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Degrowth by Means of Technology? A Treatise foEdmos of

Releasement

[12833 words]

Highlights

» Technological practice cannot and does not letabbjiee.

» This leads to an increase in the cumulative mattergy throughput.
* To achieve degrowth, throughput must reduce.

» Releasement of objects leads to a reduction inugirput.

* An ethos of releasement is necessary to degrowth.

Abstract

The large-scale ecological damage caused by greadfeties calls for economic
degrowth in terms of a radical decrease in matterfgy throughput. This article
examines the role of modern technology in degromith a focus on the question of
agency and its ethical implications. After concefising technology as practice, the
paper finds that while technological practice enpasses an agency for social
change, it is restricted to transforming the nomhn world to human-made objects.
This is because in technological practice the weandl its objects unfold as a

standing-reserve for human use. Due to this cdlgalaand anthropocentric



thinking, technological practice does not and casnpport the emergence of a kind
of agency that either does or can let things beeller, the more technological the
practice, the more objects are utilised. The papmrcludes that technological
practice does not support the transition to dedmpwecause it directs its agents
towards the continuous transformation of non-hummage objects into human-
made objects resulting in an increase in cumulativeughput. The paper thus
suggests that an ethos mfleasements needed to attain, as well as to live in, a
degrowth society. The rationale provided for refrag from the technological
practice in order to contribute to ecologically sibfe social change is the chief

contribution of this paper.
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1. Introduction

At the dawn of eco-modernisation, which unfortuhaszems to succeed the post-
modern age, technology is assigned a central rolgttempts to solve global and
local ecological problems (UN, 2012; IPCC, 2014;,EZD15). In line with

suggestions made by ecological modernisation teeso(e.g. Mol and Spaargaren,

2000; Mol and Sonnenfeld, 2000; Janicke, 2008); aawunts of time and energy



are directed towards research, and the developamehtnnovation of new, greener
or cleaner products and processes. Measured iroetorterms, global investments
in (so-called) clean energy, for instance, readd&® 318 billion in 2014 (BNEF,
2015). Once it reaches its fullest potential byediing sufficient capital to the
brightest minds of the planet, it is believed ttia technological revolution will

deliver solutions to the most challenging problerheur time.

Within the prevalent system of capitalism, where #tcumulation of economic
capital must never be jeopardised (Boltanski anghlo [1999] 2005; Latouche,
[2007] 2009), solutions to the escalating ecoldgarésis have become narrowly
defined as means of decoupling (Neess and HgyeB)20is decoupling embeds
an idea that further economic growth would not seeely result in ecological
harm, if more modern technology manifests rapidipwegh. There is, however,
strong empirical and theoretical evidence on theetation, as well as on the
causality, of economic growth and ecological desiom (Naess, [1974] 1989; Daly,
1979; 1996; IPCC, 2014). It is broadly acknowledgeecological economics that
the expansion of economic activity signifies a ggease of natural resources and a
greater volume of greenhouse gas emissions (ectpry2008; Jackson, 2009). The
success claimed for decoupling economic growth femmlogical damage is based
on selected data in terms of geographical contes¢ (€.g. Zhang, 2000; Tapio,
2005; de Freitas and Kaneko, 2011). The problerh such research designs is that
the outsourced production (input) and exportatidnwaste (output) to other
countries are excluded from the calculus. As detnatesl by Wiedmanret al.

(2015), when examining decoupling with the globaitenial flow data, the reported



achievement per country is considerably less tlsmuraed, and is even in some

cases non-existent.

Due to the lack of robust evidence in absolute dpling (Daly, 1996; Victor, 2008;
Jackson, 2009), there is a call for a transitimmfrgrowth economies to degrowth
societies in order to achieve sustainability (Meet-Alier et al, 2010; Cattaneet
al., 2012; Sekulovaet al, 2013; Kalliset al, 2012; D'Alisaet al, 2014). In this
scenario, instead of building up expectations amthéring ungrounded optimism in
technological progress, the economies of the wertlild be downsized to the
extent that their resource use and waste do noteeixt¢he regenerative and/or
assimilative capacities of the planetary ecosysaly, 1996; Dietz and O’Neill,
2013). Given the extremely inequitable distributafraffluence (Piketty, 2014) and
the relatively small reduction potential in the 8o(UNEP, 2011), degrowth would
have to begin in the wealthiest economies of thedwieorgescu-Roegen, 1975;
Daly, 1996; Latouche, [2007] 2009) and comprisduafice reductions in both

macro and micro level economies.

Since degrowthsignifies that ‘societies will use fewer naturasources’ (Kalliset

al., 2014, p. 3), it also necessitates challengingtalégm as a political-economic
regime based on accumulation (Foster, 2011; Bdttaarsd Chiapello [1999] 2005)
or any other form of ‘growth society based upon tlevelopment of productive

forces’ (Latouche, [2007] 2009, p. 89). It goeshwiit saying that social change of

! This study employs a rather minimalistic definitiof degrowth. Degrowth is first and foremost
used to refer to the reduction of the size of amnemy, which is measured in matter/energy
throughput. The degrowth movement, however, idimoted to this definition but encompasses a
wider perspective on cultural change (e.g., Lateu¢®007] 2009).



this magnitude would be difficult. Twenty-first demy hubris, manifesting as the
deep-rooted self-confidence of humans to enginéerep Earth (Hamilton, 2013)
combined with capitalistic hegemony and the powfecasporations (Suarez-Villa,
2009), ensure that a global transition to degrowtiuld be close to impossible.
Nevertheless, several small communities, operatinitp diverse drivers, have
started to practise alternatives to growth so@etimubert and Dregger, 2015, see
also GEN, 2016). In line with what Kallist al. (2014) listed as the primary
significations of what a degrowth society might koike, these organisations are
practising voluntary simplicity, conviviality andae by means of cooperation and

sharing.

However, perhaps the most controversial questidioth the practice and theory of
degrowth concerns the question of technology. Wdiad of needs are there for
technology in a degrowth society and on the rooitechieving it? For example, is it
necessary to communicate via the internet, or &wvetr by aeroplane? Some
communication and travel is necessary, lmw muchtechnology is actually needed
to maintain contact and to provide an occasionahgk of scenery? For instance,
would it be enough to use video calls once a yadrteavel to distant destinations
once a decade? Alternativelyhat kindof technology is necessary to fulfil needs in
a degrowth society? Might people connect by usigtelephone and mail instead
of high-tech services such as Skype and WhatsAppth{ey commercial or open-
source)? Or, might people talk face-to-face, ovdlan foot to meetings? Would
these satisfy the needs related to communicationtravel in a degrowth society?

Moreover, are they adequate practices to ignite global degrowth transition?



These questions, and many others related to teatpohre highly important to the

degrowth movement, and must certainly be answeredes rather than later.

For one of the (arguably) greatest philosopherdechnology in the twentieth
century, Martin Heidegger, the above-mentioned etas would perhaps only
qualify as ontic questions as they are concernetth wituational, tangible and
specific matters of technology (Heidegger, [1929b4). In order to clarify the
phenomenon of technology, an enquiry must alsor éhte ontological realm that
underlies the ontical. This signifies that befoealthg with the more situational

guestions, the objective of a study should be toreme the essence of technology:

We are questioning concerning technology in orderbting to light our

relationship to its essence. The essence of mddelmology shows itself in
what we call Enframing. But simply to point to thssstill no way to answer
the question concerning technology, if to answelamseto respond, in the

sense of correspond, to the essence of what ig lbbiout.

