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Philosophical Problems to Environmental and Ecological Ethics in Sustainability and Development: From Shallow Ecology to Deep Ecology; Transcending Paradigmatic Value in the Natural World. 
[bookmark: _GoBack] Environmentalism and ecology are academic disciplines which in practice denote activism or movement towards positive change. Fundamental to this change are human ideologies and generic paradigms or world views. I propose that there exist within the annals of philosophy, certain ideas which adversely influence movement towards positive environmental and ecological change as well as being partially causal to the fact that positive change is indeed required. Positive environmental and ecological change is required as a result of the industrial, modern and technological revolutions of the past half millennium. The physical acts of such developmentalism are however, underpinned by ideologies or complex belief structures, which persons, institutions and societies hold as value priorities. These value priorities are generally taken for granted relative to generic world views, for example - anthropocentrism and excessive ecological utilisation as a principle human “given”, prior to consideration of natural habitats and ecological diversity, a world view which is arguably irrational and immoral. Human centred ecological orientation is shown to be flawed in the degradative effects of its direction upon the environment and ecosystems on a global scale. It is imperative that we humans as a species, come to realize that we hold deeply rooted views which are detrimental to on-going human existence and the environment and ecology overall. 
I propose that a contributing factor to anthropocentric ecologies’,  is ramified from the Aristotelian ideal: eudemonia – human happiness or flourishing.[footnoteRef:1] That is not to say that Aristotle was necessarily at fault, rather, the problems I explicate are of conceptions of eudemonia relative to developmentalism and ecological policy as being paradoxically counter-productive. The definition of flourishing has necessarily evolved over time, and particularly since the dawn of the industrial revolution, the constituents of human flourishing have become ever more complex and increasingly detrimental to the natural world. The consequential detriment itself signifies a flawed mentality which is incompatible with today’s world with its prominence of environmental and ecological problems. The human right to flourish corresponds to the right to develop, and relative to modern development and populous trends, the detriment of development is increasingly excessive and increasingly threatening of becoming catastrophic. However, the motivative ideals of modern and technological world developmentalism generally disregard the deeper reality of the environmental and ecological situation, and to deep ecologists, ecological development policy is proposedly generically superficial or shallow, if not utterly disregarding. The term ‘deep ecology’[footnoteRef:2] denotes the opposite of the superficial shallow policies of developmentalism defined by an unwillingness to question.[footnoteRef:3] Deep ecology, on the other hand, sets out to deeply and genuinely investigate, substantiate and politicize, relative to the reality of the ecological situation and its past, present and future ramifications and causalities, both physical and ideological. Human unification with environment and ecology are key factors to transcendence of the problematic paradigms which I propose are partially responsible towards environmental and ecological crisis. [1:  The Ethics of Aristotle: The Nicomachean Ethics, trans. by J. A. K Thomson, Revised (England: Penguin Classics, 1976). P.66-80]  [2:  George Sessions, Deep Ecology for the Twenty-First Century (Boston; London: Shambhala, 1995). Pp. 1-7]  [3:  Arne Naess, ‘The Deep Ecological Movement: Some Philosophical Aspects’, in Deep Ecology for the Twenty-First Century (London: Shambhala, 1995), pp. 64–84. P.75] 

Imperative to ongoing human existence, a genuinely sustainable balance between the practical functionalities of anthropocentrism with ecology and environment must be realised. However, an orientation of anthropocentricity ultimately undermines itself if it effectually leads to human extinction. Therefore, ecological anthropocentrism is self-refutative and our motivations cannot be anthropocentric if they are to be genuinely ecological. Genuine and deep ecologically centred ecology is fundamental to the Deep Ecology Movement [DEM]. Summarily, to borrow from George Sessions preface of Deep Ecology for the 21st Century,[footnoteRef:4] ‘the DEM, spontaneously emerged during the 1960’s, as a philosophical and scientific - social and political movement’.[footnoteRef:5] In the writings of Arne Naess, the DEM’s principle means are explicated as deep, authentic and long-range questioning towards necessary and overall positive change,[footnoteRef:6] overall; because the positive consequences affect human and natural world qualities alike, everything benefits! The DEM comprises various ecologists accepting a generic value structure, which I will utilise as the positive basis of my argument against the proposed irrationality and immorality and self-refutability of current shallow environmental and ecological developmental policy. [4:  Sessions.]  [5:  Sessions. P. ix]  [6:  Naess. P.67-68] 

