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Deep Green 
Resistance

by Lierre Keith, Derrick Jensen, Aric McBay

"The task of an activist is not to navigate systems of oppressive  
power with as much personal integrity as possible; it is to dis-
mantle those systems." 

– Lierre Keith
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Speech by Beth

I would like to start by acknowledging that we are occupying stolen land 
[USA], and the only reason we can be here today is because of an ongoing 
genocide that has lasted for centuries.

I am part of a local DGR Action Group in Colorado. [...]

Deep Green Resistance starts where the environmental movement leaves 
off: industrial civilization is incompatible with life. Technology can’t fix 
it, and shopping – no matter how green – won’t stop it. To save this planet, 
we need a serious resistance movement that can bring down the industrial 
economy.

DGR believes that industrial civilization must be dismantled in order for 
the planet and all living beings to survive. We believe that if civilization is 
dismantled there will be an opportunity for people to create thousands of 
autonomous cultures, cultures that will be fully integrated into their local 
biological communities. For 98 percent of our time on this earth, that was 
how humans lived – in full connection to the land and the beings who 
share it with us. 

For us, this is not the same thing as reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
Or a kinder, gentler capitalism. When people ask, for example, how we 
can stop global  warming,  they’re not actually asking how we can stop 
global warming; they’re asking how we can stop global warming without 
ending industrial capitalism, without fundamentally changing the physical 
conditions that lead to global warming: burning oil and gas, deforestation, 
and industrial agriculture. And the answer to that question is: you can’t. 

If we ask the same question about humanity, “How can we save human-
ity without stopping the actions that have led to the mass extinction we’re 
currently experiencing?” the answer is, you can’t.

We can’t kill the planet and live on it, too.
The  question  is:  with  whom do  we  identify?  Where  is  our  loyalty? 

Whom do we want to save?

If our experience is that our food comes from the grocery store, from the 
social system we call civilization, it is to this we will pledge our lives. If 
we experience this social system as the source of our life, we will defend 
this social system to our deaths.

If, on the other hand, our experience is that food and water come from 
the land, from the living earth, we will make and keep promises to the 
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earth in exchange for this food and water. We will defend this community 
to our deaths.

When the social system into which we’ve been enculturated is destroy-
ing the earth on which all life depends, that question of who we are re-
sponsible to – to whom we make and keep our promises – makes all the 
difference in the world. 

Shouldn’t what gives us life be what we love and defend with our lives? 
But what does this culture love? Ipods, cars, money, power... What do we 
love and how much would we give for it? […]

People ask us why we want to dismantle civilization, as if there was a 
choice; as if it were our choice. This way of life is ending. I think we all 
know that. Scientists certainly do. Many of the best ones are saying openly 
that we’re doomed. And they’re right, but only if we keep going as we are. 
Only if we don’t fundamentally change things.

Why is this way of live over? Any social sys-
tem based on the use of nonrenewable resources 
is by definition unsustainable. Just to be clear, 
nonrenewable means it will eventually run out. 
This whole arrangement came with an expira-
tion date. None of us here chose that and none 
of us can escape it. 

Civilization  has  been waging a  campaign for  10,000 years  -  running 
through soil, rivers, and forests as well as metal, coal, and oil. 

That wasn’t a mistake. Civilization is a way of life characterized by the 
growth of cities. Cities are a living arrangement where people live in den-
sities high enough to require the routine importation of food and other ne-
cessities. In other words, where people live beyond their means, beyond 
what the land can offer and what they can offer the land. This arrangement 
can only lead to biotic collapse. The only way to stave off collapse tempo-
rarily is by expanding into new areas and wiping them clean. But on a fi-
nite planet with finite resources, that is a relatively short high, and it will 
be followed by a global collapse without comparison and without mercy.

Any way of life based on the importation of resources is functionally 
based on violence, because if you  require the importation of resources, 
trade will never be sufficiently reliable: if people in the next watershed 
won’t trade you for some necessary resource, you will take it, because you 
need it. 
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We could all become enlightened tomorrow, but the US military would 
still have to be huge: how else will they get access to the oil they need to 
run the economy, oil that just happens to lie under someone else’s land?
This culture is irredeemable on a purely functional level, to say nothing of 
its sociopathic system of rewards. There are no industrial technologies that 
are sustainable. They are extractive and destructive. They require copper 
wiring, or aluminum, or any number of things based on an industrial infra-
structure. And I am sorry to say, this includes solar and wind energy. Even 
if we didn’t care about mining and the requisite exploitation of humans 
and the destruction of the land, all industrial technologies, green or other-
wise,  will  require oil.  We are running out of oil.  There won’t be wind 
farms and solar panels without oil or mining. And much as I’d like there to 
be, there simply won’t be any green technology saviors coming. This way 
of life came with an expiration date and we’re almost there.

So where are we at in our struggle to survive? In the whole of its history, 
the environmental movement has never been able to stop the growth of 
fossil  fuel consumption,  much less reduce it.  Can we face this? In the 
whole of its history,  the environmental movement has not been able to 
slow the rate of species extinction, or end the conversion of living commu-
nities to dead commodities. 200 species went extinct today and they were 
our kin. And we are not far behind them. We can’t kill the planet and live 
on it too. And that is precisely what we are trying to do. That is what in-
dustrialization is. That is what capitalism is. And that is what civilization 
is.

The earth is now on the brink of complete biotic collapse. Ninety percent 
of the large fish in the oceans are gone. 98 percent of native forests are 
gone, 99 percent of wetlands, 99 percent of native grasslands. What stan-
dards do we need? What is the threshold at which we will acknowledge 
the reality of civilization?

The destruction is not a mistake or aberration. Remember? Any social 
system based on the use of nonrenewable resources is by definition unsus-
tainable. This way of life was doomed from the start. Dismantling civiliza-
tion is not going backwards, it is going forwards – to re-learn the only way 
of life we’ve known as a species for almost all of our history.

We now have about ten years left before we go past the tipping point to 
irreversible climate change. We are out of soil. We are out of species. And 
we are out of time.
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That is how we see it. And we have a strategy to 
stop the destruction that we think can succeed.

Our  strategy  involves  two  separate  parts  of  the 
movement – an aboveground and an underground. 
We are the aboveground and therefore our work is 
strictly limited to nonviolence. As the aboveground 

we have two roles: we help build a strong, effective movement using civil 
disobedience to stop the destruction of the planet as much as possible, and 
through the use of education and media, we promote the necessity of a 
militant underground. That underground would do actions against infra-
structure to buy time for the aboveground to save what can be saved. Be-
cause once a mountaintop is gone, for example, the mountaintop is gone. 

Throughout history, many resistance movements have included an un-
derground that dismantles the strategic infrastructure of power. They’ve 
done that because it’s an effective strategy. It works. So for those here to-
day who are able and willing, this part of our message is for you: We need 
to  stop industrial  civilization.  It  can be done.  It  will  require  an under-
ground  organization  with  the  training,  the  discipline,  and  the  strategic 
savvy to coordinate decisive attacks on a continental scale. But it can be 
done. And there are manuals – written by your tax dollars – that can tell 
you how.

We believe we need it all and we needed it yesterday. If we are to suc-
ceed in the timeframe we have, our movements must work in tandem: the 
aboveground and belowground, the militants and the nonviolent, the front-
line activists and the cultural workers. We need them all. […]

We believe we can only succeed if there are successive waves of civil 
disobedience held at key nodes of industry in sustained campaigns. In no 
uncertain terms, we need to put our bodies between what is left of this 
planet and fossil fuel.

This means we do a campaign and we don’t go home till it’s done. This 
means clogging the jails, not for one day, but for days, weeks, and months. 
This means jail solidarity. This also means serious consequences for some. 
And we have to talk truthfully and openly about that. [...] Those who profit 
from the destruction of our lives and the earth are relentless and 100% 
committed. We must be as relentless and committed in our strategy, brav-
ery, and sacrifice.

Nonviolence does not make us safe in our confrontations with power. So 
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we’ll need to build strong community and support for each other – legal 
defense funds and support for the families of those who are imprisoned for 
long sentences or who lose their jobs due to their service to the movement. 
This  means  creating  support  networks  for  food,  money,  transportation, 
child-care,  medical  care,  and  simple  companionship.  True  solidarity  is 
healing to the heart and it nourishes materially. It is the most important 
force we can create to see us through the hard times that will come when 
we try to actually stop those who have shown themselves to stop at noth-
ing in service to their greed. 

All of this means nonviolence done in a way not seen in this country 
since the civil rights movement.  It's time to organize a serious campaign 
to obstruct industrial infrastructure. In very blunt terms: we need to stop 
them. But we will only succeed if thousands of people begin to make com-
mitments to this type of action. 

