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DOES ECOLOGY NEED MARX?

MAR THA E. GIMENEZ
Uni ver sity of Col o rado–Boul der

The rela tion ship between ecol ogy and Marx in the United States is dif fi cult because of the
lack of work ing-class pol i tics and labor par ties; the prag matic, undialectical recep tion of
Marx ism among most intel lec tu als; and the strength of the ideo log i cal, polit i cal and aca -
demic con sen sus against Marx. This essay is an inter ven tion in the ideo log i cal strug gle to
estab lish the rel e vance of Marx for ecol ogy. The author briefly out lines main stream,
ecocentric and ecofeminist per spec tives and offers a Marx ist cri tique of their accounts of the
causes of eco log i cal prob lems. The author then pro ceeds to pres ent some of the ele ments of
Marx’s ecol ogy and recent con tri bu tions by marx ist ecol o gists, and argu ing that an ecol ogy
with out Marx is, in the last instance, an ecol ogy for the priv i leged, the author con cludes with
a call for a red/green dia logue con du cive to the devel op ment of a move ment that seeks the
end of the exploi ta tion of both labor and the earth.

N arrowly defined, ecol ogy is a sci ence that exam ines the com plex sys -
temic inter ac tions between the nat u ral envi ron ment and non hu man life

forms.1 Pol i tically, how ever, ecol ogy today is a generic, mul ti fac eted term that
applies to a num ber of het er o ge neous ide ol o gies, the o ret i cal per spec tives, and
polit i cal prac tices con cerned with the rela tion ship between human pop u la tions and
nature (i.e., with the char ac ter is tics of nat u ral eco sys tems and the mostly del e te ri -
ous ways they are changed by the effects of human inter ven tion). Some of the main
prob lems that con cern ecol o gists are the effects of pop u la tion growth, den sity and
size, envi ron men tal pol lu tion, resource deple tion, the extinc tion of plant and ani -
mal spe cies and decline in biodiversity, and the effects of envi ron men tal deg ra da -
tion on peo ple’s health and qual ity of life. From an eco log i cal stand point, these and
other effects of human activ i ties threaten the sustainability of the earth itself as an
eco sys tem increas ingly out of bal ance and, con se quently, the sur vival of all life
forms, includ ing the human spe cies.

In this arti cle, I intend to pres ent some of the basic assump tions of the dom i nant
eco log i cal per spec tives and, from the stand point of Marx ist the ory, assess their
prob lem atic the o ret i cal and polit i cal impli ca tions, estab lish ing the grounds for my
affir ma tive response to the ques tion that frames the fol low ing anal y sis. Ecol ogy
does need Marx in order to become the o ret i cally ade quate to the task of under stand -
ing the nature of the phe nom ena that con cern it and polit i cally effec tive in the strug -
gles toward social and eco log i cal change. I am aware that most envi ron men tal
activ ists today would dis agree with this con clu sion, but this is to be expected in the
cur rent polit i cal and ideo log i cal cli mate. I am, of course, aware that the mer its of
this and sim i lar con clu sions can not be estab lished by fiat, but through his tor i cal
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pro cesses reveal ing the cap i tal ist, his tor i cally spe cific bar ri ers to the long-term suc -
cess of iso lated envi ron men tal strug gles.

ECOL OGY AND MARX ISM

The rela tion ship between ecol ogy and Marx ism has always been dif fi cult.
Marx ists tend to argue that despite the con sid er able dif fer ences from Mal thus’s
(1933) views, which char ac ter ize some eco log i cal per spec tives today, ecol ogy
repro duces the logic of his argu ments by pos it ing nat u ral (i.e., unsur mount able)
lim its to the pos si bil ity of cre at ing a better soci ety (e.g., see Hardin, 1988, 1995).
Whereas Mal thus saw an irresolvable con flict between the ten dency of the human
pop u la tion to grow expo nen tially and the inabil ity of food pro duc tion to grow at the
same pace, ecol o gists today posit a con flict between the world’s pop u la tion size
and growth rate, the earth’s lim ited car ry ing capac ity, the need to con tain and rem -
edy the envi ron men tal and human effects of indus tri al iza tion, and the unmet needs
of the vast major ity of the world’s pop u la tion (Daly, 1996; Hardin, 1993; Ornstein &
Ehrlich, 1989; Postel, 1994; Tobias, 1988).

Most ecol o gists, because of the disas trous envi ron men tal record of the for mer
Soviet Union and its East ern Euro pean sat el lites, argue that the key sources of the
eco log i cal prob lems afflict ing the world today are indus tri al iza tion, whether under
cap i tal ist or social rela tions of pro duc tion, and the util i tar ian atti tudes and prac tices
toward nature it pro duces (e.g., Dobson, 1995, pp. 376-377). This and sim i lar argu -
ments tend to blame Marx, and his the o ret i cal and polit i cal her i tage, for Sta lin ism
and its pur suit of eco nomic growth regard less of human and eco log i cal costs. They
ignore the eco log i cal cri tique of cap i tal ism con tained in Marx’s work as well as its
influ ence on Kautsky, Lenin, and Bukharin (for an illu mi nat ing dis cus sion about
Lenin’s envi ron men tal pol i cies and the eco log i cal views and con cerns of these
prom i nent Marx ists, as well as other Soviet schol ars, see Fos ter, 1999, pp. 391-
395). Fur ther more, because Marx and Engels’ work is vast, com plex, and con tra -
dic tory, a great deal of the skep ti cism about its the o ret i cal and polit i cal rel e vance
for ecol ogy is likely to rest on undialectical and ste reo typed read ings and the lit eral,
rather than the o ret i cal, inter pre ta tion of iso lated quotes.

In light of the het er o ge ne ity of the eco log i cal lit er a ture, it is dif fi cult to answer
the ques tion of whether ecol ogy needs Marx because there is not one ecol ogy, but
many. Fur ther more, they are sep a rated by deep dif fer ences in their the o riz ing about
nature, the place of human beings in nature, and the causes and the solu tions to eco -
log i cal prob lems. Browsing the lit er a ture, one encoun ters many kinds of ecol o gies
(e.g., social, rad i cal, polit i cal, fem i nist, deep, shal low, neo-Mal thu sian, social ist,
and even Marx ist).2 For the pur poses of this arti cle, I will limit my dis cus sion to the
three main non-Marx ist ten den cies within cur rent eco log i cal think ing: main stream
or anthro po cen tric, deep ecol ogy or ecocentric, and ecofeminist.

