
to carry out an effective strategy would have resulted in a destroyed planet and the loss of centuries of social justice
efforts. The failure to carry out an effective strategy (or a failure to act at all) would have killed billions of humans
and countless nonhumans. There were substantial risks for taking decisive action, risks that caused most people to
stick to safer symbolic forms of action. But the risks of inaction were far greater and more permanent.

Timeliness
Properly implemented, Decisive Ecological Warfare was able to accomplish its objective within a suitable time
frame, and in a reasonable sequence. Under DEW, decisive action was scaled up as rapidly as it could be based
on the underlying support infrastructure. The exact point of no return for catastrophic climate change was unclear,
but if there are historians or anyone else alive in the future, DEW and other measures were able to head off that
level of climate change. Most other proposed measures in the beginning weren't even trying to do so.

Simplicity and Consistency
Although a fair amount of context and knowledge was required to carry out this strategy, at its core it was very
simple and consistent. It was robust enough to deal with unexpected events, and it could be explained in a simple
and clear manner without jargon. The strategy was adaptable enough to be employed in many different local
contexts.

Consequences
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Action and inaction both have serious consequences. A serious collapse—which could involve large-scale human
suffering—was frightening to many. Resisters in this alternate future believed first and foremost that a terrible
outcome was not inevitable, and that they could make real changes to the way the future unfolded.
1. Even the US military now recognizes this. See Macalister, "US Military Warns Oil Output May Dip Causing
Massive Shortages by 2015."
2. Aric and Derrick explored the relationships between collapse, carrying capacity, racism, and the Nazis in the
closing chapters of What We Leave Behind.
3. Shortly after this was written, the government of Spain cancelled $24 billion worth of solar investments to avoid
spiraling into a national debt crisis that they worried would collapse their economy.
4. See Kevin Bales's important book Disposable People: New Slavery in the Global Economy.
5. See International Union of Forest Research Organizations, "Adaptation of Forests and People to Climate
Change." Also, the conversion of forests into carbon emitters because of warming. disease. logging. and fires is
already happening (Kurz et al., "Mountain Pine Beetle").
6. Science Daily, "Regional Nuclear War Could Devastate Global Climate."
7. Science Daily, "Regional Nuclear Conflict Would Create Near-Global Ozone Hole, Says Study."
8. Cobalt bombs are nuclear bombs with a cobalt jacket. They were the "doomsday device" in the film Dr.
Strangelove. Regular fallout has a half-life of days. but cobalt bomb fallout would have a half-life in excess of
five years. Some experts believe that cobalt bombs could literally destroy all life on Earth.
9. Novacek et al., "The Current Biodiversity Extinction Event."
10. See Lovelock, The Ages of Gaia: A Biography of Our Living Earth.
11. Core samples from the floor of the Arctic Ocean show that about fifty-five million years ago the region was
tropical because of a spike in atmospheric CO2. The biota ringing the ocean was swampy with dense sequoia
and cypress trees. and "mosquitoes the size of your head." The year-round average temperature was about
23°C (74°F). Since the Arctic Circle has twenty-four-hour sunlight for most of the summer and twenty-four-hour
dark for most of the winter, this average must have been associated with remarkable temperature extremes.
Most of the planet was virtually uninhabitable by our standards. The growth of heat-tolerant ferns eventually
sequestered carbon and returned the planet to a cooler state, but that took almost a million years to occur. See
Associated Press, "Arctic Circle—Ancient Vacation Hotspot?"
12. Congressional Research Service, "Energy Use in Agriculture: Background and Issues."
13. Energy Information Administration, "EIA Annual Energy Review 2008," p. 3.
14. Remember that even now. with plenty of surplus food and housing available. there are tens of millions of
unsettled refugees in various parts of the world (not counting those who have been uprooted from traditional
landbases and resettled in urban slums).
15. That is net population growth, the number of daily births minus the number of daily deaths.
16. For example, Joseph Tainter writes that "[a] society has collapsed when it displays a rapid, significant loss of
an established level of sociopolitical complexity."
17. Again, criteria here based on Tainter.
18. Quotation from a speech by Dimitry Orlov, "Social Collapse Best Practices," given in San Francisco on
February 13, 2009, online at http://cluborlov.blogspot.com/2009/02/social-collapse-best-practices.html
19. Markusen, The Holocaust and Strategic Bombing, p. 152.
20. Transcripts of the trial are a matter of public record. See "The Proceedings of the Trial of the Major War
Criminals before the International Military Tribunal at Nuremburg," vol. 15, p. 350, at
http://www.loc.gov/rr/frd/Military_Law/NT_major-war-criminals.html
21. Collins, Grand Strategy, p. 214.
22. Ibid., p. 230.
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23. Pape, Bombing to Win, pp. 77-78.
24. Ibid., p. 317.
25. Pape discusses how his preferred strategy of transportation disruption might play out in different settings.
"Against an exceptionally import-dependent economy," he writes, "such as Japan in World War II, disruption of
transportation can best be accomplished by blockading sea routes, using air power less for bombing than for
shipping attack and mining. If imports can be totally cut off, the target economy will collapse when domestic
stockpiles are exhausted; the Japanese merchant marine was essentially destroyed by the end of 1944, leading
to the collapse of war production by the middle of 1945." Even increasing the cost of imports would have a
beneficial effect. The pirates of Somalia are currently doing an excellent job of increasing the cost of
international shipping, through delays, ransoms, increased insurance costs, and military expenses for defending
the ships. So far, piracy off the coast of Somalia doesn't even require fund raising-it's a self- sufficient business
enterprise.
Conversely, Pape writes: "Against a relatively resource-rich economy, such as Nazi-controlled Europe, strategic
interdiction requires stopping the flow of commerce along domestic railroad, highway, and canal systems by
destroying key nodes (bridges, canal locks, and railroad marshalling yards), moving traffic, and rolling stock and
cargo vessels. This mission is hard because commercial transportation systems are large and redundant and
are rarely used to full capacity. Thus, the United States could not bring the German economy to quick collapse
even though U.S. air forces were vastly superior."
26. Laffont, Dictionnaire historique, p. 399. This number is according to François Marcot, professor of history at the
Sorbonne.
27. Collins Weitz, Sisters in the Resistance, p. 10.
28. Paxton, Vichy France, p. 294.
29. Again, according to François Marcot.
30. Paxton, Vichy France, p 294.
31. Jefferies, "The UK Population."
32. BBC News, "Guide: Armed Groups in Iraq."
33. Barrell, "Conscripts to Their Age," p. 495. Interview with Mac Maharaj, IV/Maharaj.
34. Britannica, http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/68134/Black-Panther-Party
35. Demma, "The U.S. Army," chapter 28.
36. These being very approximate numbers based on Mackenzie, Shoulder to Shoulder.
Note: Though the resistance movement will have different phases and parts, the Deep Green Resistance
organization is, will always be, and is committed to only being an aboveground group.