Where do we find ourselves brought to, if now wekhone step further
regarding what Enframing itself actually is? Ihisthing technological, nothing
on the order of a machine. It is the way in whible teal reveals itself as

standing-reserve. (Heidegger, ([1952-1962] 19723}p.

Following the call for an in-depth investigatiortdrthe essence of technology, this
paper first aims to gain an understanding of thenpmenon of technology and then

to analyse its suitability for ecologically sensilsiocial change. The paper asks what



technology is (in a more ontological sense) and lapivtechnology is to prompt
degrowth (in ontic terms). The focus of the enquiByon agency embedded in
technology and its ethical significance. The papegins by discussing the
ecological problems of growth economies and theessty of transition to
degrowth societies; it also describes the posséslior and sources of social change
from a practice-theoretical perspective (espousathljnby Theodore Schatzki). To
begin bridging the ontological and ontic levelstle study of technology, modern
technology is defined through its essenceBEamdraming following Heidegger.
Enframing manifests as the technological practiceagying degrees (similarly with
Alan Drengson). The paper proceeds to examine gency entrenched in the
technological practice and the ethical relevanceecofinology for degrowth. Before
the concluding remarks, the paper discusses amaiiee, namely theethos of
releasemen{Heidegger, [1959] 1966; Zimmerman, 1983; IntroBA09), which is
suggested to offer a suitable normative basis lier degrowth movement in the

process of developing alternative social practices.

2. Towards Degrowth Societies

This section briefly reviews the main causes andharisms of ecological damage
(2.1.), as well as the main measure of destructiamely matter/energy throughput
(2.2.), and by doing so presents a case for theodely transition from the

ecological point of view. The possibilities for salcchange are then postulated

through a practice-theoretical lens.



2.1. Ecological Damage

Since the Industrial Revolution, the global biogghand its local ecosystems have
undergone drastic changes in terms of rising teatpers and a reduction in
biodiversity as the consequence of rapid warmingl drabitat destruction
(Zalasiewiczet al, 2008; Barnoskyet al, 2012). The principal causes of global
warming are anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissadnsh are in turn undesired
outcomes of economic and population growth (IPCG143 — particularly the
former (UNEP, 2011; Lorek and Spangenberg, 201dpnBmic growth has meant
increasing demands for food, mobility, housing, asttier goods and services
(Latouche, [2007] 2009; Jackson, 2009). The pradnatf the mounting needs and
wants has led not only to growing pressure on theosphere through emissions,
but also to growing pressure on land and waterifgigg habitats being exploited
for production purposes (Barnoslkst al, 2012). During the period of fierce
industrial growth, ‘[a]nnual global resource extran and use increased from about
7 billion tons (7 Gt) in 1900 to about 55 billioonts (55 Gt) in 2000, with the main
shift being from renewable biotic resources to nemewable mineral ones’ (UNEP,
2011, p. 17). The expansion of human activitiesaiss signified the transformation
of the terrestrial biosphere into anthromes (EE811), or human-made objects,
‘passing the 50% mark early in the 20th centunjligket al, 2010). For example,
‘about 40% of all ice-free land on Earth is in diraise for agriculture or urban
settlements’ and ‘[a]n additional 37% of ice-fraad is not currently used for these

purposes, but is embedded within anthromes hawiesetuses’ (Ellist al, 2010, p.



603). Hence, it is rather apparent that the cormeaps of industrial production have

been global and detrimental for the ecosystem’'sdsei

Economic growth has been empowered by the advaimcéschnology and the
utilisation of natural resources (Hornborg, 2014articularly fossil energy
(Wrigley, 2010). This development, however, is ndwing confronted as
ecosystems are setting limits to the expansioncohemic activity (Rockstrénet
al., 2009; Stefferet al, 2015). As regards material limits, stocks of menewable
non-human resources are heading towards depletiwhyenewable resources (such
as forests and stocks of fish) are being consumst@rf than they can renew (Lorek
and Spangenberg, 2014). With regard to less taamdjibits, again, the atmospheric
carbon dioxide concentration has been found tmbegteat and the global nitrogen
cycle too disrupted to ensure a safe operatingesflachumanity and other species
(Rockstromet al, 2009; Stefferet al, 2015). These estimates concerning the state
of the planet are beset by uncertainties, but tireipal point is that if humans are
to steer away from the current worst-case scemdrawllapsing ecosystems, social
practices must be radically reorganised (Goodlartialy, 1996, also Barnoslet

al., 2012).

2.2. Throughput

As there are strong indications that economic gnowthe main cause of ecological

destruction, degrowth scholars call for economiwmgizing in terms of decreased

matter/energy throughput (e.g., Schneideal, 2010; Martinez-Alieet al, 2010;



Sekulovaet al, 2013; Kalliset al, 2012; D’Alisaet al, 2014). Throughput, of
which GDP/GNP/GWP is a rough measure (Boulding,6)96 ‘whatever flows
through a system, entering as input and exitinguaggut’ (Daly, 1992, p. 333). For a
sustainability analysis, the most importanputs are the so-called natural, non-
human resources, while the centmilitputs are climate emissions and other

pollution.

It is important to recognise that ‘[tlhe global eage metabolic rate has doubled
from 4.6 tons/capita in 1900 to 8-9 tons/capitthatbeginning of the 21st century’
(UNEP, 2011, p. 18). In this metabolic process daing through, finite
matter/energy travels from states of low entropyhigh entropy, and because of
entropy, humankind cannot rely on resources alviz@ysg in a form that facilitates
their easy utilisation (Georgescu-Roegen, 1975)cofding to the Laws of
Thermodynamics, all forms of matter and energy bexdissipated when used, and
are hence become less accessible to the usersnbumaaddition to the problems
of resource scarcity (inputs), the ongoing, fastgoh transformation of objects
produces waste (output) at a rate that has untdsiecological consequences.
When forests are cut down faster than they canweiteresults in deforestation,
destruction of habitats, and the absence of cadamture. When stocks of fossil
fuels are burned in the atmosphere, it resultsamnmiful emissions heating up the
climate and reduces air quality. The prevailingustainability is thus an effect of
too intense a throughput. In other words, the meattergy ‘flow beginning with
raw material inputs, followed by their conversiomoi commodities, and finally into

waste outputs’ is not ‘within the regenerative aalosorptive capacities of the

1C



ecosystem’ (Daly, 1996, p. 28), underlining theemty of the need for economic

degrowth.

Schneideret al. (2010, p. 511) ‘distinguish between depressioa, unplanned
degrowth within a growth regime, and sustainablgroleth, a voluntary, smooth
and equitable transition to a regime of lower peigun and consumption’. In
physical terms ghysig, a degrowth society is one whose throughput islanio
decrease in order to avoid the depletion of naturah-human resources (input)
beyond their regenerative capacity, and to avoitlupon (output) beyond the
absorptive capacity of the bioregion. So, unlikeovgh economies, a high
throughput is not desired in a degrowth societynstead, it is ‘regarded as
something to be minimized rather than maximizedoyling, 1966, p. 9).
Moreover, since the reduction in throughput is mpatible with further economic
growth, it will entail, in all likelihood, economidegrowth (Kallis, 2011). An ever-
decreasing throughput, or degrowth, is not, of seuan end in itself, but a means to
a sustainable society (see Kerschner, 2010). Irerotd reach sustainability,
degrowth societies are a necessary form of orgémisawhich those economies

whose throughput exceeds the sustainable level emtst.