For the purpose of this essay, I predominantly draw from the works of deep ecologists Arne Naess, and George Sessions; whose theses promote a systemic ecology – a reunification of anthropology within ecology and a recentralisation of value criteria towards a universalizable shift in consciousness, hence, an ecological paradigm shift. This is the general ethos of an extensive selection of essays in the aforementioned publication Deep Ecology for the 21st Century.[footnoteRef:7] Historically influential philosophical ideologies have variably contributed to the paradigmatic ideological division of worlds: the anthropic, from the natural, of which the former increasingly excessively exploits the latter. From such a dual and utilitarian orientation, humanity, generically - self-refutably seeks the progression of quality of human life at the ever-increasing expense of both the intrinsic, and instrumental qualities of the natural world. I propose this view carries a mixture of Cartesianism and Aristotelianism, in dualism and in eudemonia respectively. Therefore, I look towards particular impressions left by Aristotle in The Ethics [footnoteRef:8] and by Descartes in Discourse on Method and the Meditations,[footnoteRef:9] which I propose contribute towards a generic anthropocentric and segregated world view, which in turn, partially contribute towards the contemporary necessitation of the rise of environmental and ecological ethics in response to environmental and ecological degradation.  [7:  Sessions.]  [8:  Thomson.]  [9:  René Descartes, Discourse on Method and the Meditations, ed. by Betty Radice and Robert Baldick (England: Penguin Books, 1972).] 

With humanity increasingly environmentally at risk of extinction, more minds rise to the awareness that measures remedial or at the very least sustainable, must imminently be initiated. However, for innumerable species worldwide it is already too late, as species extinctions and mass-habitat destructions resulting from industrial and technological development continue to increase, likewise does the potential threat to human existence. However, if our motivations are purely self-saving, then we remain in the anthropocentric mind-set which caused the dire necessitation for imminent ecological environmental action in the first place. Therefore, it is imperative that we come to realize that the anthropocentric view of the natural world as human utility, ultimately fails in ends the beneficence of both the anthropic and natural world alike. Beginning with Aristotle, this essay intends to validate the above proposed imperative by critically analysing, from a deep ecological framework, the modern world ramifications of past philosophical ideologies, temporally illustrated to be incompatible with both human and ecological requirements, and with beneficence of life in general. 
Arguably, Aristotle’s Ethics[footnoteRef:10] and Politics[footnoteRef:11] set a somewhat anthropocentric existential precedent. Take for example Nicomachean ethics’ opening thesis; The Good for Man, which states that ‘every action and pursuit is thought to aim at some good’.[footnoteRef:12] Not necessarily a flawed idea in itself, however, the end “good” at which action and pursuit are aimed, is contingent to its depth and its range, viz, what it encompasses and goes on to encompass. Whether it is a short range “good” or a long range “good”? Whether a short range good qualitatively continues as such, or indeed evolves into a longer ranged “bad”, such as the toll of industrialised development. At an international level, a nation’s flourishing is viewed as interdependent to its infrastructural level of social, technological and industrial development. Such development may bring apparent human good in the short term, but if such is ultimately unsustainable, then the good at which it aims is short-sighted to the ends. This undermines the course of action’s good qualities, positing ‘the good for man’, whilst effectually unsustainable, as qualitatively - “the bad for man”, as well as the bad for environmental sustainability overall. Therefore, developmental ecological policy as it currently stands, if it is for the good of man, then it cannot be for the good of man, rather, the good for the environment is the good for man and the good for itself. The good for man is inseparable with the good for the environment and ecology. Aristotle’s good for man is interchangeable with the ‘happiness for man’, which is meant as - goodness defined as an activity of the human rational soul and not of the body.[footnoteRef:13] Of the function of man, Aristotle deduces that man’s function resides in the practical life, viz, the life determined by the activity of the soul and in accordance with virtue.[footnoteRef:14] However, the functional activities of developmentalism are incompatible with ultimate human happiness, alienating to the human “soul”, and can neither be classed virtuous nor rational. As such, both developmentalism and Aristotle’s rational function, when applied to developmental ecological policy are dis-functional and irrational. If each individual’s function is determined in the “good” qualities of the activities of the individual soul, then human function is ego-centric and incompatible with biospheric function, a function which is environmentally and ecologically corelative.    [10:  Thomson.]  [11:  Aristotle: The Politics, ed. by Betty Radice and Robert Baldick, trans. by T. A Sinclair, 8th edn (England: Penguin Classics, 1974).]  [12:  Aristotle: The Nicomachean Ethics, trans. by David Ross, Revised (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980). P.1]  [13:  Ethics p. 87]  [14:  Ethics. P. 75] 

