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In the face of recent literary mode it may well be suggested that there 
occurs conceptual fractures in how environmental historians and 
critical theorists conceive such important meta-discourses as to 
inquire social agents’ relation to nature. Stretching their theory into 
unmediated particularities of natural environments, historians are 
attempting rather deductive and reductionist discourses with limited 
if any emphasis on social questions. Most social theorists, on the 
other hand, are deeply skeptical about post-structural rhetoric with 
respect to nature and the present social order for they believe that the 
collapse of the whole eco-system is predestined under the 
consequences of late-capitalist turmoil. However in the end, they all 
struggle for a particular kind of explanation that would recognize the 
full richness of both environmental history and critical theory, hoping 
that such coexistence would enable them to understand the complex 
spheres of nature and society and thus reverse the underlying 
environmental disturbance.  

As a result of this conceptual displacement, however, a new version 
of environmental rhetoric that insists on the position and the primacy 
of social relations as the most generative mechanism can now be 
suggested. This new version principally aims at understanding the 
visage, the role and the internal dynamics of politics, and the 
execution of power within the untimely process of transforming 
nature, both spatially and socially. The mode of transformation and 
such uncanny prose of politics and power hence suggest political 
parties and/or social actors, and therefore, primarily draw our 
attention to social agents’ intentional and sometimes quite causal 
interaction with nature. In light of these findings, the objective of any 
critical survey is to first perceive and then to apprehend the special 
attributes of this self-sustaining interaction. However, we believe that 
the mode, the form, and the system of this interaction as well as the 
material and spatial practices involved in this playful interchange 
should be explored without drowning in the progressive pseudo-
idealism or such relatively reformist “Arcadian” retreats as adopted 
by some contemporary discourses. On the contrary, examining such 
interactions and practices, as proposed by the anarchist critics, is 
believed to open up new possibilities and potentials to construct a 
new direction for positive trajectories.i Such conclusions should 
suggest, in the end, neither a legitimate submission, nor a naïve, 
nostalgic withdrawal from the very material site of politics.ii  

On Nature 

As forcefully forecasted by the original Marxian narration, in 
interacting with nature social agents not only transform their close 
vicinity and mold a different yet self-possessed system of material 
reference, but also open up new possibilities for changing the social 
order. Through this process of interaction, in other words, we also 
change ourselves and this dialectic is fundamental to understanding 



 

  

both the history of social agents’ relationship to nature and the 
political instruments necessary for transforming the natural 
environment.iii According to Marx, the changing convictions in this 
complex process of transformation can be defined as social 
construction of nature and it should be examined through the 
language of “political economy”. Accordingly, the operation of 
orthodox investigation eventually emphasizes a unique practice of a 
system of power in this process of social construction. Apart from the 
level of social and power relations within society, the same 
investigation also suggests the importance of such significant 
institutions, social groups, and marginal social actors involved in the 
general process of constructing (the) nature. Such understanding is 
partly a by-product of a deep belief in the significance of dominant 
social structures as well as the underlying class conflicts. 

Along with a precise location in historical contexts with respect to 
class issues, and the strict analysis on mode of productions in the 
process of environmental transformation, however, a new Marxian 
version that would refer to purely instrumental relation of culture and 
nature is needed. Such developments are now about to become more 
visible and determine the boundaries of recent critical surveys 
according to Harvey. In extending Marx’s metaphor, Harvey 
anticipates that “as we have collectively produced space and wrought 
a second nature out of first nature, so we have collectively produced 
ourselves.”iv For him, the outcome of this formula suggests a strong 
emphasis on the dialectic of man and nature of which the mysterious 
sphere of “second nature” hence stands for the cultural domain of 
man’s social consciousness and his willful exercise over nature.v 
Considering the long history of human intervention in nature, the 
spatial and temporal coexistence of man with his environment 
nevertheless formulates a gainful yet quite hermetic framework of 
which nature and culture can now find their “representations” in the 
hidden particularities of daily life. In this picture, nature and thus the 
“second nature”, in Harvey’s terms, reflect differing perceptions and 
ideologies. Quite challenging enough, they also cultivate new 
conceptions with forceful discursive practices and primarily “sought 
to replace the (orthodox) Marxist emphasis on class struggle as the 
motor of history with what (they) saw as the far larger conflict 
“between man and nature both without and within”. This was viewed 
as “a conflict whose origins went back to before capitalism and 
whose continuation, indeed, intensification, appeared likely after 
capitalism would end”.vi Rather than separating man and nature as 
two distinct entities, the contemporary rhetoric reintegrates these two 
sides as it appeals to pure dialectics of social and environmental 
transformation. The binary opposition of culture and nature as a fixed 
boundary of environmental change is now replaced by the notion of 
dialectic and social relations in everyday practices.vii This dual 
conciliation of which both the social agent, its everyday practices and 
the natural environment would then help to provide an improved 
perception of what the contemporary Marxist circle saw as the 
reification of nature.viii This view, in fact, suggests a form of “active” 
and “conscious” engagement of social agents with nature. Social 
agents can now actually construct an independent system of material 
and symbolic reference for emancipatory purposes, and, by this 
continual exercise, produce a form of simulation where such “beings” 