We’re calling for a true resistance movement. In the end, resistance is 
about love. The songbirds and the salmon need your heart, no matter how 
weary, because even a broken heart is still made of love. They need your 
heart because they are disappearing, slipping into that longest night of ex-
tinction. We will have to build resistance from whatever comes to hand: 
whispers and prayers,  history and dreams, from our bravest words and 
braver actions. It will be hard, there will be a cost, and in too many impla-
cable dawns it will seem impossible. But we will have to do it anyway. So 
gather your heart and join with every living being. With love as our First 
Cause, how can we fail?

Thank you.
– Beth

The Problem
by Lierre Keith

We are living in a period of mass extinction. What is your personal car-
rying capacity for grief, rage, despair? The numbers stand at 120 species a 
day [newer numbers: 200 species a day]. That’s 50,000 [730,000] a year. 
This culture is oblivious to their passing, entitled to their every last niche, 
and there is no roll call on the nightly news.
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We already have  a  name for  the tsunami  wave of  extermination:  the 
Holocene extinction event. There’s no asteroid this time, only human be-
havior, behavior that we could choose to stop. Adolph Eichman’s excuse 
was that no one told him that the concentration camps were wrong. We’ve 
all seen the pictures of the drowning polar bears. Are we so ethically numb 
that we need to be told this is wrong?

There are voices raised in concern, even anguish, at 
the  plight  of  the  earth,  the  rending  of  its  species. 
“Only zero emissions can prevent a warmer planet,” 
one pair of climatologists declared. Or James Love-
lock,  originator of the Gaia hypothesis,  who states 
bluntly that global warming has passed the tipping 
point, carbon offsetting is a joke, and that “individual 
lifestyle adjustments” are “a deluded fantasy.” It’s all true. And self-evi-
dent. “Simple living” should start with simple observation: if burning fos-
sil fuels will kill the planet, then stop burning them.

But that conclusion, in all its stark clarity, is not the one anyone’s draw-
ing, from the policy makers to the environmental groups. When they start 
offering solutions is the exact moment when they stop telling the truth, in-
convenient  or  otherwise.  Google  “global  warming solutions.”  The first 
paid  sponsor,  www.CampaignEarth.org,  urges  “No  doom  and  gloom!! 
When was the last time depression got you really motivated? We’re here to 
inspire realistic action steps and stories of success.” By “realistic” they 
don’t mean solutions that actually match the scale of the problem. They 
mean the usual consumer choices – cloth shopping bags, travel mugs, and 
misguided dietary advice – which will do exactly nothing to disrupt the 
troika of industrialization, capitalism, and patriarchy that is skinning the 
planet  alive.  But  since  these  actions  also  won’t  disrupt  anyone’s  life, 
they’re declared both realistic and a success.

The  next  site  offers  the  ever-crucial  Global  Warming  Bracelets  and, 
more importantly, Flip Flops. Polar bears everywhere are weeping with re-
lief. The site’s Take Action page includes the usual buying light bulbs, in-
flating tires, filling dishwashers, shortening showers, and rearranging the 
deck chairs.

The first non-commercial site is the Union of Concerned Scientists. As 
one might expect,  there’s no explanation points but instead a statement 
that “[t]he burning of fossil fuel (oil, coal, and natural gas) alone counts 
for about 75 percent of annual CO2 emissions.” This is followed by a list 
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of Five Sensible Steps. Step #1 is – no, not stop burning fossil fuel – but 
“Make Better Cars and SUVs.” Never mind that the automobile itself is 
the pollution, with its demands – for space, for speed, for fuel – in com-
plete opposition to the needs of both a viable human community and a liv-
ing planet. Like all the others, the scientists refuse to call industrial civi-
lization into question. We can have a living planet and the consumption 
that’s killing the planet, can’t we?

The principle here is very simple. As Derrick has written, “[A]ny social 
system based on the use of nonrenewable resources is by definition unsus-
tainable.” By definition, nonrenewable means it will eventually run out. 
Once you’ve grasped that intellectual complexity, you can move on to the 
next level. “Any culture based on the nonrenewable use of renewable re-
sources is just as unsustainable.” Trees are renewable. But if we use them 
faster than they can grow, the forest will turn to 
desert. Which is precisely what civilization has 
been doing for  its  10,000 year  campaign,  run-
ning through soil, rivers, and forests as well as 
metal, coal, and oil. The oceans are almost dead, 
90 percent  of  the large fish devoured,  and the 
plankton populations are collapsing, populations 
which both feed the life of the oceans and create 
oxygen  for  the  planet.  What  will  we  fill  our 
lungs  with  when  they  are  gone?  The  plastics 
with which that industrial civilization is replacing them? Because in parts 
of the Pacific, plastic outweighs plankton 48 to 1. Imagine your blood, 
your heart, crammed with toxic materials – not just chemicals but physical 
gunk – until  there was ten times more  of  it  than you.  What  metaphor 
would  be  adequate  to  the  dying  oceans?  Cancer?  Suffocation? 
Crucifixion?

Meanwhile,  the  oceans  don’t  need  our  metaphors.  They need action. 
They need industrial civilization to stop destroying and devouring; failing 
that, they need us to make it stop.

The truth is that this culture is insane. When Derrick asks his audiences, 
“Does anyone here believe that our culture will undergo a voluntary trans-
formation to a sane and sustainable way of living?” – and he’s asked it for 
years, all around the country – no one says yes. That means that most peo-
ple, or at least most people with a beating heart, have already done the 
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math, added up the arrogance, sadism, stupidity, and denial, and reached 
the bottom line: a dead planet. Some of us carry that final sum like the 
weight of a corpse. For others, that conclusion turns the heart to a smol-
dering coal. But despair and rage have been declared unevolved and un-
clean, beneath the “spiritual warriors” who insist they will save the planet 
by “healing” themselves. How this activity will stop the release of carbon 
and  the  felling  of  forests  is  never  actually  explained.  The  answer  lies 
vaguely between being the change we wish to see and a hundredth mon-
key of hope, a monkey that is frankly more Christmas pony than actual 
possibility.

Given  that  the  culture  of  America  is  founded  on  individualism  and 
awash in privilege, it’s no surprise that narcissism is the end result. The so-
cial upheavals of the 60s split along fault lines of responsibility and hedo-
nism, of justice and selfishness, of sacrifice and entitlement. What we are 
left with is an alternative culture that offers workshops on our “scarcity 
consciousness,” as if poverty were a state of mind and not a structural sup-
port of capitalism. This culture leaves us ill-prepared to face the crisis of 
planetary biocide that greets us daily with its own grim dawn. The facts 
are not conducive to an open-hearted state of wonder. To confront the truth 
as adults,  not as faux-children,  requires an adult  fortitude and courage, 
grounded in our adult responsibilities to the world. It requires those things 
because the situation is horrific and living with that knowledge will hurt. 
Meanwhile, I have been to workshops where global warming is treated as 
an opportunity for personal growth, and no one but me sees a problem 
with that.

The alternative culture has encouraged a continuum that runs from the 
narcissistic to the sociopathic. Narcissists don’t change. As one set of ex-
perts  puts  it,  “Typically,  as narcissism is  an ingrained personality  trait, 
rather than a chemical imbalance, medication and therapy are not very ef-
fective in treating the disorder.” Somewhere unarticulated, we all know 
that. And sociopaths can’t change. We know that, too. Which is why no 
one raises a hand when Derrick asks whether the culture will voluntarily 
transition to a sustainable way of life.

The word sustainable serves as an example of the worst tendencies of the 
alternative culture. The word has been reduced to the “Praise, Jesus!” of 
the eco-earnest. It’s a word where the corporate marketers, with their me-
diated upswell of green sentiment, meshes perfectly with the relentless de-
nial of the privileged. It’s a word I can barely stand to use because it’s 
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been so exsanguinated by the cheerleaders for the technotopic, consumer 
kingdom come. To doubt the vague promise now firmly embedded in the 
word – that we can have our cars, our corporations, our consumption, and 
our planet, too – is both treason and heresy to the emotional well-being of 
most progressives. But here’s the question: Do we want to feel better or do 
we want to be effective? Are we sentimentalists or are we warriors?

Because this way of life – devouring, degrading, and insane – cannot 
continue. For “sustainable” to mean anything, we must embrace and then 
defend the bare truth: the planet is primary. The life-producing work of a 
million species are literally the earth, air, and water that we depend on. No 
human activity – not the vacuous, not the sublime – is worth more than 
that matrix. Neither, in the end, is any human life. If we use the word “sus-
tainable” and don’t mean that, then we are liars of the worst sort: the kind 
who let atrocities happen while we stand by and do nothing.

