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Ro STUDY QUESTIONS

1. What does Naess mean by Ecosaphy? What does
the ending -sophy refer to

- What are the basic tenets of Ecosophy T?

What does Naess mean by Self-realization? Ana-

lyze the quotations from Radhakrishnan, Eliot

Deutsch, Juan Mascard, and Gandhi. What do

they tell us about Self-realization ?

(SN (S

4. How do we develop a wider Self

5. Esxplain Naess’s idea of identification. Is it mysti-
cal? How can we identify with “individuals, spe-
cics, ecosystems, and landscapes™ ?

6. What is Naess saying about palue objectivismy

Critically discuss this issue.
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Bill Devall teaches in the sociology department at Humboldt State University in Arcata, Cal-

ifornia, and George Sessions teaches philosophy at Sierra College in Rocklin, California.
Together they have authored Deep Ecology: Living as if Nature Mattered (1985) from

which the present selection is taken.

This essay sets forth a more recent version of deep ecclogy than Naess's 1972 summary ver-
sion, linking it to Zen Buddhism, Taoism, Native American rituals, and Christianity. They contrast
deep ecology with the dominant worldview and set forth the eight principles of deep ecology.

The term deep ecology was coined by Arne Naess
in his 1973 article, “The Shallow and the Deep,
Long-Range Ecology Movements.” Naess was
attempting to describe the deeper, more spiritual
approach to Nature exemplified in the writings of
Aldo Leopold and Rachel Carson. He thought
that this deeper approach resulted from a more
sensitive openness to ourselves and nonhuman
life around us. The essence of deep ecology is
to keep asking more searching questions about
human life, society, and Nature as in the Western
philosophical tradition of Socrates. As examples
of this deep questioning, Naess points out “that
we ask why and how, where others do not. For
instance, ecology as a science does not ask what
kind of a society would be the best for maintain-

ing a particular ecosystem—that is considered a

question for value theory, for politics, for ethics.”

Thus deep ecology goes beyond the so-called fac-

tual scientific level to the level of self and Earth

wisdom.
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Deep ecology goes beyond a limited piece-
meal shallow approach to environmental prob-
lems and attempts to articulate a comprehensive
religious and philosophical worldview. The foun-

dations of deep ecology are the basic intuitions a8

and experiencing of ourselves and Nature which ®
comprise ecological consciousness. Certain out- a
looks on politics and public policy flow naturally ¥
from this consciousness. And in the context of &

this book, we discuss the minority tradition as
the type of community most conducive both to
cultivating ecological consciousness and to asking 3
the basic questions of values and ethics addressed

in these pages.

Many of these questions are perennial philo- |
sophical and religious questions faced by humans
in all cultures over the ages. What does it mean to |
be a unique human individual? How can the indi- ]
vidual self maintain and increase its uniqueness
while alco being an inseparable aspect of the

whole system wherein there are no sharp breaks

Reprinted from Deep Ecology: Living as if Nature Mattersd (Salt Lake City: Peregrine Smith Book (1985),

by permission. Footnotes deleted.
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between self and the other? An ecological perspec-
tive, in this deeper sense, results in what Theo-
dore Roszak calls “an awakening of wholes
greater than the sum of their parts. In spirit, the
discipline is contemplative and therapeutic.”

Ecological consciousness and deep zcology
are in sharp contrast with the dominant world-
view of technocratic-industrial societies which
regard humans as isolated and fundamentally sep-
arate from the rest of Nature, as superior to, and
in charge of] the rest of creation. But the view of
humans as separate and superior to the rest of
Nature is only part of larger cultural patterns.
For thousands of years, Western culture has
become increasingly obsessed with the idea of
dominance: with dominance of humans over non-
human Nature, masculine over the feminine,
wealthy and powerful over the poor, with the
dominance of the West over non-Western cul-
tures. Deep ecological consciousness allows us
to see through these erroneous and dangerous
illusions. '

For deep ecology, the study of our place in
the Earth household includes the study of our-
selves as part of the organic whole. Going beyond
a narrowly materialist scientific understanding of
reality, the spiritual and the material aspects of
reality fuse together. While the leading intellec-
tuals of the dominant worldview have tended to
view religion as “just superstition,” and have
looked upon ancient spiritual practice and
enlightenment, such as found in Zen Buddhism,
as essentially subjective, the search for deep eco-
logical consciousness is the search for z more
objective consciousness and state of being
through an active deep questioning and medita-
tive process and way of life.

