This edition of WEIRD has been under
discussion for a while. The path it takes
is difficult to communicate. There are
many people today talking about ‘the
land’: Of ‘deep ecology’, or ‘rewilding’, or
‘low_impact lifestyles’, or ‘land_rights’.
Unfortunately while many aspects of
those debates have similar ideas, where
they originate, and what they desire, are
often in fundamental disagreement.

For that reason, while those other
debates will sound very similar to what
follows, we start-out this exploration
from a very different point: An assump-
tion that ‘“technological society’ has
created the problems of the world to-
day; and therefore the solutions to this
predicament must lie outside of the ide-
ological and economic assumptions
that underpin that technologically-en-
abled world as we experience it today.

We'll summarise this approach with a
simple label: “The Lie of the Land”.

The modern concept of “The Land’ is
based upon a multi-faceted lie:

FPolitically, the land' is a construct
based upon the historic ‘dispossession’
of the land from the people who once
lived on it — which continues 1o this day;

Economically, ‘the land' is the root of
all human wealth in terms of food, re-
sources, and increasingly asset specula-
tion, but this ‘dispossession’ means the
benefits of that exploitation accrue to a
minute proportion of the population;

Socially, 'the land’ has a certain
meaning in our culture, but that culture
is again intrinsically skewed to the iden-
tity and interests of the minority who
own and control the land;

Spiritually, technological society ele-
vates the ‘intellectual’ values of indus-
trial & technological progress to define
our identity, above the ‘ecological’ val-
ues of humans as a natural biological or-
ganism on this planet — hence why
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An edition for the long dark nights surveying...

the ecological 'lie of the land’,

and why a radical change to property rights in
Britain is essential to changing our global impact

modern society and the natural
world have become psychologically
and practically disconnected, with
all the mistakes that brings;

Ecologically, this disconnect be-
tween what we are, and what we be-
lieve ourselves to be, has led us to
exploit the land to the point where
the life support systems which en-
able our existence are on the verge
of collapse; and finally,

Legally, ‘property’ has a very
specific meaning, based within the
five previous qualities, which is at
the root of why the world is as it is,
and why that entire lifestyle now
stands on the verge of collapse.

To begin, this edition assumes
you have read the "special’ fifth edi-
tion, ‘Research for the End of Your
‘Normal’ Everyday Existence".

The previous edition was a review
of thirty academic research papers
on human ecology and the environ-
ment. It introduced and analysed
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what those papers contained, but
didn't give answers. In this edition we
take that knowledge and create a practi-
cal set of ideas from it — to translate
that hard technical data into something
we can all practically ‘do’ to create
change. So, to really understand this is-
sue, you heed to have read the last.

In particular:

As Marion Shoard said in ‘The Land is
Our Land: “To wrest a share of
control over the countryside
Jrom its firmly entrenched rulers
may seem an almost impossibly

difficult task... In fact, the
chance of change is real
enough.”

Why do all the op-

tions for dealing with
ecological breakdown
start and end with
‘property’; and hence,
Why renegotiating
our relationship to the
land, challenging the
barriers of ‘property’
and ‘control’, are the
key 1o solving the
ecological crisis.

ENGLAND IS THE FIRST llE ENGLAND IS A LIE
| INVADING KINGS TOLD YOU TO TAKE YOUR

| LAND FROM THE FLAT NORFOLK NIGHT TO
' THE BLUE CORNISH MORNING. JUST A WILD

‘§ PAGAN LAND WITH NO NAME AND NO FLAG.

JUST THIS COLD BEACH THAT NOURISHES YOU/
JUST THE WIND ON THIS GRASSLAND THAT

i} NOURISHES YOU/ JUST THIS RAIN ON YOUR
FACE IN THE MORNING IN THIS BLANK
SPRINGTIME THAT NOURISHES YO



e Are A1l Part of the Same Compost Heap'

Firstly, let's strip away all our 'civilised' pretences and
view ourselves for what we are — a species of mutant apes.

The 'climate crisis' doesn't mean
the same thing for all. How we
each relate to "the global crisis” is
defined by our relation to the
technological system, and our own

role in that system.

The developed world's conceit is
that it will produce some 'magick’
technological cure for the climate
change; but in truth this must one
day lead to a painful realisation:
"Superman's not coming!" That real-
isation will not truly hit until
the most affluent within industri-
alised states have their daily
lives disrupted by these events.

As Vandana Shiva observed years
ago, today we see 'Third World'
scenes in the cities of many afflu-
ent industrial states. As the global
system cannibalises the infra-
structure of the most advanced so-
cieties to keep running growing
inequality is already -creating
very different personal impacts -
from food banks to potholes in the
road; but these 'new' trends repre-
sent the re-emergence of the his-
toric social divides that existed
before the 1930s.

However you describe the differ-
ent effects across the world, the
coming ecological collapse of tech-
nological society embodies a simple
fact: Be it climate change or the
depletion of resources, this coming
crisis will result in a far greater
level of 'fall’ in living standards
for the most affluent compared to
the least affluent.

Yes, if you're poor, your life will
be harder and even less pre-
dictable. But for the affluent,
their probable level of contraction
in material lifestyle is beyond
their life experience: It's quite
literally 'unimaginable' for them.

Now, if you're one of those who
live in advanced technological so-
ciety - with 24/7 electricity, piped
clean water, and fresh underwear
every morning - what in your pos-
sible daily experience has pre-
pared you to deal with that even-
tuality? And if you're one of the
poorest in those societies, how bad
do you think it will get for you?

How we see society, both its nor-
mal operation and its great catas-
trophes, has been shaped by our
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and social history. That baggage'
is not free of historic inequality.
It has been created from the point-
of-view of the most affluent; the
people who are the last to be badly
affected by any crisis. Their in-
nate 'security’ has always made
radical change a difficult subject
to discuss.

As we explored in the previous
edition of WEIRD, when academics
look at the ecological impacts of
modern society, despite the envi-
ronmental debate being dominated
by arguments over efficiency and
technology, evidence shows it is
consumption and affluence which
drive global destruction - and so
limiting consumption is the only
means to effectively curb ecologi-
cal damage. For example:

And

like crisis

that, was
over!

Johannesart

According to a 2021 study by the
International Energy Agency (IEA),
energy use across society fell dur-
ing the pandemic, except for SUVs.
The rise in new SUVs sales during
2020 led to more oil consumption;
and in fact, it cancelled out the
carbon savings from the sale of all
new electric cars in that year.

UK transport minister Rachel
Maclean recently argued people
must keep flying, or airlines
wouldn't buy more efficient
planes. According to recent data,
70% of all flights are taken by
only 15% of passengers; half the
population never fly at all; and
globally 1% of people cause more
than half of all aviation impacts.

“Environimentalism without
class struggle is gardening”

Chico Mendes, quoted in
'Full Circle: Power, Hope and the Re-
turn of Nature' (2021)

“We all have a tendency to
think that the world must
conform to our prejudices.
The opposite view involves
some effort of thought,
and most people would die
sooner than think —
in fact they do so.”