Even if it was theoretically possible to reach an individual or collective 
narcissist, it would take time. And time is precisely what the planet has run 
out of. Admitting that might be the exact moment that we step out of the 
cloying childishness and optimistic white-lite denial of so much of the left, 
and into our adult knowledge. And with all apologies to Yeats, in knowl-
edge begins responsibilities. It’s to you grown-ups, the grieving and the 
raging, that we address [the book Deep Green Resistance].

Ninety-eight percent of the population will do nothing unless they are 
led, cajoled, or forced. If the structural determinants are in place for them 
to live their lives without doing damage – like if they’re hunter-gatherers 
with respected elders – then that’s what happens. If, on the other hand, the 
built  environment  has  been  arranged  for  cars,  industrial  schooling  is 
mandatory, resisting war taxes will land you in jail, food is only available 
through  giant  corporate  enterprises  selling  giant  corporate  degradation, 
and misogynist pornography is only a click away 24/7, well, welcome to 
the nightmare. This culture is basically conducting a huge Milgram ex-
periment with us, only the electric shocks aren’t fake – they’re killing 
off the planet, species by species.

But wherever there is oppression there is resistance: that is true every-
where, forever. The resistance is built body by body from the other two 
percent, from the stalwart, the brave, the determined, who are willing to 
stand against both power and social censure. It is our thesis that there will 
be no mass movement, not in time to save this planet our home. That two 
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percent in other times has been able to shift both the cultural conscious-
ness  and  the  power  structures  toward  justice:  Margaret  Mead’s  small 
group of thoughtful, committed citizens [“Never doubt that a small group 
of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world. Indeed, it is  the 
only thing that ever has.”]. It’s valid to long for a movement, no matter 
how much we rationally know that we’re wishing on a star. Theoretically, 
the human race as a whole could face our situation and make some deci-
sions – tough decisions, but fair ones, that include an equitable distribution 
of both resources and justice, that respect and embrace the limits of our 
planet. But none of the institutions that govern our lives, from the eco-
nomic to the religious, are on the side of justice or sustainability. Most of 
them, in fact, are violently on the side of capital-E Evil. And like with the 
individually destructive, these institutions could be forced to change. The 
history of every human rights struggle bears witness to how courage and 
sacrifice can dismantle power and injustice. It takes bravery and persis-
tence, political intelligence and spiritual strength. And it also takes time. If 
we had a thousand years, even a hundred years, building a movement to 
transform the dominant institutions around the globe would be the task be-
fore us. But the earth is running out of time. The western black rhinoceros 
is definitely out of time. So is the golden toad, the pygmy rabbit. No one is 
going to save this planet except us.

So what are our options? The usual approach of long, 
slow  institutional  change  has  been  foreclosed,  and 
many of us know that. The default setting for environ-
mentalists  has  become  personal  lifestyle  “choices.” 
This  should  have  been  predictable  as  it  merges  per-
fectly  into  the  demands  of  capitalism,  especially  the 
condensed corporate version mediating our every im-
pulse into their profit. But we can’t consume our way 
out  of  environmental  collapse:  consumption  is  the 
problem. We might be forgiven for initially accepting 
an exhortation to “simple living” as a solution to that 
consumption, especially as the major environmental or-
ganizations  and  the  media  have  declared  lifestyle 

change our First Commandment. Have you accepted compact fluorescents 
as your personal savior? But lifestyle change is not a solution as it doesn’t 
address the root of the problem. As Derrick has pointed out elsewhere, 
even if every American took every single action suggested by Al Gore it 
would only reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 21 percent. Aric tells a 
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stark  truth:  even  if  through  simple  living  and  rigorous  recycling  you 
stopped your own average American’s annual one ton of garbage produc-
tion, “your per capita share of the industrial waste produced in the U.S. is 
still almost 26 tons. That’s 37 times as much waste as you were able to 
save by eliminating a full one hundred percent of your personal waste.” 

Industrialism itself is what has to stop. There is no kinder, greener 
version that will do the trick of leaving us a living planet. In blunt 
terms, industrialization is a process of taking entire communities of 
living  beings  and  turning  them  into  commodities  and  dead  zones. 
Could it be done more “efficiently”? Sure, we could use a little less fossil 
fuel, but it still ends in the same wastelands of land, water, and sky. We 
could stretch this endgame out another twenty years but the planet still 
dies. Trace every industrial artifact back to its source – which isn’t hard as 
they all leave trails of blood – and you find the same devastation: mining, 
clear cuts, dams, agriculture. And now tar sands, mountain top removal, 
windfarms (which might  better  be called dead bird and bat farms).  No 
amount of renewables is going to make up for the fossil fuel or change the 
nature of the extraction, both of which are prerequisites for this way of 
life. Neither fossil fuel nor extracted substances will ever be sustainable: 
by definition they will run out. And both getting them and using them are 
literally the destruction of the planet. Bringing a cloth shopping bag to the 
store, even if you walk there in your global warming flip flops, will not 
stop the tar sands.

We have believed such ridiculous solutions because our perception has 
been blunted by some portion of denial and despair. And those are legiti-
mate reactions. I’m not persuading anyone out of them. The question is, do 
we want to develop a strategy to manage our emotional state or to save the 
planet?

And we’ve believed in these lifestyle solutions because everyone around 
us insists they’re workable, a collective repeating mantra of “renewables, 
recycling” that has dulled us into belief. Like Eichmann, no one has told 
us that it’s wrong.

Until now. So this is the moment when you will have to decide. Do you 
want to be part of a serious effort to save this planet? Not a serious effort 
at collective delusion, not a serious effort to feel better, not a serious effort 
to save you and yours. But an actual strategy to stop the destruction of ev-
erything worth loving. If your answer feels as imperative as instinct, then 
you already know it’s long past time to fight. After that, the only question 
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left is: how? And despite everything you’ve been told by the Eichmanns of 
despair, that question has an answer. They have insisted that there is no an-
swer, but that’s the lie of cowards. Every system of power can be fought – 
they’re only human in the end, not supernatural, not sent by god. Indus-
trial civilization is in fact more vulnerable than past empires, depen-
dent  as  it  is  on such a  fragile  infrastructure of  pipelines  and overhead 
wires, on binary bits of data encoding its lifeblood of capital. If we would 
let ourselves think it, a workable strategy is obvious, and in fact is not very 
different from the actions of partisan resisters across history.

So, will you think it – that one word: resistance? Will you notice that 
they’ve come for our kin of polar bears and black terns, who are right now 
being herded into the cattle cars of industrial civiliza-
tion? Will you join the others who are yearning to ac-
tion? The train can be derailed, the tracks ripped up, 
the bridge blown down. There is no metaphor here, as 
any General Officer could tell us. There is a planet be-
ing murdered, and there are also targets that, if taken 
out relentlessly, could stop it.

So think “resistance” with all your aching heart, a 
word that must become our promise to what is left 
of this planet. Gather the others: you already know 
them. The brave, smart, militant, and, most of all, 
serious, and together take aim. Do it carefully, but 
do it.

Then fire for all your worth.

“Deep Green Resistance is for those who can’t wait anymore.”

If you care about life on this planet, and if you believe this culture won’t 
voluntarily cease to destroy it, how does that belief affect your methods of 
resistance?

Most people don’t know, because most people don’t talk about it. Some 
are too afraid of being called terrorists by those who are murdering the 
planet. Some believe using the same tactics that have not worked for the 
last forty years – whether it be protests or petitions, collaboration with cor-
porations, or window breaking – will magically start being effective. Some 
think a technological solution will appear to make it all go away. Some 
have pinned their hopes on lifestyle changes, and its corollary, personal 
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change, as if individual behaviors can dismantle systemic problems. And 
finally, some just have hope – the groundless, amorphous belief that al-
lows us to keep “living” these lives while all around us and inside us the 
destruction grows exponentially. The hard truth is none of this has or will 
work,  ever.  Yet  these  represent  the  majority  of  our  efforts  to  save  the 
Earth.

Those who come after, who inherit whatever’s left of the world once this 
culture has been stopped are going to judge us by the health of the land-
base, by what we leave behind.

They’re not going to care how we lived our lives. They’re not going to 
care how hard we tried. They’re not going to care whether we were nice 
people. 

They’re not going to care whether we were nonviolent or violent. 
They’re not going to care whether we grieved the murder of the planet. 
They’re not going to care what sort of excuses we had to not act. 
They’re not going to care how simply we lived.

They’re  not  going  to  care  how  pure  we  were  in  thought  or  action. 
They’re not going to care if we became the change we wished to see.