DEEP GREEN RESISTANCE BYLAWS
The bylaws lay out the Deep Green Resistance organizational structure. Download the full bylaws (docx), or read
this summary:

General
DGR is formed with the goal of advancing the aboveground strategies laid out in the book Deep Green Resistance:
Strategy to Save the Planet, including, but not limited to:
1. Building a culture of resistance against industrial civilization;
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2. Normalizing the idea of underground resistance; and
3. Engaging in aboveground political struggles.
DGR members follow our Statement of Principles and Code of Conduct.

Steering Committee
The DGR Steering Committee helps the organization set policy and organize strategically for long-term, sustained
success. The committee consists of an advisory board with three permanent members, and four to eight members
elected each year by the general DGR membership.
View current members

Administrative Committee
The Administrative Committee members are appointed by the Steering Committee to perform the basic functions
that keep DGR running.

Membership
Prospective members must agree to abide by the Statemont of Principles and Code of Conduct, be approved by
the Personnel Committee, and commit to paying regular dues and/or submitting periodic Member Action Proposals
for planned projects. Once accepted into DGR, members gain access to tools for internal communication, may vote
for the elected positions of the Steering Committee, and may request funds for projects.

Chapters
The basic unit of local DGR organization is the chapter. Most of the day-to-day decisions about DGR’s local
activities are made within chapters. Therefore, DGR places great importance on chapter organizing. DGR members
benefit from forming or joining DGR chapters by gaining a community of like-minded individuals and a formal
vehicle with which to do activism locally.
Chapters should meet locally at least once a month, and consider creating administrative roles, such as
coordinator, membership coordinator, contact coordinator, treasurer, and literature coordinator.

Meetings
DGR holds general conference calls, an annual member conference, and encourages regional and local gatherings
and meetings.

Caucuses
DGR provides spaces for marginalized classes to wield collective power and organize privately through caucuses.
Caucuses are accessible only to those who belong to the group for which it was created.
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Conflict Resolution
The three-member Conflict Resolution Committee facilitates timely, supportive, and positive resolution of conflicts
for members of DGR with the goal of maintaining organizational effectiveness despite differences in personality or
opinion. This policy provides members an avenue to address and resolve interpersonal conflicts, grievances, and
complaints.

Finances
The Fundraising Committee gathers donations, which are distributed quarterly by the Treasurer in response to
Member Action Proposals. Funding decisions are based on DGR's strategic mission and action priorities.
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