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Abstract:Abstract: This paper will first explicate Adorno’s concept of nature and 
natural history and note how he incorporates the idea of second nature into 
his philosophically interpretative framework. After setting out a variety of 
critiques which his concept of nature has elicited, this paper also attempt to 
locate Habermas position in connection with Adorno’s within the current 
context of a significant technological development. Hence, this paper 
intends to point to the Adorno’s continuing yet problematic influence 
and Habermas’ own theoretical relevance for debates over freedom and 
determinism in the present age. At stake is delineating Habermas’ conception 
of nature which facilitates our understanding of the key issues of the current 
conjuncture and consequently the root of his weak naturalistic strategy. 
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cs Nature, whilst the mere sound of it has the power to provoke 
complexity and obscurity in discussion, has found its way back on the 
stage of philosophical forum. Today the need to revisit the subject is 
more pressing than ever, given the signifi cant technological progress 
and the extent to which it has aff ected both human beings and the 
environment. Habermas, following the footsteps of philosophical 
investigations before him, also attempts to formulate his inquiry into 
nature. For us to get a clearer understanding of how Habermas is 
to tackles the issue in his theory, the concern has to not only depart 
from the usual scientifi c defi nitions as part of investigation, but also, 
by anchoring the presumed immutable structure of existential reality 
in a realm of temporal movement, look into how the conceptions of 
nature come to develop. By acknowledging that nature and history 
are closely related as a matter of fact, anything that catches our 
imagination in relation to nature has to recognize history as a critical 
starting point, if one is to explore the truth of its claim. Indeed, 
having had no less than due focus allocated on both history and 
nature, there is a drawn necessity to turn to philosophy of history and 
to excavate the intricacies between two concepts. 

It is in this philosophical context where Adorno’s idea of natural 
history, first taken shape in his 1932 presentation paper “Idea of 
Natural History” to the Kant Society,1 can provide as a sketch of the 
bigger problem. History and nature, insofar as both concepts are 
introduced to describe the dialectical relationship between historic 
singularity and repetition, coincide most emphatically in Adorno; he 
is later to write in more details about history and nature in Negative 

1.　The historical background of the paper had been well illustrated. Other suggested 
readings include Susan Buck-Morss, The Origin of Negative Dialectics: Theodor W. 
Adorno, Walter Benjamin, and the Frankfurt Institute (1977: 52-62), and Bob Hullot-
Kentor, “Introduction to Adorno’s ‘Idea of Natural-History’” (1984: 97-110).

Dialectics (1973), where the thinking on the idealistic antithesis 
between history and nature, with a view to the possibility of human 
freedom, is evidently very strong. For Adorno, any ontological interest 
to posit ideas as fi rst principles is obsolete. Instead, it is only through 
the natural-historical reading that a fair handling with the matter 
would be possible. To avoid the trap of biological reductionism that 
is bound with nature in the usual sense, second nature, as opposed to 
fi rst, is borrowed from Georg Lukács’ Th e Th eory of Novel (1971a) 
and given a new meaning.

As if a chance occurrence, Habermas, on Adorno’s centenary 
birthday in 2003, presents a critique of the idea of second nature 
and argues against its effectiveness in reconciling freedom and 
determinism, which is in philosophical terms the Third Kantian 
Antinomy. However, the motive behind Habermas’ article is neither 
commemorative nor combative of Adorno’s achievements. Rather it 
is as the result of the new development in life sciences that makes him 
return to the subject of human nature and the environment since the 
late 1990s. Hence, the concern with nature and the realistic approach 
to situate human beings in natural environment can be seen as the 
central theme of Habermas’ latest work that deserves respect and 
critical scrutiny.

In this paper, we will fi rst explicate Adorno’s concept of nature 
and natural history in his 1932 essay and note how he incorporates 
the idea of second nature into his philosophically interpretative 
framework. After setting out a variety of themes which his concept of 
nature has elicited, we also attempt to locate Habermas’ position in 
connection with Adorno’s within the current context of significant 
technological development. Hence, our study intends to point to the 
Adorno’s continuing yet unsustainable infl uence and Habermas’ own 
theoretical relevance for debates over freedom and determinism in 
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cs the present age. At stake is delineating Habermas’ concept of nature 
which could facilitate our understanding of the key issues of the 
current conjuncture and consequently the root of his weak naturalistic 
strategy.2

I. Nature as Conceived in the German Idealist TraditionI. Nature as Conceived in the German Idealist Tradition

Th ere can be little doubt that ‘nature’ has been regarded as within 
the domain of the physical sciences and geology for most people 
nowadays; one can no longer even remember today this concept 
was once one of the dominant themes in philosophy, and yet the 
discussions in which it was involved— at least in the tradition of 
German Western Marxism—have not much success with definite 
conclusions. Karl Marx’s dialectical materialism concerned itself with 
the primacy of the material world, whereas anything and everything 
is subject to the principal law of natural development. Georg Lukács, 
in his 1923 book History and Class Consciousness (1971b), criticized 
Engels for extending the dialectical methods to the natural realm. 
By denouncing Engels as mistakenly following Hegel’s lead, Lukács 
subsequently attempts to restrict the application of Marxism within 
the social and historical realm (Lukács, 1971b: 24).

Nature was also one of the important subjects for the neo-
Kantianism, phenomenology and Lebensphilosophie. Through the 

2.　Scientific naturalism, as opposed to weak naturalism in Habermasian sense, that is 
seeking to detranscendentalize, has the catastrophically destabilizing power to see the 
world as a closed casual system. However, Habermas suggests that “if we presuppose 
[the] pragmatic concept of knowledge, we can opt for a naturalism that preserves 
the transcendental difference between the world and what is innerworldly, in spite of 
detranscendentalization.” Th at is to say, what he really has against the hardcore naturalism, 
therefore, is a kind of representational model of knowledge. His version of weak naturalism 
maintains that reality can be represented but not exhausted by the totality of scientific 
statements. See Habermas (2003: 22-30).

explorations of individual schools of thought, the diff erences between 
what is natural and what is historical has become the criterion of 
epistemological inquiry; everything living and dynamic would have 
been summoned and examined to see whether it helps portray a full 
picture of nature, whether it ‘reveals’ whatever does not bring itself 
forth, as in Heidegger’s way of thinking, or blocks and conceals it. 
What is remarkably unchallenged by elaborators of the very subject 
is that the term ‘nature’ or ‘natural’ does not refer exclusively to 
anything physical. In fact, ‘nature’ is a concept widely used in the 
fields of metaphysics and epistemology that aim to signal the ways 
in which things happen by themselves without deliberate inferences. 
However, investigations of nature cannot lead the attack without 
ventures into all that is historical, on civilizations which have become 
scientistic and anti-nature, against a branch of philosophy which 
is shackled by objectivism and formalism. On this note, Adorno’s 
inquiry into natural history is in no exception embedded in the 
philosophical tradition that seeks to deliver a fair treatment of the 
subject.