The dom i nant, main stream, “anthro po cen tric” (or shal low, from the stand point
of deep ecol o gists) approaches to envi ron men tal/eco log i cal prob lems (e.g., Gore,
1993) are con cerned with revers ing pro cesses of envi ron men tal deg ra da tion, the
basis for eco nomic sustainability, and human sur vival strat e gies that take into
account the needs to pre serve eco log i cal equi lib rium while priv i leg ing the ful fill -
ment of human needs. Main stream envi ron men tal ism does not chal lenge the basic
pre mises of cap i tal ism such as the end less pur suit of eco nomic growth and higher
lev els of mate rial con sump tion, the belief in the capac ity of tech nol ogy to solve all
prob lems, or the reduc tion of nature and other life forms to resources to be
exploited. Its goals are to ame lio rate the eco log i cal effects of the pres ent sys tem
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that might inter fere with busi ness as usual or might have neg a tive effects on peo -
ple’s health, employ ment, and lifestyles. Eco log i cal prob lems are viewed as sim ply 
the unan tic i pated con se quences of eco nomic and social activ i ties, which can even -
tu ally be solved to the extent peo ple and cor po ra tions are induced to change their
behav ior through mix tures of eco nomic rewards and pun ish ments. Changes in
land-use pol i cies, strug gles against toxic and radio ac tive waste dump ing, efforts to
clean up the air by mon i tor ing auto mo bile emis sions, belief in the need to con trol
pop u la tion growth as a way to decrease envi ron men tal deg ra da tion, resource deple -
tion, pov erty, and other social prob lems are exam ples of the kinds of issues that con -
cern main stream envi ron men tal ism. Per me ating the under stand ing of eco log i cal
prob lems among main stream envi ron men tal ists is the neo-Mal thu sian under stand -
ing of pop u la tion and its social, envi ron men tal, eco nomic, and polit i cal effects that
con tin ues to dom i nate U.S. cul ture, media dis cus sions, social sci ence, and pol icy
mak ing about envi ron men tal and social prob lems in the United States and abroad,
espe cially in the Third World.3

The alter na tive ecocentric per spec tives, such as deep ecol ogy (e.g., Naess, 1988; 
Tobias, 1988; Ses sions, 1995), demote humans from their priv i leged posi tion in
rela tion ship to the nat u ral envi ron ment and other life forms and advo cate
biospheric egal i tar i an ism (Naess, 1995, p. 167), giv ing equal sur vival and ful fill -
ment claims to all forms of life. Other impor tant themes of deep ecol ogy are the
stress on the intrin sic value of the human and non hu man worlds; the need to main -
tain the diver sity of all life forms and all of nature’s eco sys tems to fur ther the
well-being of nature as a whole in its human and non hu man aspects; the need to
change sub stan tially the pres ent forms of human inter ven tion in nat u ral pro cesses
and ways of think ing to stop the wors en ing of the eco log i cal dis rup tion and restore
the bal ance of nature; the need to esti mate the car ry ing capac ity of the earth as a
whole and of the var i ous bioregions where humans are set tled as grounds for the
need to sub stan tially reduce the size of the human pop u la tion to give room to non -
hu man life forms to flour ish; and the need to reduce dras ti cally con sump tion,
waste, and tech no log i cal devel op ments that destroy the bal ance of nature and
decrease biodiversity (e.g., Devall & Ses sions, 1995; Naess, 1995). Ecocentric
approaches blame the eco log i cal cri sis on the anthropocentrism and thirst for power 
that they argue char ac ter ize most of human his tory, espe cially West ern indus trial
soci et ies and their cul tural, philo soph i cal, and reli gious tra di tions that legit i mate
the dom i nance of men over women and nature, and of the rich over the poor. Phi los -
o phers and activ ists within this per spec tive have, in their rejec tion of West ern ideas, 
sought sup port to their claims in a mix ture of non-West ern cul tural, philo soph i cal,
and reli gious tra di tions, bring ing together ele ments of Native Amer i can cul tures,
Zen Bud dhism, mythol o gies, and Ori en tal mys ti cism, and sug gest ing a holis tic,
inter con nected, eco log i cal, car ing, and mys ti cal worldview in oppo si tion to—in
their view—the ratio nal is tic, ana lytic, instru men tal, and exploit ative worldview
typ i cal of West ern soci et ies and fos tered by indus tri al iza tion and its use and abuse
of nature and peo ple (Devall & Ses sions, 1995).

Dif fer ent from and crit i cal of ecocentric per spec tives and pol i tics is
ecofeminism, which refers to a broad spec trum of fem i nist trends that com bine alle -
giance to dif fer ent kinds of fem i nist the ory and pol i tics with envi ron men tal con -
cerns (Carlassare, 1994; Plumwood, 1994, 1998, p. 213). Some strands of
ecofeminism share the ecocentric turn to ele ments of non-West ern cul tures, phi los -
o phies, mythol o gies, reli gions, and tra di tions, to “the ancient ances try of the great
moth ers” and to female dei ties to build their under stand ing of ecol ogy and of the
place of humans in nature (Bandarage, 1997, pp. 307-340; Christ, 1994;
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d’Eaubonne, 1994, p. 186; Shiva, 1995, pp. 173-185). Social and social ist
ecofeminists, although shar ing deep ecol ogy’s cri tique of anthropocentrism, are
nev er the less crit i cal of its rel a tive indif fer ence to androcentrism and to the struc -
tures of dom i na tion that divide peo ple, such as cap i tal ism and patri ar chy. (Jack son,
1995, pp. 124-125; Plumwood, 1994, p. 208).

Rad i cal cul tural ecofeminists con sider that women are closer to nature than
men, pos tu lat ing women’s supe rior abil ity, based on their repro duc tive expe ri ences
and inher ent nur tur ing capac i ties, to under stand and act in sup port of envi ron men -
tal pro tec tion and all life forms. They also con sider patri ar chy to be the main source
of the dom i na tion of women and nature. Eco log i cal prob lems, over pop u la tion, and
class con flicts are fun da men tally male prob lems, the effects of cul ture and soci ety
built by males and for males’ ben e fit. For exam ple, though crit i cal of ecofeminists
who essentialize male cul ture, New (1996) agrees with the view that “the social
repro duc tion of male dom i na tion and of eco log i cally destruc tive prac tices are
insep a ra ble” (New, 1996, p. 80). Plumwood (1998) argues that essentialism was
more typ i cal of the early stages of ecofeminism than of its more recent trends. For
exam ple, ecofeminists who are also social ist fem i nists do not embrace an
essentialist under stand ing of women and the rela tion ship between women and
nature, nor do they agree with the sub sump tion of eco log i cal and social prob lems as 
effects of male dom i na tion and pos tu late a vari ety of inter ac tions between cap i tal -
ism and patri ar chy (King, 1994; Plumwood, 1994). Despite their con sid er able dif -
fer ences, com mon to all forms of ecofeminism is the plac ing of patri ar chy at the
core of the eco log i cal cri sis and the insis tence on the con nec tions between the
oppres sion of women, the oppres sion of nature, and the oppres sion of all the social
groups that have been nat u ral ized and feminized as part of their oppres sion. This is
why Plumwood (1994) envi sions the pos si bil ity of a social ecofeminism as “gen -
eral the ory of oppres sion” (for a cri tique of the polit i cal and intel lec tual impli ca -
tions of some ecofeminist stand points while pos it ing a gen der-informed envi ron -
men tal ism as an alter na tive, see Jack son, 1995).