Bertrand Russell,
‘The ABC of Relativity’ (1925)

Insulate Britain seem to be very
concerned that homes should be in-
sulated. Rarely, it seems, do they
discuss the fact that the most af-
fluent 107 of homes consume two or
three times the amount of energy
of the poorest 10% of homes.

If there are so few people doing
most of the flying, or SUVs cause
far worse pollution than other
cars, why does the government not
take action to stop them? Put sim-
ply, these things benefit the most
affluent; and it is the most afflu-
ent 5% of society (those earning
£80,000/year and above) for whom
government policy is written.

If we strip away the polite eti-
quette environmentalism promotes,
and focus only on what the data
says, we come to a very different
understanding of what ‘the crisis'
is; and how we might start to
tackle it. The fact these ideas are
not considered 'politically accept-
able' has nothing to do with that
reality. It is simply that the af-
fluent 5% who dominate the debate
in politics, economics, and the me-
dia, consciously or unconsciously,
censor any discussion which is
critical of that lifestyle.

In each article we'll highlight
some basic principles, which we'll
revisit in the conclusion -

THE FIRST NECESSARY REALISA-
TION: Meaningful change can only
happen when we ignore historic or
popular assumptions, and focus on
real-world evidence - however dis-
turbing or difficult that might be.

There is a general assumption
that radical change is not possible
because people "won't do it". The
flaw in this reasoning is that it
assumes the coming ecological cri-
sis is 'voluntary'. Hence it exposes
‘the lie' of contemporary environ-
mentalism: Their priority is the
maintenance of the affluent, enti-
tled lifestyle, rather than promot-
ing radical action that will 'save
the planet' - irrespective of the
impacts on the wealthy minority.



History file:
The Universal

Declaration of Rights
of Mother Earth

Agreed by people from 100 nations at
a conference in Bolivia in 2010, this
declaration sought to address the
Jailure of the industrial nations to
tackle climate change.

Rather than define the problem in
terms of resources and maintaining
consumption, the declaration sought
to define the priority as respecting
the Earth as a single living organism
— with all natural living ecosystems
having a right of existence over and
above the right of a minority of the
human species to consume resources
and destroy the environment.
While the UN General Assembly has
not _formally acknowledged the
declaration, it has been presented to
the UN General Assembly by a
number of global campaigns for
adoption.

In the walee successive failures by
industrial nations to agree
meaningful change, and to accept the
Jolly of continued economic growth,
the Declaration of the Rights of
Mother Earth represents the only
widely-supported alternative agenda
for global change which seelks to
move the ecological debate beyond
petty national squabbles over
materialism.

Universal Declaration of
Rights of Mother Earth,

22° April 2010. World People's
Conference on Climate Change &
the Rights of Mother Earth,
Cochabamba, Bolivia

Preamble
We, the peoples and nations of
Earth:

considering that we are all
part of Mother Earth, an indi-
visible, living community of in-
terrelated and interdependent
beings with a common destiny;

gratefully acknowledging that
Mother Earth is the source of
life, nourishment and learning
and provides everything we need
to live well;

recognizing that the capital-
ist system and all forms of
depredation, exploitation, abuse
and contamination have caused
great destruction, degradation
and disruption of Mother Earth,
putting life as we know it today
at risk through phenomena such
as climate change;

convinced that in an interde-

pendent living community it is
not possible to recognize the
rights of only human beings
without causing an imbalance
within Mother Earth;

affirming that to guarantee
human rights it is necessary to
recognize and defend the rights
of Mother Earth and all beings
in her and that there are exist-
ing cultures, practices and laws
that do so;

conscious of the wurgency of

taking decisive, collective ac-
tion to transform structures and
systems that cause climate
change and other threats to
Mother Earth;

proclaim this Universal Decla-
ration of the Rights of Mother
Earth, and call on the General
Assembly of the United Nation to
adopt it, as a common standard
of achievement for all peoples
and all nations of the world,
and to the end that every indi-
vidual and institution takes
responsibility for promoting
through teaching, education, and
consciousness raising, respect
for the rights recognized in
this Declaration and ensure
through prompt and progressive
measures and mechanisms, na-
tional and international, their
universal and effective recog-
nition and observance among all
peoples and States in the world.

Article 1. Mother Earth

(1) Mother Earth is a living be-
ing.

(2) Mother Earth is a unique, in-
divisible, self-regulating
community of interrelated be-
ings that sustains, contains
and reproduces all beings.

(3) Each being is defined by its
relationships as an integral
part of Mother Earth.

(4) The inherent rights of
Mother Earth are inalienable
in that they arise from the
same source as existence.

(5) Mother Earth and all beings
are entitled to all the in-
herent rights recognized in
this Declaration without dis-
tinction of any kind, such as
may be made between organic
and inorganic beings, species,
origin, use to human beings,
or any other status.

(6) Just as human beings have
human rights, all other be-
ings also have rights which
are specific to their species
or kind and appropriate for
their role and function
within the communities within

which they exist.

(7) The rights of each being are
limited by the rights of
other beings and any conflict
between their rights must be
resolved in a way that main-
tains the integrity, balance
and health of Mother Earth.

Article 2. Inherent

Rights of Mother Earth

(1) Mother Barth and all beings
of which she is composed have

the following inherent

rights:

(a) the right to life and to
exist;

(b) the right to be respected;

(c) the right to regenerate
its bio-capacity and to con-
tinue its vital cycles and
processes free from human
disruptions;

(d) the right to maintain its
identity and integrity as a
distinct, self-regulating
and interrelated being;

(e) the right to water as a
source of life;

(f) the right to clean air;

(g) the right +to integral
health;

(h) the right to be free from
contamination, pollution
and toxic or radioactive
waste;

(i) the right to not have its
genetic structure modified
or disrupted in a manner
that threatens 1its 1in-
tegrity or vital and
healthy functioning;

() the right to full and
prompt restoration for vio-
lation of the rights recog-
nized in this Declaration
caused by human activities;

(2) BEach being has the right to
a place and to play its role
in Mother Earth for her har-
monious functioning.

(3) Every being has the right to
well-being and to live free
from torture or cruel treat-
ment by human beings.

Article 3. Obligations of

human beings to Mother Earth

(1) Every human being is respon-
sible for respecting and 1liv-
ing in harmony with Mother
Earth.

(2) Human beings, all States, and
all public and private insti-
tutions must:

(a) act in accordance with the
rights and
obligations
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recognized in this Declara-
tion;

(b) recognize and promote the
full implementation and
enforcement of the rights
and obligations recognized
in this Declaration;

(c) promote and participate in
learning, analysis, inter-
pretation and communication
about how to live in har-
mony with Mother Earth in
accordance with this Decla-
ration;

(d) ensure that the pursuit of
human well-being contrib-
utes to the well-being of
Mother Earth, now and in
the future;

(e) establish and apply effec-
tive norms and laws for the
defence, protection and con-
servation of the rights of
Mother Earth;

(f) respect, protect, conserve
and where necessary, restore
the integrity, of the vital
ecological cycles, processes
and balances of Mother
Barth;

(g) guarantee that the dam-
ages caused by human viola-
tions of the inherent
rights recognized in this
Declaration are rectified
and that those responsible
are held accountable for
restoring the integrity and
health of Mother Earth;

(h) empower human beings and
institutions to defend the
rights of Mother Earth and
of all beings;

(i) establish precautionary
and restrictive measures to
prevent human activities
from causing species ex-
tinction, the destruction of
ecosystems or the disrup-
tion of ecological cycles;

(j) guarantee peace and elimi-
nate nuclear, chemical and
biological weapons;

(k) promote and support prac-
tices of respect for Mother
Earth and all beings, in
accordance with their own
cultures, traditions and
customs;

(1) promote economic systems
that are in harmony with
Mother Earth and in accor-
dance with the rights rec-
ognized in this Declara-
tion.