II. Distinction between Nature and HistoryII. Distinction between Nature and History

Before jumping straight into the core of Adorno’s discussion, one 
question needs answered: what does Adorno mean by his use of the 
concepts of nature and history? Deborah Cook has called attention 
to the cautiousness in Adorno’s prescription of the boundaries 
between nature and history: “Adorno wants to do justice to things by 
disclosing those aspects of them that are not identical with concepts” 
so that he “never provides a full account of matter.” (2011: 4) Cook 
is clearly correct in her comment, but that does not mean a discursive 
reading of Adorno, however fragmented it may be, cannot shed any 
light on his use of the concepts.   
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cs In distinguishing between nature and history and addressing his 
study to the idea of natural history Adorno certainly does not want 
to get hung up on the ontological defi nitions of these concepts. Th is 
reluctance is refl ected in his conscious maneuvering with history and 
nature in attempt to overcome the paradoxical convergence of neo-
ontology with historicism since neo-Kantianism. However, we should 
like to refer readers to Adorno’s 1932 discussion of natural history 
in which there is his own introduction of nature as what is “closet 
to the concept of myth...as fatefully arranged predetermined being,” 
and history as “a movement that gains its true character through 
what appears in it as new” (Adorno, 1984: 111), even though both 
concepts are pretty vague and their intended purposes need further 
qualifications. This may well seem very illuminating at first blush, 
and one will have heard about the opposing tendency of Adorno’s 
thought and his preoccupation with antithetical tensions. But when 
read between the lines the statement turns out to be anything but 
obvious. It is very diffi  cult to conceive the relation between history 
and nature as dialectical if the concepts are created as uncongenial 
entities to one another. Th e position is similar in Negative Dialectics 
when Adorno criticizes Hegel’s philosophy of history for failing to 
treat separate blocs of ideas in a differentiated way. In this context, 
nature and history are applied simply as cognitive tools to demystify 
the reality (Buck-Morss, 1977: 49). Adorno’s readers would easily 
be able to develop this insight, since we know that what we may 
regard as the regulative elements in ontology in the Kantian sense, 
in fact perpetuate a kind of injustice that is almost equivalent to the 
effect that idealism has ascribed to history and nature. Thus when 
Adorno resolves to face up to the full implications of the question 
of historicism he is cautious not to grant either concept the status of 
metaphysical beings. Th is is that as soon as Benjamin renounces the 

conception of a reality saturated with meaning in favor of allegorical 
imagery, Adorno is among the few who had in the early stage 
recognized the revolutionary importance of its departure from the 
transcendental legacy in philosophy of history. Doing away with the 
idealistic antithesis between history and nature, the Adornian lines 
of argument attempt to be “pushing these concepts to a point where 
they are mediated in their apparent diff erence” (Adorno, 1984: 111). 
What Adorno means here is that history owes its legitimacy to in 
great measure to these natural or other material substances, but, at the 
same time, nature phenomenon are equally the results of historical 
movement. At all events, it is undoubtedly true that Adorno’s 
intentions are indiff erent to the ontology of nature and history.

It is likewise true that, having acknowledged that nature and 
human history would always qualify one another,3 and that his goal 
is not to consume and incorporate into one category, Adorno is 
immensely influenced by Marx on the concept of natural history. 
Th e postulated dualism of history and nature has its own underlying 
motivation. Th at is to say, it is not a kind of arbitrary metaphysicizing 
act on Adorno’s part. Supporting Marx’s assumption that human 
beings are part of nature and that nature has always been knitted 
into human history, what concerns Adorno is not to subject human 
history to nature, as what might be called vulgar materialism would 
be. The vulgar/mechanic materialism concerns the undifferentiated 
treatment of human history as mere nature, which is contrary to what 
Marx himself would associate with.4 In other words, when Adorno 
tries to capture the concept of natural history with which we are 

3.　Adorno is here directly quoting Marx on the matter of natural history, see Adorno (1973: 
358).

4.　Alfred Schmidt has dedicated monographs on Marx’s concept of nature, which 
however is beyond the scope of this study.
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cs equally concerned in Marx, he certainly does not wish to humanize 
nature nor to naturalize human history. For it is unwise to adopt 
the dogmatic doctrines of reversing the weight on one concept to 
the other. To put it another way, however our conception of human 
beings and nature might be, if there are no mediating factors, if there 
is nothing to mediate history and nature in the way that Adorno 
describes when he talks about dialectics, the concept of natural 
history will lose its meaning. The distinction between the Hegelian 
dichotomy of nature/history and the Adornian concept of natural 
history is not arbitrary. With respect to the concepts per se, Adorno 
capitalizes on Marx’s materialist dialectics: that just as nature has a 
historical dimension, history has its relation to nature.

III. Natural HistoryIII. Natural History

Adorno’s preoccupation with natural history is well documented in 
countless passages as early as “Th e Idea of Natural History,” but with 
incomparably greater explicitness in 1966’s Negative Dialectics. Th e 
concept has become signifi cantly marked in the course of Adorno’s 
philosophical development, as can be seen from the fact that his 
production from the late 1950 and the early 1960s bear the marks 
of origin in his engagement with philosophy of history. In view of 
this appreciation of the dialectical interrelation between nature and 
history, two pertinent themes come up with the need for further 
explanations. Th is fi rst is how Adorno sets out to dissolve the dualism 
of nature and history. Adorno enters into the realm of human 
experience with the attempt to, first of all, “behold nature, and 
whatever regards itself as nature, as history” (Adorno, 2006: 124). 
It seems that Adorno develops the critical approach in such a way as 
to assert that nature, closet to the myth, is shown to be product of 
human activities, but it is nothing close to a smooth transformation 

of rigidified forms into historical processes. The dismal side of this 
act shows its full fi gure as soon as Adorno gives an account of how 
the historical processes in which the concept of nature takes shape 
are exactly the ones in which humanity conquers and causes pains 
to nature (O’Connor, 2008: 188). But at the same time, the other 
side of the dialectical conception requires the historical to be read as 
nature because it remains trapped under the spell of blind nature from 
which historical efforts are made to escape. This situation was later 
described in the opening paragraph of Dialectics of Enlightenment 
that the liberation of men from the fear of myths and nature has 
always been the focus of human history (Adorno, 1979: 3). However 
it may seem a plausible conclusion to us, Adorno here does not 
hypostatize a continuum in which human history and nature should 
be congealed into one. Th e idea of natural history is therefore not an 
ontological one. It is through this characteristic negativism that the 
idea of natural history becomes legible. In Deborah Cook’s ingenious 
remarks, what Adorno really wants to achieve is to dehumanize nature 
and denaturalize human history (2008: 28).