 

 

 

 

as the earth, the green, landscape, garden, heaven, etc. can be 
considered as intellectual compositions as a way of experiencing the 
world.ix What is needed to make use of these firmly established social 
and politically imaginary relations; it will be argued here, is therefore 
a new mode of inquiry that allows the insights of power struggle, and 
thus resistance culture and social change.x 

On Symbiosis 

To produce a conceptual classification that might critique the 
political practices of capitalism on the one hand and construction of 
emancipatory politics on the other, the social agent’s imagined 
naturexi should be considered as the primary construction. This very 
construction captures its ideological expression in social actions for 
it also emphasizes the transformation of natural environments into 
cultural landscapes or vice versa. In this dual significance of 
transformation, however, the symbiosis of nature and culture should 
be taken into consideration as an important conceptual motif that can 
develop a meta-discourse, and, at the same time, provide ideal, 
emancipatory politics that is to respond to changing perceptions of 
nature.xii Within this meta-discourse, although definitions are 
complex, vague, and amorphous nature is used for the untamed, the 
unspoiled, the uncultivated, and the sublime; whereas culture 
represents the tamed, the spoiled, the cultivated, the artificial, and the 
beautiful.xiii Such varying convictions in fact identify the symbiotic 
structure of the underlying meta-discourse in which both nature and 
culture rather serve as spatial locales where the mechanisms and the 
modes of political struggle can be reproduced. Curti, for instance, 
suggests that such struggles are well grounded in the continental 
popular culture and derive their momentum from the idea of “human 
nature”. For him, from the Puritan belief of God to the contemporary 
secular counterpart, both religious and secular discourses have 
reinforced the polar forces of nature and culture, and emphasized the 
rightness of their terms through established institutions such as 
private or public land, entrepeneurship, class structure, gender 
identity and roles, and ethnic superiority.xiv   

In the tradition of western thought, this very meta-discourse which 
designates the polarity of culture/nature and their inherent conflict, 
positions itself in relation to “space” and thus it needs to be re-
investigated. Culture in this conflict can be considered as the social 
agent’s self-realization and its strong consciousness towards spatio-
temporal frameworks. Nature, on the other hand, can be the 
innermost domicile as old as the ancient polis. However, neither the 
polar structure nor the complex interactions between them suggest an 
accurate and complete sense of history.  Rather, they define a multi-
leveled political stage on which natural and cultural histories can 
perform as they mobilize a variety of discourses and of discursive 
practices. This complex process is in fact a history of ideas and, as 
suggested by Foucault, is based on opposing relations.xv  

For some, nature and culture can be important “spatial tectonics” that 
characterize, in a material sense, the political medium today and the 
power struggle between the two can produce the ideal, or more 
precisely the nature of resistance.xvi In search of an ideal and 
symbolic order, in fact, the artificial contrast between the two worlds, 



 

  

one identified with the simple mode of countryside, rural peace, or 
the idea of returning to the order of Mother-Earth, the other with the 
power of metropolis and its sophistication and chaos, can suggest an 
intermediary intellectual mode. More precisely, building a new mode 
of publicness as a delicate blend of myth and reality for an organized 
society can now be suggested. This emerging public sphere in post-
structural societies, as discussed by Habermas, can anticipate a 
powerful symbol to mediate between the warring parties and to pose 
a peaceful solution as well as regional, local and personal identities 
freed from oppressive interventions.xvii Actually, this is now believed 
to unseal brilliantly the mysterious rhetoric on this ideal place, and 
for some, its concrete particularities can be discovered in everyday 
life, both materially and symbolically. xviii  