Biologically, every part has a function to the whole organism, such as the corelative interdependency of organs which comprise human and animal bodies. The well-being of animate organs is further contingent to an array of microbial life forms, functionally existing within parameters of corelative balance, digestive-system flora for example. Additionally, environmental and elemental factors, such as temperate, air and water qualities also affect the overall functional quality of animate beings. To discredit the egoic and establish an expansive human function: compare the micro of individual human embodiment with the macro – biosphere and consider a natural “object’s” ontology. Take the worm for example: whose expansive ecologically corelative value was documented by Charles Darwin.[footnoteRef:15] Inherent to the worm’s worminess is its existential function, hence - its value, a value which is both inherent to the “parts” that compose a whole and correspondingly functional worm, as well as its biospheric functionality or value. Each part of the worm serves a function to the whole, a whole which extends its function into the greater whole – the ecological environment. Environmental factors variably affect the quality of the worm’s functionality. As such the functional worm’s collective existential value extends to and correlates with other organisms and “natural objects” and elements. Such organisms and natural objects interactively rely on the functional value of the worm, such as the plant and tree life which the worm supports in its subterranean function of nutrient dispersion and humus formation,[footnoteRef:16] necessary factors to flourishing flora and arbore which are necessary for ecological and human flourishing. Such plant and tree life encompass the same model of value which environmentally extenuate to support the existential functions or values of insect and mammal life. The value of the worm naturally acts for the good of the environment, which is also the good for the worm and the ecology, therefore the good for man. Value is extensive, and such a diverse interplay involves complex relations between organisms and elements which intricately rely on parameters of balance throughout. Excessive shallow developmental trends increasingly breech these parameters of diverse balance.  [15:  Christian Feller and others, ‘Charles Darwin, Earthworms and the Natural Sciences: Various Lessons from Past to Future’, Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment 99, 2003, pp. 29–49. ]  [16:  Feller and others. P. 34] 

When economic actors discuss development, they do so as though development were an anthropic right. The ‘enshrined right to develop’[footnoteRef:17] is inequitably weighed off against ecological and environmental implications, viz, the consequential negative side effects of development. Today development must be seen to be sustainable, however, we are at a point in the epoch of mass-developmentalism in which “realistically sustainable” development is unobtainable, and “realistic sustainable development” is too little too late and a poor reciprocation for damage already done. What is required now is reparative development. Developmental strategies which seek to repair the ecological and environmental devastation wrought in the wake of past and present unsustainable development. The general emphasis tends to be on technological fixes for industrial problems, such as the carbon sequestration technology currently under experimental development. An article by Klause Lackner and Sarah Brennan examines the questionable implications of this rising technological “fix”.[footnoteRef:18] Mechanical capture and underground storage of atmospheric carbon would allow developmental trends to continue, but the ultimate implications of this big business scientific experiment remain to be seen. Economic actors tend to shallowly focus on atmospheric pollution over ecological degradation with a view to ever-progressive development. However, what the ecology and the atmospheric environment require is a retraction of excessive human impact and a regression of development. Our view of what constitutes development based on past “achievements” must be challenged. Development is always viewed as progression, and we disdainfully avoid regression, however, if progression is towards catastrophe, then regression becomes progression and vice-versa, elucidating the necessity for a shift in direction - in our orientation to the natural world - our metaphysical principle relations with it. Such metaphysical principle relations between us and the natural world form our relative value criteria. Our ideas about value and our principles to value prioritization must be willingly questioned. [17:  Wolfgang Sachs, ‘Global Ecology and the Shadow of Development’, in Deep Ecology for the Twenty-First Century (London: Zed Books & Shambala, 1993), pp. 428–44. P.428]  [18:  Klause. S Lackner and Sarah Brennan, ‘Envisioning Carbon Capture and Storage: Expanded Possibilities Due to Air Capture, Leakage Insurance, and C-14 Monitoring’, Climate Change 96, 3 (2009), 357–78.] 