2.3. Agency for Social Change

The idea of the degrowth society is exceptionadlyotutionary as it signifies a

large-scale cultural change, including changes daoias structures, values, and

practices (Latouche, [2007] 2009). The transit®nansidered to be far from simple

11



as it touches upon the very fundamentals of theéeooporary social organisation,

including the understanding of how this social denould take place.

The question of agency — the performance of doimgy saying (Schatzki, 2002,
p. 240) — is assumed to be crucial in understandirange and the opportunities it
offers. The notion of agency is often used to rdferan actor’'s ability and/or
capacity to act in a specific situation by overaognthe structural and institutional
constraints of the surroundings. While agency isveationally theorised as a
privilege of the rational human individifal contemporary social studies stretch
agency to include collective entities (Lockie, 20®ncent, 2008; Schwinn, 2008)
and non-human actors (Johnson [aka Latour], 1988add 2014), as well as to
human-nonhuman assemblages (Bennett, 2010). Marabeesource of agency is
often situatedn social practices, instead of simply attemptingxplain change as a
product of either the individual agent’s traitstbe structures surrounding the agent
(e.g. Bourdieu, [1972] 1977; Giddens, 1984). ‘Abbicml action is a concrete
synthesis, shaped and conditioned, on the one handhe temporal-relational
contexts of action and, on the other, by the dyecasiement of agency itself’

(Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, p. 1004).

Taking a practice-theoretical view, social changéénce neither considered to be

merely an outcome of the internal drivers of annageor something caused by the

2 plumwood (2001) argues that the over-emphasisimiain agency and under-emphasis of non-human aggency
a trait of an anthropocentric culture: ‘Hegemorio@eptions of human agency are fostered in humateics
culture; these are linked to denials of dependentych in turn are linked to the application of ppaopriate
strategies and forms of rationality that aim to maze the share of the “isolated” self and negtbetneed to
promote mutual flourishing’ (p. 5).

12



external forces of social structures (Sheval, 2012): Rather, change is fabricated
in the practices of (more or less) amalgamated nuana non-human agents that act
within (more or less) amalgamated material and material structures. In other
words, social practices are neither fully deterrditg structures nor fully free of
them — making the old tug-of-war between proponehtsee will and determinism
unnecessary (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998). Whencggerentrenched in practice,
the opportunity for social change lies in the ereamp, reproduction, and
disappearance of practices making ‘each presemitgct. potentially a new start,

potentially itself a change or the beginning ofradeal (Schatzki, 2014, p. 17).

Moreover, as the social world is always in the cosifion alongside materiality

(Bennett, 2004), the ‘future is made in the ceasekdvance of human and non-
human agency’ (Schatzki, 2002, p. 210). In othemdspagency for change is highly
relational and embedded in the nexuses of practaseexplained by Schatzki (2014,

p. 17):

This advance is not, however, a leap into an emmtyurrowed, isotropic

space that receives motion in any direction. Ageshags not invent the future
wholesale from its own resources. Instead, it #incsugh a variegated and
folded landscape of variously qualified paths: Agemakes the future within
an extant mesh of practices and orders that prefigwhat it does — and
thereby what it makes — by qualifying paths befioréndeed, the incessant
advance of agency is the endless happening of dbial ssite, from which

nascent agency “starts” in the twin senses of waitgng (taking place) at and

being formed as the doing it is.

13



This time and place that agency is situated iniSgmnthat different activities embed
a varying degree of agency that is socio-culturadgdiated (Ahern, 2001, p. 109)
and that each agency ‘varies considerably in differsettings and societies’
(Knappett and Malafouris, 2008, p. x). That is, rageis always contained within
practices, and that being so, agencies take shapegre shaped by, social practices.
It is important to note here that change to a detirssociety must also reside in
social practices rather than merely in the strestar values of agents. What counts

is the change in practice.

3. Theorising Technology as Practice

This section describes the origins and the esseaficenodern technology as
Enframing (3.1.) and then proceeds to conceptusdisbnology as practice (3.2.).
From this position, the section then analyses thestpon of agency (3.3.) and ethics
in technology (3.4.). The section ends by explorarg alternative to technology,

namelyreleasement3.5.).

3.1. The Origins and the Essence of Modern Teclgyolo

The question of technology has perplexed socidlegiad philosophers for several

decades. One of the starting points for analydiegsiocial side of technology was

established by the existential phenomenologist, tiMardeidegger. According to

14



Heidegger ([1952-1962] 1977, p. 255), technologyasmerely a means to achieve
an end, but also a humaictivity, ‘a mode of revealing’. Despite the instrumental
definition of technology being correct, Heideggeiggests there is a need for a
broader phenomenological understanding of techiyologrder to comprehend its

essence.

The etymological origins of the word ‘technologyrcbe traced to the Greek notion
of techne {¢yvn). ‘To the Greeksechnemeans neither art nor handicraft but rather:
to make something appear, within what is presenthiz or that, in this way or that
way’ (Heidegger, [1959] 2001, p. 157)€échneis a kind of revealing or bringing
forth—poiesis—belonging to craftsmen and poets’ (Zimmerman, 1$83L08). So

in the conceptual frame of Heidegger, ancient tecls the know-how that
corresponds to the activity gioiesis(Di Pippo, 2000), the ‘precondition for any

kind of making’ (Zimmerman, 1983, p. 108).

Another necessity for making something appear enatttivity oftechneis physis or
phusis (often translated as ‘nature’ in English), whiarms the matter-energetic
basis of being. Even though this remark is not ieitjyl stated in Heidegger’'s
philosophy, he does consider thichneandphusisbelong essentially together’ (Di
Pippo, 2000, p. 32). Heidegger ‘explains that theding forth of Being involved in
human production is ultimately grounded in the g forth of phusis’ (ibid, p.
32). Moreover, ‘it is through the experience of thaiesisof phusisthat human

production takes its bearings and distinguishedfitdn summary,technecan be

15



considered to refer to the processes of revealyngéans of making that is enabled

by the physical, non-human world

While the ancienttechne was characterised by Heidegger as a sort of poetic
openness to the world, the modern technology drose the attempt to control the
world, and thus ‘does not unfold into a bringingtlfioin the sense opoiesis’
(Heidegger, [1952-1962] 1977, p. 14; also p. 1X¥) »ut of something else. And
the more humans began to seek control and beletleir power to master the laws
of the non-human worlgphusig by means of technologyechng, the more modern

the technology became.

In terms of the second precondition fechne namely the physical basis of any
activity of revealing, the modern technology folkwhe ancient description: all
technological activity requireghusis Unlike its earlier form, however, technology
today places on the non-human world an unreasondéfeand of supplying

matter/energy for extraction and storage (see Hgele [1952-1962] 1977, p. 14).
Partly due to this, the speed of bringing forthtie contemporary world has
increased to an unprecedented level and makingdaed a global scale (with
drilling for oil in every corner of the world ancmgerimenting with geoengineering

being the most radical examples).