IV. As Historical Where Most Historical, Historical Where IV. As Historical Where Most Historical, Historical Where 
Most NaturalMost Natural

On the other hand, natural history— and this must be seen as a critical 
concept to Adorno’s philosophy— is not a static characterization that 
results from pillaging a mass of beings out of their contexts while 
seeking to insulate from further examinations. Interrogating into the 
relation between historical change and the nature of the ideas, natural 
history understood by Adorno is to be posed as a tool to interpret 
concrete history; it is in a sense in denial of seeing itself as general 
structure that is likely to return the evil of historical totality for the 
evil of the mythical. To that extent he is not so much concerned with 
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cs searching for a definite grounding of history in nature. We would 
suggest that, in this sense, Adorno’s natural history culminates in the 
thesis that it is not “a synthesis of natural and historical methods” 
but rather “a change of perspective” (Adorno, 1984: 118). In this 
connection, Adorno’s way of seeing history echoes the theme of 
allegory in Walter Benjamin’s Th e Origin of German Tragic Drama 
(1925), in which Benjamin proposes to bring close together history 
and nature and subject them to philosophical interpretation. The 
signifi cance of Benjamin’s allegory, Adorno contends, lies in its ability 
to express a historical relationship between “what appears—nature—
and its meaning, i.e. transience” (Adorno, 1984: 119). Th us natural 
history, as far as Adorno is concerned, is truly a practice of laying out 
the constellation of anything and everything, historical or natural, 
that is ‘attached’ to a historical facticity that will help paint a fuller 
picture. Whenever there is a historical element, there is a need to 
look back at the natural element that comes with it. This is how it 
can be possible, in such motifs as environmental issues or devastation 
to nature or even work of art, to portray truth. The programme of 
natural history, Adorno summarizes, is to “comprehend historical 
being in its most extreme historical determinacy, where it is most 
historical, as natural being, of if it were possible to comprehend 
nature as an historical being where it seems to rest most deeply in 
itself as nature” (Adorno, 1984: 117). It is in this circumstance that 
“Th e Idea of Natural History” has to be viewed as an investigation 
concerned essentially with the cognition of nature as historical 
product of an unfolding interaction in progress within a conceptual 
context— and not with the habitual human decrees that crystallize 
history into immutable nature.  

V. What Diff erentiates Adorno and BenjaminV. What Diff erentiates Adorno and Benjamin

This brings us to what Adorno wishes to invoke as the concept of 
second nature: it is second whilst contrasting with first nature that 
is much to do with nature per se, unmediated by human knowing. 
Th e reason why Adorno is making such eff orts is that what is at stake 
here are the foundations of his philosophical position and that he has 
diff erentiated his from Benjamin’s project. While Adorno is indebted 
to Benjamin in overcoming the Hegelian treatment of history and 
nature in The Origin of German Tragic Drama, he certainly does 
not side with the ambiguously kabalistic reinterpretation of Plato’s 
doctrine of ideas and the call for a return to the origin of metaphysics 
in the prologue. Th us it is not Adorno’s aim to demonstrate that the 
so-called historical-original themes in history have an ontological 
overtone— after what this paper has said that would be not possible. 
Although not explicitly mentioned, there can be no doubt that with 
his theory of origin, Benjamin’s intention on precisely a salvation of 
ahistoric, mythic nature that is closely related to ür-phenomenon in 
a theological sense would be impossible for Adorno’s philosophical 
interpretation. Adorno even goes so far as to later reject Benjamin’s 
“transpo[sition of ] the dialectical image into consciousness” as a 
“simplifi cation” aff ecting their “truth content” (Adorno & Benjamin, 
1999: 105). Despite Benjamin’s rejection of intentionality, he has to 
go back to the objects as the source of truth in which subject’s own 
refl ection is prone to fall trapped as intention. Precisely of this need 
to examine things and phenomena as if the truth is waiting to be 
revealed, Benjamin unavoidably has to name this so-called truth as 
‘aura,’ which is another mystical theme for Adorno (Buck-Morss, 
1977: 77-78). In other words, in spite of a number of significant 
references to Benjamin on the interpretative method, Adorno does 
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first nature, rather he wants to show what the historical materials, 
by transforming themselves into a medium for the underlying social 
relations/structures, are presenting to us as second nature. When 
Adorno begins to set up a constellation of concepts and ideas, one 
must understand that in principle, as Adorno has already admitted, 
“a world of estranged things that cannot be decoded” is the point to 
enter. Th is as a result means that Lukács legitimately possesses as equal 
weight as Benjamin does by introducing a framework of the concept 
of second nature into Adorno’s philosophy.

VI. Lukács’ Second NatureVI. Lukács’ Second Nature

In this respect, philosophers who try to understand the epistemological 
foundations of society in the Hegelian-Marxist tradition or who, like 
Sigmund Freud, off er to bring out in individuals the suppressant of 
spontaneity and Eros, are infinitely more accomplished and more 
profound in connection with reflections on second nature. There 
is a common belief that this “world of estranged things” could be 
exposed and found in the critical investigation into the semblance of 
the natural. Th e main vehicle of this article of faith is the prescriptive 
split between facts and values, the treatment of social relations as 
though they could be reduced to laws. This of course is connected 
with Marx’s analysis of capitalist mode of production and hence refers 
to the alienation that antagonizes between things that are naturally 
in harmony. Marx’s originality in the discussion of natural history, 
that is, in Adorno’s view, the denunciation of Hegelian embracement 
of status quo, which has the utility to see human history as “the 
unconscious history of nature, of devouring and being devoured” 
(Adorno, 1973: 355)—his originality in directing readers to look 
at the negativity of alienation and therefore see beyond the human 

mastery of nature is taken up and continued by Lukács. 
In his Th e Th eory of the Novel, Lukács, by contrasting it with 

first nature of the world, gives the name of ‘second nature’ to the 
fabrication of which is forgotten or unknowable. Second nature is, in 
his own words, “not dumb, sensuous and senseless like the fi rst: it is a 
complex of senses—meanings—which has become rigid and strange, 
and which no longer awakens interiority” (Lukács, 1971a: 64). 
Th at is to say, second nature, though not a brand new terminology, 
emerges as something alienated from fi rst nature, turning itself into 
“a charnel-house of long-dead interiors.” It is later in History and 
Class Consciousness that Lukács’ concept of reification, in which 
social relations are treated as thing-like regularities so that conscious, 
meaningful deliberations do not come clearly on one side or other, 
is to serve as expanding upon second nature. That is to say, second 
nature and reifi cation are two sides of the same coin—both attempt to 
specify the very same alienation of individuals from human makings. 
Th e real diff erence rests more on names, not substances.5