Article 4. Definitions

WEIRD (1) The term "being"
Yule includes ecosys-
2021

tems, natural communities,
species and all other natural
entities which exist as part
of Mother Earth.

(2) Nothing in this Declaration
restricts the recognition of
other inherent rights of all
beings or specified beings.

END

“You cannot buy the
revolution. You cannot malke
the revolution. You can only

be the revolution. It is in
your spirit, or it is nowhere.”

Ursula K. Le Guin,
‘The Dispossessed’ (1974)

The one thing that money can’t buy: ‘Poverty’

When everything is reduced to an economic value, only
that abstract value has relevance to political debate -
which is what excludes most people from politics

“people are more willing to think
about the end of the world than
the end of ‘capitalism’”. Think
about that: How many ideas have
you heard for the end of the
world?% and how many things which
would make capitalism collapse.

The fact is, one will directly cause
the collapse of the other — both
cannot exist together indefinitely.

The economic values that obstruct
change today do not reflect specific
problems or benefits of the ‘thing’
they describe. Instead they repre-
sent ‘proprietary rights’: The ability
of a person, corporation, or country,
to use a resource, an idea, or a pol-
lution discharge; and converting
that ‘right of use’ it into an eco-
nomic value (‘cash’), or borrowing
some value against it (‘debt’).

The nature of ‘the thing’ that
valuation describes has little rele-
vance to how politicians discuss
change. They seek to maximise or
maintain these abstract values by
protecting these ‘proprietary rights’.
Breaking that willing objectification
of everyday life is the key to
breaking that system of control.

Now flip that: What about people
whose only ‘right’ is their ability to
work? They have next to no prop-
erty; and for many, they can take

WE SEEM TO UNDERSTAND THE VAWE
CF OiL, TIMBER, MINERALS, AND
HouSING, BUT NOT THE VAWE OF
UNSPOILED BEAUTY, WILDLIFE,
SOLITUDE, AND SPIRITUAL RENEWAL .

little debt against their ‘value to
work’ because it is worth so little
compared to other things. Likewise,
by the costs of this modern lifestyle
mean they are unlikely — excepting
lottery wins or inheritance — to ac-
cumulate any real wealth to change
their relative position.

When we think of why politics is
increasingly disengaged from the
public: Is it that lobbyists for cor-
porations or economic interests
dominate the political agenda? or is
it that the public don’t have what
politician’s want or care about? —
such as the asset-based wealth.

‘Democracy’ is a danger to the
excess wealth of a small section of
society. That’s because, in a truly
democratic society, the mass of peo-
ple might vote to stop it. Since
modern democratic states arose at
the end of the Eighteenth Century,
the reality is that a wealthy elite
have sought to restrict the ability
of ‘ordinary’ people to control their
actions via the political process.
Firstly, by ensuring only the afflu-
ent could vote; then, when that
failed, using their economic influ-
ence to ensure that only certain po-
litical ideas, and only certain politi-
cians, could ever succeed in the na-
tional political and media system.

If voting really could change the
world, they’d ban it (or they’d just
declare the election was ‘stolen’).

This is the key stumbling block
that many do not recognise: What
obstructs political change is not the
minute details of reducing carbon
emissions, or addressing poverty;
what obstructs change are the ef-
forts of politicians and the economic
lobbies to ensure that as part of
any reform, these historic economic
‘property rights’ are preserved.



Why did COP26 fail? The affluent
industrial nations attending were
not willing to put their lifestyle on
the table to get an agreement. It
follows, then, the only way to cre-
ate change — to reduce emissions or
improve the lives of the poor — is
to challenge those economic rights.

Right now democracy is ‘failing’:
Not because people are unwilling to
defend their political rights; but be-
cause the economic elite no longer
find the democratic settlement of
the last 80 years to be ‘profitable’.

ment rights our lives are being sub-
sumed by a new ‘digital feudalism’
— where billionaires and their politi-
cal minions create new, more ex-
ploitative economic structures out-
side of the control of the demo-
cratic societies. That entire system,
though, is still based within legally-
defined proprietary rights made by
‘friendly’ state-based legal jurisdic-
tions. That aspect has remained un-
changed since the early beginnings
of modern capitalism almost five
hundred years ago.

The idea of ‘liberty’ arose in
Athens 2,400 years ago. Specifically,
Aristotle describes ‘liberty’ as being
the opposite of slavery — most sim-
ply, as having ‘no master’. As to-
day, that meant having physical, in-
come-generating assets to create
economic freedom from the need to
work for someone else.

E.g, the furore over (chair of the
World Economic Forum) Klaus

Schwab’s comment — that, “in
2030, you will own nothing and

you will be happy about it” — can
be read very differently. It’s not
that you will ‘own nothing’; you’ll
rent or lease the things in your life
from their creators on a temporary
basis, as and when you need them.
Make no mistake though; that’s
effectively ‘indentured _servitude’
for the majority of the population.
Yes, you will still have ‘choice’, but
only from the options offered to
you by that neo-feudal network of
billionaire service providers.

“Concepts... do not merely reflect the eternal form of a legislating subject, but are
defined by a communicable force in relation to their subject. They do not reflect upon

Why, then, does the United Na-
tions General Assembly not want to
implement ‘The Universal Declara-
tion_of Rights of Mother Earth’?

It’s because once universal ‘legal
rights’ — requiring all living beings
be respected and not exploited —
are conferred on humans and living
ecosystems too, that 500-year-old
system of proprietary rights ends.
The same goes for any effective so-
lution to climate change, ecocide
laws, or better and legally enforce-
able standards on world trade. It
negates the legal and contractual
rights that define ‘property’.

All property-based economic rights

or traditions, that required a state
or legal authority to define an ex-
clusive right to ‘something’. They
need laws and courts to have any
force; although these days these
‘courts’ are often being privatised
via secret trade dispute tribunals,
established via the World Bank and
various international trade treaties.

THE SECOND NECESSARY RE-
ALISATION: If there is a way out
of our entrapment in this economic
prison, as far as you possibly can,
you can only refuse take part in it!

True ‘choice’ only exists when
you have the option of refusal;
when you are free to ‘do it your-
self’. By disengaging from the tech-
nological system which mediates the
modern lifestyle, you can live with-
out the ‘terms and conditions’
which that system demands. There
is, though, one absolute necessity to
enable that option — access to land
to produce food, fuel, and shelter.

That’s where the critical point of
conflict between ordinary people,
and proprietary rights exists: As
‘natural’ beings, once we secure
food and shelter, everything else is
‘negotiable’. The greatest priority
to create an ecologically viable life-
style, then, must be to confront the
economic rights that relate to land;
to break that monopoly control
over the most critical resource we
need for all life to exist.