In the lifeworld dominated by technology, all matémergy is taken as a resource,

what Heidegger ([1952-1962] 1977, p. 17) aptly <alhe ‘standing-reserve’

[Bestand, and utilised for production. So fundamentaline sway of [techne] does

16



not consist [only] in manufacturing, but in repnetseg producing, such that what is
handed over and what is deliverable secures caieglavailability of the whole of
everything with which what is produced right now irgerconnected above all
according to its producedness’ (Heidegger, [19364]1 22006, p. 154-155). It is
through this constant producing that modern teabmolpursues its insatiable

ambition ‘to re-create the world’ (Meagher, 1988163).

The essence of modern technology, according toddeier ([1952-1962] 1977), lies
in Enframing (Ge-stel). This ‘Enframing means the gathering togetherthuit

setting-upon which sets upon man, i.e., challerigesforth, to reveal the real, in
the mode of ordering, as standing-reserve’ (ibi®(Q). Heikkerd ([2012] 2014, p. 5)

explains this notion eloquently:

In Martin Heidegger’s thinking, ‘enframingGe-stel) names the framework
within which Being is revealed during the technatad) epoch. Enframing
refers to a way of disclosing the world. There lisays such a way: in the
Middle Ages, Being was unconcealed as creaturesdtion to the Creator; in
the modern age, Being becomes unconcealed as arcesBestand)to be

used. Within enframing, modern science and tectyyotiisclose a truth about

the world, but another way of disclosing would opes world differently.

Following Heidegger, this study defines technoldignough its ontological essence
Enframing a mode of human existence. In the next sectiechriology is
conceptualised as practice. This conceptualisaisomn important precursor to

examining the question of agency in technology thedelated ethical implications.

17



3.2. Technological Practice: A Manifestation of Emhing

In a pragmatically-oriented analysis, technology be, and often is, defined merely
as an instrument (e.g. Georgescu-Roegen, 1975¢hvidijustifiable; but Heidegger
([1952-1962] 1977, p. 4-5) expounded a broader vimwtechnology with
Enframing which includes the practices of ‘manufacturingd antilization of
equipment, tools, and machines, the manufacturdduaed things themselves, and
the needs and ends that they serve’. However, aegtger directed his main focus
on to the phenomenal questions of Being and existeme paid less attention to the
more practical sphere of technology. NevertheléBsdegger's early philosophy
(alongside Ludwig Wittgenstein’s later works) ha&gb considered to offer a central
philosophical background for the so-called ‘thesrig practice’ that analyse the
social through everyday practices (Reckwitz, 2082hatzki, 2014). Although
Heidegger can be read as a practice theorist,iéws @n modern technology was not
very practice-based. Thus, in order to study theplications of technology,
Heidegger's work on technology should be connetiednd completed with, ontic

investigations (something that can also be studiegdirically).

This study accordingly proceeds to posit thaframingmanifests at the ontic level
as practice, a technological practice. The terrhrtetogical practice refers not only
to the framework where the world unfolds as a stagideserve but also to the kind
of activity that emerges in parallel with, and asansequence of, the mode of

existence. This technological practice repeatsraidorcesEnframing,forming a

18



sort of spiral of modernity. But while the techngilcal practice ‘responds to [...]
Enframing, [...] it never comprises Enframing its&l brings it about’, as Heidegger
([1952-1962] 1977, p. 21) pointed out. Furtherm@meframing as aumanmode of
being cannot contain or capture the technologicattice in its totality as non-
human objects are also involved in the lifeworlenide, there is always an element

of surprise in the manifestation of Being.

3.3. Technology and Theories of Practice

In the task of understanding the role of technoldgy social change, the
conceptualisation ofechnologyas practiceseems pertinent, as it is not limited to
scrutinising certain technological instruments franbenefit—harm calculus (which
can also be considered a technological practiagt),nstead allows an enquiry to

examine what technology (as a whole) is and does.

Theorists of practice have defined technology asoastitutive part of social

practices. For Reckwitz (2002, p. 249), for insegrepractice is:

a routinized type of behaviour which consists ofvesal elements,
interconnected to one other: forms of bodily atidd, forms of mental
activities, ‘things’ and their use, a backgroundwktedge in the form of

understanding, know-how, states of emotion andvatitinal knowledge.

Technology, from this view, is merely an element roiutinized behaviour.

According to Schatzki (2014, p. 15) the site of sloeial consists of practices, which
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are ‘open spatial-temporal nexuses of doings ayithgs that are linked by arrays of
understanding, rules, and end-task-action comhingyf...] that are acceptable for or
enjoined of participants’ (Schatzki, 2014, p. 1B).Schatzki’s view, technology
becomes conceptualised through material arrangebat are linked to social
practices. Whereas Schatzki (2002) sees technasggrrangements that are co-
produced with practices, but are nonetheless distiom them, Shovet al. (2012)
declare a more constitutive role for technologypmgitioning it as an element of

social practice.

Drengson (1995) also uses the notion of technadbgiactice when developing his
ecophilosophical approach to the study of technold®y studying practices, he
identifies different stages of technology, rangingm that of hunter-gatherers to
agriculture, to industrial and information techrglapractice. In the descriptions of
these stages, it becomes evident how technologreatice is a product of its time

and place, and how diverse degrees of technologyeadentified.

So, to interpret technology as practice is to fasknowledge that technological
practice varies in degree. While the definitionspgictice scholars (e.g. Reckwitz,
2002; Shoveet al, 2012; Schatzki, 2014) give technology a centi@k rin
organising the social world, discussion about tegree of technology in practices
seems to be implicit, or non-existent. The notibegree means that practices are
either higher technology or lower technology. Fearaple, swimming in the ocean
can be consideredlasstechnological practice than swimming in a heatednan-

made and maintained pool. Second, conceptualisicignblogy as practice, instead
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of assuming technology is just an element of pcactimportantly broadens the
analysis to include those activities that enabke specific technological practice
being practised. For instance, in the case of svinmgmthe manufacturing and
heating of the pool are such enabling and provigoactices. As most theories of
social practice would readily limit their analysistechnologies in use, questions on
closely related and conditional object-relationsuldoattract less research attention
(Rinkinenet al, 2015). This is not to say that theories of practire silent on the
questions of, for example, production and supplyg.(Bgpke, 2009; Mylan, 2015),
but it does indicate that the analyses have emgdsechnology as merely a part of
daily practice. Conceptualising technology as pecacipermits exploration of a
broader analysis scope. To recognise the cumulaiikoverlapping character of
technological practices is central to accessingctiteria of measurement for how

technological, as well as how matter/energy intensa certain practice is.

Lastly, the study of technology as practice doeslose sight of the essence of
technology, the ontological realm of technology. @onnect the technological
practices back to the ontological sphere, it iziabje that the degree of technology
depends on whether a specific practice leads t@ raptess Enframing. This is of
course impossible to assess in terms of graddweasssence of technology implies a
specific mode of thinking and Being. So albeit tlegree of technology can only be
assessed on the ontic level of practice, ontolbgittantion may reveal some of the
fundamental, inherent limitations and expecteddtiioes of technology. According

to Heidegger ([1952-1962] 1977), it is an illusiohmodernity to think in terms of
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technology merely as a practice without seeinge®ence of technology underlying

the activity.