These dis pa rate forms of eco log i cal con scious ness are the ideo log i cal ways in
which most peo ple under stand today the effects of the cap i tal ist exploi ta tion of
labor and nat u ral resources. Our reflec tions on social events and prob lems and
attempts to explain their causes with the tools of the social sci ences or phi los o phy
“take a course directly oppo site to that of their actual his tor i cal devel op ment . . ., ”
we begin “post festum, with the results of the pro cess of devel op ment ready to
hand” (Marx, 1974, p. 75), and we appre hend them through forms of con scious ness
that reflect both our loca tion in the social struc ture as well as the dom i nant ide ol o -
gies of the times. These and other forms of eco log i cal con scious ness (e.g., cri tiques
of envi ron men tal rac ism, con cerns with envi ron men tal jus tice) reflect indi vid u als’
class, gen der, socio eco nomic sta tus, racial/eth nic divi sions, and loca tion in dif fer -
ent social and geo graphic spaces. As such, they have a mate rial base in the man i fold 
ways in which envi ron men tal deg ra da tion, destruc tion of old for ests, decline in
biodiversity, the destruc tion of pub lic space and under min ing of com mu nity, the
alien ation of labor, and the dete ri o ra tion of the health of the pres ent and future gen -
er a tions affect dif fer ent peo ple in dif fer ent ways, depend ing on their social and spa -
tial loca tions. For the wealthy and better-off classes iso lated from envi ron men tal
haz ards, urban decay, and urban sprawl, it is mainly a ques tion of prof its, per sonal
safety, and life style pref er ences, whereas for the work ing classes and the poor,
espe cial those who belong to racial and eth nic minor i ties, it is a often ques tion of
life and death.4
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To say that they are ideo log i cal forms of con scious ness means sim ply to point
out that they are par tial and, there fore, offer mis lead ing under stand ings to the
extent they posit abstract, ahistorical expla na tions for phe nom ena that from a
Marx ist the o ret i cal stand point, have con crete, his tor i cally spe cific deter mi nants in
the dom i nant mode of pro duc tion and its his tor i cally spe cific con text. Each
approach high lights aspects of the effects of cap i tal ism on peo ple and nature that
need to be brought into pub lic con scious ness to mobi lize peo ple to strug gle against
the con tin u a tion of these exploit ative prac tices. How ever, the expla na tions put forth 
to account for these prob lems, shaped by the social loca tion of their advo cates and
the dom i nant the o ries and ide ol o gies estab lish ing struc tural lim its to the think able,
affect the kinds of coun ter-hege monic ide ol o gies that emerge as well as peo ple’s
views about the kinds of actions they can take and the kinds of pol i cies and polit i cal
orga niz ing con sid ered desir able.

The forms of eco log i cal con scious ness pre vi ously exam ined are, to some extent, 
abstract nega tions of a sta tus quo char ac ter ized by male dom i nance, envi ron men tal
destruc tion, and the wor ship of eco nomic growth and mate rial con sump tion for
their own sake; hence, the priv i leg ing of nature over humans, the blam ing of men
rather than the mode of pro duc tion, and the rejec tion of all things West ern in the
pur suit of a “polit i cal ecol ogy of nos tal gia,” accord ing to which all non-West ern
phi los o phies, reli gions, cul tures, and all times past were eco log i cally sound and
nonexploitative (Mukta & Hardiman, 2000).

Expla na tions that blame anthropocentrism or patri ar chy lead to lim ited under -
stand ings of the causes of envi ron men tal deg ra da tion and women’s oppres sion. The 
most extreme posi tions rest on the assump tion of uni ver sal, inher ent flaws in
human nature or in males, while pos tu lat ing the inher ent good ness of nature and of
women. How ever, even those who rec og nize the his to ric ity of the ori gins of cur rent
beliefs, atti tudes, and prac tices and avoid essentializing men, by attrib ut ing explan -
a tory value to the pro pen si ties and traits of indi vid u als, nar row unnec es sar ily the
range of polit i cal options open to envi ron men tal activ ists who, rather than strug -
gling for struc tural and even sys temic changes, end up focused on per sonal change
or on spe cific, local issues that leave the cap i tal ist struc tural deter mi nants of eco -
log i cal prob lems untouched and unchal lenged. Also prob lem atic are expla na tions
that find the cause of envi ron men tal prob lems in tech nol ogy, because they result in
the abstract nega tion of indus tri al iza tion and the uncrit i cal praise, as desir able alter -
na tives, of non-West ern and precapitalist forms of pro duc tion, social orga ni za tion,
and cul ture, which, on close exam i na tion, often turn out to be less eco log i cally
benign and oppres sive to women and direct pro duc ers regard less of gen der (for a
cri tique of some of those per spec tives, see Mukta & Hardiman, 2000).

To argue, as Marx ists do, that it is impor tant to trace the cap i tal ist ori gins of the
phe nom ena that mat ter to all eco log i cally con cerned peo ple is not a form of
reductionism, but an acknowl edge ment of the his tor i cal con di tions that shape our
lives and our rela tion ship with nature and other life forms. Although it is impor tant
to engage in per sonal-level earth-friendly changes and to strug gle to resolve local
envi ron men tal prob lems, it is even more impor tant to attain knowl edge of the spe -
cif i cally cap i tal ist eco nomic pro cesses, social rela tions, polit i cal vested inter ests,
pol i cies, reg u la tions, and forms of con scious ness that con spire to pro duce and
repro duce wealth, power, health, and well-being for a small minor ity and envi ron -
men tal catas tro phes, expo sure to toxic chem i cals, poor health, alien ation, pov erty,
and inse cu rity for the vast major ity of the peo ple.

