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Abstract: There has been a revival of interest, among philosophical environmentalists in the area of 
environmental safety especially the safety of human beings since the history of mankind. Arne Naess, a 
Norwegian Philosopher and a frontline nature-centered environmentalist, envisages a philosophy of life, 
intuition, emotion (feeling) and animal liberalism, as the necessary conditions for an adequate sense of life 
conservation. However, the conservation of nature is for the advancement of man in his civilized society. 
Thus, intuition should not form the base of moral philosophy. Nature-centered environmentalism beliefs that 
like humanity, the living environment as a whole has the same right to live and flourish since it belong to 
biotic community. This work challenges this position and concerns itself with the task to explore the 
implications of this position to the environmental development. In addition, it x-rays other schools in 
environmental ethics, namely, anthropocentrism, ecofeminism, ecocentrism and in conclusion, it takes 
anthropocentric stance. Perhaps, there is a need for extending our care to nature.  
Key words: Development, Philosophy, Human, Civilize society 

INTRODUCTION 

Man’s tendency to assert himself is the reason for every claim he makes in his dealings with other living 

creatures. This tendency is connected with his awareness of certain indubitable fundamental distinctions 

that man is endowed with, for example “intellect was the principle of distinction1” seen in man that is not 

found in other animals. It is in this same sense of reasoning that human beings are placed above all other 

creatures. In terms of political and social inclinations, human beings are placed above all creatures. As 

nature has said it, humans are provided with plants and animals to improve their existential 

meaningfulness here on earth. This idea is clearly epitomized by Aristotle in his work The Politics book 1 ch 

8 when he pointed out that: It is evident then that we may concluded of those things that are, plants are 

created for the sake of animals, and animals for the sake of man, the tame for our use and provision; a wild, 

at least the greater part, for over provision also, or for some other advantages purpose, as furnishing us with 

clothes, and the like (Aristotle, 1256b). 

           The above stance, points to anthropocentric justifications on why human beings should not be treated 

as non humans. Looking at the infrastructural development, technological and economical facets, humans 

are bound to use any resources around them to enhance his existence on earth. Therefore, the use of trees for 

the construction of modern buildings, electric poles, and the like, is justifiable in the sense of human-

centered environmentalism. This view maintains that everything in nature except human beings exists 

solely for the materials benefit of human beings. 

        On the contrary, Naess offers the basis of a new ontology which posits “humanity as inseparable from 
nature” (Naess, 1989:2), meanwhile, if Naess’ ontology is fully understood, it will no longer be possible for us 

to injure nature wantonly, as this would mean injuring an integral part of ourselves if we over exploit 
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nature. Seen in this light of reasoning, we call to Naess’ idea that all life is fundamentally one, that this 

oneness of life is linked with our individual needs and desires. How? Human desires are geared towards self-

realization. And the sole aim of self-realization in this modern time is at animal and human risk. We should 

mind the way we encroach on nature, and we ought to do so if we must achieve our desires for self-

realization, if such is attainable. Naess’s concern is on the environmental problem and degradation. Simply, 

he is concerned with the destruction of what surround us, the immediate which we are within. Not merely 

the physical “nature”, but all that we live in, “all the gestalts we can identify ourselves within” (Naess, 

1989:7). 

 This work therefore, seeks to evaluate Arne Naess’ ethical environmentalism (deep ecology) and see 

the rationale of this idea in our modern time, especially the rapid growth in science and technology and the 

like. This research will not feel reluctant to address some of the environmental problems in Nigeria, arguing 

on the positive claim that environment and its contents should be destroyed conditionally, for certain 

developmental reasons, or for the benefit of human beings. 

       Arne Naess claims that all life fundamentally is inseparable from nature. That humanity is 

inseparable from nature is worrisome. This idea therefore comes to ponder in mind that this work seeks to 

address. However, the idea raises some questions like;  

1. Does the right to develop imply a right to destroy? 

2. Are there occasions when the values of protecting nature or the environment outweigh or supersede 

other human considerations? 

3. Would Naess’s ethical environmentalism provide a foundation for, or would it contain a law of 

progress in the society, precisely, the progress of human beings in each case arguing for the opposite 

answer to Naess’s ideas?  

       This provides therefore, first occasion to evaluate precisely what is and what is not involved in the 

idea of nature-centered environmentalism of Arne Naess.  

Furthermore, this problem raises some burning questions like; when do we see human life as the greatest 

among all forms of life, or do we consider human value most to other non human values? The meaningfulness 

of life, has it in any way placed hierarchy in its consideration? If yes. Why? Hence, Naess’s idea places 

limitations on the modern developments. Thus, he denies the idea of human dominion over all living 

creatures. Many thinkers rejected his view by a mere wave of hand, while some hold unto his view as ideal 

without considering the biblical, scientific, technological and biological credits for human beings.  

       The main purpose of this research is to:  

1. Evaluate Arne Naess ethical environmentalism with the aim of knowing what is and what is not 

involved in his idea of respect for life. That is, the idea that life is one.  

2. Study the principles involved in his ethical environmentalism.  

3. Weighing his deep ecology with environmental development (that is,  studying the implications of 

Naess’ ethical environmentalism for national development). 

4. And also compare his deep ecology with other schools of thought. 

More so, the work is to be considered in the same perspective with anthropocentric effort to appreciate the 

values of humans and proper role of living environment (other forms of life, for example, dog, cat, rats, goat, 

trees, etc) without necessarily confusing human values with non human values. 

The Philosophical Debate on Nature and Human-centered Environmentalism 

The field of environmental ethics is a new area in philosophy. As a sub-branch of philosophy residing in the 

domain of ethics, it concerns itself with human beings and ethical relationship with the natural 

environments. While some philosophers have currently written on this area of study, some ancient, medieval 

and modern philosophers in their various philosophical inquiries have unconsciously or consciously covered 

the range of human relationship with the natural phenomena (environmental contents).  Some were more or 

less concerned about human beings, while some were very sympathetic to nature and future generation.  