While an exponential increase in technology defites history and present of the
social world to a great extent, the continuation soich development is not
predetermined. Contrary to what Heidegger ([19881) famously declared on the
future on humanity, it isot only a God that can save us. Every situationabagct
including a departure from technological practisepotentially a new start and a
catalyst for social change, as Schatzki (2014)edtatHowever, in order to
understand who or what determines the degree auh r&f technology in practice
(and why), and the possibility of social change daedrowth, the present study turns

to discussing the question of agency in technoldgicactice.

3.4. Moral Relevance in Agency and Technologicakkce

‘The pursuit of perfection and increasing powertechnology practices, and the
spread of technology throughout our culture, hav® become so pervasive that it
makes sense to call the twentieth century the Ageeohnology’ (Drengson, 1995,
p. 86). While some may still consider technologynething manageable and
controllable, critical voices have declared thehtedogical development to be
autonomous and beyond human control (Ellul, [19%473; Winner, 1977). For
instance, ‘Was the Fukushima nuclear facility, sajt 3, controllable before the
tsunami and uncontrollable only after it?’ Vadé®i2, p. 1) promptly asks, also

supporting the view that technological practice banome self-directed.
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According to sociologist and philosopher of teclugy, Jacques Ellul ([1954]
1973), technology has, in fact, come to obey its daws, proclaimed itself as an

independent agent, and rejected all other reaspmalgiding traditional morality:

The power and autonomy of technique are so welirselcthat it, in its turn,
has become the judge of what is moral, the credtarnew morality. Thus, it
plays a role of creator of a new civilization adlw€his morality — internal to
technique — is assured of not having to suffer fteghnique. In any case, in
respect to traditional morality, technique affirniself as an independent
power. Man alone is subject, it would seem, to mgrdgement. We no
longer live in that primitive epoch in which thinggere good or bad in
themselves. Technique in itself is neither, andtbanefore do what it will. It

is truly autonomous. (Ellul, [1954] 1973, p. 134)

In a similar way to Heidegger, Ellul ([1954] 1973lso goes beyond the
instrumental definition of technology and sees modechnology as a totalising
phenomenon imposed on human activity that folldvesdingle principle of efficient
ordering of things. Technological instruments ahd practice of technology have
certainly changed the way humans perceive and eteothings, be they objects
labelled as belonging to the human, animal, vedetab mineral realms. Verbeek
(2006), for instance, neatly illustrates how tedbgizal instruments are providing
answers to ethical questions of how to act throtlgh design of products and

processes:
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Technologies are able to evoke certain kinds ofbieln: a speed bump can
invite drivers to drive slowly because of its dlyilio damage a car’s shock
absorbers, a car can demand from a driver that lsbeowear the safety belt
by refusing to start if the belt is not used, anglastic coffee cup has the
script “throw me away after use,” whereas a poinetap “asks” to be

cleaned and used again (Verbeek, 2006, p. 362).

This example also demonstrates how thin the linevéen the categories of
technological instruments and practice really schinological instruments — as non-
human agents — are able to direct change in peattyc means of supporting a
certain kind of behaviour over another. But desii realisation that technology
can, and has, gained agency in today’'s societies, difficult to recognise how
technology (whether examined as an instrument, actipe or any other
phenomenon) could become fully autonomous, as stegdy Ellul ([1954] 1973)

and Winner (1977).

From the technology as practicepoint of view, the agential autonomy of
technological instruments is difficult to adopt, &swould denote that they are

independent of all other elements of practice. eotised earlier, while non-human
agents may have agency, it is always entrenchesituational practices, and the
human-made always exists in relation to the nondn(see Latour, 2009; Schatzki,
2014). Moreover, the assumption that humans wowdable to create a fully

autonomous technological device is not empiricadlijd and seems to over-estimate

human engineering capacity. In fact, statementsressmg ungrounded self-
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confidence in human technological skills are hulisand hence dangerous (von

Wright, 1978). As Drengson (1995, p. 48) put it:

Saying that technology becomes autonomous imgiasit takes on a life of
its own. However, it has such a life only as a gctpn of our own shadows.
Technology onlyappearsto have its own inner life, dynamic, and logic. In
reality it is driven by our own subconscious irigghce, and the crafty ego of
its makers. These makers can be unaware that theriamy” of technology
is only a projection of the shadowy fragments tdrger self. This larger Self
is hidden because the small self (ego) is not cetalyl integrated with the

whole context and is still engaged in defensive enaers.

In addition, to consider technological practiceoamgimous is quite troublesome as,
according to Schatzki (2014), practices are alwatgstwined with other bundles of
practices and hence have no clear boundaries. Tbusay thata practice is

independent of other practices loses its groundshEechnological practice is not
only dependent on the all-previous technologicacfices but also on other
coexisting practices that are unfolding simultarsipuAs reviewed previously,

every ‘action is a concrete synthesis, shaped andittoned, on the one hand, by
the temporal-relational contexts of action andtt@nother, by the dynamic element

of agency itself’ (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998, @04).

However, technological instruments ‘[...] can botht &y themselves in varied

independence and structurally shape human ageHeykKer6, [2012] 2014, p. 28),

as technological practice can direct thinking ia threction ofEnframing as well as
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change behaviour. As Carlig al. (2013, p. 8) note, ‘any form of agency is made
all the more poignant by the fact that its consegas will be made material and can
last over time’, as in the case of a nuclear disasbr example. An uncontrollable
explosion in an atomic energy reactor shapes tfextafli human and non-human
agency by setting limits to which doings and sagiegn be performed, if any (in

the case of fatalities).

It seems pertinent to establish that technologynddf as an instrumeritas an
agency, while technology theorised as a pradimbedsan agency. The agency of,
and in, technology, however, is neither fully freer determined, but only holds a
degree of autonomihat is contingent on its context. Following Sakés (2002, p.
210) train of thought, it could then be suggestet social change is made in the
ceaseless advance of technological and non-teafinalcagents. And when agency
is entrenched in the technological practice, thenopy for change lies in the
emergence, reproduction, and disappearance ofpthetices performed by the

agents (Schatzki, 2014).

Even if technological instruments can assert aaegf agency, they do not meet
the criteria of moral agents, as ‘to be a moralnage to have the potentiality for
living and acting in a state of tension or, if ndss conflict between two moral
points of view' (Maclntyre, 1999, p. 318; also 198Neither a machine, nor a
hammer, has this potentiality. Furthermore, the lat morality in the agency of
technological instruments is showed by their ingbito make judgements and

situational decisions instance by instance, whictoinsidered a necessary condition
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for ethical conduct (Introna, 2009). The same deficies apply somewhat to the
technological practice. Rather than enabling itsnég to deliberate on the issue of
good and right (in a specific time and place), ehtelogical practice directs the
performance towards clarifying, arranging, andoraiising, as well as integrating
objects, by aiming to bring efficiency to everythi(Ellul, [1954] 1973; Drengson,

1995). In the technological practice, the world oolly unfolds as a standing-reserve
in the minds of its human agents but the agent¢gdhnology is also geared towards

an active, universal utilisation of objects.