Indi vid u al is tic and psychologistic expla na tions, stress ing human or male greed,
care less ness, self ish ness, thirst for dom i na tion, con sum er ism, and so on can inspire 
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some indi vid u als to change dras ti cally their val ues and prac tices, adopt ing sim pler
and less-pol lut ing life styles, recy cling, becom ing involved in local envi ron men tal
activ i ties, and help ing oth ers in their strug gles (e.g., see Andersen, 1995). Whereas
changes in indi vid u als’ con scious ness and behav iors are impor tant because they
show, in prac tice, the pos si bil ity of lead ing a dif fer ent and enjoy able life while min -
i miz ing one’s con tri bu tion to envi ron men tal dete ri o ra tion, in them selves these
changes are not only insuf fi cient to pro duce qual i ta tive changes but can and have
been eas ily coopted by busi nesses cater ing to the needs of those who prac tice what
they preach and, for exam ple, shop for organic pro duce and earth- and crea ture-
friendly goods (e. g., see Brower & Leon, 1999).

Expla na tions in terms of nat u ral lim its and eco log i cal laws often rep li cate the
Mal thu sian trick of nat u ral iz ing the effects of social insti tu tions and power rela -
tions. Marx was not a one-sided social con struc tion ist and did not reduce nature to
thought about nature or to a human con struct. Marx ists are not opposed to the
notion that there are nat u ral lim its to what social orga ni za tions can accom plish, but
become skep ti cal when nat u ral lim its are invoked to sup port the sta tus quo and deny 
the pos si bil ity of estab lish ing a more equi ta ble form of social orga ni za tion. This is
why Marx ists are likely to scru ti nize the notion of nat u ral lim its and appeals to nat -
u ral laws to explain the effects of sociohistorical and polit i cal pro cesses that stand
in the way of needed social changes.

Marx’s anal y sis of the fetish ism of com mod i ties (Marx, 1974, pp. 71-83) is use -
ful to demys tify the extent to which notions of eco log i cal prob lems, eco log i cal lim -
its, or nat u ral lim its are rei fied ways of refer ring to the effects of his tor i cally spe -
cific forms of exploi ta tion of nature and labor. To avoid this nat u ral is tic
mys ti fi ca tion, or the attri bu tion of the effects of the mode of pro duc tion to nature, it
is impor tant to dif fer en ti ate and iden tify the lim its of objec tive pos si bil ity (given
nat u ral laws), the lim its of poten tial human capa bil ity (i.e., what is not only within
the realm of pos si bil ity, given nat u ral laws, but also tech ni cally pos si ble), and what
is his tor i cally pos si ble, given the exist ing mode of pro duc tion and bal ance of power
between the con tend ing classes (Mills, 1985-1986, pp. 472-483). The nat u ral is tic
mys ti fi ca tion occurs when social, his tor i cal forces are con strued as nat u ral lim its or 
nat u ral causes. Thus, for exam ple, fam ines can be explained by peo ple’s nat u ral
pro pen sity to overreproduce, and envi ron men tal deg ra da tion can be accounted for
by our hav ing for got ten our place in the nat u ral order of things, as one spe cies
among oth ers and becom ing, instead, a per ni cious spe cies, a blight on the earth.
Another form of mys ti fi ca tion is that which hides rela tions of dom i na tion under
tech no log i cal imper a tives, pos tu lat ing that it is indus tri al iza tion, not cap i tal ism,
that causes envi ron men tal deg ra da tion.

A more sub tle form of mys ti fi ca tion is entailed in the cri tique of ratio nal ity.
Main stream envi ron men tal ism is uncrit i cal of instru men tal or for mal ratio nal ity,
con sid er ing it as a taken-for-granted char ac ter is tic of human nature, West ern cul -
tures, and phi los o phies cul mi nat ing in the sci en tific prac tices and world out look of
West ern indus trial soci et ies. Ecocentric and ecofeminist per spec tives, on the other
hand, con sider it as a destruc tive human, per haps uniquely male, trait that taints our
cul ture, ide ol o gies, and activ i ties, includ ing the pro duc tion of knowl edge, and a
pow er ful con trib ut ing cause of eco log i cal dis tur bances and envi ron men tal blight.
Fem i nist skep ti cism about the desir abil ity of instru men tal ratio nal ity as a pos i tive
human trait is under stand able because it has been ideo log i cally used to legit i mate
eco nomic exploi ta tion (of peo ple and nature), and male dom i nance over nature and
women, who are then con cep tu al ized as beings closer to nature than to cul ture and,
there fore, nonrational or irra tio nal and even less than human, for ratio nal ity is the
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dis tin guish ing trait that sep a rates human ity from non hu man life forms (Plumwood, 
1995, 1998, p. 214).

Fol low ing Lukács’ (1968) iden ti fi ca tion of the flaws inher ent in Ger man roman -
tic anticapitalism, which eschewed the anal y sis of the real i ties of cap i tal ist accu mu -
la tion and instead focused on cap i tal ism’s superstructural effects, I argue that the
ecocentric cri tique of instru men tal rea son today rep li cates the the o ret i cal and polit -
i cal draw backs of the cri tique of the cul tural and sub jec tive effects of cap i tal ism
typ i cal of early Ger man soci ol ogy, which reduced the essence of cap i tal ist devel op -
ment to a change from “com mu nity” to “soci ety” (e.g., Tonnies, 1963), or to a pro -
cess of ratio nal iza tion or dis en chant ment of the world (Weber, 1969, p. 155). This
leaves out side the scope of the o riz ing and crit i cism the organic con nec tion between 
instru men tal, sub jec tive, or for mal ratio nal ity and its mate rial con di tions of pos si -
bil ity, the cap i tal ist mode of pro duc tion (Lukács, 1968, pp. 476-500). To some
extent, a sim i lar argu ment can be made about Horkheimer’s (1969) cri tique of
instru men tal ratio nal ity, which has been influ en tial in eco log i cal think ing (e.g., see
Leiss, 1994; for a dif fer ent view, see Eckersley, 1994). Abstracting instru men tal
ratio nal ity from its spe cif i cally cap i tal ist con di tions and focus ing on its form,
Horkheimer argues that it is both “ . . . an impor tant symp tom of a far reach ing
change that occurred in occi den tal think ing through out the last few cen tu ries”
(Horkheimer, 1969, p. 16; my trans la tion) and the prod uct of a pre sum ably innate
human need to dom i nate nature (Horkheimer, 1969, p. 184).

The notion that ratio nal ity some how emerged with cap i tal ism under lies the
Weberian notion of the dis en chant ment of the world, in other words, the sec u lar dis -
place ment of value ratio nal and tra di tional actions by instru men tally ratio nal
actions, whereby peo ple and nature become means for the attain ment of indi vid u -
als’ ends, and the ends are cho sen in terms of util ity, cost/ben e fits cal cu la tions, and
effi ciency, rather than on the basis of mag i cal, emo tional, tra di tional, eth i cal, or cul -
tural grounds. Today, ecocentric envi ron men tal ists and some ecofeminists call for
the “re-enchant ment” of the world, seek ing guid ance from ancient and
not-so-ancient phi los o phies, gods and god desses, ways of life, or from attempts to
regain a pre sum ably lost and desir able unity with nature.