Numerical Ramblingss
'The Land', by the numbers

Before we proceed, lets
define what "this land' is

'Britain’ is the 78" largest coun-
try in the world, with an area of
~248,500 square Kkilometres; and
the 21* largest by population, ~67
million; making it the 52™ most
densely populated in the world.

On average we get an area of
3,600 square metres, or about 9/10ths
of an acre, each. But while two-
thirds of the population own 'an
interest' in land, most of the land
area is owned by less than 17%.

In law, 'bodies corporate' have
the same land ownership rights as
'natural persons'. On various esti-
mates about 25,000 bodies (corpo-
rate or natural) own half the land
area of Britain. Taking that as
people, 0.04% own ~507%.

0f the whole area of Britain:
About a third is still owned by the
descendants of the landed gentry;
about a fifth by corporations; an-
other fifth by investors and specu-
lators; less than a tenth by gov-
ernment; and one twentieth by
householders. Most of the rest does
not have clear ownership.

Just under a tenth of Britain is
'built upon'. Of that built-on area:
Half (5% of the total area) is cov-
ered by roads and transport infra-
structure; one-eighth (1.1% of the
total) is housing; one-twentieth by
commercial and industrial uses.
The rest is community infrastruc-
ture or not identified, but 0.2% are
used for minerals extraction or
waste disposal.

0f the 90% that is not built-on:
Two-thirds are used for agricul-
ture; a fifth are forests or lakes
and reservoirs; one-twentieth are
residential gardens; and another
twentieth are 'outdoor recreation'
(mostly golf courses).

A tenth of the total land area is
subject to 1-in-100 year river or
coastal flooding events. At least 5%
to 10% may be lost to sea level rise
in the next century or two.

THE THIRD NECESSARY REALISA-
TION: Britain is not being "built-
over', it is being consumed by agri-

cultural interests

the world but are immersed in a changing state of things. A concept is a brick. It can

be used to build the courthouse of reason. Or it can be thrown through the window.”

Deleuze and Guattari, ‘A Thousand Plateaus’ (1980).

operated by a
small landed elite.
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The ‘green’ environmental message failed
because of its compromise with consumerism

For the majority, the environmental lobby does not rep-
resent their best interests for a survivable future

Take the familiar messages of
mainstream./’bright green’, environ-
mentalism. Now put yourself in the
position of someone living insecurely:
Such as living in a precarious housing
state (as over half a million in Britain
do); or having to use a foodbank (as
in excess of 2 million people do).
How many of those ‘green’ ideas
could you practically enact?

In reality, next to none. Mostly
because people in this situation do not
have ‘free choice’ as consumers.

The fact is, to enact the modern
‘green’ message you must be a con-
sumer firt and a ‘natural being’ sec-
ond. More than that; you must aspire
to the middle class’ conception of
what constitutes a consumer lifestyle.

This is no accident. It was a deci-
sion informally taken by the (predom-
inantly upper middle class) leaders of
the UK environment movement at the
end of the 1980s (se¢ WEIRD No.2
pages 4-4 for details).

Environmentalism is today expressed
in the language of progress, manage-
ment, economics, and technology -
ideas which exclude any discussion
which seeks to challenge ‘modernity’,
and its role in defining our relation-
ship to the natural world. But within
that lays the seeds of its own failure.

As started previously, there is a
fundamental conflict between economic
property rights and the maintenance
of a liveable planet. By glossing over
that contradiction, and trying to
speak the political message of the
dominant economic elite, environmen-
talism sabotages its own efforts.

Let’s put it another way. ‘Green’
ecological messages tell us that we
are facing “extinction”; that our way
of life is threatened with “annihila-
tion”. Yet its solutions to this
catastrophe are electric cars,
building more wind turbines, and
banning single-use plastics.

There is a fundamental discon-
nect between the substance of the
‘green’ message and what it pro-
poses. It’s solutions do not appear
to square with most ‘average’
people’s estimations of the prob-
lems in the world today. In part,
that’s because study-after-study
has found environmentalists to be
more white, more middle class,

and more affluent

weRD  than average.
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obligation to our
planetary home.”

Theodore Roszak

Note: This doesn’t invalidate ‘the
message’. The problem is the ‘higher
ups’ in the movement are compro-
mised, by past policy decisions and
their own current social status, in the
delivery of this more critical message.

In WEIRD No.s we included ex-
tracts from Bill Devall’s paper on
‘The Deep Ecology Movement’s to
contrast the environmental movement
in the 1960s and 1970s, from what
it had become by the 19gos, and is
today. It is a movement focussed on
the perpetuation of consumerism, be-
cause it no longer has a radical basis
which questions — above all — the
‘needs’ versus the ‘wants’ of all hu-
manity. Without that, it seeks to re-
form the economic machine rather
than radically overhaul it.

Perhaps the greatest effect of this
failure is not so much physical, it is
spiritual. In neglecting to question our
relationship to the Earth, and ingtead
trying to manage our relationship to
consumer  society, environmentalism
has lost the essence of ourselves as
‘natural beings’; and with that it fails
to communicate with peoples deeper
sense of unease about the world today.

Increasingly the stress created by
the day-to-day ‘modern’ lifestyle is
making us ill. From working condi-
tions in the gig economy, to the psy-
chological effects of social media,
people are being pressured to act or
consume in certain ways — and
amongst a growing number that man-
ifests as both mental and physical ill-
ness. It’s not jugt that those who do
not have the economic ability to at-
tain that consuming life feel alienated;
people who have those things are left
seemingly unsatisfied by them too.

The response of the movement has

“Environmental problems have become the
psychopathology of our everyday life. The

anguish of what I will call the

‘ecological unconscious’ has emerged
as a deeper imbalance.
If psychosis is the
attempt to live a
lie, our psychosis
is the lie of
believing we have

no ethical

been to try and use better facts, or
to be more rational, in order to make
better arguments to governments. But
as COP26 showed, governments, and
the lobbying interests whispering in
their ears, are NOT rational. They
are demonstrably doing anything but
rationally ‘acting upon the evidence’.
Arguably, the mainstream movement
represented at those talks were not
acting rationally either — by failing
to appropriately respond to the fail-
ures of the COP process. In fact, the
only person who did correctly call
this, Greta Thunberg, refused to take
part in the charade. As she said:
“They know exactly what price-
less values that are sacrificing to
maintain business as usual. The
leaders are not doing nothing.
They are actively creating loop-
holes and shaping frameworks to
benefit themselves and to con-
tinue profiting from this destruc-
tive system. This is an active
choice by the leaders to continue
to let the exploitation of people
and nature and the destruction of
present and future living condi-
tions take place.”

Why does it take an eighteen-year-
old to say what the many leaders of
this movement should have been say-
ing for years? Because she is not
mentally bound by past compromises;
and is able to turn that clarity into a
force for action rather than self-cen-
sorship. Though few of those leaders
will accept this reality, and their own
past failure to speak this message.

THE FOURTH NECESSARY
REALISATION: A more radical
youth movement is arising that
innately perceives the original
‘deep ecological’ values of the
1970s, and who will not be si-
lenced in promoting them - but
society offers them no viable ‘al-
ternative model® to strive for.