 Th e ‘veil’ of reifi cation, Lukács argues, has got in the way of 
individuals as to hide sight of their actual relations of production, 
how commodity relations subjugate human consciousness into reifi ed 
forms which constitute a ‘second nature’ (Lukács, 1971b: 86). Th is 
second nature is viewed as highly dangerous and problematic for us 
to understand the real mechanism of capitalism. Lukács is extremely 
solid in instituting the concepts of second nature and reification as 
weapon of analysis. However, there can be no doubt that by solely 
considering second nature, best understood as reified society and 
history, Lukács totally disregards the equal importance to probe into 

5.　As result of this, here in the course of disscusion of Lukács our usages of second nature 
and reifi cation are interchangable.
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the social and the natural whilst failing to see their commonalities 
is something for which different scholars in the Western Marxist 
tradition are keen to take him to task.6

VII. Adornian Second NatureVII. Adornian Second Nature

First appearing in History and Class Consciousness in 1924 after 
Lukács embraces Marxism, reification may not have struck Adorno 
for its rigidified, reified view of second nature. It is whilst seeing 
second nature presented in Lukács’ pre-Marxist Th e Th eory of Novel, 
Adorno has taken up the concept perhaps to good effect. Despite 
diff erences, what Adorno has capitalized on Lukács’ second nature is 
that even natural laws of history are seen as ideology, they are still real 
as the laws of movement of an unconscious society. Second nature is 
congealed in the dungeons of repetition both in social forms and in 
individual neurosis. In the social forms it is petrifi ed history; in the 
individuals it turns out in the form of locked suff erings. Th is element 
of second nature is doubtless a predominant one. Thus if we wish 
to speak of natural history in Adornian sense, this must refer to the 
sense of unraveling that a artifact, objectively forsaken and of no real 
utility as it has become, can tell a story of human manufacturing 
provided it is looked at in connection with other artifacts. Th at is to 
say, in the line of Adorno’s thinking, all forms of social and individual 
alienation, whether it is cultural phenomenon or consumer products, 
“can be deciphered in that its meaning is shown to be precisely in its 
transience” (Adorno, 1984: 120).

Here on second nature, Adorno quite unambiguously asserts 

6.　From Gramsci, Korsch leading up to Steve Vogel, all provide substantially persuasive 
critiques of Lukács’ dualist approach.

what Marx and Lukács have elaborated and what we will have 
diffi  culty fi nding so clearly stated elsewhere in his other works. Th is is 
that the second, inverted nature only has a meaning if it refers to the 
‘world of convention’ whose governing laws of movement assume 
the like of natural laws and is functionally signifi cant by the fact that 
they are compatible with the self-understanding of a responsible agent 
(Habermas, 2008: 183). We may note in passing that this assertion 
also contains the implication that the second nature that Adorno 
tries to provide in explaining the historicity of the unconscious is in 
fact prefigured by first nature. For by making such a quasi-natural 
social relation heavily dependent on the idea of natural movement, 
Adorno already points to a factual existence and even to an availably 
objectified nature. This means second nature is a proposition that 
only comes into being by taking into account the material condition 
of human life. 

Spirit as a second nature is the negation of the spirit, however, and that 
the more thoroughly the blinder its self-consciousness is to its natural 
growth (Adorno, 1973: 356).

Th is statement contains nothing less than the admission that in spite 
of negating the fi rst, second nature is so rigidifi ed and appearing to 
be inalterable. But, like Marx, Adorno insists that this semblance 
of stagnation does not imply the impossibility of abolition of the 
ostensibly natural laws of capitalist society. With further qualifi cations, 
it cannot be said that Adorno stands far afield from Marx’s belief 
that capitalism is ultimately doomed to vanish. To the extent that it 
assumes the immanent historicity, second nature enables individuals 
to concern with things beyond their own survival (Cook, 2011: 16). 
And this conclusion, we may say, really differentiates Adorno from 
Lukács on the possibility of second nature.
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The entire project of natural history, of, firstly, the constellation of 
transient elements as well as of, secondly, displacement of fi rst nature 
into second nature, all the things that Adorno has laid his hands 
on, that he has elaborated, say the one thing. This is that natural 
history, namely, an allegory of the fl eeting character of both history 
and nature—which possesses the Benjaminian glimpse of history 
at a snapshot as nature, and fulfils the Lukácsian view of seeing 
nature exposed in relation to human history— that Adorno wishes to 
achieve. We might say that Adorno’s philosophy is not to present a 
positive statement of history, but to intend as “a critical negation of... 
rationalist, idealist, progressive view of history which in bourgeois 
society had itself become ‘second nature’” (Buck-Morss, 1977: 
61). Th ere is a sense in which Adorno’s natural history fi ts with the 
Freudian psychoanalysis of motives. In the Freudian language, the 
Enlightenment, as far as Adorno conceives it, represses instincts “for 
the sake of mastery over nonhuman nature and over other human 
beings” (Adorno & Horkheimer, 1979: 54). What one thinks of as 
the realistic part of ego is in reality none other than the end product 
of all the instinctual impulses. What it comes down to is simply the 
human life and history intricately inseparable from nature. Th us, as 
Adorno points out in “Th e Idea of Natural History,” the argument 
is to “grasp historical facticity in its historicity itself as natural-
historical” (Adorno, 1984: 122). The fact is that all human history 
is inevitably determined by nature and cannot escape its origins in 
nature. 

However, the idea of natural history presented by Adorno is not 
wholly unambiguous. On the one hand, Adorno tells us not much 
about the objective, substantive ontology of the nature. It is not the 

case that natural history is permanently present in concrete terms. On 
the other hand, this means that whilst acknowledging both that we 
are parts of nature and that nature is always in human history, Adorno 
does not give a full account of how free will is possible under the spell 
of determinism, that is, first nature. By providing a critical review 
of Adorno’s natural view Habermas shall have more to say on both 
points.