They’re  not  going  to  care  whether  we  voted  Democrat,  Republican, 
Green, Libertarian, or not at all. They’re not going to care if we wrote re-
ally big books about it. They’re not going to care whether we had “com-
passion” for the CEOs and politicians running this deathly economy.

They’re going to care whether they can breathe the air and drink the wa-
ter.

Environmentalists fight as hard as we can to protect the places we love, 
using the tools of the system the best that we can. Yet we do not do the 
most important thing of all: we do not question the existence of this death 
culture. We do not question the existence of an economic and social sys-
tem that is working the world to death, that is starving it to death, that is 
imprisoning it, that is torturing it. We never question the logic that leads 
inevitably to clearcuts, murdered oceans, loss of topsoil, dammed rivers, 
poisoned aquifers.

When most people ask, “How can we stop global warming?” they aren’t 
really asking what they pretend they’re asking. They are instead asking, 
“How can we stop global warming without stopping the burning of oil and 
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gas, without stopping the industrial infrastructure, without stopping this 
omnicidal system?” The answer: you can’t.

Ninety percent of the large fish in the oceans are already gone. Where is 
your threshold for resistance? Is it 91 percent? 92? 93? 94? Would you 
wait till they had killed off 95 percent? 96? 97? 98? 99? How about 100 
percent? Would you fight back then?

If salmon could take on human manifestation, what would they do?

What would we do if Nazis had invaded, and they were vacuuming the 
oceans,  scalping native forests,  damming every river,  changing the cli-
mate, and putting carcinogens into every mother’s breast milk, and into the 
flesh of your children, your lover, your mother, into your own flesh? How 
much worse would the damage have to get? Would you resist? If there ex-
isted a resistance movement, would you join it?

A Strategy 
The strategy of  Deep Green Resistance starts  by ac-
knowledging the dire circumstances that industrial civi-
lization  has  created  for  life  on  this  planet.  And that 
these circumstances should be met with solutions that 
match the scale of the problems.

This is a vast undertaking but it needs to be said: it 
can be done. Industrial civilization can be stopped.

 Chapter 14 of the book “Deep Green Resistance: 
Strategy to Save the Planet” by Aric McBay

There’s a time when the operation of the machine becomes so odious,  
makes you so sick at heart, that you can’t take part, you can’t even pas-
sively take part, and you’ve got to put your bodies upon the gears and  
upon the wheels, upon the levers, upon all the apparatus, and you’ve got  
to make it stop! 

–Mario Savio, Berkeley Free Speech Movement

To gain what is worth having, it may be necessary to lose everything  
else. 

–Bernadette Devlin, Irish activist and politician
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BRINGING IT DOWN: COLLAPSE SCENARIOS

At this point in history, there are no good short-term outcomes for global 
human society. Some are better and some are worse, and in the long term 
some are very good, but in the short term we’re in a bind. I’m not going to 
lie to you – the hour is too late for cheermongering. The only way to find 
the best outcome is to confront our dire situation head on, and not to be di-
verted by false hopes.

Human society – because of civilization, specifically – has painted itself 
into a corner. As a species we’re dependent on the draw down of finite 
supplies  of oil,  soil,  and water.  Industrial  agriculture (and annual  grain 
agriculture before that)  has  put  us  into a  vicious  pattern  of  population 
growth and overshoot. We long ago exceeded carrying capacity, and the 
workings of civilization are destroying that carrying capacity by the sec-
ond. This is largely the fault of those in power, the wealthiest, the states 
and corporations. But the consequences – and the responsibility for deal-
ing with it – fall to the rest of us, including nonhumans.

Physically, it’s not too late for a crash program to limit births to reduce 
the  population,  cut  fossil  fuel  consumption  to  nil,  replace  agricultural 
monocrops with perennial polycultures, end overfishing, and cease indus-
trial encroachment on (or destruction of) remaining wild areas. There’s no 
physical reason we couldn’t start all of these things tomorrow, stop global 
warming in its tracks, reverse overshoot, reverse erosion, reverse aquifer 
drawdown, and bring back all  the species and biomes currently on the 
brink.  There’s no physical reason we couldn’t get together and act like 
adults and fix these problems, in the sense that it isn’t against the laws of 
physics.

But socially and politically, we know this is a pipe dream. There are ma-
terial systems of power that make this impossible as long as those systems 
are still intact. Those in power get too much money and privilege from de-
stroying the planet. We aren’t going to save the planet – or our own future 
as a species – without a fight.

What’s realistic? What options are actually available to us, and what are 
the consequences? What follows are three broad and illustrative scenarios: 
one in which there is no substantive or decisive resistance, one in which 
there is limited resistance and a relatively prolonged collapse, and one in 
which all-out resistance leads to the immediate collapse of civilization and 
global industrial infrastructure.
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NO RESISTANCE

If there is no substantive resistance, likely 
there will be a few more years of business 
as usual, though with increasing economic 
disruption and upset. According to the best 
available data, the impacts of peak oil start 
to hit somewhere between 2011 and 2015, 
resulting in a rapid decline in global energy availability. It’s possible that 
this may happen slightly later if all-out attempts are made to extract re-
maining fossil fuels, but that would only prolong the inevitable, worsen 
global  warming,  and make the  eventual  decline  that  much steeper  and 
more severe. Once peak oil sets in, the increasing cost and decreasing sup-
ply of energy undermines manufacturing and transportation, especially on 
a global scale.

The energy slide will cause economic turmoil,  and a self-perpetuating 
cycle of economic contraction will take place. Businesses will be unable to 
pay their workers, workers will be unable to buy things, and more compa-
nies will  shrink or go out of business (and will  be unable to pay their 
workers). Unable to pay their debts and mortgages, homeowners, compa-
nies, and even states will go bankrupt. (It’s possible that this process has 
already begun.) International trade will nosedive because of a global de-
pression and increasing transportation and manufacturing costs. Though 
it’s likely that the price of oil will increase over time, there will be times 
when the contracting economy causes falling demand for oil,  thus sup-
pressing the price. The lower cost of oil may, ironically but beneficially, 
limit investment in new oil infrastructure.

At first the collapse will resemble a traditional recession or depression, 
with the poor being hit especially hard by the increasing costs of basic go-
ods, particularly of electricity and heating in cold areas. After a few years, 
the financial limits will become physical ones; large-scale energy-inten-
sive manufacturing will become not only uneconomical, but impossible.

A direct result of this will be the collapse of industrial agriculture. De-
pendent on vast amounts of energy for tractor fuel, synthesized pesticides 
and fertilizers, irrigation, greenhouse heating, packaging, and transporta-
tion, global industrial agriculture will run up against hard limits to produc-
tion (driven at first by intense competition for energy from other sectors). 
This will  be worsened by the depletion of groundwater and aquifers, a 
long history of soil erosion, and the early stages of climate change. At first 
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this will cause a food and economic crisis mostly felt by the poor. Over 
time, the situation will worsen and industrial food production will fall be-
low that required to sustain the population.

There will be three main responses to this global food shortage. In some 
areas people will return to growing their own food and build sustainable 
local food initiatives. This will be a positive sign, but public involvement 
will be belated and inadequate, as most people still won’t have caught on 
to the permanency of collapse and won’t want to have to grow their own 
food. It will also be made far more difficult by the massive urbanization 
that has occurred in the last century, by the destruction of the land, and by 
climate change. Furthermore, most subsistence cultures will have been de-
stroyed or uprooted from their land – land inequalities will hamper people 
from growing their own food (just as they do now in the majority of the 

world). Without well-organized resisters, land reform will not happen, and 
displaced people will not be able to access land. As a result, widespread 
hunger and starvation (worsening to famine in bad agricultural years) will 
become endemic in many parts of the world. The lack of energy for indus-
trial agriculture will cause a resurgence in the institutions of slavery and 
serfdom.

Slavery does not occur in a political vacuum. Threatened by economic 
and  energy  collapse,  some  governments  will  fall  entirely,  turning  into 
failed states. With no one to stop them, warlords will set up shop in the 
rubble.  Others,  desperate  to  maintain power against  emboldened seces-
sionists and civil unrest, will turn to authoritarian forms of government. In 
a world of diminishing but critical resources, governments will get leaner 
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and  meaner.  We  will  see  a  resurgence  of  authoritarianism  in  modern 
forms:  technofascism and corporation feudalism.  The rich  will  increas-
ingly move to private and well-defended enclaves. Their country estates 
will not look apocalyptic – they will look like eco-Edens, with well-tended 
organic gardens, clean private lakes, and wildlife refuges. In some cases 
these enclaves will be tiny, and in others they could fill entire countries.