Many people have asked these deeper ques-
tions and cultivated ecological consciousness
within the context of different spiritual tradi-
tions—Christianity, Taoism, Buddhism, and
Native American rituals, for example. While dif-
fering greatly in other regards, many in these tra-
ditions agree with the basic principles of deep
ccology.

Warwick Fox, an Australian philosopher, has
Succinctly expressed the central intuition of deep
€eology: “It is the idea that we can make no firm
Ofitological divide in the field of existence: That

there is no bifurcation in reality between the
human and the non-human realms...to the
extent that we perceive boundaries, we fall short
of deep ecological consciousness.”

From this most basic insight or characteristic
of deep ecological consciousness, Arne Naess has
developed two wultimate morms or intuitions
which are themselves not derivable from other
principles or intuitions. They are arrived at by
the deep questioning process and reveal the
importance of moving to the philosophical and
religious level of wisdom. They cannot be vali-
dated, of course, by the methodology of modern
science based on its usual mechanistic assump-
tions and its very narrow definition of data.
These ultimate norms are self-realization and bio-
centric equality.

I. SELF-REALIZATION

In keeping with the spiritual traditions of many
of the world’s religions, the deep ecology
norm of self-realization goes beyond the mod-
ern Western self which is defined as an isolated
ego striving primarily for hedonistic gratification
or for a narrow sense of individual salvation in
this life or the next. This socially programmed
sense of the narrow self or social self dislocates
us, and leaves us prey to whatever fad or fashion
is prevalent in our society or social reference
group. We are thus robbed of beginning the
search for our unique spiritual /biological per-
sonhood. Spiritual growth, or unfolding, begins
when we cease to understand or see ourselves as
isolated and narrow competing egos and begin
to identify with other humans from our family
and friends to, eventually, our species. But the
deep ecology sense of self requires a further
maturity and growth, an identification which
goes beyond humanity to include the nonhuman
world. We must see beyond our narrow contem-
porary cultural assumptions and values, and the
conventional wisdom of our time and place,
and this is best achieved by the meditative
deep questioning process. Only in this way can
we hope to attain full mature personhood and
uniqueness.

A nurturing nondominating society can help
in the “real work” of becoming a whole person.
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The “real work™ can be summarized symbolically
as the realization of “self-in-Self” where “Self”
stands for organic wholeness. This process of
the full unfolding of the self can also be summar-
ized by the phrase, “No one is saved until we are
all saved,” where the phrase “one” includes not
only me, an individual human, but all humans,
whales, grizzly bears, whole rain forest €Ccosys-
tems, mountains and rivers, the tiniest microbes
in the soil, and so on.

Il. BIOCENTRIC EQUALITY

The intuition of biocentric equality is that all
things in the biosphere have an equal right to
live and blossom and to reach their own individ-
ual forms of unfolding and self-realization within
the larger Self-realization. This basic intuition s
that all organisms and entities in the ecosphere,
as parts of the interrelated whole, are equal in
intrinsic worth. Naess suggests that biocentric
equality as an intuition is true in principle,
although in the process of living, all species use
each other as food, shelter, etc. Mutual predation
is a biological fact of life, and many of the world’s
religions have struggled with the spiritual impli-
cations of this. Some animal liberationists who
attempt to side-step this problem by advocating
vegetarianism are forced to say that the entire
plant kingdom including rain forests have no
right to their own existence. This evasion flies
in the face of the basic intuition of equality.
Aldo Leopold expressed this intuition when he
said humans are “plain citizens” of the biotic
community, not lord and master over all other
species. '