But what is decried today as West ern or male ratio nal ity is actu ally cap i tal ist
instru men tal ratio nal ity, which reduces peo ple and nature to means for profit max i -
mi za tion and cap i tal accu mu la tion, for cap i tal ism “ . . . has left remain ing no other
nexus between man and man [and between man and nature] than naked self-inter est”
(Marx & Engels, 1848/1976, p. 487). If con sid ered purely in for mal terms, instru -
men tal ratio nal ity is neu tral in its impli ca tions; it refers sim ply to the ade quacy of
means to ends. Environmentalists them selves rou tinely behave just as ratio nally
when they choose means ade quate to their ends (e.g., recy cling to avoid the accu -
mu la tion of waste). The point is that for mally ratio nal behav ior is nei ther the pre -
rog a tive of cap i tal ists or of males or of West ern cul tures; all human beings behave
ratio nally in a for mal sense and what var ies, accord ing to the his tor i cal con text in
which they live, is the nature of the means and the ends they ratio nally pur sue.
These, in turn, are deter mined by the mate rial con di tions for mally ratio nal actions
pre sup pose that estab lish the actual con tent of for mally ratio nal behav ior.

Weber iden ti fied the mate rial or sub stan tive con di tions of for mal cap i tal ist ratio -
nal ity (e.g., the exploi ta tion of labor, the expro pri a tion of the direct pro duc ers from
the means of pro duc tion, income inequal ity, the lack of free dom under ly ing labor
force par tic i pa tion) and acknowl edged that these mate rial con di tions can be the
source of mate rial pos tu lates or claims (e.g., equity, ratio nal, or uni ver sal pro vi sion
of needs) toward which formal eco nomic ratio nal ity is abso lutely indif fer ent
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(Weber, 1969, p. 83). It is in that indif fer ence that he located the the o ret i cal lim its of
for mal ratio nal ity, for it is imper vi ous to the eth i cal and polit i cal impli ca tions of its
effects, as dem on strated in numer ous exam ples. For exam ple, “ . . . that the utmost
for mal ratio nal ity of cap i tal account ing is only pos si ble by the sub jec tion of work -
ers to the entre pre neurs’ dom i na tion is another mate rial irra tio nal ity spe cific to the
eco nomic order” (Weber, 1969, pp. 109-110, author’s empha sis, my trans la tion).
Cur rent exam ples of that irra tio nal ity are the gloom with which cap i tal ists view the
low est unem ploy ment rates in 30 years, and growth in per capita GNP, while wealth 
and income inequal i ties reach new heights.

The exploi ta tion of nature is one of the mate rial con di tions of cap i tal ist ratio nal -
ity and it too has given rise to sub stan tive claims (e.g., sus tain able devel op ment,
eco log i cal bal ance, pres er va tion of biodiversity) toward which instru men tal ratio -
nal ity is com pletely indif fer ent, unless eco log i cally sound mea sures are at the same
time prof it able or polit i cally expe di ent. How ever, this indif fer ence of for mal ratio -
nal ity toward its eco log i cally and socially dam ag ing effects is nei ther “irra tio nal”
(Weber) nor inher ent in its form, but a man i fes ta tion of the class char ac ter of its con -
tent. What is ratio nal for the cap i tal ist class is ratio nal for the mode of pro duc tion
(i.e., cap i tal ist sub jec tive and objec tive ratio nal ity coin cide), but not nec es sar ily
ratio nal for either nature or the major ity of the world’s pop u la tion.

In light of these argu ments, it fol lows that instru men tal ratio nal ity always pre -
sup poses a mate rial or sub stan tive ratio nal ity embod ied in its mate rial con di tions of 
pos si bil ity and actu al ized through the hier ar chy of pref er ences gov ern ing indi vid u -
als’ choices of means and ends. Because Weber refuses to see the ratio nal ity behind
the “irra tio nal ity” he elo quently describes, it is under stand able that the alter na tives
he con ceives pre clude a change in the rela tions of dom i na tion and exploi ta tion
while pos it ing, instead, the pos si bil ity of the rise of char is matic lead ers or ref uge in
anti thet i cal val ues, which is the road taken by ecocentric and some ecofeminist per -
spec tives. The ecocentric con fla tion of cap i tal ist ratio nal ity with instru men tal
ratio nal ity results, then, in the neglect of the cap i tal ist struc tural and ideo log i cal
causes of eco log i cal prob lems, and the search for and adop tion of reli gious, mys ti -
cal, tra di tional and, pre sum ably, inher ently female (i.e., nonrational) value sys tems
and ways of relat ing to nature and other peo ple that although they might be poet i cal
and beau ti ful, are less likely to be effec tive in the strug gle toward a sus tain able envi -
ron ment and human eman ci pa tion.

Adher ence to ecocentric ide ol o gies is more likely to lead to an under stand ing of
social change that starts with per sonal con scious ness and behav ior (e.g., changes in
lifestyles toward vol un tary sim plic ity) on the assump tion that macrolevel social
change is sim ply the result of the sum of changed indi vid ual behav iors. How ever,
not all the pro cesses that lead to envi ron men tal dete ri o ra tion, pol lu tion, and pop u la -
tion growth beyond what a given area can sus tain are reduc ible to the sum of indi -
vid ual behav iors; they are the effect of com plex struc tural ten den cies that would
require qual i ta tive struc tural changes to change the unde sir able envi ron men tal and
human out comes decried by ecol o gists of all per sua sions. In this respect, Marx ism
can offer ecol ogy a cri tique of cap i tal ist ratio nal ity as well as the anal y sis of the
con di tions con du cive to the emer gence of an eco log i cal ratio nal ity; there is no need
to appeal to mys ti cism or reli gion to argue for the neces sity of changes in the ways
cap i tal ism affects nature and all forms of life. Marx ism can also iden tify the eco -
nomic and polit i cal lim its to the effec tive ness of earth-friendly changes in indi vid -
ual behav ior, and the struc tural bar ri ers to qual i ta tive changes in the macrolevel
pro cesses that con tinue to dis rupt the envi ron ment despite the changes in per sonal
behav ior within some sec tors of the pop u la tion.
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CON CLU SION