With this single aim of transforming by means odlening (Ellul, [1954] 1973) and
creating (Meagher, 1988) the world, technologicadcfice does not support the
emergence of moral human agency. However, whateitfenological practice does
enable is the calculative deliberation on the déifé points of view as long as they
are within the essence of technolodgnframing In other words, technological
practice allows people to ask questions with moeddvance, such as what to do
with the standing-reserve, but it does not suppsrpractitioners to work outside

this frame where the world does not unfold as amséa an end.

While the technological practice does not offereait from instrumentalisation, it

does corrupt its agents to varying degrees. It sethat the less technological the
practice is, the less instrumentalisation char&serthe agency; but by definition,
technological practice does and cannot supporethergence of a kind of agency
that either does or can let anything just be. Abtu& seems that the embedded

agency in technological practice is insatiablehis tespect. It constantly craves for
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more reordering of objects through its inherenedatnation to constantly calculate
and make things from other things. Yet these astioiten ‘have a certain moral
authority because they are taken to impose objgctind neutrality in a complex

domain that is already loaded with moral significein(Introna, 2015, p. 23).

3.5. Invitation to Releasement

With technological practice, human agents have ctomexert a global-scale force
on the ecosystem (Barnoskyal, 2011) leading to unforeseen rates of extinction o
non-human species, and consequently also to hungents jeopardising the
existence of humanity itself (Barnosky al, 2012). In line with Introna (2009, p.
28), one ‘could argue that it is morally unaccefgdio create things that enrol us
into programmes that ultimately damage our enviremimor our fellow human
beings’, as technological practices currently dag@ng development calls for a
radically alternative way of thinking about ethidatrona, 2009) to guide social

practices.

The present ethos of technocapitalist societietddoel described as plutocentric due
to the advocacy of economic growth over social @mmlogical concerns, but also as
technocentric due to the strong belief in techniglmigsolutions (Ketola, 2010).
What unites these two modes of ethics is anthragoee, the ‘view that the non-
human world has value only because, and insofait dsgectly or indirectly serves
human interests’ (McShane, 2007, p. 170). Bothépestemic anthropocentrism,

which considers humans as the only sources of \(aluthe only valuers), as well as
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the moral anthropocentrism, which considers hunzanthe only locus of inherent
moral value, are problematic. In a similar way tomanism that ‘proclaims the
“right of man” and reduces everything else to thatus of commodity’
(Zimmerman, 1983, p. 100), anthropocentrism elesvite human species over other
beings. By doing so, the anthropocentric view grathical legitimacy to seeing the
non-human world as a standing-reserve for humas,eartti as McShane (2007, p.
179) notes, it ‘rule[s] out certain ways of cariag inappropriate to non-human
objects’. Zimmerman (1983) even proposes that o#ggr objects merely in
instrumental terms prevents humans from understgnitie essence of objects. But
most obviously an anthropocentric approach to stfads ‘because it assumes that
we can, both in principle and in practice, drawedirdtive boundary between the
objects (them) and us’ (Introna, 2009, p. 31). Ehesints direct enquiry towards a
non-anthropocentric ethos that allows the human twednon-human worlds to

peacefully coexist and prosper on their own tetms.

Zimmerman (1983; 1994) and Introna (2009) have ssiggl that Heidegger's
([1959] 1966) notion ofGelassenheifreleasementcould serve as a basis for the
needed morality. Peculiarly, Heidegger himself \aasnuch a critic of technology
as he was of traditional morality. He was concertiet the very idea of morals
could reproduce the thinking inherent in the tedbgical practice, where humans

act towards an aim in a utilitarian sen$teleasementpplied as an ethos is,

% Zimmerman (1983, p. 102) suggests that ‘Heideggeuld agree that a nonanthropocentric
conception of humanity and its relation to the ratwrder must go beyond the doctrine of rights
[...]: Proper behavior towards beings can only folliram right understanding of what beingse!
However, whether Zimmerman’'s interpretation is aat is questionable, as the category of
anthropocentric and non-anthropocentric is not eyeal in the works of Heidegger.
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however, still distant from any conventional idedisnorality. Borrowing the term
from a mystic, Meister Eckhart, Heideggersleasemenbffers exactly a break

from calculative thinking that has led humanity plé@&o technological practice:

This letting-go means that we keep ourselves avi@kezleasement which, on
the other side, means that we open ourselves tetharg, a ‘mystery’ that
[...] is actually be-ing itself, and is that whitéts us in into Gelassenheit.

(Dalle Pezze, 2006, p. 1)

For Heidegger, this mystery is ‘hidden in the tembgical world’ (Dahlstrom,

2013, p. 121) and hence ‘humanity on Earth remaindanger of technology so
beguiling that calculative thinking remains theyosbrt of thinking in use, the only
sort of thinking that counts’ (ibid, p. 122). Onlyith meditative (rather than
calculative) thinking, human agents can releasensieédves from technological
practice and create spaces for new modes of rglatitoser to Being itself.
Heidegger ([1959] 1966, p. 52-53) explains this matiteness and its relationship

with technology as follows:

Is man, then, a defenseless and perplexed victitmeatnercy of the irresistible
superior power of technology? He would be if mawlaip abandons any
intention to pit meditative thinking decisively @gst merely calculative

thinking. But once meditative thinking awakengnitist be at work unceasingly
and on every last occasion [...]. For here we aresidaening what is threatened

especially in the atomic age: the autochthony efviiarks of man.
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Thus we ask now: even if the old rootedness isgokist in this age, may not a
new ground and foundation be granted again to mdaundation and ground
out of which man’s nature and all his works camuffish in a new way even in

the atomic age?

What could the ground and foundation be for the aatechthony? Perhaps the
answer we are looking for lies at hand; so nearwleaall too easily overlook it.
For the way to what is near is always the longest thus the hardest for us
humans. This is the way of meditative thinking. Mative thinking demands of
us not to cling one-sidedly to a single idea, morun down a one-track course
of ideas. Meditative thinking demands of us thatemgage ourselves with what

at first sight does not go together at all.

While Introna (2009, p. 42) considers that an ethioketting be is impossible, he
remarks that it ‘is exactly the impossibility tHatids us to keep decisions open, to
listen, to wait, and to reconsider again and againchoices — to let things be’. This
dependence on both calculative and meditative ihinks made evident when
examining practices related to meeting basic ned#s. instance, dwelling
necessitates technological practice and instrumastsvell as calculative thinking,
to some extent. That is, in human life, not allezt§ can be released from their use,
and be subject to mere meditative thinking. Somaritgl arrangement, and
rationalisation, as well as integration and efficig, are needed in those everyday

practices crucial to human existence.
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The dilemma, however, is that the technologicalcticta does not support
meditative thinking but rather encourages the datue mind-set to dominate. This
is evident, for example, in the so-called microlameées when a technological
practice is disrupted. As the technological practdters from high technology to
low technology — for instance, in the face of powats when centralised energy
provision is replaced with localised low-tech smns such as wood stoves — new
spaces unfold for reflection and change (Rinkirf1,3). This may be due to more
time, a change in tempo, or an increase in autoremaythe altered possibilities for
object control. What is important here is that {béen unexpected) collapses of
technological systems imply that refraining frone tiechnological practice — either
intentionally or by accident — is indeed necessty a non-technologically

dominated ethos and practice to emerge.