IX. Adorno’s Problematic Treatment of Free Will and NatureIX. Adorno’s Problematic Treatment of Free Will and Nature

We have shown earlier that in Adorno’s philosophy nature and 
human history qualify one another. And we also have pointed out 
that the dialectical relationship between these two categories does 
not result in one category. Th at is to say that while he does not think 
human history and nature are interchangeable, the materialist thrust 
in Adorno remains distinct. However, when Adorno— and this really 
applies not just to him but to the Western Marxist thinkers—dives 
into the terms such as ‘reason’ or ‘freedom,’ he is not going to 
challenge their rootedness in nature. Th e concern for the realization of 
human freedom cannot go off  the ground if nature, in Adorno’s case, 
does not “appear as a dues ex machine that must at least be imagined 
as present” (Vogel, 1996: 90). 

Here critics are in a good position to note Adorno’s arguments 
for making the connection between natural determinism and 
freedom, in the way we have tried to set out. Readers shall also 
not be taken by surprise to know that Kant, the intuitive fi gure on 
whom Adorno’s natural-historical critique of idealism is based, does 
not concern himself with such connection. But, having grounded 
the basis of his philosophy in materialism, by looking at the point 
where the two categories converge, Adorno falls as the target of 
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as the talk of fashion. He would have responded to this wave of 
scientistic naturalism with a version of natural history, which we have 
expounded earlier and yet, in Habermas’ words, “triggers the vicious 
circle of the inexorably expanding mastery of external nature and the 
corresponding suppression of inner nature” (Habermas, 2008: 198).

One may well, therefore, have difficulties in squaring the 
discussion of free will with determinism in Adorno. Th e fundamental 
reason for this difficulty of understanding is, no doubt, that in 
such materialism the concept of free will, that is, man’s ability 
to spontaneously originate thought and behavior, becomes 
unthinkable. The real point in Adorno’s philosophy which bears 
on the characteristic concept of nature is as follows: firstly resisting 
dualism that posits conceptualizing subject and its existential object 
and secondly adopting a Marxist, materialistic approach to human 
history, Adorno is in real predicament. It is clearly the case that the 
real interest of Adorno lies in the wish to go beyond the natural laws 
of history into the kingdom of freedom (Adorno, 2006: 117). This 
thesis about freedom has incalculable consequences for Adorno’s 
natural history. If it can be said of Marx, whose critical impulses are 
explained by Alfred Schmidt and subsequently adopted by Adorno, 
that it is possible to think critically about social conditions rather than 
glossing simply over the material bases, it also has to be noted that 
consciousness has no transcendental priority over life process. 

However this is not the end of story: in our own time, the 
doctrine of free will, that is, a constitutum of “promptings, impulses 
or decisions guided by reason” (Adorno, 2006: 187), has cropped 
up again in Habermas who seeks to revisit the Kantian antinomy of 
freedom and determinism, which is something Adorno attempts and 
fails to give a credible account. As Habermas argues, it is clearly the 

case, when the free will, which according to materialistic view has to 
be in conformity with natural laws and therefore conditioned by the 
world of phenomena, contradicts the assumption of independence 
from causality, that philosophy shows a tendency of “blind adherence 
to purposes of nature” by bringing into play a “freedom-restricting 
causality” (Habermas, 2008: 198). In this way free will is assimilated 
into the doctrine of a static ontology. And that is exactly what 
also happens in Adorno, who is on the one hand the champion of 
freedom, insofar as man is to be free from the unfreedom of blind 
compulsion to dominate nature, and on the other a philosopher 
of experience, a phenomenist. He inevitably intricates himself 
into the difficulty by making connections between the ideas of 
transcendentalism and determinism, as Adorno describes in clear 
term that “the antinomy of causality and freedom” arises in not only 
Kant’s but also his own philosophy “in an unresolved and for that 
reason exemplary fashion” (Adorno, 2000: 176).

X. Th e Insuffi  ciency of Second NatureX. Th e Insuffi  ciency of Second Nature

Readers are supposed to conclude, along with Adorno, that neither 
free will nor determinism is a plausible theory about how things really 
occur. But, with the Kantian antimony of freedom and determinism 
in sight, what is interesting about all of this is that Adorno 
extraordinarily makes a semantic shift in the concept of nature 
from first nature to second nature. The naturalistic feature of his 
materialistic critique of nature, which one would need to look beyond 
in order to further refl ect on matters, is that it starts as confi rmation 
or self-preservation of fi rst nature. In the earlier section of this paper, 
however, we have shown that Adorno adopts an invaluable concept 
to conceive human history, even if rigidified and as if from far off 
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referring here, of course, to the concept of second nature.

Th ere can be little doubt that the natural-historical conception 
of nature, and the very possibility of interpreting the aporetic subject 
of mind and spirit in a socio-economic context, because they are 
subject to the same laws of natural causality, is deeply useful. And 
it seems to be a capable solution to the Th ird Kantian Antinomy at 
first sight. While minds and concepts cannot be reduced to matter 
and objects, they are not ontologically distinct: if Kant’s antinomy 
reveals for Adorno the affinity and heterogeneity of minds and 
matters, the Adornian natural-histotical view of nature shows the 
preponderancy of both nature and history over human beings (Cook, 
2008: 26). After a lengthy account of the conception of natural 
history, Adorno states that there is second nature in addition to the 
first. First nature facilitates the understanding of determinism, and 
second nature focuses on the unconscious. While the two natures 
are factually materialistic, second nature differs in its ability to 
address the interaction with the world of experience, of our capacity 
as author of responsible actions to make choices that nevertheless 
have some operation in the natural settings. Second nature therefore 
forms a bridge between what seem incongruous with one the other, 
freedom and determinism. Wishing to establish the link between the 
intelligible and empirical, it is Adorno in Negative Dialectics who 
attempts to underpin Kant’s doctrine of conscience by introducing 
“the empirical irresistibility of the super-ego, the psychologically 
existing conscience” (Adorno, 1973: 271).

Of course, anyone familiar with psychoanalytic theory would 
easily discern the Freudian influence in Adorno’s discussion of 
second nature. Here Adorno is eff ectively building his social bridge of 
second nature out of the psychoanalysis brick. And that is the reason 

why Adorno’s materialist theory is distinct from Marx and other 
materialists. The imprints of Freud are almost unavoidable when 
Adorno along with other critical theorists feel the need to respond 
“the suffering experienced by individuals who failed to recognize 
and accommodate the material dimension of their lives, and who 
are therefore fundamentally deceived about their own constitution” 
(Cook, 2011: 47). Th ere is no doubt that Adorno would prize Freud 
for his recognition that human history is a natural history.  