Does ecol ogy need Marx? I won der, at this point, what ecol ogy is, for it seems to
be an umbrella term like sex ism and rac ism, which cov ers a vari ety of macrolevel
and microlevel phe nom ena pro duced by dif fer ent causes and lends itself to the
devel op ment of a wide vari ety of con flict ing ide ol o gies and the o ret i cal frame -
works. I would pre fer to change the ques tion to the fol low ing: Are Marx and Marx -
ism con tin gent or essen tial in the strug gles against envi ron men tal deg ra da tion and
all forms of exploi ta tion and oppres sion? Although in the eyes of envi ron men tal
activ ists, they may seem irrel e vant in the con text of day-to-day strug gles, the need
for an all-encom pass ing the ory capa ble of illu mi nat ing the nec es sary con nec tions
between seem ingly sep a rate prob lems will emerge in time, as activ ists learn from
their expe ri ences that there are cap i tal ist struc tural bar ri ers to the effec tive ness of
their indi vid ual behav ioral changes and legal and polit i cal suc cesses. This is why it
is impor tant that Marx ists do more than engage in the o ret i cal cri tique. They should
be involved in spe cific strug gles, learn ing from their expe ri ences and shar ing their
learn ing with those whose views may be dif fer ent but whose polit i cal goals might
be the same. This does not imply, how ever, that the o ret i cal work should be sec ond -
ary to polit i cal involve ment. On the con trary, as the world sys temic nature of cap i -
tal ism becomes increas ingly vis i ble, the accel er ated nature of the cir cu la tion of
cap i tal and labor are cre at ing the con di tions for the emer gence of regional trans na -
tional work ing-class orga ni za tions and move ments. At the same time, the exploi ta -
tion of nature and the cir cu la tion of waste, pol lut ants, viruses, infec tious dis eases,
pests, plant dis eases, and healthy ani mals and plants delib er ately or unwit tingly
taken from their nat u ral hab i tat inten sify and high light the global nature of most
eco log i cal prob lems. As the sit u a tion wors ens at the local, regional, national, and
world lev els of anal y sis, it will call for the Marx ist his tor i cal anal y sis of its con di -
tions of exis tence and repro duc tion through time and will also call for the devel op -
ment of reg u la tory agen cies and plan ning. Marx ist con tri bu tions to ecol ogy that
despite their impor tance and time li ness are today largely the con cern of aca dem ics
will at that time become even more rel e vant.

A care ful read ing of Marx and Engels’ works leads to the real iza tion that their
polit i cal econ omy, firmly grounded on mate ri al ist pre mises, con tains impor tant
the o ret i cal cat e go ries and meth od olog i cal guide lines for the the o ret i cal anal y sis of
the deter mi nants of the cur rent eco log i cal pre dic a ment, and for the devel op ment of
a Marx ist ecol ogy based on eco log i cal prin ci ples cen tral to Marx ist the ory
(Burkett, 1999; Fos ter, 2000; Par sons, 1977). Inher ent in the pre mises of his tor i cal
mate ri al ism is the notion of the coevolu tion of nature and soci ety. Human devel op -
ment, the unfold ing of human poten tials, and emer gence of new needs and tal ents
pre sup pose the mate rial pro duc tion and repro duc tion of life and of means of sub sis -
tence, pro cesses through which both humans and nature change and are mutu ally
sus tain ing. Marx pos tu lates the exis tence of a pro cess of social metab o lism
between human ity and nature and iden ti fies, under cap i tal ism, the pres ence of a
met a bolic rift brought about by agri cul tural and trade prac tices that despoil the
earth with out replen ish ing its resources and rob whole regions of their nat u ral con -
di tions of pro duc tion (Fos ter, 1999). Rejecting ecol ogy’s rad i cal divi sion between
nature and soci ety, accord ing to which soci et ies face insur mount able nat u ral lim its, 
Marx and Engels offer a mate ri al ist and dia lec ti cal the ory of the rela tion ship
between human ity and nature. Nat u ral lim its are both mate rial and con di tion ers of
social orga ni za tion and human beings while, at the same time, oper at ing through
social con di tions estab lished by the level of devel op ment of the forces of pro duc -
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tion and the exist ing rela tions of pro duc tion. In other words, to the abstract mate ri -
al ism inher ent in the dom i nant eco log i cal per spec tives that because of their
undialectical stand point, com bine an ide al ist under stand ing of the causes of eco -
log i cal prob lems with what amounts to a vul gar mate ri al ist under stand ing of nat u -
ral lim its, Marx ism opposes a dia lec ti cal approach that pre serves the mate ri al ist
side of nature and its laws while acknowl edg ing the his tory-mak ing capac ity of
human ity (Timpanaro, 1975).

Although Marx’s ecol ogy can be recov ered and devel oped through the inves ti -
ga tion of Marx’s, Engels’s, and other noted Marx ists’ philo soph i cal, meth od olog i -
cal, and the o ret i cal assump tions (Fos ter, 1999), impor tant ele ments for con struct -
ing a Marx ist ecol ogy can also be iden ti fied through the explo ra tion of the
eco log i cal effects of cap i tal ist pro duc tion, trans por ta tion, use of space,
taken-for-granted pat terns of con sump tion and waste, and so on. O’Connor (1988)
con trib uted to the devel op ment of eco log i cal Marx ism with the con cep tu al iza tion
of a sec ond cap i tal ist con tra dic tion as the basis for a dif fer ent the ory of eco nomic
cri sis and tran si tion toward social ism. The first con tra dic tion and source of cri ses of 
underconsumption and over pro duc tion “is the con tra dic tion between cap i tal ist pro -
duc tive forces and pro duc tion rela tions”; the sec ond con tra dic tion is “the con tra -
dic tion between cap i tal ist pro duc tion rela tions (and pro duc tive forces) and the con -
di tions of pro duc tion, or cap i tal ist rela tions and forces of repro duc tion” (O’Connor, 
1988, p. 13, author’s empha sis), mean ing labor power, nature, and the com mu nal or
gen eral con di tions of social pro duc tion, such as infra struc tures and means of com -
mu ni ca tion (O’Connor, 1988, p.14). This the o ret i cal inno va tion was received with
both praise and crit i cism, result ing in a series of pro duc tive exchanges that deep -
ened our under stand ing of the cap i tal ist sources of eco log i cal prob lems and of the
com plex impli ca tions of eco log i cal strug gles when placed in the con text of local,
national, and world inequal ity (Guha, 1994; Mingione, 1993).5 Fos ter (1992) pres -
ents an alter na tive inter pre ta tion of the two con tra dic tions as the “abso lute gen eral
law of cap i tal ist accu mu la tion” and the “abso lute gen eral law of envi ron men tal
deg ra da tion under cap i tal ism,” mean ing the ten dency toward pro duc ing wealth and
simul ta neously deplet ing and spoil ing the nat u ral con di tions of wealth accu mu la -
tion (pp. 76-78). Cap i tal ism seeks to con trol the worse effects of its con tra dic tions
through var i ous forms of state inter ven tion, eco log i cal restruc tur ing, and
cooptation of eco log i cal con cerns (e.g., the emer gence of envi ron men tal eco nom -
ics and the pur suit of busi ness as usual under the rhet o ric of sus tain able devel op -
ment and eco log i cal mod ern iza tion; Barry, 1999, pp. 264-269). How ever, the
effects of the sec ond con tra dic tion are infi nitely more dif fi cult to man age than the
first, and cap i tal ism will even tu ally be unable to elude “the revenge of nature”
(Fos ter, 1992, p. 80).