4, Discussion

Conceptualising technology as practice has enathledcurrent research to look
beyond technology as an instrument by broadeniegsttope of analysis to the
essence of the technological phenomenon (Heidedff952-1962] 1977). The
practice lens applied to technology (Drengson, 1®hatzki, 2002) also led to
identifying degrees of technology, suggesting firactices can be characterised by
lower technology or higher technology. Varying aggrhes can be used in assessing
the degree of technology, but for the present ewguhe rate of throughput is

decisive. When estimating the throughput necessargny practice, the analysis
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ought to take into account all the phases of telcgnoal practice, that is, the life
cycle of a practice. It is of course impossibleatove at a number for a specific
technology, as technological development is cunudatDrengson, 1995) and the
boundaries of practice are in constant flux (Sdtia2002). A further complication
results from the multitude of rebound effects irthbttime and place that forever
escape measurement (Finnveden, 2000; Binswang@t).2@n intuitively plausible
rule of thumb would suggest that the humbler tlobnelogical practice in terms of
the instruments used, the less ecological damagaused. The practice of shelter
building, for instance, is undoubtedly lower in ner of its throughput when
operated with ‘convivial’ tools rather than machgr(@lich, [1973] 2009) and fewer

of ‘exosomatic’ instrumenfgGeorgescu-Roegen, 1975).

4.1. The Effect of Technological Instruments anaidice on Throughput

In terms of instruments used in the practice ohmetogy, it goes without saying
that use of the endosomatic rather than exosonmagicuments would have the
desired consequences of decreasing the throughpupractice. Walking instead of
riding a bike or driving a motor vehicle is ecolcglly more sensible, as is talking

(face-to-face) instead of speaking on the phoné@aSkype. This does not have to

4 ‘Apart from a few insignificant exceptions, all espes other than man use oréymdosomatic
instruments — as Alfred Lotka proposed to call ¢hosstruments (legs, claws, wings, etc.), which
belong to the individual organism by birth. Manrsocame, in time, to use a club, which does not
belong to him by birth, but which extended his esatnatic arm and increased its power. At that
point in time, man’s evolution transcended the dmtal limits to include also (and primarily) the
evolution ofexosomatidnstruments, i.e., of instruments produced by rbanhnot belonging to his
body. That is why man can now fly in the sky or mminder water even though his body has no
wings, no fins, and no gills.” (Georgescu-Roegdév5l p. 369)
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signify that humans have to stay where they wera bat would certainly set some
limitations to the ongoing mobility craze. On agder scale, desisting from using
‘advanced’ exosomatic instruments would mean thatdns lose access to some of
the matter/energy use (e.g. fossil fuels), whichdésirable from the ecological
perspective. The longer artificial arms become,dbeper humans can drill into the
Earth’s crust. Furthermore, the more machines ayslesis evolve, the more
humans tend to lose their agency in the vagarievef-more complex technological

societies (Ellul, [1954] 1973; Winner, 1977).

If technological practice is given the ever-expagdiole it craves, objects become
more ‘cyborgian’ and the boundaries between madk Bnn entities, anthromes
and biomes, as well as between the natural andrtfigial, continue to blur. That
is, technological practice leads to dangerous h@meiy in both a cultural and an
ecological sense, as the ambition of the practceexactly about transforming
objects to obey the laws of the human calculate@rorViost societies are already
deeply technological (Ellul, [1954] 1973; WinnerQ7) and the rationale for
ecological conservation (i.e. the releasemenpluofsig is attacked. In the modern
world characterised by the technological practitere is little ‘nature’ left (as
noted by several post- and eco-modernisation tsisdriand hence also no objects to
be considered ‘natural’ (or ‘wild’ or ‘organic’) & would need to be conserved or

released from the technological practice.

It surely is true that things are assuming morerance hybridity, as ‘[hum]an-made

objects are crowding out the environment (Daly020p. 100). When thinking

34



about this, it is important to remember that ipiecisely the technological practice
that is behind this change. Every engagement in tdehnological practice
intensifies the accumulated throughput, the overalbunt of objects transformed
through human instruments and hand@at is, as technology is practised, objects
are forced to travel past the social sphere amsfivamed into a new state to benefit
the human species, but not necessarily the whokes fractice is legitimised by the
anthropocentric ethic). In entropic terms, this medhe technological practice
always results in a deficit, as ‘the cost of angldgical or economic enterprise is
always greater than the product’ (Georgescu-Ro€d®70] 2011, p. 52). Further,
the greater the degree of a technological pradtieegreater the deficit. A lesser

technological practice, again, allows a larger nemdd objects exist outside the use.

4.2. Implications of Releasement for Degrowth

An alternative practice that goes beyond moderhnelogy is surely necessary for
the twenty-first century. ‘We need a new way of ersianding Being, a neathos,
that lets beings manifest themselves not merelghgects for human ends, but as
intrinsically important’ (Zimmerman, 1983, p. 99nd releasementffers this.
Heidegger posits that ‘we should respect all beings because they resemble
humans, not because they are valued by humansecatise they are experienced
by humanshut because they are what they afibid, p. 122). Zimmerman (1994,

p. 132) explains the practical implicationsrefeasemenas follows:

® It is worthwhile to note that endosomatic evolatalso increases entropy but the amount and speed
is far lower than with exosomatic evolution.
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First, it means not unduly interfering with thin@econd, it means taking care
of things, in the sense of making it possible faenh to fulfill their potential.
Third, letting be involves not just the ontical wanf tending to things, but
also the ontological work of keeping open the dgteathrough which they can

appear.

According to Heidegger ([1959] 1966, p. 5%kleasement‘grant[s] us the

possibility of dwelling in the world in a totallyifferent way’. In the current

situation where technological practices continue have severe ecological
consequences (e.g. Drengson, 1995; Parkes, 2Q08)eins that the transition to
degrowth necessitates trethos of releasemenb a large extent. An ethos for
degrowth must be strongly connected to a framéofight that allows non-human
objects to unfold not as a standing-reserve butheir own, and hence manifest

their complex genesis.

One way toreleasementould be to cease to partake in those practicesavthe

essence of technology dominates. Participatiored@hriological practice, including
its calculative mode of thinking, reinforces the bmmdded agency for more
technological change. This signifies a shift froativee engagement in multifarious
technological practices that necessitate a glotwayztion and distribution network
to ‘conviviality’ (lllich, [1973] 2009), which is @oted in a region. ‘The region
gathers — just as if nothing were happenigigith als ob sich nichts ereigine each

to each and everything to everything else, gatgealhinto an abiding while resting

in itself’ (Heidegger, [1944] 2010, p. 74). Opemne® releasementthrough
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meditative thinking may denote not only a changehi& degree of technological
practice and instruments (quantity) and the kindeshnology (quality) but may

also unfold as ‘atechnology’.

Releasemenpffers a plateau for new ethics to emerge, butinkerpretations and
conceivable political consequences warrant carefutsideration and must be

implemented with caution. As Zimmerman (1983, R)1fut it:

Humanists would argue that it is politically danmes to abandon the
principle of human rights in favor of the obscumion that we should “let
things be,” while some radical environmentalists uldo maintain that
Heidegger himself remains a humanist because heesimates the

importance of the human being’s supposedly unidpiléyato speak.