However, in the eyes of Habermas, the alternative offered by 
Adorno in resolving the antinomy is equally problematic. Habermas 
contends that second nature is pushed into the foreground because 
“only within this horizon of the everyday consciousness of freedom 
can causality be expressed as ‘constraint’ at all— i.e. as a restriction of 
the scope for rationally weighing alternative possible course of action” 
(Habermas, 2008: 193). The move allows Adorno to describe the 
derailed natural history by resorting to the phenomenological account 
of the intuitive freedom of consciousness. Nature runs derailed when 
reason, once a mean to achieve self-preservation, causes us to forget its 
ability to determine its own ends. With this in mind, it is “in contrast 
to internal nature that inscribes an orientation to happiness in the 
reason that it generates, instrumental reason reduced to narrow self-
preservation has become the driving force of a quasi-natural society” 
(Habermas, 2008: 195). In a simple twist of hand, reason is fl ipped 
from where it was initially meant for the existential well-being to a 
society that assumes the appearance of as being governed by natural 
laws. Th e instrumentalized reason is therefore liable to the emergence 
of competition and socialization. In response to situation as this, 
Adorno calls for a new sort of freedom, which Habermas characterizes 
as “liberation to a second-order will, the will to be conscious of 
one’s unfreedom. Th is calls for a self-refl exive exertion of reason that 
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2008: 197).

It is in this context Deborah Cook makes a bold claim that 
Adorno ultimately puts up a philosophical framework that makes 
possible the preservation of human freedom whilst both rejecting 
mechanistic materialism and adopting a more dialectical conception 
of the natural (Cook, 2011: 33). Unfortunately this interpretation is 
equally speculative and problematic despite Adorno has denounced 
the primacy of subjectivity. And the consequences are that through 
turning the human subject into a mirror of the objective world, 
freedom is impossible in thin air. As far as Habermas is concerned, 
conditioned as part of nature, Adorno’s idea of stipulated freedom 
no longer carries any weight, in the sense that, in face of this 
immutability, freedom is stipulatorily hypostatized. Even though 
Adorno has proposed a radicalized view of freedom as achievable 
through refl ections on the natural conditions, which is akin to Marx’s 
idea of freedom in The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 
1844,7 second nature rubs Adorno the wrong way. Th is, we believe, is 
consonant with the thesis of Habermas’ regarding Adorno: despite a 
credible critique of a reason that has succumbed to nature, Adorno’s 
philosophy cannot resolve the riddle posed by a reason that is intricate 
in nature (Habermas, 2008: 183).

7.　Marx is equally ambigious in the discussion of estranged labour and the possibilities of 
attaining freedom: “Th e object of labor is, therefore, the objectifi cation of man’s species-
life: for he duplicates himself not only, as in consciousness, intellectually, but also actively, 
in reality, and therefore he sees himself in a world that he has created.”(Marx, 1982: 114)

XI. Th e Element of Intentionality as Introduced by XI. Th e Element of Intentionality as Introduced by 
HabermasHabermas

Adorno’s answer to this question of freedom shall not surprise us, 
especially when we have known about the intricate relationship 
between nature and reason. Having taken the individualizing 
existential concern for human as part of nature, Adorno’s position is 
that, “to the extent that organic substrate of natural drives conditions 
his life history, the actor cognizes himself as the author who distances 
himself from his own impulses and transforms them into motivating 
reasons” (Habermas, 2008: 190). That is really Adorno’s central 
proposition. And this proposition, that reason exhibits a narrating 
power that has come out of top of what is causally determined, 
already implies the departure point for Habermas.

Impulses are described by Habermas to be linked to that which 
is a lived body, so that, correlatively, they are also part of nature. Both 
Adorno and Habermas agree on the crucial role of impulses play in 
the formation of freedom insofar as they are “the spontaneity that 
Kant likewise transplanted into pure consciousness” (Habermas, 
2008: 187). One might say that where there is freedom there has to 
be impulses behind the scene. In Habermas’ eyes, impulses do not 
bear a cause or explanation in order for them to appear completely 
original and free in his phenomenological experience, whereas 
the idea of natural-history lends Adorno’s phenomenology of the 
consciousness a tint of materialism, through which all kind of 
impulses are interpreted as identifying with natural drives and thus 
belonging to, if not caused by nature. We would like to point out that 
Habermas is being intentionally paradoxical here, since it is as a result 
of the materialist conditions that whether impulses are caused or 
uncaused can be signifi ed. Even though he is not prepared to advocate 
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impulses serve to fulfi ll in the conception of freedom is not disputable 
and questionable for Habermas. However, what is to be disputed and 
questioned is whether the naturalistic feature of Adornian materialist 
account of the impulses can meet the requirement of self-attribution, 
in order for one “to be able to relate to...[oneself ] reflexively as 
the ultimately decisive author of the positing or initiation of a new 
series of casual determinations” (Habermas, 2008: 87). Th e fact that 
Adorno, by telling us that impulses are centered on our body and 
hence overshoot the realm of consciousness to which they belong, 
accepts them as absolute, is closely connected with this second part 
of authorship construction. To that extent it might be said that the 
Adorno’s ascription of orthogenetic principle to natural history as 
a whole, as the attempt to encompass human freedom with nature, 
itself has something problematic about it; that it leaves behind the 
history and development of what are to be taken as impulses. 

In the eyes of Habermas, if one were to review and analyze 
the impulses one should distinguish further between what has been 
made and what has evolved in the composition of impulses— a fact 
to which Adorno’s natural history is completely blind and vulnerable 
(Habermas, 2008: 203). What Habermas has added to the discussion 
of one’s action and freedom, therefore, is, fi rstly, that one can only 
speak of authorship with reference to impulses to back up the forces 
behind our actions; and, secondly, that the intentionality present in 
what is coming to be impulses prefi gures the possibility for freedom. 
For this reason, impulses which seem to be confined solely in the 
realm of individuals, and therefore as natural, become potentially a 
substantial call for the otherness.

Now, In the case of genetic reproduction, Habermas describes 
that parents might be tempted to reproduce and re-engineer genes 

for their children. As far as the children are concerned, despite that 
it is now their own genes, because the traces of natural history are 
never erasable in the child, the process of appropriation gives the 
children in question a feel of violated impulses. It is evident that 
Habermas’ critique of Adorno’s natural history is really focused 
on one problem: the detriment caused by parents to children will 
become “an alien” that perpetually lies in stealth “within the domain 
of the individual’s lived body and undermines the basis for his self-
ascription of initiatives an autonomous conduct of life” (Habermas, 
2008: 203), whereas Adorno in this case might problematically tell 
us that it is the acting subject who does not feel as if he is caused, and 
so is able to free. On the one hand, we can see instrumental reason 
has gone wild through the objectifi cation and domination of nature, 
which is to a large extent indebted to Adorno’s analysis. On the other 
hand, Habermas’ assessment has advanced the talk of freedom of 
consciousness to a diff erent level by saying that:

this unspoken undermining of the consciousness of freedom does 
not really aff ect our question concerning the refl exive stability of this 
consciousness. Only the epistemic, not the practical reification of 
human beings’ experiencing and active subjectivity could produce 
destabilizing knowledge of the natural determination of our supposedly 
free will (2008: 203).