Meanwhile, the poor will see their own condition worsen. The millions 
of refugees created by economic and energy collapse will be on the move, 
but no one will want them. In some brittle areas the influx of refugees will 
overwhelm basic services and cause a local collapse, resulting in cascad-
ing waves of refugees radiating from collapse and disaster epicenters. In 
some areas refugees will be turned back by force of arms. In other areas, 
racism and discrimination will come to the fore as an excuse for authori-
tarians to put marginalized people and dissidents in “special settlements,” 
leaving more resources for the privileged. Desperate people will be the 
only candidates for the dangerous and dirty manual labor required to keep 
industrial manufacturing going once the energy supply dwindles. Hence, 
those in power will consider autonomous and self-sustaining communities 
a threat to their labor supply, and suppress or destroy them.

Despite all of this, technological “progress” will not yet stop. For a time 
it will continue in fits and starts, although humanity will be split into in-
creasingly divergent groups. Those on the bottom will be unable to meet 
their basic subsistence needs, while those on the top will attempt to live 
lives of privilege as they had in the past, even seeing some technological 
advancements, many of which will be intended to cement the superiority 
of those in power in an increasingly crowded and hostile world.

Technofascists will develop and perfect social control technologies (al-
ready currently in their early stages): autonomous drones for surveillance 
and assassination; microwave crowd-control devices; MRI-assisted brain 
scans that will allow for infallible lie detection, even mind reading and tor-
ture. There will be no substantive organized resistance in this scenario, but 
in each year that passes the technofascists will make themselves more and 
more able to destroy resistance even in its smallest expression. As time 
slips by, the window of opportunity for resistance will swiftly close. Tech-
nofascists of the early to mid-twenty-first century will have technology for 
coercion and surveillance that will make the most practiced of the Stasi or 
the SS look like rank amateurs. Their ability to debase humanity will make 
their predecessors appear saintly by comparison.
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Not all governments will take this turn, of course. But the authoritarian 
governments – those that will continue ruthlessly exploiting people and re-
sources regardless of the consequences – will have more sway and more 
muscle, and will take resources from their neighbors and failed states as 
they please. There will be no one to stop them. It won’t matter if you are 
the most sustainable eco-village on the planet if you live next door to an 
eternally resource-hungry fascist state.

Meanwhile, with industrial powers increasingly desperate for energy, the 
tenuous remaining environmental and social regulations will be cast aside. 
The worst  of  the  worst,  practices  like  drilling  offshore  and in  wildlife 
refuges,  and mountaintop  removal  for  coal  will  become commonplace. 
These will be merely the dregs of prehistoric energy reserves. The drilling 
will only prolong the endurance of industrial civilization for a matter of 
months or years, but ecological damage will be long-term or permanent 
(as is happening in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge). Because in our 
scenario  there  is  no  substantive  resistance,  this  will  all  proceed  unob-
structed.

Investment  in  renewable  industrial  energy  will  also  take 
place, although it will be belated and hampered by economic 
challenges, government bankruptcies, and budget cuts. Fur-
thermore, long-distance power transmission lines will be in-
sufficient and crumbling from age. Replacing and upgrading 
them will  prove  difficult  and expensive.  As  a  result,  even 

once in place, electric renewables will only produce a tiny fraction of the 
energy produced by petroleum. That electric energy will not be suitable to 
run the vast majority of tractors, trucks, and other vehicles or similar infra-
structure.

As a consequence, renewable energy will have only a minimal moderat-
ing affect on the energy cliff. In fact, the energy invested in the new infra-
structure will take years to pay itself back with electricity generated. Mas-
sive  infrastructure  upgrades  will  actually  steepen  the  energy  cliff  by 
decreasing the amount of energy available for daily activities. There will 
be a constant struggle to allocate limited supplies of energy under succes-
sive crises. There will be some rationing to prevent riots, but most energy 
(regardless of the source) will go to governments, the military, corpora-
tions, and the rich.

Energy constraints will make it impossible to even attempt any full-scale 
infrastructure overhauls like hydrogen economies (which wouldn’t solve 
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the problem anyway). Biofuels will take off in many areas, despite the fact 
that they mostly have a poor ratio of energy returned on energy invested 
(EROEI).  The EROEI will be better in tropical countries, so remaining 
tropical forests will be massively logged to clear land for biofuel produc-
tion.  (Often,  forests  will  be logged en masse simply  to  burn for  fuel.) 
Heavy machinery will be too expensive for most plantations, so their labor 
will come from slavery and serfdom under authoritarian governments and 
corporate feudalism. (Slavery is currently used in Brazil to log forests and 
produce charcoal by hand for the steel industry, after all.) The global ef-
fects of biofuel production will be increases in the cost of food, increases 
in water and irrigation drawdown for agriculture, and worsening soil ero-
sion. Regardless, its production will amount to only a small fraction of the 
liquid hydrocarbons available at the peak of civilization.

All  of  this  will  have immediate  ecological  conse-
quences.  The  oceans,  wracked by increased  fishing 
(to compensate for food shortages) and warming-in-
duced acidity and coral die-offs, will be mostly dead. 
The expansion of biofuels will destroy many remain-
ing wild areas and global biodiversity will plummet. 
Tropical forests like the Amazon produce the moist 
climate they require through their own vast transpira-
tion,  but  expanded logging and agriculture  will  cut 
transpiration  and  tip  the  balance  toward  permanent 
drought. Even where the forest is not actually cut, the 
drying  local  climate  will  be  enough  to  kill  it.  The 
Amazon  will  turn  into  a  desert,  and  other  tropical 
forests will follow suit.

Projections vary, but it’s almost certain that if  the 
majority  of  the  remaining fossil  fuels  are  extracted 
and burned, global warming would become self-per-

petuating and catastrophic. However, the worst effects will not be felt until 
decades  into  the  future,  once  most  fossil  fuels  have  already  been  ex-
hausted. By then, there will be very little energy or industrial capacity left 
for humans to try to compensate for the effects of global warming.

Furthermore, as intense climate change takes over, ecological remedia-
tion through perennial polycultures and forest replanting will become im-
possible. The heat and drought will turn forests into net carbon emitters, as 
northern forests die from heat, pests, and disease, and then burn in conti-
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nent-wide fires  that  will  make early  twenty-first  century conflagrations 
look minor. Even intact pastures won’t survive the temperature extremes 
as carbon is literally baked out of remaining agricultural soils.

Resource wars between nuclear states will break out. War between the 
US and Russia is less likely than it was in the Cold War, but ascending su-
perpowers like China will want their piece of the global resource pie. Nu-
clear powers such as India and Pakistan will  be densely populated and 
ecologically  precarious;  climate change will  dry up major  rivers  previ-
ously fed by melting glaciers, and hundreds of millions of people in South 
Asia will live bare meters above sea level. With few resources to equip 
and field a mechanized army or air force, nuclear strikes will seem an in-
creasingly effective action for desperate states.

If resource wars escalate to nuclear wars, the effects will be severe, even 
in the case of a “minor” nuclear war between countries like India and Pak-
istan. Even if each country uses only fifty Hiroshima-sized bombs as air 
bursts above urban centers, a nuclear winter will result. Although lethal 
levels of fallout last only a matter of weeks, the ecological effects will be 
far more severe. The five megatons of smoke produced will darken the sky 
around the world. Stratospheric heating will destroy most of what remains 
of the ozone layer. In contrast to the overall warming trend, a “little ice 
age” will begin immediately and last for several years. During that period, 
temperatures in major agricultural regions will routinely drop below freez-
ing in summer. Massive and immediate starvation will occur around the 
world.

That’s in the case of a small war. The explosive power of one hundred 
Hiroshima-sized bombs accounts for only 0.03 percent of the global arse-
nal. If a larger number of more powerful bombs are used – or if cobalt 
bombs are used to produce long-term irradiation and wipe out surface life 
– the effects will be even worse. There will be few human survivors. The 
nuclear winter effect will be temporary, but the bombing and subsequent 
fires will put large amounts of carbon into the atmosphere, kill plants, and 
impair photosynthesis. As a result, after the ash settles, global warming 
will be even more rapid and worse than before. 

Nuclear war or not, the long-term prospects are dim. Global warming 
will  continue  to  worsen  long  after  fossil  fuels  are  exhausted.  For  the 
planet, the time to ecological recovery is measured in tens of millions of 
years, if ever. As James Lovelock has pointed out, a major warming event 
could push the planet into a different equilibrium, one much warmer than 
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the current one. It’s possible that large plants and animals might only be 
able to survive near the poles. It’s also possible that the entire planet could 
become essentially uninhabitable to large plants and animals, with a cli-
mate more like Venus than Earth.

All that is required for this to occur is for cur-
rent trends to continue without substantive and ef-
fective resistance. All that is required for evil to 
succeed is for good people to do nothing. But this 
future is not inevitable.