In deep ecology everything starts with a depth of questioning. The deeper the questioning, the fuller the understanding of causality and implication - the better equipped we are to make informed, rational and ethically responsible environmental and ecological decisions. Currently the very opposite is apparent at the highest legislative levels. For example, Wolfgang Sachs in his essay - Global Economy and the Shadow of Development,[footnoteRef:19] highlights the erroneous ethical principles of prominent actors of the global economy. The conclusive report from the 1992 Earth Summit” held at Rio De Janeiro, wherein world leaders met to discuss global international development and the environment, endorses throughout the ‘right to develop prior to consideration of the developmental and environmental needs of present and future generations’.[footnoteRef:20] This causes an ethical dilemma in which not only environmental and ecological well-being is weighed off against progressive developmental strategies, but also the very sustaining needs of the human-world are secondary considerations. The scientific data exists, the pollutive effects are measurable and documented, yet the ethical obligation to act is all too often obscured by the vested interests of the various institutions involved. At best, such institutions adopt a shallow ecology which is anthropocentric and short range, with a view to continuity of developmental trends irrespective of genuine fundamental needs of humanity nor ecology.  [19:  Sachs. Pp. 428-444]  [20:  Sachs. P. 428] 

Naess makes no apologies for deep ecology’s practical focus on concrete questions such as the implications of lifestyles.[footnoteRef:21] Conversely , Sachs draws attention to the U.S. President George Bush Junior’s opening statement at the Earth summit, which demonstrates the U.S. government’s unethical ecological shallowness, as Bush foolhardily declares that ‘American lifestyle is not up for discussion’![footnoteRef:22] In my analysis, to examine this statement from a ‘deep ecological’ perspective. The President lacks the willingness required for effective questioning due to the negation of a crucial element, i.e. lifestyle. He displays a temporal obscuration of natural obligation, by the elevation of American lifestyle “now”, as superseding - ecology now and in the future, whilst superseding moral ecological obligation or duty or nature of care, therefore also negating intergenerational equity. Ultimately this level of shallow ecology is neither anthropocentric nor eco-centric as its ultimate ends undermine both. It could be argued that Bush’s dissociation is a metaphysical problem. His exclusive orientation undermines his ability to see ecological issues in a complete and genuine context. His ecological vision is obscured by nationalistic and ego-centred ideology, and further still by the vision of the nature of the natural world in terms of human instrumental value. Such a dissociative, shallow and erroneous stance ensures the beholders difficulty in conceptualisation of a “realist” ecological value. Inherent value is primary to deep ecology, as summarized by Tom Regan in his essay The Nature of an Environmental Ethics: ‘The presence of inherent value in a natural object is independent of any awareness, interest, or appreciation of it by any conscious being’.[footnoteRef:23] Arguably this realist view of ecological value is eco-centric, and human reasoning does no more than name it. As such, ecological value, independent of human perception, is existential in a natural object’s own ontology irrespective of whether it is named. This is opposed to an idealist view of natural world value – ideological value dependent upon a perceiver, which i suggest engenders the possibility of ideological ecological dissociation such as that displayed by Bush. His primary ideas are unviable and incompatible with reality. A further consequence of idealist value is that dissociative orientation allows for the reality of the situation to be so dismissively negated.    [21:  Naess. P. 81]  [22:  Sachs. P. 428]  [23:  Tom Regan, ‘The Nature and Possibility of an Environmental Ethic’, Environmental Ethics, 3.1 (1981), 19–34. P. 30] 