The switch of focus to whether the parameters that others interfere 
through which a person might exercise to develop his own life 
are intentionally set up signifies the primacy of a structure of 
interconnected perspectives. This has incalculable consequences 
for how communication relates to the category of freedom, and a 
paradigm shift from the philosophy of consciousness to one based on 
communication is made.
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The provisional nature of this paper should not be exaggerated. 
In particular, it should not be allowed to undercut the possibility 
of a careful reconstruction of Habermas’ position on nature. A 
Marxist himself, it is worth noting that his discussion of nature is 
unsurprisingly broad and complex, which is beyond the scope of this 
study. Although his attention has now turned elsewhere since the 
1970s, the only possible further step, as far as this study of nature 
is concerned, is to begin with his version of historical materialism, 
on which I should like to provide three separate yet interrelated 
observations. 

Firstly, there is the unmistakable and affirmative interest 
in Habermas to develop a reconstruction of Marx’s historical 
materialism. On the one hand, having drew strength from Marx’s 
conception of history as social evolution, Habermas holds the 
conviction that because ‘evolution’ as a term that implies a sense of 
necessity in processes where the forces and relations of productions 
is viably coming to a state of hypostatization, is still to an extent 
relevant, Marx’s historical materialism is thereby made into 
something not corrupted altogether which, if not positive, at least 
lends to certain level of potentiality. Th is affi  rmative trait which has 
accompanied his communicative theory for so long is already present 
since the early years of Habermas’ career. According to him, the 
convergence of both projects is not a pure accident. That is to say, 
by attributing what he calls the ‘prominence’ of communication 
theory so that historical materialism can have a renewal, this latter 
view already has a connection with the former (Habermas, 1979: 98). 
On the other hand, one important aspect of Habermas’ reformation 
is that he further creates the element of interaction distinguishable 

from work, which is something Marxism fails. Work and interaction, 
as interrelated as they have been, are the “processes by which human 
beings come to terms with external nature and internal or human 
nature” (Outhwaite, 2009: 16). Notwithstanding his relation to 
Marx, what is astonishing is that the whole communicative project 
of later Habermas is to be found in his earlier account of historical 
materialism, although that which is first to lay its materialistic 
foundation is not explicitly present. 

Secondly, there is a dualism of Kantian spirit in Habermas’ 
theory of nature. Th is paper has shown earlier that as far as Habermas 
is concerned, for freedom to be regarded within the opposite realm of 
naturalistic inquiry of nature it has to been uncaused and, therefore, 
a priori. What Habermas has to do with his theory is to distinguish 
between nature as understood by natural sciences and nature in a 
broader term. It is clear that Habermas is not content to let matters 
rest with natural scientists about nature, as scientifi c view of nature 
always leaves something out of the explanation. At this point he 
already feels the need for the creation of a space of reasons in terms 
of the conditions of the possibility of communicative action. On this 
crucial point the thinking of Habermas is, if one like, already Kantian. 
He adopts the Kantian view that natural causality and spiritual 
causality are different in kind and not convertible, but he does not 
want to fall back to especially Kant’s creation of an otherworldly 
notion of intelligible character. Already implied in this wish is the 
result of interaction between subjective nature and nature-in-itself, 
that reason emerges out of worldly practices of communication. 
What Habermas actually does is to mount his theory of nature 
on the Kantian dualism. We may say, and this is doubtless one of 
the critiques aimed at his theory, that Habermas has, effectively, 
naturalized Kant. It is in this context that Steven Vogel attempts 
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“quasi-transcendental interest” (Vogel, 1996: 111-120).

The third and final observation I would like to make is that, 
following the second observation on the naturalization of Kantian 
dichotomy that Habermas manages to distinguish between external 
nature and internally subjective nature, there are two consequences 
as the result of Habermas’ dualism. One the one hand, the situation 
seems to be that, with practical interest, Habermas’ nature points 
to different directions whereby human nature becomes the target 
of his latest investigations whilst external nature as in the form of 
environment has also surely caught Habermas’ imagination. We 
might say— and this appears to Habermas to be the decisive critique 
to be made of his predecessors in the Frankfurt School— that only 
through nature can the normative grounding of theory be found. Th at 
is to say, the resurrection of nature makes up the defi ciency of the way 
in which Habermas’ communication theory concentrate solely on 
the social realm. Th is means that human nature and environment not 
only make communicative relations relate to the natural world, but 
also turn themselves into the other end of communicative action. 

On the other hand, there is further question to be asked 
about the feasibility of communicating with the environment. 
Notwithstanding that Habermas’ paradigm shift involves investigating 
the subject-subject relation in place of subject-object relation, but 
given communication is the property of anthropocentrism, can we 
really form relationship with the objects surrounding subject, that 
is, our environment? Or can we anthropomorphize external nature, 
such as the environment and animals, so that we can talk to? Critics 
such as John Dryzek believe that communicative actions should not 
be the privilege of the social realm; instead the procedualism of which 
has propelled the need to include the biosphere (Dryzek, 1990). As 

convincing as Dryzek’s arguments for communicating with non-
human entities could be, Habermas certainly does not fi nd the idea 
of communication between human and environment to be workable. 
The asymmetry and non-reciprocality latent in the relationship 
between subject and object make obsolete any deontological ethics of 
environment (Habermas, 1993: 105-111). Th e prerequisite through 
which communicative actions will have to meet in order to be deemed 
possible is subjects treat one another equal, but it does not mean 
animals and the environment are subjects. But even if that is the 
case, because of the Kantian position Habermas has taken, we cannot 
blur the distinction between humans and external nature. This can 
be seen as a decisive part of Habermasian view of nature and of the 
communicative theory that follows from it. 