Biocentric equality is intimately related to the
all-inclusive Self-realization in the sense that if we
harm the rest of Nature then we are harming our-
selves. There are no boundaries and everything is
interrelated. But insofar as we perceive things as
individual organisms or entities, the insight
draws us to respect all human and nonhuman
individuals in their own right as parts of the
whole without feeling the need to set up hierar-
chies of species with humans at the top.

The practical implications of this intuition or
norm suggest that we should live with minimum
rather than maximum impact on other species

and on the Earth in general. Thus we see another
aspect of our guiding principle: “simple in means,
rich in ends.”

A fuller discussion of the biocentric norm as
it unfolds itself in practice begins with the realiza-
tion that we, as individual humans, and as com-
munities of humans, have vital needs which g0
beyond such basics as food, water, and shelter
to include love, play, creative expression, intimate
relationships with a particular landscape (or
Nature raken in its entirety) as well as intimate
relationships with other humans, and the vital ,
need for spiritual growth, for becoming a mature
human being.

Our vital material needs are probably more
simple than many realize. In technocratic-industrial
societies there is overwhelming propaganda and
advertising which encourages false needs and
destructive desires designed to foster increased i
production and consumption of goods. Most of &
this actually diverts us from facing reality in an &
objective way and from beginning the “real
work” of spiritual growth and maturity. "

Many people who do not see themselves as
supporters of deep ecology nevertheless recog-
nize an overriding vital human need for a healthy &
and  high-quality natural environment for
humans, if not for all life, with minimum intru-
sion of toxic waste, nuclear radiation from
human enterprises, minimum acid rain and
smog, and enough free flowing wilderness so
humans can get in touch with their sources, the
natural rhythms and the flow of time and place.

Drawing from the minority tradition and
from the wisdom of many who have offered the
insight of interconnectedness, we recognize that
deep ecologists can offer suggestions for gaining
maturity and encouraging the processes of har-
mony with Nature, but that there is no grand
solution which is guaranteed to save us from
ourselves.

The ultimate norms of deep ecology suggest

a view of the nature of reality and our place as an
individual (many in the one) in the larger scheme
of things. They cannot be fully grasped intellectu-
ally but are ultimately experiential. We encourage
readers to consider our further discussion of the
psychological, social and ecological implications
of these norms in later chapters.
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FIGURE 1

Dominant Worldview

Deep Ecology

Dominance over Nature
Natural environment as resource for humans

Material /economic growth for growing human
population

Belief in ample resource reserves
High technological progress and solutions
Consumerism

National /centralized community

Harmony with Nature
All nature has intrinsic worth /biospecies equality

Elegantly simple material needs (material goals
serving the larger goal of self-realization)

Earth “supplies” limited

Appropriate technology; nondominating science
Doing with enough /recycling

Minority tradition/bioregion

As a brief summary of our position thus far,
Bigure 1 summarizes the contrast between the
dominant worldview and deep ecology.

ll1. BASIC PRINCIPLES
OF DEEP ECOLOGY

In April 1984, during the advent of spring and
John Muir’s birthday, George Sessions and
Arne Naess summarized fifteen years of thinking
on the principles of deep ecology while carnping
in Death Valley, California. In this great and spe-
cial place, they articulated these principles in a lit-

" eral, somewhat neutral way, hoping that they

would be understood and accepted by persons

s coming from different philosophical and religious
‘ “positions.

e

Readers are encouraged to elaborate their

S 0wn versions of deep ecology, clarify key con-
SiCepts and think through the consequences of act-

%g from these principles.