Deep ecology’s principle willingness to positive, all-inclusive deep questioning is necessary to challenge the generically ignorant, irrational and immoral actions of many developmentalist legislators. Naess notes that shallow argumentation stops before reaching fundamentals or jumps from ultimate to particular, i.e. from point 1, to point 4.[footnoteRef:24] Therefore, to deep ecologists, even apparently rational decisions must be  challenged, because what is deemed rational is defined in relation to particular aims and goals. By deep ecology doctrine, Naess suggests - if environmental pollicising is not linked to intrinsic values and ultimate beneficence, then it cannot be classed as rational.[footnoteRef:25] Deep ecology challenges such irrationality by incorporating and questioning all implications including of course – lifestyle. As such, deep ecology seeks the true value criterion relative to the natural world and humanity. However, the two are by no means separate. If we insist that humanity is separate from the natural world, from such an ideal we ascribe ourselves “ontological aliens”. As such, we see the natural world in alienated and divided terms, and merely relative to human utilisability - through the lens of instrumental value. Reiteratively, the flaws in this viewpoint are illustrated in the ecological effects. With the environment systematically “utilised” for development on industrial levels, the ecological effects of this viewpoint increasingly threaten to become catastrophic. Instrumental value is not inherently wrong. After all, as species, we utilise our environments to enable our existence from base level as do organisms in general. It is more a problem of excess and deficiency. The generic paradigm of anthropocentric-natural world utility value is excessive, and so the actions that follow are also excessive. The resultant ecological toll is equally excessive and is characterized by ecological deficiency. Referring to Aristotle, the mean of excess and deficiency[footnoteRef:26]applied to developmentalism regarding environmentalism and ecology ends somewhat paradoxically. I feel this is poignant due to the mean representing balance. Applied to ecology and anthropology, balance equals genuine, universal and long-range sustainability. The mean of development must be sustainability. An excess in development equals an excess in unsustainability due to the consequential degradations and extinctions of eco systems. Therefore, the mean of development also equals low level development, which corresponds to ‘meeting essential human needs.’[footnoteRef:27] Conversely, development in deficiency equals ecological efficiency, viz, diverse ecological thriving or flourishing, which is the mean of ecology. The current ethos entails an excess in development and a deficiency in sustainability which is ultimately out of balance with both human and ecological flourishing. [24:  Naess. P. 78]  [25:  Naess. IBID]  [26:  Ross. Pp. 36-43]  [27:  Naess. P.69] 

Flourishing is interchangeable with thriving. In deep ecological thinking, Arne Naess explains that it is the beneficence of thriving which is causal to the realisation of intrinsic value. Therefore, the purpose of the natural world is to thrive. Naess presupposes that value exists in life itself, with so called primitive plant and animal species essentially contributing to the overall richness and diversity of life. Such species have value in themselves, and “thriving life” implies an increase of this richness and diversity over a process of evolutionary time.[footnoteRef:28] This suggests that our view of the natural world is erroneous. Instrumental value is secondary to an organismic value that evolutionarily predates humanity by eons. As such, value exists in the symbiotic relations between elements and species which combine to cause diversely flourishing environments and eco system. Everything has value to the whole organism in an evolutionary and re-cyclical continuum. To explicate this argument further, I present it syllogised:  [28:  Naess. IBID] 

The ultimate nature of the natural world is organismic beneficence.
 Humanity views the nature of the natural world as instrumental to anthropic self-beneficence. 
Therefore, humanity adheres to an erroneous view of the nature of the natural world. 
With the premises’ validated, the conclusion indubitably follows, however, no further philosophical enquiry is required. Rather, validation may be achieved by simple observation. Premise # 1: “The ultimate nature of the natural world is organismic beneficence.” Viz – as an organism, temporally, the natural world naturally benefits itself. Naturally, the natural world ultimately thrives - ultimately, for in its innate reparative ability, left to nature, the natural world will systematically return to a relatively balanced state of ecology. For example, following cataclysmic events such as volcanic eruptions and meteoric impacts, the natural world will ultimately once again thrive in diversity even as a result of such natural devastation, aided for example, by the mineral dispersion of such cataclysmic events. Less dramatically, the restorative capacity of eco-systems can be observed in permaculture and rewilding initiatives, wherein the natural emphasis is systemic and symbiotic.[footnoteRef:29]Premise #2: “Humanity views the nature of the natural world as instrumental to anthropic self-beneficence”. Again, observation validates that humans view the nature of the natural world as instrumental to self-beneficence. Where there exist human beings, the landscape and environment has been excessively adapted to serve human needs with vast negative ecological and environmental consequence and shallow concern. Therefore, the conclusion stands. “Humanity adheres to an erroneous view of the nature of the natural world”. This further strengthens the proposed need for a paradigmatic shift with emphasis on value criteria. [29:  Sanjeev Shanker, GroWorld-Urban: Permaculture Towards Symbiotic Relationships and Sustainable Futures (Brussels: FoAM, 2008) <lib.f0.am/_media/permaculture_towards_a_sustanable_future.pdf> [accessed 15 July 2020].] 