XIII. Critiques of Habermas and Weak NaturalismXIII. Critiques of Habermas and Weak Naturalism

Axel Honneth, in his rather persuasive account of the paradigm 
change of critical theory, summarizes Adorno’s philosophy as one 
of reconciliation whereas Habermas’ as one of communication 
(Honneth, 1979: 45-61). Honneth rightly brings into foreground 
that the theme of Adorno’s philosophy of history as “reconciliation 
with nature,” and that Habermas certainly distrusts the very idea 
of reconciliation. But there, in so far as we believe we can explicate 
Habermas’ position independently of Honneth’s remarks, is no more 
than a misunderstanding of the distinction between reconciliation 
and communication; that Adorno’s reconciliation with nature is 
mistakenly construed as “an aesthetic communication with nature 
[that] extends the model of social interaction to natural contexts” 
(Honneth, 1979: 50). Th at, we believe, is where Habermas’ distrust 
is really coming from. After being held to set up own communicative 
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course not going to embrace this notion of reconciliation because, 
on the one hand, it turns distinction into dichotomy, and, on the 
other hand, he does not believe in the theoretical sufficiency of 
metaphorically communicating with nature. What is crucial for 
Habermas, especially on this point, is not to fall back to the mythic 
conception of nature as purposive subject.

The metaphysics of communication with nature seems to be 
in principle impotent—but not in the sense that one should not 
reflect on forming a relationship with nature. Having abandoned 
the philosophy of consciousness as claimed, Habermas would not 
mind returning to the subject-object model to solve the problem 
of nature. A kind of relationship with nature has to be established, 
not deontologically, but ontologically, if one really wants to take 
up seriously the question of nature. It would require one to show 
the affi  nity of human nature and the environment without blurring 
the line between one another. There is an implicit thrust on the 
part of Habermas’ for reconciliation with nature. But what we 
mean by reconciliation here is something different from Adorno’s 
original meaning,8 so that he would be able to land his Kantian 
model of re-conceptualizing between transcendental subjectivity and 
detranscendentalizing external natural forms on the ground of nature. 
Th is, Habermas concedes, is “the objectivating attitude of the natural-
scientifi c, experimenting observer” (Habermas, 1982: 244). 

On the one hand, Habermas maintains distinction between 
the empirical and the transcendental and the idealist assumption 
that the transcending power of reason cannot be subsumed under 

8.　Reconciliation in Adornian sense is to fi rst recognize the diff erences between the parties 
in concern, rather than to make haste fi nd a common ground.

the empirical. On the other hand, he will also side with Adorno’s 
contention that “if the motor form of reaction were liquidated 
altogether, if the hand no longer twitched, there would be no will” 
(Adorno, 1973: 230). What begs more questions is not the relevancy 
of the subject, or the antagonism between the lines of Habermas’ 
theses. As far as Habermas is concerned, the real question is as follows: 
is it possible to combine the best of empiricism and idealism without 
ascribing to their shortcomings? Can we construct a Habermasian 
theory of nature at all? In the light of the above, one perhaps can 
look up to what Habermas wizardly characterize his project of 
transcendence from within as weak naturalism. And this should 
suffi  ciently explain away his conception of nature.

XIV. Concluding RemarksXIV. Concluding Remarks

At this juncture, the trajectory of nature in the Frankfurt School 
would have, as we hope, been made clearer. We have tried to 
characterize Adorno’s view of nature as reactionary against what he 
sees as the historically developed epistemological attempts to posit a 
Kantian dualism of conceptual ratio and existential poiesis. Meant 
as a decisive contribution to rectify the post-Kantian fallacy on 
seeing science and reason as domination of a nature that is regarded 
independent of the social, Adorno’s “Idea of Natural History,” with 
this stringent sense of breaking off idealism, comes to the Marxist 
tradition so that he could emphasize the commonalities between the 
social and the natural. Whereas Habermas’ appeal to idealistic spirit, 
whilst his theory is described as making a paradigm turn to new 
direction, pushes the course of its movement back to the Kantian 
tradition. Nature in the Habermasian sense, if one is allowed to say, 
has been fused into the idea of lifeworld that forms the basis for the 



108 109

Th e C
oncept of N

ature in the Frankfurt School/H
w

ang and K
uo

3
G

re
en

 T
ho

ug
ht

s 
an

d 
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

l 
Po

li
ti

cs human process of communication.
Thus it is rather paradoxical that what in Adorno starts out 

as a revolt over the Kantian dualism seems to have come full circle 
in Habermas. Yet Habermas’ unique strength lies in his ability to 
come up a distinct synthesis out of the original Kantian distinction 
between freedom and nature. Not unlike Kant, who at the time tried 
to combine the opposing tendencies of empiricism and rationalism, 
Habermas aims to combine naturalism and anti-naturalism. The 
synthesis is weak naturalism, which is to describe everything 
ultimately in broad naturalistic terms and explain how freedom 
comes here in the fi rst place. It explains in part how Kant can make 
reconciliation with Darwin.

However, Habermas on this point does not give an overall 
argument for how freedom emerges from nature, apart from his 
assumption of weak naturalism and his conception of the emergence 
of absolute spontaneity from within nature itself, but he has given us 
an indication of its possibility. To do so would doubtless be to begin 
to engage in diff erent investigations. By giving a critical juxtaposition 
of Adorno and Habermas on the very concept of nature, we hope this 
paper would have helped illuminate any future study.
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土地倫理與環境法西斯主義：土地倫理與環境法西斯主義：

從李奧波的〈土地倫理〉反省環境倫理的限制與基礎從李奧波的〈土地倫理〉反省環境倫理的限制與基礎

柯志明

內容提要：內容提要：美國環境保護之父李奧波（Aldo Leopold, 1887-1948）在其遺

著《沙郡年紀》（A Sand County Almanac, 1949）裡的那篇著名短文〈土地

倫理〉（Th e Land Ethic）中以「生命共同體」（biotic community）稱呼作為

支撐生命之能量泉源的「土地」，其中包含各種生物與山川土石，不只

是泥土而已。李奧波宣稱土地上各種存在物彼此相互依存，共同構成

一個完整的生命共同體，人只是其中的一個成員，因而無權以土地征

服者自居，將土地只視為有利於人之經濟價值的工具。這個觀念對當

代環境倫理學有著分水嶺式的深遠影響，為生態中心（ecocentric）或整

體主義（holistic）環境倫理學立下了基礎。然而，有論者批評這種土地

倫理有著「環境法西斯主義」（environmental fascism）之意涵，因為依循

這種土地倫理則可能為了成就自然的整體性而殺人。這個批評成立

嗎？重視生態整體性的土地倫理是否會引起生態法西斯主義？本論

文意圖透過這個環境法西斯主義的指控，反省李奧波之土地倫理的核

心意涵及其限制，並試圖為環境倫理指出一個可能且合理的基礎。
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