. The well-being and flourishing of human and
nonhuman Life on Earth have value in

 themselves (synonyms: intrinsic value, inher-
ent value). These values are independent of
the usefulness of the nonhuman world for
human purposes.

2. Richness and diversity of life forms contrib-

ute to the realization of these values and are

also values in themselves.

3. Humans have no right to reduce this richness

and diversity except to satisfy vital needs.

4. The flourishing of human life and cultures is
compatible with a substantial decrease of the
human population. The flourishing of non-
human life requires such a decrease.

Present human interference with the non-

human world is excessive, and the situation is

rapidly worsening.

6. Policies must therefore be changed. These
policies affect basic economic, technological,
and ideological structures. The resulting state
of affairs will be deeply different from the
present. A

7. The ideological change is mainly that of
appreciating life quality (dwelling in situa-
tions of inherent value) rather than adhering
to an increasingly higher standard of living.
There will be a profound awareness of the
difference between big and great.

8. Those who subscribe to the foregoing
points have an obligation directly or indi-
rectly to try to implement the necessary
changes.

wn

Naess and Sessions Provide Comments
on the Basic Principles

RE (1). This formulation refers to the bio-
sphere, or more accurately, to the ecosphere as
a whole. This includes individuals, species, pop-
ulations, habitat, as well as human and nonhu-
man cultures. From our current knowledge of
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all-pervasive intimate relationships, this implies
a fundamental deep concern and respect. Eco-
logical processes of the planet should, on the
whole, remain intact. “The world environment
should remain ‘natural’” (Gary Snyder).

The term “life” is used here in 2 more com-
prehensive nontechnical way to refer also to what
biologists classify as “nonliving”; rivers (water-
sheds), landscapes, ecosystems. For supporters of
deep ecology, slogans such as “Let the river live”
illustrate this broader usage so common in most
cultures.

Inherent value as used in (1) is common in
deep ecology literature (“The presence of inher-
ent value in a natural object is independent of
any awareness, interest, or appreciation of it by
a conscious being.”)

RE (2). More technically, this is a formula-
tion concerning diversity and complexity. From
an ecological standpoint, complexity and symbio-
sis are conditions for maximizing diversity. So-
called simple, lower, or primitive species of plants
and animals contribute essentially to the richness
and diversity of life. They have value in them-
selves and are not merely steps toward the so-
called higher or rational life forms. The second
principle presupposes that life itself, as a process
over evolutionary time, implies an increase of
diversity and richness. The refusal to acknowl-
edge that some life forms have greater or lesser
intrinsic value than others (see points 1 and 2)
runs counter to the formulations of some ecolog-
ical philosophers and New Age writers. _

Complexity, as referred to here, is different
from complication. Urban life may be more com-
plicated than life in a natural setting without being
Mmore complex in the sense of multifaceted quality.

RE (3). The term “vital need” is left deliber-
ately vague to allow for considerable latitude in
judgment. Differences in climate and related fac-
tors, together with differences in the structures of
SOcieties as they now exist, need to be considered
(for some Eskimos, snowmobiles are necessary
today to satisfy vital needs).

People in the materially richest countries
Cannotibe expected to reduce their excessive
interference with the nonhuman world to a
moderate. |eye] overnight. The stabilization
and reduction of the human population will

QT [ e ——

take time. Interim strategies need to be devele
oped. But this in no way excuses the present
complacency—-the extreme seriousness of our’
current situation must first be realized. Bug
the longer we wait the more drastic will be the
measures needed. Until deep changes are
made, substantial decreases in richness and
diversity are liable to occur: the rate of extine-
tion of species will be ten to one hundred
times greater than any other period of earth
history.