You cannot ‘redistribute’ a deficit

A ‘shallow view’ of the land issue says, “if only the land/
wealth were more fairly shared things would be so much bet-

2,

ter”; neglecting to point out that the major cause of global
ecological damage is that have too much ‘wealth’ already

A new wave of revisionist Marxism
is trying to paint Karl Marx as some
kind of Nineteenth Century ‘green’
thinker. Objectively, this just isn't
true. Then again, far-right pundits
are trying to paint fascists as the
only truly ‘green’ political force.

Read the capitalist theologians
who gave rise to modern-day econom-
ics — such as John Stuart Mill, or
Adam Smith — and it’s clear that all
were far more aware of ecological
limits than economists today.
There’'s a simple reason for that:
The economists of the Nineteenth
Century were trying to overcome ma-
terial limits to provide ‘sufficient’
food and goods for a (relatively)
small population; today economist
are trying to fuel growth-at-all-
cost to keep affluence expanding.

These physical ‘truths’ about the
world humans exist within were for-
gotten when economics was politi-
cised, as a weapon for state propa-
ganda, in the 20" Century: Main-
stream economics denies there are
any ‘limits to growth' — be that re-
source depletion, or climate change;
‘green’ lobbyists often depict a very
similar idea — that all we need to do
is change our energy source and ev-
erything will be well; social justice
campaigners, too, argue that all we
need to do is get rid of ‘greedy cap-
italists’, and redistribute their
wealth to everyone else, and all will
be well in the world.

These mainly ‘first world’ views of
the ecological crisis share a basic
flaw: They all ignore the fact the
human species is consuming far
more of the Earth’s resources than
can be sustained by the biosphere
without serious ecological damage.

Depending whose data is used, hu-

Time-trend of humanity's ecological demand
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Number of Earths

Number of Earths Available,
Representing the Total Biocapacity

“Truths are illusions which we
have forgotten are illusions —
they are metaphors that have
become worn out and have been
drained of sensuous force”

Friedrich Nietzsche, ‘On Truth and Lie
in an Extra-Moral Sense’ (1873)
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manity currently consumes 1.5 to 1.7

times the ‘sustainable’ limits of
natural resources, or the ability of
the Earth to clean-up our pollution.
We passed the ‘limit’ for sustainable
consumption in the 1970s; this trend
has continued to rise, global reces-
sions excepted, since then.

The graph below comes from one of
the early studies in 2002; more re-
cent research studies since find the
same general trend. This trend can-
not continue for very much longer
before we destroy the natural sys-
tems we rely upon for our survival.

This is a real priority: We have to
confront the disconnect between vi-
sions for alternate futures, and the
failure of those various visions to
confront humanity’s excessive mate-
rial consumption.

We may believe as ‘truth’
that increasing economic
growth, and consumption,
will make the world better
and more affluent for the
next generation; in reality
they are no more than ‘illu-
sions’, as there is no objec-
tive evidence to support
them — and certainly beyond

0.40
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Source: Wackernagel 2002

2030 it gets a bit bleak.
The problem for those try-

ing to make ‘change’ is these alter-
native visions for society take the
maintenance of the modern lifestyle
as an unquestionable principle. In
issue no.5 of WEIRD, we outlined the
research that tries to quantify just
how much we have to cut consump-
tion. Variously for the most devel-
oped countries, the estimates indi-
cate 60% to 95% of present carbon
emissions/energy consumption must
be eliminated. NOTE: Not ‘redis-
tributed’, eliminated.

Trying to compare an affluent
state like Britain to other poorer
ones is impractical. Most people
have not the slightest idea how peo-
ple elsewhere live; and even foreign
holiday resorts tend to represent a
level of development and resource
consumption way above that of even
the more affluent local people.

To make this a more realistic com-
parison let’s look at Britain. The
graph above, using recent Office for
National Statistics (ONS) data,
shows the expenditure on different
parts of the consumer lifestyle by
different income groups. Each col-
umn contains the same number of
households; what divides them is the

rising level of income  wgIrD
in each household. Yule
2021



“Now, in the second law of thermodynamics...”

As outlined on pages 9 & 10 of
WEIRD no.5, the poorest 50% of the
European population need to cut
their consumption by about half.
Taking the average of the left five
columns (50%) and halving it works
out around £174/week.

Let's be clear here: Even the poor-
est 10% of British society would see
a small reduction to their level of
consumption. That's because, glob-
ally, even the poorest British
household has/consumes more than
households in poorer countries
around the world.

The next four columns — the fifth
to ninth deciles — need to cut by 75%.
This produces about the same level
of consumption as the bottom 50%;
around £174/week. But that cut rep-
resents a complete up-ending of
their way of life. In effect, the mid-
dle class will have to live like the
‘average’ poor family in Britain.

The remaining top 10%? They have
to cut by around 90%, which in terms
of today’s perceptions we might de-
scribe as “catastrophic”.

That, however, is the entire point:

One of the reasons the COP26 con-
ference failed was that rich coun-
tries tried to insulate themselves
from the inevitable hard changes
required to adapt to climate change.
Likewise, poorer countries saw no
point in selling such a difficult
message to their own — poorer — pop-
ulations, given that the rich na-
tions were unwilling to commit to
such radical change.

THE FIFTH NECESSARY REALISA-
TION: The material implications of
not just climate change, but re-
source depletion and pollution, re-
quire drastic cuts in consumption.
That cannot happen with-
out a sense of equity both
between and within na-
tions; which means the most
affluent have to take the

greater hit
WEIf{D to their life-
Yule
2091 style.

Change and an 'ecological' vision of land rights

An ecological vision of 1and rights isn't just about the physi-
cal access to 1land; it's as much about what defines property and
commonality, both between humans, but more importantly, be-
tween all species on Earth - and why present-day politics and
economics Just can't see that reality.

Chances are a political coup in a far-
away place will have more to do with
land rights than politics or ethnic dis-
putes. That's because the exploitation

states, drives political instability in poor
countries — not local politics alone.

In a world which will become far
more resource dependent in the next
decade or so — as both technological in-
dustrialisation and the shift to renew-
able energy source drive a new global
wave of mining and resource extraction
— we can assume such geopolitical in-
stability will increase.

To be clear here: Renewable energy
expansion will drive conflicts around the
issue of land rights and expropriation.

For example: In Argentina, indige-
nous peoples want to continue their an-
cient traditional culture based around
creating a subsistence living from the
land; in contrast, Western countries
want to exploit lithium deposits to cre-
ate electric cars. Who is right here?
Whose lifestyle should be given priority?

Too many ‘first world’ pundits define
land rights within a strict boundary of
land ownership and access. This ignores
the principle issue: People want land to
exploit for one resource or another — be
it coal, cucumbers, or camping. You
cannot separate the impact or value of
these complex competing desires for
land, and the human economic or politi-
cal function that serves, from the ac-
tual ‘control’ of the land itself.