Value priority is central to the structure of the DEM, illustrated in Naess and Sessions jointly devised twin-pronged platform of eight key terms and phrases proposed as basic to deep ecology.[footnoteRef:30] The platform’s dual purpose is to, 1; express important points that are generally accepted by deep ecologists, and 2; express a proposal that - should one reject one or more of the eight points, such a person should not be viewed as a genuinely deep ecologist, therefore, it is also a qualitative determinator. [30:  Naess. Pp. 67-68] 

1. The well-being and flourishing of human and non-human life on Earth have value in themselves, independently of non-human usefulness to human purposes.
2. Richness and diversity of these lifeforms contribute to the realisation of these values and are also values in themselves.
3. Only to satisfy vital needs do humans have the right to reduce this richness and diversity.
4. The flourishing of human culture and life is compatible with a substantially smaller human population. The flourishing of non-human life is requiring of it.
5. Present human interference with the non-human world is excessive and rapidly worsening.
6. Policies must therefore be changed. These policies affect basic economic, technological, and ideological structures, resulting in a deeply different state of affairs to the present.
7. The ideological change will be mainly that of appreciation of life quality (dwelling in situations of inherent value) rather than adhering to an increasingly higher standard of living. There will be profound awareness of the difference between bigness, and greatness. 
8. Those who subscribe to the foregoing points have an obligation to directly or indirectly try to implement the necessary changes.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Naess. IBID] 

The framework is constructed around value which it proposes that life inherently attributes, a proposition which may be appreciated in the natural activity of symbiosis. For example, the gaseous inter-relations of oxygen requisite mammals with that of carbon dioxide requisite arbore signify inter-relative, therefore, intrinsic systemic value. Consider the past decomposition of material “bodies” as nutritional sources to flora and arboreal life forms for example, as a re-cyclical system wherein even dead wood and annual foliation engender systemic ecological value. This intrinsic value is non contingent to the human practical value of timber as a utility and a commodity. The commodity “value” of timber is ecologically problematic due to exploitability, hence, shallow ecological motivations which tend to negate natural ecological systematism, creating unnatural and unbalanced “managed” forestry environments with little capacity for realisation of intrinsic value in diverse flourishing. To deep ecology, the utility value of timber as a natural resource, like all such resources, ought only to be utilised in meeting imperative human needs, and then, genuine and systemic sustainability is key to relatively balanced ecological and human flourishing. However, Naess notes - there exist problems in the qualification of what constitutes ‘vital human needs’[footnoteRef:32]- as a matter of contingency. Sustainability, if successful to a relative end of ecological and human flourishing, must be deep. It must be all-inclusive of the diversity of lifeforms which deep ecology propose contribute to the overall richness of a flourishing ecology, leading to the awareness of these values as values in themselves as outlined in #1-2 of the platform.[footnoteRef:33] This means that the multifaceted diversities involved in contributing to a naturally valuable flourishing ecology are in themselves values to the whole eco-system and a value to the natural world overall. Therefore, the diversity of organisms are naturally valuable steps to an ecologically valuable end, and by no means exclusive to humanity. [32:  Naess. P. 68]  [33:  Naess. IBID] 

