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I would like to comment on some statements that were made in reference to the
Unabomber’s manifesto in GA 40—41. In an article on pages 21-22, Anti-Authoritarians
Anonymous wrote:

[A] return to undomesticated autonomous ways of living would not be
achieved by the removal of industrialism alone. Such removal would still
leave domination of nature, subjugation of women, war, religion, the state,
and division of labour, to cite some basic social pathologies. It is civilization
itself that must be undone to go where Unabomber wants to go.

I agree with much of this. But there is the question of feasibility. As was pointed out
in Industrial Society and Its Future (ISIF), paragraphs 208-210, modern technology
depends on a high level of social organization. If this social organization is sufficiently
disrupted, then the technology breaks down, consequently whatever is left of the social
organization collapses and we return to a pre-industrial state of society. To rebuilt
the technology and the corresponding form of social organization would take centuries.
Because the techno-industrial system is sick and is likely to get sicker, its destruction
is a goal that we can reasonably hope to attain during the next several decades.

But the removal of civilization itself is a far more difficult proposition, because civ-
ilization in its pre-industrial forms does not require an elaborate and highly-organized
technological structure. A pre-industrial civilization requires only a relatively simple
technology, the most important element of which is agriculture.

How does one prevent people from practicing agriculture? And given that people
practice agriculture, how does one prevent them from living in densely-populated com-
munities and forming social hierarchies? It is a very difficult matter and I don’t see
any way of accomplishing it.

I am not suggesting that the elimination of civilization should be abandoned as an
ideal or as an eventual goal. I merely point out that no one knows of any plausible
means of reaching that goal in the foreseeable future. In contrast, the elimination of
the industrial system is a plausible goal for the next several decades, and, in a general
way, we can see how to go about attaining it. Therefore, the goal on which we should
set our sights for the present is the destruction of the industrial system. After that has
been accomplished we can think about eliminating civilization.

Even if civilization cannot be eliminated, the removal of the industrial system will
accomplish a great deal. (See ISIF, paragraph 184.)

First of all, large areas of the Earth are unsuitable for agriculture, and in the absence
of the modern technology that makes possible mass transport of agricultural products,
these areas would have to revert to a pastoral or a hunting-and-gathering economy
(supplemented, no doubt, by a limited amount of trade with the agricultural areas).

Second (as was implied in ISIF, paragraphs 184, 198), modern man’s domination
of nature depends on his technology. Reversion to a pre-industrial technology would
vastly reduce man’s power to dominate nature, though it would not eliminate that
power entirely.



Third, while war can exist in non-industrial societies, it is nowhere near as destruc-
tive as modern warfare.

Fourth, while the elimination of modern technology would not necessarily destroy
the state, it would greatly reduce the power of the state.

Fifth, though division of labor can exist in non-industrial societies, labor is divided
much less in such societies than in modern society. That is, work is far less specialized
in non-industrial societies.

Thus the elimination of the industrial system, besides being a realistic goal, would
be a very long step in the right direction. But if ending industrialism is a realistic goal
it does not necessarily follow that that goal will be easily reached. On the contrary, it
is all too likely that winning this battle will require our utmost exertions. We can’t
afford to stretch ourselves too thin by concerning ourselves with other goals. Instead,
we must make the destruction of the industrial system the single overriding objective
toward which all our efforts are directed. (ISIF, paragraph 200)

In the article “Neither Left Nor Right But Forwards,” GA 40-41, pages 26-27,
Shadow Fox writes that according to FC/Unabomber, “militant greens/primitivists
should actively distance themselves from ‘Leftist’ ideologues. This inevitably will in-
clude the dinosaur ideology of class conflict.

This is answered in an unsigned article, “Greens, Get Real,” in the same issue of
GA, pages 27-28:

In Industrial Society € Its Future, class, race, gender and other oppressions
are recognized, even if only as subsidiary to technocratic oppression—FC
takes issue with ideological leftists that make a ‘cause’ of others [sic.| op-
pression.

It was Shadow Fox who came closest to interpreting correctly the meaning of ISTF.
The struggle against the industrial system can possibly be understood as a class war,
but, if so, it is not a class war of the traditional kind. In traditional class war the workers
struggle against the bourgeoisie for control of the system, or to get a larger share of
the material benefits that the system offers. Thus traditional class war is inconsistent
with our goal, which is to destroy the system. Social classes in the traditional sense are
irrelevant to our goal. From our point of view only two social classes are relevant: one
class consists of the technocratic elite and the other class consists of everyone else. The
struggle against the system could be viewed as a class war against the technocratic
elite, but it is better to view it as a struggle against technology, because in viewing it
as a class war w risk slipping into the illusion that what we have to get rid of is merely
a particular class of people. Of course, if we got rid of the present technocratic elite
but retained the technology, a new technocratic elite would soon arise. We must focus
on the technology rather than on the social class that controls it, so that we will never
forget that it is the technology itself that has to be eliminated.

In eliminating the technology we will in a sense be winning all class wars, because the
elimination of modern technology will destroy the present form of social organization,
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so that all of the present social classes will cease to exist. This does not guarantee that
no new social classes will arise later, but such classes will exist in an entirely different
kind of society and the problems they present will have to be dealt with in entirely
different terms.