LIMITED RESISTANCE

What if some forms of limited resistance were undertaken? What if there 
was a serious aboveground resistance movement combined with a small 
group of underground networks working in tandem? (This still would not 
be a majority movement – this is extrapolation, not fantasy.) What if those 
movements  combined their  grand strategy?  The  abovegrounders  would 
work to build sustainable and just communities wherever they were, and 
would use both direct and indirect action to try to curb the worst excesses 
of those in power, to reduce the burning of fossil fuels, to struggle for so-
cial and ecological justice. Meanwhile, the undergrounders would engage 
in  limited  attacks  on infrastructure  (often  in  tandem with  aboveground 
struggles), especially energy infrastructure, to try to reduce fossil fuel con-
sumption  and overall  industrial  activity.  The overall  thrust  of  this  plan 
would be to use selective attacks to accelerate collapse in a deliberate way, 
like shoving a rickety building.

If  this  scenario  occurred,  the  first  years  would  play  out  similarly.  It 
would  take  time  to  build  up  resistance  and  to  ally  existing  resistance 
groups into a larger strategy. Furthermore, civilization at the peak of its 
power would be too strong to bring down with only partial resistance. The 
years around 2011 to 2015 would still see the impact of peak oil and the 
beginning of an economic tailspin, but in this case there would be surgical 
attacks  on  energy  infrastructure  that  limited  new fossil  fuel  extraction 
(with a focus on the nastier practices like mountain-top removal and tar 
sands). Some of these attacks would be conducted by existing resistance 
groups (like MEND) and some by newer groups, including groups in the 
minority world of the rich and powerful. The increasing shortage of oil 
would make pipeline and infrastructure attacks more popular with militant 
groups of all stripes. During this period, militant groups would organize, 
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practice, and learn.

These attacks would not be symbolic attacks. They would be serious at-
tacks  designed  to  be  effective  but  timed  and  targeted  to  minimize  the 
amount of “collateral damage” on humans. They would mostly constitute 
forms of sabotage. They would be intended to cut fossil fuel consumption 
by some 30 percent within the first few years, and more after that. There 
would be similar attacks on energy infrastructure like power transmission 
lines. Because these attacks would cause a significant but incomplete re-
duction in the availability of energy in many places, a massive investment 
in local renewable energy (and other measures like passive solar heating or 
better insulation in some areas) would be provoked. This would set in mo-
tion a  process  of political  and infrastructural  decentralization.  It  would 
also result in political repression and real violence targeting those resisters.

Meanwhile, aboveground groups would be making the most of the eco-
nomic turmoil. There would be a growth in class-consciousness and orga-
nization. Labor and poverty activists would increasingly turn to commu-
nity sufficiency. Local food and self-sufficiency activists would reach out 
to people who have been pushed out of capitalism. The unemployed and 
underemployed  [or  rather  underpaid]  –  rapidly  growing  in  number  – 
would start to organize a subsistence and trade economy outside of capital-
ism. Mutual aid and skill sharing would be promoted. In the previous sce-
nario, the development of these skills was hampered in part by a lack of 
access to land. In this scenario, however, aboveground organizers would 
learn from groups like the Landless Workers Movement in Latin America. 
Mass organization and occupation of lands would force governments to 
cede unused land for “victory garden”–style allotments, massive commu-
nity gardens, and cooperative subsistence farms.
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The situation in many third world countries could actually improve be-
cause of the global economic collapse. Minority world countries would no 
longer  enforce  crushing debt  repayment  and  structural  adjustment  pro-
grams, nor would CIA goons be able to prop up “friendly” dictatorships. 
The decline of export-based economies would have serious consequences, 
yes, but it would also allow land now used for cash crops to return to sub-
sistence farms. Industrial agriculture would falter and begin to collapse. 
Synthetic fertilizers would become increasingly expensive and would be 
carefully conserved where they are used, limiting nutrient runoff and al-
lowing oceanic dead zones to recover. Hunger would be reduced by sub-
sistence farming and by the shift of small farms toward more traditional 
work by hand and by draft horse, but food would be more valuable and in 
shorter supply.

Even  a  50  percent  cut  in  fossil  fuel  consumption  wouldn’t  stave  off 
widespread hunger and die-off. As we have discussed, the vast majority of 
all energy used goes to nonessentials. In the US, the agricultural sector ac-
counts for less than 2 percent of all energy use, including both direct con-
sumption (like tractor fuel and electricity for barns and pumps) and indi-
rect  consumption  (like  synthetic  fertilizers  and  pesticides).  That’s  true 
even  though  industrial  agriculture  is  incredibly  inefficient  and  spends 
something like ten calories of fossil fuel energy for every food calorie pro-
duced. Residential energy consumption accounts for only 20 percent of US 
total usage, with industrial, commercial, and transportation consumption 
making up the majority of all consumption. And most of that residential 
energy goes into household appliances like dryers, air conditioning, and 
water heating for inefficiently used water. The energy used for lighting and 
space heating could be itself drastically reduced through trivial measures 
like lowering thermostats and heating the spaces people actually live in. 
(Most don’t bother to do these now, but in a collapse situation they will do 
that and more.)

Only a small fraction of fossil fuel energy actually goes into basic sub-
sistence, and even that is used inefficiently. A 50 percent decline in fossil 
fuel energy could be readily adapted to form a subsistence perspective (if 
not  financial  one).  Remember that  in North America,  40 percent  of all 
food is simply wasted. Of course, poverty and hunger have much more to 
do with power over people than with the kind of power measured in watts. 
Even now at the peak of energy consumption, a billion people go hungry. 
So if people are hungry or cold because of selective militant attacks on in-
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frastructure, that will be a direct result of the actions of those in power, not 
of the resisters.

In fact,  even if you want humans to be able to use factories to build 
windmills and use tractors to help grow food over the next fifty years, 
forcing an immediate cut in fossil fuel consumption should be at the top of 
your to-do list. Right now most of the energy is being wasted on plastic 
junk,  too-big  houses  for rich people, bunker buster 
bombs,  and  predator drones.  The  only  way to 
ensure  there  is  some  oil left  for  basic  survival 
transitions in twenty years is  to  ensure  that  it  isn’t 
being squandered now. The US military is the single biggest oil user in the 
world. Do you want to have to tell kids twenty years from now that they 
don’t have enough to eat because all the energy was spent on pointless 
neocolonial wars?

Back to  the  scenario.  In  some areas,  increasingly abandoned suburbs 
(unlivable  without  cheap  gas)  would  be  taken  over,  as  empty  houses 
would become farmhouses, community centers, and clinics, or would be 
simply dismantled and salvaged for  material.  Garages  would be turned 
into barns  – most  people couldn’t  afford gasoline anyway – and goats 
would be grazed in parks. Many roads would be torn up and returned to 
pasture or forest. These reclaimed settlements would not be high-tech. The 
wealthy enclaves may have their solar panels and electric windmills, but 
most unemployed people wouldn’t be able to afford such things. In some 
cases these communities would become relatively autonomous. Their so-
cial practices and equality would vary based on the presence of people 
willing to assert human rights and social justice. People would have to re-
sist vigorously whenever racism and xenophobia are used as excuses for 
injustice and authoritarianism.

Attacks  on energy infrastructure would  become more common as  oil 
supplies diminish. In some cases, these attacks would be politically moti-
vated, and in others they would be intended to tap electricity or pipelines 
for poor people.  These attacks  would steepen the energy slide initially. 
This would have significant economic impacts, but it would also turn the 
tide on population growth. The world population would peak sooner, and 
peak population would be smaller (by perhaps a billion) than it was in the 
“no resistance” scenario. Because a sharp collapse would happen earlier 
than it otherwise would have, there would be more intact land in the world 
per person, and more people who still know how to do subsistence farm-
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ing.  The presence of an organized militant resistance movement would 
provoke a reaction from those in power. Some of them would use resis-
tance as an excuse to seize more power to institute martial law or overt 
fascism. Some of them would make use of the economic and social crises 
rippling across the globe. Others wouldn’t need an excuse.

Authoritarians would seize power where they could, and try to in almost 
every country. However, they would be hampered by aboveground and un-
derground resistance, and by decentralization and the emergence of auton-
omous communities.  In some countries,  mass mobilizations would stop 
potential dictators. In others, the upsurge in resistance would dissolve cen-
tralized state rule, resulting in the emergence of regional confederations in 
some places and in warlords in others. In unlucky countries, authoritarian-
ism would take power. The good news is that people would have resis-
tance infrastructure in place to fight and limit the spread of authoritarians, 
and authoritarians would have not developed as much technology of con-
trol as they did in the “no resistance” scenario.