In Britain there's another good ex-
ample — grouse moors: The govern-
ment subsidise grouse moors which
benefit an elite shooting lobby, and the
management of grouse moors clearly
causes ecological damage; but in con-
trast, those who argue for the end of
this practise don't have a clear, ‘produc-

the land would create progressive

changes in habitat which would threaten
the plant and animal species that have
been established under two centuries of
management for grouse.

This is the critical point: Changing hu-
man society will change the natural
ecology of the land we live upon — which
is why those changes must take place.
We cannot keep the land ‘as is’ and sim-
ply manage a few nature reserves at the
periphery to meet ecological goals.

In the previous article the cuts to
lifestyle, based upon current incomes,
showed even the poorest 10% need to
take a small reduction to meet global
goals. The problem is, those people will
consider that change relative to the life-
style they have today — and will, of
course, be pretty annoyed given they
have relatively little to live on already.
Just like the indigenous peoples of
South America affected by lithium min-
ing, why should they accept that?

This is why we need a radical vision for
change: Not abstract technofixes or
global emission limits; but a true alter-
native to today's consumption-en-
forced economic inequality.

What practically makes it hard to be
poor in Britain is the iniquitous disparity
between incomes and housing costs; or
the costs of good, nutritious food ver-
sus the types of foods which are avail-
able to most poor communities. These
are ‘land rights’ issues: They are issues
of access 1o land (housing), access to
resources (food), and of the common-
ality of social resources (the nature of
the communities they are forced to live
within by the current economic model).

Just as we can't end grouse shooting
without changing the fundamental na-
ture of the moors; we can't expect the
poorest in society to take a small cut to
their living standard without tacking the
land rights issues which make their cur-
rent lifestyle physically and psychologi-
cally damaging.

“We have to understand who we are and where we fit in the natural
order of the world because our oppressor deals in illusions. They tell
us that it is power, but it is not power. They may have all the guns and
they may have all the racist laws and judges, and they may control all
the money, but that is not power. These are imitations of power and
they are only ‘power’ because in our minds we allow it to be power.”

John Trudell, 'We Are Power' (1980)



Environment and social justice
movements try to sell the idea of a
more ‘efficient’ lifestyle to a majority of
the population — who due to their pre-
carious economic circumstances feel
pressured into living anything but that
kind of life. To accept the ‘sacrifice’, to
end the perceived benefits of unfet-
tered consumerism, society must radi-
cally change. Reducing the level of con-
sumption from 17 to less than 1
“Earths” can't be ‘sold’ under any con-
ventional model for change; it doesn't
have a material upside, and in truth must
deliver the opposite to be effective.
Most will not ‘believe in' this vision un-
less it can address the negative aspects
of how they feel about their lives today.

Just as they have for the past 70
years, the economic elite in the West
will ‘weaponise’ consumerism to oppose
radical change. But just as happened in
the century before that, when they can
no longer defeat calls for radical change
with more materialism, they will happily
recruit the far-right's call for protection
and isolation to block radical change.

How do we know this? Because politi-
cal commentators have been writing
about these tactics since the ‘bread and

Twentieth Century, figures such as Al-
dous Huxley foresaw the slow changes
in civility happening today — not because
of any great prophetic deduction, but
because it is simply these same ‘ancient’
ideas set against a background of grow-
ing technological and material change.
The problem with (predominantly
middle class and affluent) ecological
thinkers is that they do not perceive this
dynamic balance in modern society. In
particular, they do not understand how
today's precarious economic situation
makes people wary of any call for
change — and that contemporary politi-
cal lobbying exploits that fear to block
calls for more radical change.
Environmentalists are convinced
their moderate and ‘rational’
calls for change can't be ob-
jected to because it is a ‘life
or death’ issue. This ignores
the reality that the raw politi-
cal power of consumerism is
not based upon rational, but a
in personal status) rejection
of “limits” in order to keep

The ‘credit limit’ is the perfect exam-
ple of this: Today there is an entire in-
dustry creating ever more elaborate
ways to avoid the very real limits to per-
sonal borrowing — from loan consolida-
tion, to gaming credit scores, to equity
release. People willingly engage in ever-
more complex financial schemes to
keep consuming, by holding more debt,
even though ‘rationally’ the know this
situation cannot continue.

Now extend that approach to climate
change, and think why affluent societies
won'tactonit.

There is little relative difference be-
tween climate change denial, the denial
of ecological limits by neoclassical
economists, and people racking up debt
across a dozen store cards: They are all
symptoms of the psychological power
of consumption and affluence to over-
ride rational thought; which drives peo-
ple to push ‘limits’ ever-further; and de-
feat ‘rational’ calls to end that seif-de-
feating cycle by changing lifestyle.

As the ecological situation worsens,
those with true economic power will
seek to preserve it — and that means
making the conditions for those in the
most affluent countries worse.

vate powers of global corporations,
changes the nature of “liberal demo-
cratic” society — which to date main-
stream environmentalism has failed to
grasp. E.g., returning to the question
about Argentina, and whose lifestyle

to access their large lithium resources,
Elon Musk Tweeted in 2020, “We (the
United States) will coup whoever we
want! Deal with it.” Whether they like
this fact or not, campaign groups who
lobby for more renewable energy are
encouraging that same political reality.
As Western corporations seek to ex-
ploit the resources necessary to create

consuming.

Just as economists reject
any any notion of limits to
growth, so consumers play
this same game within the or-
bit of their own lifestyles.

MANKSFF

And so, while the end-of-the-world scenario will be rife with
unimaginable horrors, we believe that the pre-end period will be filled

with unprecedented opportunities for profit.”

“By means of ever more effective
methods of mind-manipulation,
the democracies will change their
nature; the quaint old _forms —
elections, parliaments, Supreme
Courts and all the rest — will re-
main. The underlying substance
will be a new kind of non-violent
totalitarianism. All the traditional
names, all the hallowed slogans
will remain exactly what they
were in the good old days.
Democracy and freedom will be
the theme of every broadcast
and editorial — but democracy
and freedom in a strictly Pick-
wickian sense. Meanwhile the
ruling oligarchy and its highly
trained elite of soldiers, police-
men, thought-manufacturers and
mind-manipulators will quietly
run the show as they see fit.”

Aldous Huxley,
'‘Brave New World Revisited' (1958)

in a geopolitical battle with other states
rushing to access those same limited
resources. Even in Britain, protected
landscapes in Wales and Scotland will
need to be cleared of trees and dug up
to access the globally significant quanti-
ties of minerals they contain. While we
fail to question the political and eco-
nomic basis of society, that push for ex-
ploitation around the globe cannot be
halted — because that system IS IM-
PLICITLY based on the neocolonialist
exploitation of global resources.

The ruling elite in Britain have always
used mythical statements about eco-
nomic power, and the role of ‘private
property’, to perpetuate economic in-
equality. In order to break that self-per-
petuating cycle we have to challenge
those illusions; not find illusory tech-
nofixes which meet those perverse
rules to avoid having to talk about them.

THE SIXTH NECESSARY
REALISATION: Against the
power of economic dogma to
warp people's perceptions,
‘rational’ calls for action are
pointless. In fact, as the eco-
nomic situation worsens, al-
ternative viewpoints are being
more repressively restricted —
especially challenges to the
orthodox ideas of neoclassi-
cal economics. We don't
need ‘better facts’; we need
‘a better
story'.