[bookmark: _Hlk45126951]This begins to elucidate the inter-relative value of anthropological ecological re-unification, as value is intricated throughout the natural world as a systemic organism. Organismic function equals organismic value which ultimately intricates every part of the whole. Value is fundamental to the ideological shift in perception required for ecological and environmental harmonization as outlined in # 7 of the platform; ‘The ideological change will be mainly that of appreciation of life quality (dwelling in situations of inherent value) rather than adhering to an increasingly higher standard of living’.[footnoteRef:34] Value priorities must be restructured to accommodate humanity within the biosphere rather than ideological separation from it – diverging into an increasingly contrasting mechanistic ontology in a metaphysically organically phenomenal natural world. Naess goes on to elaborate the fundamental necessitation of ecological realization, stating that the ultimate norm of his ‘ecosophy’, is ‘maximise long-range universal self- realisation!’ He explains that this is not meant as an expression in the narrow individualistic sense, rather its expanded meaning distinguishes a large comprehensive self from the narrow egoic. A comprehensive self, which embraces the symbiotic diversity of all life.[footnoteRef:35] Ultimately, such a realization is the re-allying of the anthropological - ontological and ideological with the ecological. Realization of natural human obligation towards the multitude of organic “bodies” which comprise the diverse sustaining environment in which we temporally exist, but also the realization and reunification of our own minds with our own bodies, themselves paramount means of action, “good” or “bad”, as governed by the ideologies of mind which are relatively governed by the ideologies of paradigms. Therefore, ultimately it is the intricate reunification of mind with body, which deep ecological questioning elucidates as necessary to positive biospheric ends.  [34:  Naess. IBID]  [35:  Naess. P. 80] 

To deep ecologists, there exists no distinction between the anthropic and natural worlds. Rather homosapien is viewed as a living entity who is a part of, not apart from, the ‘living planet’.[footnoteRef:36] In reality, the ultimate flourishing of humanity is contingent to the natural world but not vice-versa, in-fact, the opposite is so, therefore, any distinction is merely in minds. Philosophically, the distinction of minds from bodies is a broadly influential idea coinciding the early modern world, wherein philosophy attempts to substantiate the new scientific paradigm of a mechanical cosmology. Accompanying the rise of the industrial revolution, newly compatible scientific - philosophical and political ideologies surfaced, which endorsed great paradigmatic movement towards ideals of a metaphysically mechanistic universe. The birthing of this new mechanistic - post organic view of nature, was noticeable in the works of Newton, Hobbes, Galileo, and Descartes amongst others.[footnoteRef:37] Johannes Kepler for example, corelated mechanistic metaphysics with astronomy: ‘My aim is to show that the celestial machine is to be likened not to a divine organism but rather to a clockwork’.[footnoteRef:38] The negative ecological impact of this mechanistic view actuated in the form of mechanised globalised development spanning the latter half millennium, exemplifies its erroneousness. However, the analogy of a clockwork-like-natured natural world; is open to interpretation, and indeed it may suffice if we are to realize the clockwork as an analogy of the organic nature of the natural world as opposed to a mechanistic analogy. A clockwork is viewed as a system whose parts correlate in order for the whole to function well, each part has an interactive value, which is indeed not so far removed from the symbiotic corelative functions of the natural world. If part of the mechanism is strained, damaged or missing, the unbalanced mechanism will falter and malfunction whether mechanical or organic. Therefore, ecological function or value is all inclusive. This contrasts with the exclusive Aristotelian function of man. If de-anthropo-centralised and applied to ecological function, it highlights the value of diversity, in that functional diversity is necessary for eco-systems to function well. The value or function of one natural “object” is intricately relative to the values and functions of others, making value necessary to itself, therefore - intrinsic.  [36:  Naess. P. 81]  [37:  David. R Keller, ‘Towards a Post-Mechanistic Philosophy of Nature’, Oxford University Press, 16 No. 4 (2009), p. 710.]  [38:  Lewis Mumford, The Myth of the Machine: The Pentagon of Power (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanowich, 1970). P.86] 

Descartes mechanistic metaphysics temporally and ideologically aligned with the newly industrially developing world. As such Cartesian metaphysics became a great influencer of western ideologies; however, its flaws are consequentially apparent in today’s world. Charles Taylor in his 1989- publication – Sources of the Self, proposes that Descartes model of self-mastery and its view of the mechanical world are inseparable from seeing the world as a domain of potential instrumental control.[footnoteRef:39]Industry and technological modernism divides humanity from the natural world and is increasingly and excessively out of balance with environment and ecology. Similarly, dualist ideology is a fundamental divider whose division of mind from body is by no means equal, it too is out of balance. By idealising the “rational” human mind as the master of the mechanical body - existing in a mechanistic world and cosmological universe, dualism proposes a fragmented and phenomenologically dissociated ontology which concretizes the ideology of human separation from the environment and ecology. We can neither directly experience our embodiment nor our environment from such a removed ideological perspective. [39:  Charles Taylor, ‘Descartes Disengaged Reasoning’, in Sources of the Self (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp. 143–58. P.149] 