There would still be refugees flooding out of many areas (including ur-
ban areas). The reduction in greenhouse gas emissions caused by attacks 
on industrial  infrastructures  would reduce or  delay climate catastrophe. 
Networks of autonomous subsistence communities would be able to ac-
cept and integrate some of these people. In the same way that rooted plants 
can prevent a landslide on a steep slope, the cascades of refugees would be 
reduced in some areas by willing communities. In other areas, the numbers 
of refugees would be too much to cope with effectively.

The development  of  biofuels (and the 
fate of tropical forests) is uncertain. Re-
maining centralized states – though they 
may  be  smaller  and  less  powerful  – 
would  still  want  to  squeeze  out  energy 
from wherever they could. Serious mili-
tant  resistance  –  in  many  cases  insur-
gency and  guerilla  warfare  –  would  be 
required to stop industrialists from turn-
ing tropical forests into plantations or ex-
tracting coal at any cost. In this scenario, 
resistance would still be limited, and it is 
questionable whether that  level of mili-
tancy would be effectively mustered.
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This means that the long-term impacts of the greenhouse effect would be 
uncertain. Fossil fuel burning would have to be kept to an absolute mini-
mum to avoid a runaway greenhouse effect. That could prove very diffi-
cult.

But if a runaway greenhouse effect could be avoided, many areas could 
be able to recover rapidly. A return to perennial polycultures, implemented 
by autonomous communities,  could help reverse the greenhouse effect. 
The oceans would look better quickly, aided by a reduction in industrial 
fishing and the end of the synthetic fertilizer runoff that creates so many 
dead zones now.

The likelihood of nuclear war would be much lower than in the “no re-
sistance” scenario. Refugee cascades in South Asia would be diminished. 
Overall resource consumption would be lower, so resource wars would be 
less likely to occur. And militaristic states would be weaker and fewer in 
number. Nuclear war wouldn’t be impossible, but if it did happen, it could 
be less severe.

There  are  many  ways  in  which  this  sce-
nario  is  appealing.  But  it  has  problems  as 
well,  both in implementation and in plausi-
bility. One problem is with the integration of 
aboveground and underground action.  Most 
aboveground  environmental  organizations 
are  currently  opposed to  any kind  of  mili-
tancy. This could hamper the possibility of strategic cooperation between 
underground militants and aboveground groups that could mobilize greater 
numbers. (It would also doom our aboveground groups to failure as their 
record so far demonstrates.)

It’s  also  questionable  whether  the  cut  in  fossil  fuel  consumption  de-
scribed here would be sufficient to avoid runaway global warming. If run-
away global warming does take place, all of the beneficial work of the 
abovegrounders  would  be  wiped  out.  The  converse  problem  is  that  a 
steeper decline in fossil fuel consumption would very possibly result in 
significant  human casualties and deprivation.  It’s  also possible  that  the 
mobilization of large numbers of people to subsistence farming in a short 
time is unrealistic. By the time most people are willing to take that step, it  
could be too late.

So while in some ways this scenario represents an ideal compromise – a 
win-win situation for humans and the planet – it could just as easily be a 
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lose-lose situation without serious and timely action. That brings us to our 
last  scenario,  one of  all-out  resistance and attacks on infrastructure in-
tended to guarantee the survival of a livable planet.

ALL-OUT ATTACKS ON INFRASTRUCTURE

In this final scenario, militant resistance would have one primary goal: to 
reduce fossil fuel consumption (and hence, all ecological damage) as im-
mediately and rapidly as possible. A 90 percent reduction would be the 
ballpark target. For militants in this scenario, impacts on civilized humans 
would be secondary.

Here’s their rationale in a nutshell: Humans aren’t going to do anything 
in time to prevent the planet from being destroyed wholesale. Poor people 
are too preoccupied by primary emergencies, rich people benefit from the 
status quo, and the middle class (rich people by global standards) are too 
obsessed with their own entitlement and the technological spectacle to do 
anything. The risk of runaway global warming is immediate. A drop in the 
human population is inevitable, and fewer people will die if collapse hap-
pens sooner.

Think of it like this. We know we are in overshoot as a species. That 
means that a significant portion of the people now alive may have to die 
before we are back under carrying capacity. And that disparity is growing 
by the day. Every day carrying capacity is driven down by hundreds of 
thousands of humans, and every day the human population increases by 
more than 200,000. The people added to the overshoot each day are need-
less, pointless deaths. Delaying collapse, they argue, is itself a form of 
mass murder.

Furthermore, they would argue, humans are only one species of millions. 
To kill millions of species for the benefit of one is insane, just as killing 
millions  of people for the benefit  of one person would be insane.  And 
since unimpeded ecological collapse would kill off humans anyway, those 
species will ultimately have died for nothing, and the planet will take mil-
lions of years to recover. Therefore, those of us who care about the future 
of  the  planet  have  to  dismantle  the  industrial  energy  infrastructure  as 
rapidly as possible. We’ll all have to deal with the social consequences as 
best we can. Besides, rapid collapse is ultimately good for humans – even 
if there is a partial die-off – because at least some people survive. And re-

29



member, the people who need the system to come down the most are the 
rural poor in the majority of the world: the faster the actionists can bring 
down industrial civilization, the better the prospects for those people and 
their landbases. Regardless, without immediate action, everyone dies.

In this scenario, well-organized underground militants would make coor-
dinated attacks on energy infrastructure around the world. These would 
take whatever tactical form militants could muster – actions against pipe-
lines, power lines, tankers, and refineries, perhaps using electromagnetic 
pulses (EMPs) to do damage. Unlike in the previous scenario, no attempt 
would  be  made  to  keep  pace  with  aboveground  activists.  The  attacks 
would be as persistent as the militants could manage. Fossil fuel energy 
availability would decline by 90 percent. Greenhouse gas emissions would 
plummet.

The industrial  economy would  come apart.  Manufacturing  and trans-
portation would halt because of frequent blackouts and tremendously high 
prices for fossil fuels. Some, perhaps most, governments would institute 
martial law and rationing. Governments that took an authoritarian route 
would be especially targeted by militant resisters. Other states would sim-
ply fail and fall apart.

In theory, with a 90 percent reduction in fossil fuel availability,  there 
would still be enough to aid basic survival activities like growing food, 
heating,  and cooking.  Governments  and civil  institutions  could still  at-
tempt a rapid shift to subsistence activities for their populations, but in-

stead, militaries and the very wealthy would 
attempt  to  suck  up  virtually  all  remaining 
supplies  of  energy.  In  some  places,  they 
would succeed in doing so and widespread 
hunger would result. In others, people would 
refuse the authority of those in power. Most 
existing large-scale institutions would simply 
collapse, and it would be up to local people 

to either make a stand for human rights and a better way of life or give in 
to authoritarian power. The death rate would increase, but as we have seen 
in examples from Cuba and Russia, civic order can still hold despite the 
hardships.

What happens next would depend on a number of factors. If the attacks 
could persist and oil extraction were kept minimal for a prolonged period, 
industrial civilization would be unlikely to reorganize itself.
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Well-guarded industrial  enclaves would remain,  escorting fuel and re-
sources under arms. If martial law succeeded in stopping attacks after the 
first few waves (something it has been unable to do in, for example, Nige-
ria), the effects would be uncertain. In the twentieth century, industrial so-
cieties have recovered from disasters, as Europe did after World War II. 
But this would be a different situation. For most areas, there would be no 
outside aid. Populations would no longer be able to outrun the overshoot 
currently concealed by fossil fuels. That does not mean the effects would 
be the same everywhere; rural and traditional populations would be better 
placed to cope.

In  most  areas,  reorganizing  an  energy-intense  industrial  civilization 
would be impossible. Even where existing political organizations persist, 
consumption would drop. Those in power would be unable to project force 
over  long distances,  and would have  to  mostly  limit  their  activities  to 
nearby areas.  This means that,  for example,  tropical biofuel plantations 
would not be feasible. The same goes for tar sands and mountain-top re-
moval  coal  mining.  The  construction  of  new  large-scale  infrastructure 
would simply not be possible.

Though the human population would decline, things would look good 
for  virtually  every  other  species.  The  oceans  would  begin  to  recover 
rapidly. The same goes for damaged wilderness areas. Because greenhouse 
emissions would have been reduced to a tiny fraction of their previous lev-
els, runaway global warming would likely be averted. In fact, returning 
forests and grasslands would sequester carbon, helping to maintain a liv-
able climate.

Nuclear war would be unlikely. Diminished populations and industrial 
activities would reduce competition between remaining states. Resource 
limitations  would  be largely  logistical  in  nature,  so escalating resource 
wars over supplies and resource-rich areas would be pointless.