WEIRD
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A truly ecological society cannot exist while proprietary rights persist

If ecological thinking, or calls for greater or more equitable land rights, failed,

then it is not because they are 'unreasonable'; it is because they have been far too

reasonable in their call for change. Creating a truly ecological society requires we
tear-down the barrier which stands in opposition to that - 'proprietary rights'.

The ‘Declaration of the Rights of
Mother Earth’ is spurned by West-
ern states because it attacks the
core of the economic and political
order: Not the state; nor technolog-
ical change; but the thing which
holds Western economic power to-
gether — ‘property rights’:

If rivers have rights you can’t
throw pollution into them; if peo-
ple’s autonomy must be respected
you cannot exploit them or steal
their land; if natural species and
habitats have a ‘right to exist’, they
can’t be cleared for intensive farm-
ing or genetically exploited to make
them the property of a corporation.

Neoclassical/liberal economics de-
mands a ‘small state’ and the pri-
macy of markets to make decisions.
In reality, without the state, and
the state’s monopoly on violence
both nationally and globally, neither
private property, the global finance
system, nor the power of globalised
resource markets, would exist. As
the people and parties who repre-
sent the political state, and their
wealthy sponsors, worship the raw
power of proprietary rights, any call
to lessen the ideological power of
‘property’ is going to be ignored.
Privatising the stock of global re-
sources to perpetuate global in-
equalities in wealth and
consumption — be that
mining metals for green
energy or annexing land
for carbon off-setting.

Countering this isn’t
about rational arguments
on the relative costs of
“the end of the world”
(which  take  property
rights as a ‘given’ any-
way). What we need to
target is the social and
political contradiction of
‘private property’, and

The cover of the first edi-
tion of ‘Mother Earth’ -
the magazine of anar-

chist social science and

literature, started by

The magazine’s radical
stance on politics and
power would make it in-
famous. It published
work by many of the
greatest anarchist
thinkers of that era.
When it campaigned for
people to refuse to sup-
port World War One, the

We do that by creating a working
model of social organisation and
economic relations without ‘propri-
etary rights’; we focus on fulfilling
the basic human needs for food,
shelter, and civility. For this people
need access to land, and the skills
to productively work it.

At this point we think a few of
you might be a little annoyed: This
issue of WEIRD is looking at ‘land
rights’, but it’s not talking about
the usual tropes of this subject —
such as the aristocrats who own
Britain, corporations who destroy
the world, or battling to protect al-
lotments or public open spaces.
Those things are ‘symptoms’ of the
problem, not a root cause. It is not
possible to separate the inherent vi-
olence of the state in the mainte-
nance of property rights, from con-
sumerism, and the destruction
caused by the global systems of re-
source exploitation and pollution.

This is not a new idea: It’s the
same idea that has been repeated
by anarchist thinkers and activists
since at least the Seventeenth Cen-
most four centuries ago is equally
valid today as it is based within the
same basic idea: That to be secure,
people need to live simply, and
communally, directly from the land.

MARCH, 1906

Anarchist writers since that time
have focussed more on meeting the
basic needs of the people rather
than the industrial models which
other socialist movements idolise.
That chain of thinking, about the
Earth as an ecological whole, and
the place of humans within it, is a
long-standing tradition within anar-
chist thought and organising.

The ‘liberal’ response to this idea
is usually, “but no one will vote
for that”. The reply, put simply,
would be, “When did ‘the will of
the majority’ ever change anything
in this country?” Seriously, when?

The last British election where a
single party had a majority of the
electorate vote for them was the
1930s. Most recent governments
were elected with as little as 30%
support from those eligible to vote
(see the Free Range Network’s arti-

cle, “We live in a democracy”: Can
you show me some evidence of
that?, from December 2019).

the largest group elects a govern-
ment — comes from the Cold War
mythology of the democratic state.
It is not borne out by historic evi-
dence; making the impossibility of
ever having ‘a majority’ a very ef-
fective block to radical change.

The ‘cradle of democracy’, ancient
Athens, allowed 10% to

No. 1 15% of the population to
vote — and perhaps half
of the total population
were held in slavery.
Following the English
Civil War, the English
political system was run
by and for the landed
aristocracy. When that
became untenable in the
Industrial Revolution, it
shifted to a system
based upon wealth. It is
during this period that

its power to control, ex- government closed it ":’2//—% (i property was legally en-
propriate, and dominate down under the Espi- ||_ZZ ‘;' /f// 7, shrined as the organising
people — locking society G lgnageAgt—kdeportmg S b principle for the British
into  self- S%man’ erman, an T _&F state, because that’s
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Let’s assume, for the sake of ar-
gument, that a radical majority
arose in Britain; and they voted for
a government which sought a radi-
cal change in the role of property
and the state. What then?

For the last seventy years Britain
and/or the USA have worked to
destabilised governments across the
world. In nearly all cases this is
where  ‘nationalist’  movements
sought to roll-back colonialist con-
trol — or they defied the dictats of
the Western economic block.

The USA has directly supported
military coups in Iran (1953),
Guatemala (1954), Brazil (1964), Bo-
livia (1971), Chile (1973), Argentina
(1976), Haiti (2004), and Honduras
(2009). On the 23 June the UN
General Assembly voted to end the
USA’s unlawful economic sanctions
against Cuba — for the 29™ time! If
there is no legal basis to the US
sanctions against Cuba, and their
punishment of any state or business
which violates them, what is the
power of the UN’s majority voting?

If voting did create the opportu-
nity for radical change, chances are
they wouldn’t ban it, the establish-
ment would just overturn it in a
coup — with the support of the USA
and other economic interests.

To rely on conventional political
processes to deliver radical change —
certainly within the time we have
before the human system suffers
ecological collapse — has no rational
sense. More than that, given the po-
litical process is based upon the no-
tion of a ‘social contract’, and the
modern state is breaching it’s obli-
gations under that contract for our
future safety, we are not bound to
this system in any case.

We have to think beyond those
old ‘distractions’, and circumvent
the restrictions of the political
process through direct action: To
create a critical mass of empowered
and re-skilled people, ready to cre-
ate autonomous communities when
the chance arises.

“You can't talkc about hope
if you can't see reality”
Chris Hedges

What can we reasonably expect to
face of the next decade or so?:

& Western states will not make an
effective deal on climate change
— certainly not in time to pre-
vent serious climate disruption;

¢ At the same time other ecological
limits, especially resource deple-
tion, and the collapse of global
manufacturing and logistics sys-
tems, will challenge the affluence
of all developed states;

¢ As the necessity to adopt tech-
nologies based on ever-rarer ma-
terials drive a new global mining
boom, geopolitical conflict is
likely to rise in the contest to
get those resources; which means,

¢ As we have seen with the rise of
populist political movements re-
cently, when the economic enti-
tlement of the Western states is
challenged, wealthy individuals
give support to far-right move-
ments, or media outlets, in order
to try and perpetuate their con-
trol of the economic system —
and we need to survive that.