In the exercise of everyday life social agents constantly yet 
paradoxically oscillate around a number of beliefs and material 
practices and eventually develop an exclusive geography that often 
suggests both a critical withdrawal from naive primitivism and the 
bad temperament of the metropolis in an attempt to launch a uniquely 
emancipatory landscape. And, accordingly, the social agent is now 
believed to accept this dichotomy of metropolis and countryside not 
as an utmost conclusion, but as a refined point of departure for the 
development of a political strategy of reconciliation. For Harvey, 
however, the process of reconciliation actually suggests spatial and 
temporal “scales” that make the whole environmental question more 
difficult. For him, “the difficulty is compounded by the fact that the 
temporal and spatial scales at which human beings operate as 
ecological agents have also been changing”.xix This uncertainty in 
scales is more than a technical question and is part of a larger 
problem based on the ill-defined attributes of nature and culture. 
Although such problems still dominate the core issue, and the leftist 
intelligentsia has de facto accepted the view that the continuous 
interaction or more precisely “the dialectic of nature and culture” is 
at least one of the most important sources-the meta-discourses-to 
study emancipatory social theories. 

On Transformation 

Much of the recent orthodox surveys first concentrate on the 
technical side of environmental transformation as a starting point 
before engaging in political and social matters. What seems to be 
plausible in this process is the obvious fact that the technical side 
indeed compiles a body of “knowledge” that brings together so many 
aspects of nature that it necessarily comes upon the political scene. In 
light of such technical findings, one may eventually argue that the 
social and physical transformation of nature has a twofold structure: 
myths and ideologies. Myths, in the practical sense, are cultural 
constructions virtually represented through the political means.xx  In 
conventional terms, ideologies, on the other hand, are operational 
tools of political discourses. Ideology, in this sense, not only explains 
the ways in which different signs, meanings, and values help 
reproduce a social metaphor in the changing perception of nature but 
also represents a significant conjunction between natural 
environments and the political interest.xxi  



 

 

 

 

Myths and ideologies, therefore, are different operational discursive 
forms through which such environmental perceptions, ideas, and 
projections are executed in the course of everyday practices. These 
elements of myths and ideologies in social relations, by this continual 
exercise, also constitute a cohesive political medium for 
environmental transformation as they build such well-established 
conventions as wilderness, countryside, settlement, city, metropolis, 
etc. Of course, such conventions suggest discursive discrepancies 
with respect to changing spatio-temporalities as spatial and temporal 
scales, referring to Harvey again, constantly transform themselves. 
What is significant in this course of transformation, however, is the 
fact that social and material knowledge of myths and ideologies in 
fact propose a defined “social consciousness” based on different 
beliefs, value systems, norms, ethics, and convictions. These 
inevitably influence events, behaviors, cultural perceptions, social 
interactions, and political interventions in subtle variations. 
Variations in the definitions of city, countryside, nature, wilderness 
or landscape consequently produce significant social metaphors and 
political messages, and also ascertain the political identity of social 
actors for power.xxii  

The intricate interaction of myth and ideology, however, suggests a 
critical analysis mainly organized around the notion of power 
struggle. In bourgeois-democratic societies, the power struggle for 
moral and political claims to leadership is a continuing feature in 
which different myths and ideologies stay closely together. Power, 
according to Fiske, is in fact double-sided: the top-down power of the 
dominant that is interested in maintaining and strengthening its 
control over society; and the bottom-up power of the subordinate that 
is to produce a local resistance through the conditions of everyday 
practice.xxiii Having a double-sided idiosyncrasy, and being spatial 
and temporal at the same time, environmental transformation also 
suggests a form of public sphere, where the bottom-up and the top-
down powers exist simultaneously. The term power, suggests Fiske, 
is actually a social metaphor by which myths, ideologies, discourses 
and discursive practices, knowledge, and representations co-exist for 
control, discipline, struggle, resistance, and thus social and 
environmental transformations.  

Environmental transformation, in this process, can now represent a 
particular knowledge of its immediate material conditions as well as 
the power relations involved in knowing both the dynamics of the 
interior resistance produced and the power of the exterior world 
imposed on it. Being a site of contestation in which all-social 
formations and actors have equal significance, the very material 
conditions of nature can now be used as a political cause to locate 
diverse attitudes in social and cultural contexts. 