I insist that the revolution against technology should not address issues of race,
gender, sexual orientation, etc. There are several reasons for this.

1. Even if all inequities of race, gender, etc. were eliminated, this would accomplish
nothing toward the destruction of the techno-industrial system. In fact, doing
away with race and gender discrimination would be good for the existing system
because it would eliminate conflicts that interfere with the functioning of the
system and would facilitate the process of integrating black people, women, etc. as
obedient cogs in the social machine. Why do you think the mass media constantly
feed us propaganda about equality of races, sexes, etc.? (See ISIF paragraphs 28,
29, and Note 4.)

2. Race, gender, and gay rights activism divert attention and energy from the main
goal, which is once again, destruction of the techno-industrial system.

3. If you had an old car that you wanted to junk, would you start fixing it up
to make it run better? If you did start fixing it up, I would have to suspect
that your intention to junk it was not quite sincere. We want to junk the whole
techno-industrial system, so why should we bother trying to patch up its defects?
Why should be work to give black people an equal opportunity to become corpo-
ration executives or scientists when we want a world in which there will be no
corporation executives or scientists? After the system has been eliminated there
may well be problems of race, gender, etc., but those problems will have to be
solved in the context of the new society that will then exist. Any solutions that
we might arrive at now, in the context of industrial society, will become useless
when industrial society no longer exists.

It would be futile to try to plan out now a non-industrial society that would be
free of racism, etc. We can destroy industrial society, but we cannot predict or
control the form that the new society will take. (See ISIF paragraphs 100-108.)
We do not know what kind of race or gender problems may exist in the new
society or what can be done about them. Those problems will have to be left to
the people who will live in that society.

4. Any group or movement that makes race or gender problems an important part
of its program is bound to attract many people of the psychological type that we
have called “leftist.” ISIF (paragraphs 213-230) discusses at length the danger
that this presents. It is essential for anti-technological revolutionaries to separate
themselves rigorously from leftism.



5. People will not stop discriminating against minorities just because you preach
about it. To end discrimination you would have to have some means of enforcing
fair treatment. This would imply some sort of strong, widespread organization
capable of carrying out the enforcement, and it is likely that such an organiza-
tion would itself become tyrannical and oppressive. Moreover, to carry out its
work such an organization would need rapid, long-distance transportation and
communication, hence all the technology needed to maintain the transportation
and communication systems; which means in practice that it would have to re-
tain the whole technological system. (See ISIF paragraphs 200, 201.) Thus the
effort to end social injustice would make it much more difficult to dispense with
technology.

After the techno-industrial system has been eliminated, people can and should
fight injustice wherever they find it. But, realistically, we can never hope to end
all social injustice, we can only hope to alleviate it.

Social injustice has always existed, even in some primitive societies, and the
people of each society have had to deal with their particular forms of injustice
as best they could. But the problem that the techno-industrial system presents
us with is vastly greater and entirely new. Either the unrestrained growth of
technology will lead to a disaster of magnitude unprecedented in the history of
the human race, or it will permanently enslave no only the human body but the
human mind and the natural world as well (see ISIF, paragraphs 143, 144, 169,
170-178). By comparison, the problem of injustice in the traditional sense shrinks
into insignificance. Our objective must be not social justice but the destruction
of the techno-industrial system.

—Theodore J. Kaczynski

Footnote for those who doubt that the problem of technology is incomparably
greater than the age-old problem of social injustice:

I believe that artificial intelligence stands on the brink of success.

Cougals B. Lenat, Scientific American, September, 1995, page 80.

When the technocrats are armed with computers of superhuman intelligence, will
they not be able to outsmart us at every step?

[R]obots that serve us personally in the near future...[are| not science fiction.
We have the capability now—solid engineering is all that is required.

Joseph F. Engelberger, Scientific American, September, 1995, page 166.



Robots and intelligent computers will make human labor obsolete, so that the tech-
nocrats will no longer have any need of ordinary people to work for them. Armies
and police forces of robots will be incorruptibly loyal to their masters, giving the
technocrats absolute power over us.

To lengthen our lives and improve our minds, we will need to change our
bodies and brains...[W|e must imagine ways in which novel replacements
for worn body parts might solve our problems of failing health...Eventually,
using nanotechnology, we will entirely replace our brains... The sciences
needed to enact this transition are already in the making...Individuals now
are conceived by chance. Someday, instead, they could be ‘composed’ in
accord with considered desires and designs... Traditional systems of ethical
thought are focused mainly on individuals...Obviously, we must also con-
sider the rights and the roles of larger-scale beings—such as the superper-
sons we term cultures and the great, growing systems called sciences...Will
robots inherit the earth? Yes, but they will be our children.

Marvin Minsky, Scientific American, October, 1994, pages 109-113.

More precisely, the robots will be the children of the technocrats who create them.
They won’t be your children or my children.

Ralph E. Gomory, the former director of research for IBM who is now pres-
ident of the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation...has a suggestion for mitigating
science’s task: make the world more artificial. Artificial systems, Gomory
states, tend to be more predictable than natural ones. For example, to sim-
plify weather forecasting, engineers might encase the earth in a transparent
dome.

Scientific American, August, 1994, page 22.

It is doubtful whether this particular scheme will ever be technically feasibly, but
it gives an idea of the kind of future that the technocrats have in store for us.
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