This  scenario,  too,  has  its  implementation  and plausibility  caveats.  It 
guarantees a future for both the planet and the human species. This sce-
nario would save trillions upon trillions upon trillions of living creatures. 
Yes, it would create hardship for the urban wealthy and poor, though most 
others would be better off immediately. It would be an understatement to 
call  such  a  concept  unpopular  (although  the  militants  in  this  scenario 
would argue that fewer people will die than in the case of runaway global 
warming or business as usual).

There is also the question of plausibility. Could enough ecologically mo-
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tivated militants mobilize to enact this scenario? No doubt for many peo-
ple the second, more moderate scenario seems both more appealing and 
more likely.

There is of course an infinitude of possible futures we could describe. 
We will describe one more possible future, a combination of the previous 
two, in which a resistance movement embarks on a strategy of Decisive 
Ecological Warfare.

DECISIVE ECOLOGICAL WARFARE STRATEGY

Goals 

The ultimate goal of the primary resistance movement in this scenario is 
simply a living planet – a planet not just living, but in recovery, growing 
more alive and more diverse year after year. A planet on which humans 
live  in  equitable  and  sustainable  communities  without  exploiting  the 
planet or each other.

Given our current state of emergency, this translates into a more immedi-
ate goal, which is at the heart of this movement’s grand strategy: 

Goal 1: To disrupt and dismantle industrial civilization; to thereby  re-
move the ability of the powerful to exploit the marginalized and destroy  
the planet.

This movement’s second goal both depends on and assists the first: 

Goal 2: To defend and rebuild just, sustainable, and autonomous human 
communities, and, as part of that, to assist in the recovery of the land. 

To accomplish  these goals  requires  several  broad strategies  involving 
large  numbers  of  people  in  many  different  organizations,  both  above-
ground and underground. The primary strategies needed in this theoretical 
scenario include the following:

Strategy A: Engage in direct militant actions against  industrial  infra-
structure, especially energy infrastructure. 

Strategy B: Aid and participate in ongoing social and ecological justice 
struggles; promote equality and undermine exploitation by those in power. 

Strategy C: Defend the land and prevent the expansion of industrial log-
ging,  mining,  construction,  and  so  on,  such  that  more  intact  land  and 
species will remain when civilization does collapse. 

Strategy D: Build and mobilize resistance organizations that will sup-
port the above activities, including decentralized training, recruitment, lo-
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gistical support, and so on. 
Strategy E: Rebuild a sustainable subsis-

tence  base  for  human  societies  (including 
perennial  polycultures  for  food)  and local-
ized,  democratic  communities  that  uphold 
human rights.

In describing this alternate future scenario, 
we  should  be  clear  about  some  shorthand 
phrases like “actions against industrial infra-
structure.”  Not  all  infrastructure  is  created 
equal, and not all actions against infrastruc-
ture are of equal priority, efficacy, or moral 
acceptability to the resistance movements in 
this scenario. As Derrick wrote in Endgame, 
you can’t make a moral argument for blow-
ing  up  a  children’s  hospital.  On  the  other 
hand,  you  can’t  make  a  moral  argument 
against taking out cell phone towers. Some 
infrastructure  is  easy,  some  is  hard,  and 
some is harder.

On the same theme, there are many differ-
ent mechanisms driving collapse, and they are not all equal or equally de-
sirable. In the Decisive Ecological Warfare scenario, some of the mecha-
nisms  are  intentionally  accelerated  and  encouraged,  while  others  are 
slowed or reduced. For example, energy decline by decreasing consump-
tion of fossil  fuels  is  a mechanism of collapse highly beneficial  to the 
planet  and  (especially  in  the  medium to  long  term)  humans,  and  that 
mechanism is encouraged. On the other hand, ecological collapse through 
habitat destruction and biodiversity crash is also a mechanism of collapse 
(albeit one that takes longer to affect humans), and that kind of collapse is 
slowed or stopped whenever and wherever possible.

Collapse, in the most general terms, is a rapid loss of complexity. It is a 
shift toward smaller and more decentralized structures – social, political, 
economic – with less social  stratification, regulation,  behavioral control 
and regimentation, and so on. Major mechanisms of collapse include (in 
no particular order): 

• Energy decline as fossil fuel extraction peaks, and a growing, in-
dustrializing population drives down per capita availability. 
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• Industrial collapse as global economies of scale are ruined by in-
creasing transport and manufacturing costs, and by economic de-
cline. 

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

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

• Ecological collapse of many different kinds driven by resource 
extraction, destruction of habitat, crashing biodiversity, and cli-
mate change. 

• Disease,  including  epidemics  and  pan-
demics,  caused by crowded living  condi-
tions and poverty, along with bacteria dis-
eases increasingly resistant to antibiotics. 

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

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

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

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

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

• Crime and exploitation caused by poverty and inequality, espe-
cially in crowded urban areas. 
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• Refugee displacement resulting from spontaneous disasters like 
earthquakes  and  hurricanes,  but  worsened  by  climate  change, 
food shortages, and so on.

In this scenario, each negative aspect of the collapse of civilization has a 
reciprocal trend that the resistance movement encourages. The collapse of 
large  authoritarian  political  structures  has  a  countertrend  of  emerging 
small-scale participatory political structures. The collapse of global indus-
trial capitalism has a countertrend of local systems of exchange, coopera-
tion, and mutual aid. And so on. Generally speaking, in this alternate fu-
ture,  a  small  number  of  underground  people  bring  down  the  big  bad 
structures, and a large number of aboveground people cultivate the little 
good structures.

In his book The Collapse of Complex Societies, Joseph Tainter argues 
that a major mechanism for collapse has to do with societal complexity. 
Complexity is a general term that includes the number of different jobs or 
roles  in  society  (e.g.,  not  just  healers  but  epidemiologists,  trauma sur-
geons, gerontologists, etc.), the size and complexity of political structures 
(e.g.,  not just popular assemblies but vast sprawling bureaucracies), the 
number and complexity of manufactured items and technology (e.g., not 
just spears, but many different calibers and types of bullets), and so on. 
Civilizations tend to try to use complexity to address problems, and as a 
result their complexity increases over time.

But complexity has a cost. The decline of a civilization begins when the 
costs of complexity begin to exceed the benefits – in other words, when 
increased complexity begins to offer declining returns. At that point, indi-
vidual  people,  families,  communities,  and  political  and  social  subunits 
have a disincentive to participate in that civilization. The complexity keeps 
increasing, yes, but it keeps getting more expensive. Eventually the bal-
looning costs force that civilization to collapse, and people fall back on 
smaller and more local political organizations and social groups.

Part of the job of the resistance movement is to increase the cost and de-
crease the returns of empire-scale complexity. This doesn’t require instan-
taneous collapse or global dramatic actions. Even small actions can in-
crease the cost of complexity and accelerate the good parts  of collapse 
while tempering the bad.

Part of Tainter’s argument is that modern society won’t collapse in the 
same way  as  old  societies,  because  complexity  (through,  for  example, 
large-scale agriculture and fossil fuel extraction) has become the physical 
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underpinning of human life rather than a side benefit. Many historical so-
cieties collapsed when people returned to villages and less complex tradi-
tional life. They chose to do this. Modern people won’t do that, at least not 
on a large scale, in part because the villages are gone, and traditional ways 
of life are no longer directly accessible to them. This means that people in 
modern civilization are in a bind, and many will continue to struggle for 
industrial civilization even when continuing it is obviously counterproduc-
tive. Under a Decisive Ecological Warfare scenario, aboveground activists 
facilitate this aspect of collapse by developing alternatives that will ease 
the pressure and encourage people to leave industrial capitalism by choice.

Throughout history all resistance movements have faced ruthless  ene-
mies that had unlimited resources. That's why all resistance movements 
count on loyalty and material support. And, unlike the past, now every-
thing's at stake. We are battling those who are destroying the planet for 
their profit. Not all of us can participate on the frontlines. But we all can 
contribute at some level. 

What are you good at? How can you use your unique gifts and qualities 
to help in this struggle? There are a thousand things that need to be done, 
find the things that  you can and want to do. You don't have to do every-
thing, but you can do something. 

This pamphlet is not associated in any way with the book Deep Green Resistance or the 
authors of that book. It was put together by a sympathizer of DGR, not a member. The  
DGR book and the authors are not the Deep Green Resistance movement. The book is 
simply analysis. Its focus is not to tell people what to do. The DGR movement is promot-
ing the ideas in the analysis as a whole and are making only the Aboveground part of the 
analysis a reality - a movement. Any Undeground that exists or may come to exist will  
operate completely separate from the Aboveground in every way. This strict separation is  
necessary for the security of all involved. 

Source: http://deepgreenresistance.org
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