On Hegemony 

In light of further conceptual works, the main argument outlined here 
is now drawing attention to the special attributes of a new 
environmental discourse that is concerned not with the formal 
structure of traditional formulations but with the interconnections of 
power and knowledge in social relations.xxiv Through the help of such 



 

  

critical gazes, we believe that the contemporary theories about the 
role and the positions of environmental transformation now signify a 
substantial displacement of the orthodox perception of nature into 
politics.xxv  

However, for some, in the face of capitalist relations, drawing a 
positive trajectory is not effective because capitalism is now the main 
site of production. For this highly skeptical view, environmental 
transformation is now only possible through the reflection of the 
capitalist mode of production, and, accordingly, such social and 
spatial utopias have actually served the sole interests of capitalism. 
Thoroughly inspired by Mannheim's dual analysis of “ideology and 
utopia,”xxvi this view in fact suggests that as early as the mid-
nineteenth century natural environments have been transformed into 
capitalistic-industrial utopias.xxvii  Therefore: "indeed the present 
efforts to make equilibrium work, to connect crisis and development, 
technological revolution and radical changes of the organic 
composition of capital, are simply impossible".xxviii Within this 
unfortunate development, according to Tafuri for instance, to propose 
alternatives is undoubtedly useless because any practical attempt for 
discretion within the existing social structure that itself conditions the 
very nature of spatial practice is an obvious contradiction of terms.  

Although having a strong emphasis on political economy such 
orthodox Marxist spatial analyses seem to find themselves in acute 
difficulties when confronting contemporary issues like resistance 
culture and emancipatory social change for they still pursue a 
negative dialectic about nature, spatial practice, and the present social 
order. At a methodological level, the analysis of the mechanisms 
involved in power relations and resistance culture has perhaps more 
in common within contemporary Marxist literature that constantly 
works on the proponents of the material world and the possibilities of 
radical social change. With its emphasis on dialectics and enduring 
upheaval, recent surveys originally anticipate a persisting tension 
between social actors and nature. This very tension also suggests 
paradoxically an intricate resolution towards social change as the 
spatio-temporality of nature and culture historically transform by way 
of challenging the other. To understand the present condition, 
therefore, one needs critical tools that would incorporate the politics 
of culture and/or cultural politics to set up a virtual bridge between 
traditional and modern theories of nature.xxix At this point, the Neo-
Gramscian account of politics suggests a new theoretical field that 
allows the possibility of resistance and thus social change. Indeed 
this field defines the parameters of power struggle and, for Gramsci, 
it can be explained through a model of hegemony and political 
articulation.xxx Hegemony for Gramsci is an active form of defining 
reality as an unceasing struggle between the forces of social actors. 
The very essence of hegemony, in other words, runs throughout the 
underlying discursive conflicts and political preferences. Drawing 
our attention to social relations, hegemony in this sense not only 
forecasts the possible growth of “deviation and subversion” in 
“modern society” but also becomes one of the most significant 
milestones in the works of cultural politics. 



 

 

 

 

Emphasizing an emancipatory rhetoric that unfolds a “critical public 
sphere” for the development of opposition and the necessary 
conditions for social change, the hegemony and the practice of 
resistance can now provide a new perception on man’s intervention 
in nature. Nevertheless, the Gramscian account not only suggest a 
contradictory interaction that can never imagine an everlasting, 
satisfactory resolution, but also becomes a social metaphor that 
symbolizes the emancipation of man and nature. Within this 
metaphor, resistance is virtually transformed into a form of 
ideological-utopian game as a process of recovery for gradual 
transition as well as a process of exploring a political identity. 

On Resistance and Emancipation 

It may well be suggested that today post-industrial societies can 
maintain different cultural patterns.xxxi This view in fact suggests a 
“paradigm shift” by which environmental transformation is now 
believed to become one of the most paradigmatic endeavors as its 
concreteness and practicalness links it more closely with a social 
mission than all other practices. It can also relate itself to the 
emancipatory forces of social relations because it combines both the 
ideological representation and the political interest. 