At first, it is possible to think that this altethee ethos that calls for letting things be
may lead to passivity in the face of injustice —ibéhe recurrence of fascism in
Europe, the global march of neoliberal capitalinthe extensive destruction of
species’ habitats. However, as Heidegger ([1944]02(. 70) himself notes in

Country Path Conversationghe releasement of things lays ‘outside the [very

® A solar panel, for instance, is certainly a diéferinstrument in terms of its quality than a quaht
but the quantity is a key issue for matter/enehggughput. Because of the physical base of our
existence, even solar panels cannot be producéduwtitimits. A single coal plant on the planet is
not a problem but a billion factories manufacturgadar panels certainly would be. Based on this
rationale, it could be suggested that for degrawithultimately a question ajuantity For
Heidegger, however, a central question waality. the unlocking of energy. ‘The revealing that
rules in modern technology [...] puts to nature theeasonable demand that it supply energy that
can be extracted and stored as such’ (Heidegg@52[1962] 1977, p. 14). An old windmill, for
example, does not do this as ‘its sails do indeadin the wind; they are left entirely to the wisd
blowing’ (ibid). It appears that Heidegger did see the matter/energetic limits of building
windmills.
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distinction between activity and passivity’. Maylieis possible to talk about

deliberate inaction or active passivity in the cagean ethos for encountering the
non-human world. This is because, in order to reduatter/energy throughput, it is
exactly the collective refraining from — and cegsaf — technological practice that
is indispensable. To have a degrowth society, atgr@lume of fossil fuels must be
left in the ground, a vast portion of forests mustdfeto grow, and most fish must

beleft in the oceans. For the ecology to recover, hunstivity must shrink.

An answer to an important question of ‘does thera®th movement need
technology’ begins to take shape. Is there a nemdnfore clarification and
arrangement, calculation and assessment, as wellmase organisation,
rationalisation, mechanisation, computation, digigdion, artificialisation, and
integration of objects with the predefined aim alvimg control and bringing
efficiency and order to everything? The short ams&éno’. ‘Under this regime [of
technology] the mechanistically defined world beesnprimarily a storehouse of
raw material and a source of power for the engioksndustry to turn out
commodities and services for the market' (Drengst®Q5, p. 88). It is hence
somewhat evident that a degrowth sociegedsneither technology as a general
frame that manifests in the increasingly technaalgpractice nor new instruments.
The world is already full of tools and artefacts davelling. In fact, the converse can
be considered the case. In order to reach degrawtlierms of decreased
matter/energy throughput, practices must shift afwasn technologyReleasement

is the only way out of technology (Heidegger, [19%852] 1977).
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Given the prevailing unsustainability, the studyggests that expectations of
technology as a means to deliver ecologically $démsihange are reconsidered in a
critical light. Consequently, the paper calls fountans to refrain from the
technological frame and practice. While this isfidifit, because most of us are
deeply entrenched in the routines and habits din@logical society, there is always
an opportunity for change. Schatzki (2007, p. @)lans this constant flow of

opportunities:

[...] each present activity is potentially a newrstpotentially itself a change
or the beginning of change. Whether present agtisia new start depends on

what is done and how others react to this.

Moreover, it follows that, similarly to ethics, metive thinking cannot be above or
detached from practices, but must rather unfoldhiwithe plenum of practices (e.g.

Schatzki, 2002; Introna, 2009).

4.3. Limitations and Further Enquiries

Somewhat paradoxically, the rationale offered i plaper would probably be a re-
enactment of technological thinking for Heidegges it describes things in terms of
their purpose or aim. This paper claimed thatrder toattain degrowth in terms of
decreased matter/energy throughput, practices shifit away from technology.

This statement that seems to contradict itselfya@tdnight be true (or wrong at the

same time), could be considered a limitation.

3¢



To problematise the claim even further (from theyieamework of the paper) is to
remark that this paper (as an object) is also humade, which means that the
process of making the claim has caused an incieake cumulative throughput. In
fact, quite a lot of matter/energy was first pevedi as a standing-reserve and then
used in order to complete the study. In the practit letting be, fewer academic
articles and arguments are undoubtedly needed wraded, as meditativeness is
even beyond language, the chief human-made olifet¢asemereads to stillness
and meditative presence. That being so, this sthiduld not be taken as an example
of practising releasementor even a Heideggerian interpretation of technylog
Building on the works of, inter alia, Heideggeristilstudy presents a viewpoint on

the relationship between technology and degrowth.

As the motivation and focus of the paper was oit buithe minimalist definition of
degrowth, namely the reduction of matter/energyughput, it is important to
acknowledge additional limitations of the appro&&eing concerned with resource
scarcity, or with ecosystem destruction, but nahwvorld justice can lead to top-
down anti-population proposals and anti-immigratincourse’ (Demariat al,
2013, p. 206). The present study by no means deegat forward an eco-fascist
message, in fact, quite the opposite. Refrainirgmfrtechnological practice is
perceived as a way of ensuring that any form o#literian organisation is
ungovernable. As the present and history so vivitdynonstrate, transition to, as
well as maintenance of, a fascist regime would atneertainly need technology. In
fact, totalitarianism and fascism can be seen asfesdations of the very essence of

technology. But how can a radical confinement toegion, which is almost an
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inevitable consequence of moving to a lower degfetechnological practice and
the use of less exosomatic instruments, not endeipg a form of exclusive
localism defined by intra-species conflicts? Tlsisaicentral question for the future
enquiries into technology and degrowth, where itdddoe worthwhile to maintain

the locus of attention on exploring theactice of releasement

5. Conclusions

It is interesting, and possibly ironic, that humdmasre survived precisely because
they have adapted their environment by means dintdogical practice instead of
simply becoming adapted to it, but now it is obable that the transformation of

the non-human world humans have brought aboubsjelising human survival.

This paper asked what technology is and how apintdogy is to prompt degrowth.
Technology was defined as Enframing, a mode ofdeivhich manifests in the
technological practice of different degrees. Rathan strictly saying ‘yes’ or ‘no’
to technology, the guestion concerning technoldgicactice for degrowth seems to
largely be a question of degree. Are there notn@my non-human objects being
transformed into human-made ones in the technabgicactice with too many
technological instruments? As ecosystems collapsend us, there is a wealth of
empirical evidence to support the view that the Aorepecies has gone too far in

terms of transforming the environment. To reachroeth in terms of decreased
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matter/energy throughput, practices must be geavealy from the technological

frame of thought to a considerable extent.

This study reached the conclusion that technolbgicactice does not support the
transition to degrowth as it directs its agentsamais the continuous transformation
of non-human-made objects into human-made objétta. manner problematic to
the quest of ecologically sensible change, whiclyuires degrowth, the
transformation of objects (undertaken in the tetbgioal practice) signifies an
increase in cumulative throughput. The more teabioll the practice, the fewer
things are released for use. Even the transformatfoexisting man-made objects
into new objects (recycling) needs matter/energg aantributes to the overall
metabolic load on the Earth. Hence, contrary toasdeabout ecological
modernisation, the paper suggests that an incrieatee degree of technological
practice signifies an increase in matter/energyughput. Therefore, the study
strongly challenges the dominant position of mod&chnology as a means for
ecological change, and calls for refraining froroht@ological practice by means of

the new ethogseleasement
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