RE (4). The United Nations Fund for Pop-
ulation Activities in their State of World Popula-:
tion Report (1984) said that high human®
population growth rates (over 2.0 percent
annum) in many developing countries “were
diminishing the quality of life for many millions
of people.” During the decade 1974-1984, the
world population grew by nearly 800 million—
more than the size of India. “And we will be add-
ing about one Bangladesh (population 93 mil-
lion) per annum between now and the year
2000.”
The report noted that “The growth rate of &
the human population has declined for the first
time in human history. But at the same time, the

¥
W

number of people being added to the human pop- %

ulation is bigger than at any time in history &
because the population base is larger.” %

Most of the nations in the developing world f

(including India and China) have as their official
government policy the goal of reducing the rate &
of human population increase, but there are o
debates over the types of measures to take (con- &
traception, abortion, etc.) consistent with 4
human rights and feasibility. i
The report concludes that if all governments
set specific population targets as public policy to &
help alleviate poverty and advance the quality of
life, the current situation could be improved.
As many ecclogists have pointed out, it is ¥

also absolutely crucial to curb population growth

in the so-called developed (i.e., overdeveloped)
industrial societics. Given the tremendous rate |
of consumption and waste production of individ-
uals in these societies, they represent a much
greater threat and impact on the biosphere per §
capita than individuals in Second and Third
World countries.
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RE (5). This formulation is mild. For a real-
istic assessment of the situation, see the unabbre-
viated version of the I.U.C.N.’s World Con-
servation Strategy. There are other works to be
highly recommended, such as Gerald Barney’s
Global 2000 Report to the President of the United
States.

The slogan of “noninterference” does not
imply that humans should not modify some eco-
systems as do other species. Humans have modi-
fied the earth and will probably continue to do
so. At issue is the nature and extent of such
interference.

The fight to preserve and extend areas of wil-
derness or near-wilderness should continue and
should focus on the general ecological functions
of these areas (one such function: large wilderness
areas are required in the biosphere to allow for
continued evolutionary speciation of animals
and plants). Most present designated wilderness
areas and game preserves are not large enough
to allow for such speciation.

RE (6). Economic growth as conceived and
implemented today by the industrial states is
incompatible with (1)~(5). There is only a faint
resemblance between ideal sustainable forms of
economic growth and present policies of the
industrial societies. And “sustainable” still
means “sustainable in relation to humans.”

Present ideology tends to value things
because they are scarce and because they have a
commodity value. There is prestige in vast con-
sumption and waste (to mention only several rel-
evant factors).

Whereas “self-determination,” “local com-
munity,” and “think globally, act locally,” will

& STUDY QUESTIONS

remain key terms in the ecology of human soci-
eties, nevertheless the implementation of deep
changes requires increasingly global action—
action across borders.

Governments in Third World countries
(with the exception of Costa Rica and a few
others) are uninterested in deep ecological
issues. When the governments of industrial soci-
eties try to promote ecological measures
through Third World governments, practically
nothing is accomplished (e.g., with problems
of desertification). Given this situation, support
for global action through nongovernmental
international organizations becomes increas-
ingly important. Many of these organizations
are able to act globally “from grassroots to
grassroots,” thus avoiding negative governmen-
tal interference.

Cultural diversity today requires advanced
technology, that is, techniques that advance the
basic goals of each culture. So-called soft, inter-
mediate, and alternative technologies are steps
in this direction.

RE (7). Some economists criticize the term
“quality of life” because it is supposed to be
vague. But on closer inspection, what they con-
sider to be vague is actually the nonquantitative
nature of the term. One cannot quantify ade-
quately what is important for the quality of
life as discussed here, and there is no need to
do so.

RE (8). There is ample room for different
opinions about priorities: what should be done
first, what next? What is most urgent? What is
clearly necessary as opposed to what is highly
desirable but not absolutely pressing?

L. Analyze the eight principles of deep ecology. What
problems, if any, do you find with them? Do you
accept the first principle that natural objects have
inherent value? What things do you think have
inherent value and why?

2. What are the implications of Principle 4? If people
do not voluntarily curb their population, how
would a deep ecologist solve this problem?

3. Is deep ecology workable? Why, or why not?