It is impor tant to keep in mind, how ever, a third con tra dic tion: that is, the con tra -
dic tion between cap i tal and labor, which has piv otal polit i cal and envi ron men tal
impli ca tions because the greater the exploi ta tion of labor, the greater its vul ner a bil -
ity to envi ron men tal prob lems and the greater the like li hood that work ers’ eco -
nomic sur vival might clash with the goals of envi ron men tal ists. This is why Marx -
ists bring to ecol ogy the need to for mu late eco log i cal and envi ron men tal objec tives
while tak ing into con sid er ation their poten tial effects on work ers’ cur rent and
future abil ity to make a liv ing (for a dis cus sion of the need to bring eco nomic
inequal ity into the core of eco log i cal think ing see, for exam ple, Mingione, 1993).
This is why “the future of human ity and the earth lies with the for ma tion of a
labor-envi ron men tal ist alli ance”(Fos ter, 1992, p. 79).
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Marx said that the bar rier to cap i tal accu mu la tion is cap i tal itself and this is man -
i fested in the peri odic cri ses of over pro duc tion and underconsumption, the pro gres -
sive under min ing of the con di tions of pro duc tion, and the ebb and flow of class
strug gles, set backs, advances, and stale mates. The greater the destruc tive effects of
the free mar ket on nature, the more obvi ous the need for its antith e sis (i.e., pre ven -
tion, reg u la tion, and plan ning). Upton Sinclair wrote The Jun gle (1951) to high light 
the inhu man con di tions in which meat-pack ing work ers worked and lived. How -
ever, as he said, instead of touch ing the hearts of the Amer i can peo ple, he suc ceeded 
in touch ing their stom ach, and the Food and Drug Admin is tra tion was born. It is
pos si ble that envi ron men tal activ ists, strug gling against the exploi ta tion of nature
and for a qual i ta tive change in our rela tion ship with the envi ron ment and other life
forms may suc ceed, despite their cur rent skep ti cism about Marx and Marx ism, in
releas ing the col lec tive energy needed to under mine the fet ish isms of mar ket free -
dom, com pe ti tion, and unceas ing eco nomic growth in the pub lic con scious ness,
thus pav ing the way toward social changes designed to end not only the exploi ta tion 
of nature but the exploi ta tion of labor as well. How ever, such changes do not hap pen 
auto mat i cally; in the absence of a wide spread, ongo ing, prin ci pled red-green dia -
logue, the most that is likely to be attained is an improve ment in envi ron men tal con -
di tions for the priv i leged and the better off. Does ecol ogy need Marx? Is there any
doubt?

NOTES

1. This arti cle is a revised ver sion of an arti cle orig i nally pre sented in March, 2000, at the
Social ist Scholars Con fer ence at the Bor ough of Manhattan Com mu nity Col lege, City Uni -
ver sity of New York.

2. A very use ful reader that brings together the main schools of eco log i cal think ing today
is Redclift and Wood gate (1995). There is a grow ing body of social ist and Marx ist ecol ogy
lit er a ture; the jour nal Cap i tal ism, Nature and Social ism is an invalu able resource. Recent
con tri bu tions to this lit er a ture are O’Connor (1998), Fos ter (2000), and Burkett (1999).

3. For an excel lent crit i cal review of neo-Mal thu sian lit er a ture and pol i cies, see chap ters
1 and 2 of Bandarage (1997).

4. For exam ple, in a recent arti cle in the New York Times, James Fal lows (2000), writ ing
about the newly wealthy in the infor ma tion and com mu ni ca tion tech nol o gies world, states
that the key issue that con cerns them is the pro tec tion of the envi ron ment, not only because
they are located in the most beau ti ful areas of the coun try but also because their abil ity to use
that envi ron ment mat ters to them: “A soft ware engi neer with $2 mil lion in stock options
can’t really imag ine being laid off. He can imag ine ill-planned urban growth ruin ing a for est
where he likes to hike.”

5. See Cap i tal ism, Nature, Social ism, vol ume 3, num bers 3 and 4, and vol ume 4, num bers 1
and 2.

REF ER ENCES

Andersen, D. N. (Ed.). (1995). Down wardly mobile. For con science sake. Eugene, OR: Tom
Paine Insti tute.

Bandarage, A. (1997). Women, pop u la tion and global cri sis. A polit i cal-eco nomic anal y sis.
Lon don: Zed Books.

Barry, J. (1999). Marx ism and ecol ogy. In A. Gam ble, D. Marsh, & T. Tant (Eds.), Marx ism
and social sci ence (pp. 258-279). Chi cago: Uni ver sity of Illi nois Press.

Brower, M., & Leon, W. (1999). The con sumer’s guide to effec tive envi ron men tal choices:
Prac ti cal advice from the union of con cerned sci en tists. New York: Three Rivers Press.

302    OR GA NI ZA TION & EN VI RON MENT / Sep tem ber 2000



Burkett, P. (1999). Marx and nature. A red and green per spec tive. New York: St. Mar tin’s
Press.

Carlassare, E. (1994). Essentialism in ecofeminist dis course. In C. Mer chant (Ed.), Ecol ogy
(pp. 220-234). Atlan tic High lands, NJ: Human ities Press.

Christ, C. (1994). Why women need the god dess. In C. Mer chant (Ed.), Ecol ogy (pp. 309-
321). Atlan tic High lands, NJ: Human ities Press.

Daly, H. E. (1996). Beyond growth. The eco nom ics of sus tain able devel op ment. Boston, MA: 
Bea con Press.

d’Eaubonne, F. (1994). The time for ecofeminisms. In C. Mer chant (Ed.), Ecol ogy (pp.
174-197). Atlan tic High lands, NJ: Human ities Press.

Devall, B., & Ses sions, G. (1995). Deep ecol ogy. In M. Redclift & G. Wood gate (Eds.), The
soci ol ogy of the envi ron ment (Vol. 2, pp. 152-166). Aldershot, UK: Edward Elgar.