Descartes sought to metaphysically validate existential indubitabilities, however, he could validate only one – the mind, whose own thinking qualified its own existence. Cogito ergo sum[footnoteRef:40]elevates the human mind to the position of ideological constructor. However, Descartes cogito is itself an idea of and about itself, of the mind of and about the mind which goes on to suppose dubitable ideas about the world. The cogito could be argued to be idealist as it substantiates one knowable principle, i.e. a self, which supposedly conceives a world. Dualism facilitates an exclusive self-realization, an ego-self-realisation. This is in stark contrast to the deep ecological model for self-realisation of a comprehensive self, which embraces the symbiotic diversity of all life, with recognition of a naturally altruistic modality of duty of care.[footnoteRef:41] However, rather than being viewed as obligatory, expansive care and concern may be viewed as our function as the sole rational element of the ‘living planet’[footnoteRef:42] – the biosphere.  [40:  Descartes. P. 53]  [41:  Naess. P, 80]  [42:  Naess. P. 81] 

To conclude, in summary; my proposals are from a deep ecological perspective. Current developmental policy is irrational and immoral, influenced by anthropocentric philosophies which are shown to be ultimately self-refutative, whilst propagating an erroneous world view. The detriment of such a view is illustrated in current ecological crisis, and yet it stubbornly remains in impedance of positive, genuine and deep ecological activism. Therefore, a paradigm shift is fundamentally necessary to environmental ecological reparation. The nature of the paradigm will be towards truth, deep responsibility and expansive self-realisation central to ecological value. Systemic organismic value is illustrated in the symbiotic relationships of natural world “objects”. Human quality of life is an ethical dilemma. Quality of life is based on principles of happiness and flourishing. Such principles are apparent in Aristotle’s works - and relevant to the ancient developing world. Applied to current development trends and environmental crisis, human flourishing is self-refutative - if separated from ecological flourishing. The idea of human environmental separation is concretized in an early modern-world scientific and philosophic ideological shift from a divine organismic metaphysics to a mechanistic cosmological view of the world, the universe and the human body. The impression is served that the rational principle – the mind, is the dominator of the material world which is instrumental to the human mind’s rational means. This is shown to be an irrational view with deeply negative consequences. Cartesian dualism serves to alienate humans from the environment. Such alienation is illustrated in the generic dissociative orientation of prominent actors and legislators. Dualism also concretizes ego self-realisation which impedes our ability to see the world’s systemic nature of organismic beneficence. Therefore, dualism creates a metaphysical problem, an error in the way in which we view the natural world and our relationship with it. Deep ecology seeks the fundamental truths in contrast to these erroneous illustratively detrimental concepts. It seeks the symbiotic and beneficial view of reality, compatible with technological world issues. The fundamental conclusion is - ecology first. 
In evaluation, I find the principles of the DEM compatible with my personal ecological orientation and helpful in condensing that orientation in the eight point platform.[footnoteRef:43] Deep ecology promotes a paradigm shift, which essentially entails a re-integration of human nature with the natural world, and a return to a more natural human and ecological state. Willingness to question is imperative to positive ecological outcomes, therefore the principles of deep ecology are fundamentally rationally and morally necessary, and in ascertaining the reality of the environmental situation by all-inclusive questioning, I feel deep ecology is invaluable to environmental ethics. I close this work with a poignant poem from The Selected Poetry of Robinson Jeffers. [43:  Naess. P. 68] 

Return:
[bookmark: _Hlk45800185]A little too abstract
A little too wise
It is time to kiss the earth again
To let the leaves rain from the skies
Let the rich life run to the roots again.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  The Selected Poetry of Robinson Jeffers (Stanford, Calif: Stanford University Press, 2001). #499] 
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