Post-industrial societies, therefore, can precede a positive climate in 
which environmental transformation can now suggest a “hegemonic 
process” that is itself  “a site of contestation, in and for cultural 
institutions, in which all social groups have a stake”.xxxii Accordingly, 
this unceasing procedure of hegemony can unfold momentarily the 
nature of resistance that can be defined, for some cultural critics, as 
“subversive exercises at the expense of dominant social order.”xxxiii 
Such critical exertions in fact work on the re-distribution of power in 
society by simply “decentering and re-centering, or reconfiguring” 
the power relations and in return suggest a form of social change. 
However, the natural environment as an instrument of revolutionary 
transgression in which one economic and political paradigm succeeds 
another should be put aside in favor of a post-structural view of 
incremental change.xxxiv Resistance, for Gramsci, can suggest a 
constant struggle within the existing system, and thus unlike avant-
garde require no radical, revolutionary transgression. The avant-
garde that can only be constituted textually is to contest the given 
systems of production and circulation, whereas the contemporary 
view of incremental change as an expression of specific social actors 
pursues a more pragmatic agenda for legitimate resistance.  

Nevertheless, what is significant here is the fact that social actors and 
their imposed territorial divisions should be the main emphasis 
because social strategy in capitalism is situated in relation to the 
environmental attributes of space.xxxv Today, social actors in the 
process of transforming the environment can possess contradictory 
functions of repression, legitimization as well as spatial and 
ideological premises at the same time. Understanding this ideo-
spatial dialectic with respect to the environment therefore needs a 
critical perspective that should anticipate both the institutional, 
official ideology and the popular resistance at sight. Contemporary 
social relations in bourgeois-democratic societies, in other words, 



 

  

hold two important assets: first, rather than relying on direct force 
and oppression, they mobilize increasingly their legitimizing power; 
secondly, resistance to the growing complexity of modern capitalism 
requires political and spatial struggles based on the forces of popular 
culture. A collective consciousness for social and environmental 
change, consequently, should come to be located in the popular 
images of natural environments.xxxvi  

The reproduction of the power relations of the dominant social order, 
on the other hand, is predominantly related to the organization of 
space, as suggested by Lefebvre. By moving away from the official 
perception of nature, one should thus locate the meanings of 
emancipatory nature in spatial practices.xxxvii Here, the reproduction 
of the present social order via environmental transformation is of 
paramount importance for the survival of capitalism because 
legitimization crisis can only occur when the relations of production 
can no longer be reproduced through the forces of spatial practice. 
Social change, in other words, cannot be successful unless at the 
same time an emancipatory transformation that will focus upon 
“liberation” and “reconstruction” while taking control over the 
capitalist mode of production of nature and space takes place. The 
emancipatory transformation of the environment and its spatial 
practices in everyday life are now believed to generate a sphere of 
autonomous action within the constraints of the present system.xxxviii 

The nature of resistance, in this sense, draws our attention again to 
the role of ideas and social relations that now become what Gramsci 
referred to as a "war of position." This is not only intellectual 
violence against the dominant views, values, and beliefs but also a 
consequential occasion to interpose emancipatory social relations and 
territorial divisions in everyday life. The new emancipatory program 
buttressed by such everyday practices can thus represent a form of 
gradual transition toward a new egalitarian society:  

…implicit in the notion of hegemony is the vision of a 
democratized state shaped by new modes of consciousness 
and political culture.  To say that the new movements have a 
counter-hegemonic potential is also to suggest that they have 
emerged in opposition (at least partially) to those ideologies 
that legitimate the power structure: technological rationality, 
nationalism, competitive individualism, traditionalism, and 
of course, racism and sexism".xxxix   

Today, in the changing perception of nature as space, resistance 
experiences a new social devoir that suggests an emancipatory 
transformation not for what Tafuri would call a sudden revolutionary 
rupture, but rather, for the growth of partial and fragmented revolt 
and opposition.xl Over the past three decades it has in fact provided 
ample room for popular struggles within a civil society, as it re-
focused our attention toward a new form of collectivity that has 
already reshaped the contours of our social and political life. Through 
the emergence of a widespread ecological consciousness, for 
instance, the new experience truly demands a more critical discourse, 
and defines a qualitatively different detour for the forces of capitalist 
economy and nature. That obviously anticipates interdependency and 



 

 

 

 

diversity, self-sustainability and self-management to balance “the 
power of cultural interference and the art of natural beauty”. 

Following the legacy of hegemony and resistance, one should 
conclude here that the present environmental rhetoric should now 
pursue a philosophy of freedom and liberty unrestricted by the 
present social order. And the nature of resistance in this philosophy 
can find solid ways to disperse the dominant authority and power into 
different cultural terrains and reorganize the social order on the basis 
of a more diverse and emancipatory society. As Gramsci suggested 
“history is the will of men who act on nature in order to change their 
world, to effect their goals, [and] to satisfy their needs.”xli 
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