Each one of the trends above can
be countered if people can create
small communities — based upon the

Yes, we can’t stop climate change —
but we can more readily adapt to it
working at the small-scale with oth-
ers. And yes, we can’t stop eco-
nomic collapse of the modern state,
but we can make a more secure al-
ternative based upon communities
making their own food and shelter.

In a state such as Britain, though,
that is not possible due to the eco-
nomic barriers of obtaining land,
and then creating a small commu-
nity upon it. The role of property
rights — both over land, and ideas
in the form of ‘intellectual’ rights
— i8s a critical restriction here.
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My desire to be well-informed
is werertly at odds with my
destee to remain sane,

We have to think beyond those
applied limitations. The first step to
doing that is to realise ourselves as
living beings, with the practical
needs of living beings — not voters,
or consumers, or workers. Then the
choices for ‘sustainability’ become
simpler; and as we free ourselves of
the superstructure of our historic
exploitation, and the imperative of
material consumption, we remove
the need to maintain those historic
injustices within our lifestyle.

This isn’t going to be a ‘revolu-
tion’ all at once; it won’t happen
overnight, or over the space of a
year or two. It will take time to
evolve because — quite literally —
people will need to assess their best
option, and then re-skill to enact
that option, and then create it.

THIS LEADS TO THE SEVENTH
NECESSARY REALISATION: We
don’t have to ‘wait for the revolu-
tion’ to get on with the process of
re-skilling for radical change. It’s
plain to see which skills and actions
we need, and then get on with
learning and doing them right away!

All those traditional ideas about
creating more sustainable lifestyles
— like permaculture — will be essen-
tial in this. But in order to learn
them, to prepare for when we can
overturn the present system, we
rary__autonomous zones’ (‘TAZ’)
where we can directly live these
ideas. This is where long-standing
anarchist ideas for organising and
taking action are essential.

“The strongest bulwark of authority is uniformity; the least divergence from it is the greatest

crime. The wholesale mechanisation of modern life has increased uniformity a thousandfold.

It is everywhere present, in habits, tastes, dress, thoughts and ideas. Its most concentrated
dullness is "public opinion.” Few have the courage to stand out against it. He

who refuses to submit is at once labelled "queer,” "different,” and decried as a
disturbing element in the comfortable stagnancy of modern life.”
Emma Goldman, 'The Individual, Society and the State' (1940)
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In conclusion: Change is hard; but in the
near future inaction will be a lot worse

Anarchism is not about ‘chaos’, despite what the media says;
and in the near future, anarchist principles will provide the
most effective means for people to create a more secure ‘order’
from the chaos of the collapse of industrial society.

This issue of WEIRD has provided
some weighty ideas to consider. As
we said at the beginning, in order to
make sense of this you should have
read Issue no.5 — because that sets-
out the scale of the change we face
over the next two or three decades.

Conventional politics can’t find
a solution to climate change — let
alone any of the other ecological
crises that are ‘in the post’ — be-
cause its values are flawed. These
values: Prioritise ‘inhuman’ fac-
tors, like financial wealth and
economic power; and de-prioritise
the needs that are essential to our
lives as ‘natural’ Dbeings, like

dogma to warp people’s percep-
tions, ‘rational’ calls for action
are pointless. Alternative view-
points are being more repres-
sively restricted — especially
challenges to the orthodox ideas
of neoclassical economics. We
don’t need ‘better facts’; we need
‘a better story’.

7. We don’t have to ‘wait for the
revolution’ to get on with the
process of re-skilling for radi-
cal change. It's plain to see
which skills and actions we need,
and then get on with learning
and doing them right away!

Too often, calls for change take
the current lifestyle as a constant
— and try to replicate those things
by other means. After fifty years of
prevarication, now it's too late to
stop the inevitable: Now we can only
try and take steps to adapt to immi-
nent ecological breakdown.

In reality, as both lifestyle and
economic status have historically
been created by the excess of con-
sumption of a minority, it's unreal-
istic to assume we can keep it. As
shown in Issue no.h, it is theoreti-

cally impossible to have afflu-

“What makes us ill, justifiably, is the
sense that that Old Regime is com-
ing to an end. The concept of “na-
ture” now appears as a truncated,
simplified, exaggeratedly moralistic,
excessively polemical, and prema-
turely political version of the other-
ness of the world to which we must
open ourselves if we are not to be-

ence for all using technology. As

summarised in Issue no.5:
We are not in a situation of
having ‘problems’ with ‘possi-
ble solutions’; we are in a
‘predicament’ with only a few,
mostly unwelcome ‘outcomes’
to choose from.

What we're talking about, then,

having sufficient food and shelter

for everyone, and a liveable envi-

ronment to provide those things.
To begin, let’s recap the list of

‘realisations’ listed earlier:

1. Meaningful change can only
happen when we ignore historic
or popular assumptions, and fo-
cus on real-world evidence.

2. If there is a way out of our en-
trapment in this economic
prison, as far as you possibly
can, you can only refuse to take
part in it.

3. Britain is being consumed by in-
tensive farming interests,
presided over by a small landed
elite.

4. A more radical youth movement is
arising that innately perceives
the original ‘deep ecological’
values of the 1970s, and who will
not be silenced in promoting
them — but society offers them no
viable ‘alternative model’ to
strive for.

5. The implications of not just cli-
mate change, but resource deple-
tion and pollution, require dras-
tic cuts in consumption. That
cannot happen without a sense of
equity both between and within
nations — which means the most
affluent have to take the greater
hit to their lifestyle.

6. Against the power of economic
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come collectively mad”

Bruno Latour, 'Facing Gaia: Eight Lectures

on the New Climate Regime' (2017)

A number of academics, such as

, are focussing on
. The reason govern-
ments put so much effort into envi-
ronmental research, on issues like
climate change, is that by quanti-
fying the problem you can ‘negoti-
ate’ how much you need to change.
The problem is, that process of
finding information actually de-
feats change — because it delays
action, and ultimately leads to de-
bate on how little change we can get
away with rather than what is re-
quired to solve the problem.

Once you measure and quantify
nature, from a perspective based
within proprietary rights, you end-
up parcelling it up and economi-
cally exploiting it — rather than
dealing with the problem that was
destroying it. It leads to actions
that preserve the status quo in-
stead of protecting nature.

is creating a system for living
which prioritises ‘needs’ over
‘wants’ — as envisioned in the
first UN ‘sustainable develop-

practically try to do that, because
it requires a closer relationship
between people, the land, and natu-
ral systems, we automatically hit
the barriers erected by the current
economic system.

That’s why we need a focus on
all ‘property rights’ — not just
over land, but over ideas, and the
use of everyday items that ob-
struct our right to repair or re-
use them. But that shouldn’t stop
us doing things right away. Of
course, ‘the system’ will not let
us do that; in which case we just
have to defiantly do that, as a
challenge to their historic fail-
ure to enact meaningful change.
From guerilla gardening, to free
festivals, to land occupation, we
Jjust have to get on and make the
world we will all have to 1live in.

WEIRD No.6, Yule 2021 - A Free Range Activism Network publication

Website: http://www.fraw.org.uk/frn/weird.shtml Email comments or feedback to: weird@fraw.org.uk
Issued under Creative Commons BY-NC-SA-4 license; you may freely copy, extract, and distribute this newsletter