Dobson, A. (1995). Ecologism, social ism and fem i nism. In M. Redclift & G. Wood gate
(Eds.), The soci ol ogy of the envi ron ment (Vol. 2, pp. 372-406). Aldershot, UK: Edward
Elgar.

Eckersley, R. (1994). The failed prom ise of crit i cal the ory. In C. Mer chant (Ed.), Ecol ogy
(pp. 65-76). Atlan tic High lands, NJ: Human ities Press.

Fal lows, J. (2000, March 19). The invis i ble poor. The New York Times [Online arti cle]. Avail -
able at: http://www.nytimes.com/invisiblepoor.html.

Fos ter, J. B. (1992). The abso lute gen eral law of envi ron men tal deg ra da tion under cap i tal -
ism. Cap i tal ism, Nature, Social ism, 3(3), 76-79.

Fos ter, J. B. (1999). Marx’s the ory of met a bolic rift: Clas si cal foun da tions for envi ron men tal 
soci ol ogy. Amer i can Jour nal of Soci ol ogy, 105(2), 366-405.

Fos ter, J. B. (2000). Marx’s ecol ogy. New York: Monthly Review Press.
Gore, A. (1993). Earth in the bal ance. New York: Plume.
Guha, R. (1994). Rad i cal envi ron men tal ism: A third-world cri tique. In C. Mer chant (Ed.),

Ecol ogy (pp. 281-289). Atlan tic High lands, NJ: Human ities Press.
Hardin, G. (1988). Dis crim i nating altru isms. In Tobias (Ed.), Deep ecology (pp. 182-205).

San Marcos, CA: Avant Books.
Hardin, G. (1993). Liv ing within lim its. Ecol ogy, eco nom ics and pop u la tion taboos. New

York: Oxford Uni ver sity Press.
Hardin, G. (1995). The trag edy of the com mons. In M. Redclift & G. Wood gate (Eds.),

(Vol. 2 pp. 22-27). Aldershot, UK: Edward Elgar.
Horkheimer, M. (1969). Critica de la razon instru men tal [Cri tique of instru men tal rea son].

Bue nos Aires: Sur.
Jack son, C. (1995). Rad i cal envi ron men tal myths: A gen der per spec tive. New Left Review,

(210), 124-140.
King, Y. (1994). Fem i nism and the revolt of nature. In C. Mer chant (Ed.), Ecol ogy (pp. 198-206). 

Atlan tic High lands, NJ: Human ities Press.
Leiss, W. (1994). The dom i na tion of nature. In C. Mer chant (Ed.), Ecol ogy (pp. 55-64).

Atlan tic High lands, NJ: Human ities Press.
Lukács, G. (1968). El asalto a la razon. La trayectoria del irracionalismo desde Schelling a

Hit ler [The destruc tion of rea son. The tra jec tory of irrationalism from Schelling to Hit -
ler]. Mex ico: Ediciones Grijalbo.

Mal thus, T. R. (1933). An essay on pop u la tion. New York: E. P. Dutton.
Marx, K. (1974). Cap i tal, Vol. I. New York: Inter na tional.
Marx, K., & Engels, F. (1976). The com mu nist man i festo. In Col lected works (Vol. 6,

pp. 484-519). New York: Inter na tional.
Mills, C. (1985-1986). Marx ism and nat u ral is tic mys ti fi ca tion. Sci ence & Soci ety, 49(4),

472-482.
Mukta, P., & Hardiman, D. (2000). The polit i cal ecol ogy of nos tal gia. Cap i tal ism, Nature,

Social ism, 11(1), 113-133.
Naess, A. (1988). Iden ti fi ca tion as a source of deep eco log i cal atti tudes. In Tobias (Ed.),

Deep ecol ogy (pp. 256-270). San Marcos, CA: Avant Books.

                                                         Gimenez / DOES ECOL OGY NEED MARX?    303



Naess, A. (1995). The shal low and the deep, long-range ecol ogy move ment: A sum mary. In
M. Redclift & G. Wood gate (Eds.), The soci ol ogy of the envi ron ment (Vol. 2, pp. 152-166).
Aldershot, UK: Edward Elgar. (pp. 167-172).

New, C. (1996). Man bad, woman good? Essentialisms and ecofeminisms. New Left Review,
216, 79-93.

O’Connor, J. (1988). Cap i tal ism, nature, social ism. A the o ret i cal intro duc tion. Cap i tal ism,
Nature, Social ism, 1(1), 11-23.

Ornstein, R., & Ehrlich, P. (1989). New world new mind. New York: Touch stone Books.
Par sons, H. L. (1977). Marx and Engels on ecol ogy. Westport, CT: Green wood Press.
Plumwood, V. (1994). Ecosocial fem i nism as a gen eral the ory of oppres sion. In C. Mer chant

(Ed.), Ecol ogy (pp. 207-219). Atlan tic High lands, NJ: Human ities Press.
Plumwood, V. (1995). Women, human ity and nature. In M. Redclift & G. Wood gate (Eds.),

The soci ol ogy of the envi ron ment ( Vol. 2 pp. 211-317). Aldershot, UK: Edward Elgar.
Plumwood, V. (1998). The envi ron ment. In A. Jaggar & I. Young (Eds.), The Blackwell com -

pan ion to fem i nist phi los o phy. Lon don: Blackwell.
Postel, S. (1994). Carrying capac ity: Earth’s bot tom line. In L. R. Brown, et al (Eds.), State of

the world 1994 (pp. 3-21). New York/Lon don: W. W. Norton & Co.
Redclift, M., & Wood gate, G. (Eds.). (1995). The soci ol ogy of the envi ron ment. Brookfield,

VT: Edward Elgar.
Ses sions, G. (Ed.). (1995). Deep ecol ogy for the 21st cen tury. Boston: Shambhala.
Shiva, V. (1995). Sci ence, nature and gen der. In M. Redclift & G. Wood gate (Eds.), The soci -

ol ogy of the envi ron ment (pp. 173-184). Brookfield, VT: Edward Elgar.
Sinclair, U. (1951). The jun gle. New York: New Amer i can Library.
Timpanaro, S. (1975). On mate ri al ism. Lon don: New Left Books.
Tobias, M. (1988). Deep ecol ogy. San Marcos, CA: Avant Books.
Tonnies, F. (1963). Com mu nity and soci ety. New York: Harper Torchbook.
Weber, M. (1969). Economia y sociedad [Econ omy and soci ety]. Mex ico: Fondo de Cultura

Economica.

304    OR GA NI ZA TION & EN VI RON MENT / Sep tem ber 2000