Socrates gave an enviable intellectual sophisticated description to human being. In his maxim “man known 

thyself”, Socrates drew his conceptualization of fundamental art of good living or rather the way to inward-

living in which he considered man as the centre-piece. At best, philosophy, ethics, science, etc, should focus 

on man for the realization of the best in human, knowing clearly what life is worth living for. The maxim 

could also mean gaining true knowledge of self first before others. In the Apology, Socrates drove the point 

home when he urged the necessity to ‘care for oneself” (Plato, 128a). By this he did not mean to care for other 

non-human beings, such as dogs, pigs, cats, fowls, etc, but to care for man. Most interestingly, Socrates 
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pointed that man himself is entirely different from other creatures, and that thing which differs men from 

nonhumans is the soul. Then, when “the god commands us to know ourselves, he means that man should 
study his own soul” (Grube, 1969). 

            The work of Aristotle (384-322B.C.) “The Politics book 1Ch.8” epitomizes this issue when he took into 

cognizance the hierarchies of things; starting from the fact that plants exist for animals and that animals 

exist for man’s use. In the traditional sense, Aristotle defended the anthropocentric ethics. In his book “The 

politics, book 1, Aristotle explained: Of all beasts, some live in herbs, others separate, as is most convenient 

for procuring themselves food; as some of them live upon flesh, others on fruit and others on whatsoever they 

light on, nature having so distinguished their course of life, that they can very easily procure themselves 

subsistence; and at the same things are not agreeable to all, but one animal likes one thing and another, it 

follows that the lives of those beasts who live upon flesh must be different from the lives of those who live on 

fruits; so is it with men, their life differ greatly from other.7 

       Aristotle had no sympathy to nature. He did not care whether nature has any feeling or not, what 

mattered for him, is the services of nature to man. For example, horse exists only for carrying loads that man 

could not, and all the birds of the air are for human meats. He drove this point home when he trenchantly 

argued that: It is evidence then we may conclude of those things that are, that plants are created for the sake 

of animals, and animals for the sake of men; the tame for our use and provision; the wild, at least the greater 

part, for our provision also, or for some other advantageous purpose, as furnishing us with clothes, and the 

like.8 

          Nature, therefore, makes nothing either imperfect or in vain; it necessarily follows that she has made 

all these things for men. Hence, these creatures as nature has designed them are for the human 

consumptions to meet with our basic needs. For example, animal skins are to be used for human clothes, the 

palm trees for oil and its kernel for other useful things; trees for building houses  

(sheltering); and water for drinking. Water itself is life, it is essentially given to men to enhance their living; 

man should hunt beasts and other forest animal, as this is not wrong.  

       This same light of reasoning runs in the vein of almost the anthropocentrists. The origin of this claim 

always bases itself on the biblical references. The later scholars do the same. For example, St. Thomas 

Aquinas (1225-1274) furnishes this when he picked this issue and placed it in high theological context. For 

him, the issue of nature and human rights should be interpreted theologically. Hence, he refuted the mistake 

of those who claim that cutting trees or killing animals is a sin or irrational. In his famous literary work 

Summa Contra Gentiles he argued 

We refute the error of those who claim that it is a sin for man to kill brute animals. For animals are ordered 

to man’s use in the natural course of things, according to divine providence. Consequently, man uses them 

without any injustice, either by killing them or employing them in any other way. For this reason, God said 

to Noah: “As the green herbs, I have delivered all flesh to you.9  

 Thomas Aquinas and Aristotle precisely hold these positions because they strongly believed that only 

man has moral instinct. Human beings have moral standing because they have intellectual quality. Aquinas 

has pointed out somewhere that what distinguishes humans from non-humans is “intellect”. This is no 

different from what Aristotle had maintained before, that the principle of intellect sets humans apart from 

the lower animals (plants and goats etc).  

         During the Renaissance and the advent of the new sciences in the 14th to 17th centuries, especially 17th 

century, we find in emphasis on problem of mind-body dualism. Rene Descartes a French philosopher is the 

most influential philosopher of this era. In his Discourse on Method and the Meditation (1968), he said that, 

“man is a conscious being; a thinking thing; what constitutes the essential nature of man is the mind. Hence, 
man is essentially a thinking being.”10 He argued that only two realities are and outside this, there is 

nothing he could account for-the bodies and minds are only existing realities. Hence, the realm of mental 

(mind) included all thinking, sensation and consciousness while the realm of the body included all things 

physical and spatial.  

 Descartes committed himself to the belief that: While I decided thus to think that everything was 

false it followed necessarily that I who thought this must be something; and observing that this truth: I 

think, therefore I am, was so certain and so evident that all most extravagant suppositions of the skeptics 

were not capable of shaking it….11         

 Descartes admitted that he only existed, and that he could not account for other existence. At this 

point, he was only aware of himself, leading to his commitment to the solipsism, the idea that one can only 
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be sure of one’s own existence, that one cannot prove that anybody else exists apart from oneself. Similarly, 

man is only aware of himself as essentially existing being. Nature, that is, environmental contents do not 

count to him (man). The best description of such belief is egoism-selfishness, self-consciousness. 

          New hope is given to this stream of reasoning by Immanuel Kant in his work “Duties to Animals and 

Spirit: Lectures in Ethics”. According to him, moral standing should be given duties and obligatory 

interpretations. He was very sympathetic to the duties to future generations. This made his categorical 

imperative seem relevant to the several environmental issues. According to him, “our duties regarding the 

nature are indirect; for example, duties to other humans.”12  

 Kant maintains that, only humans have moral duties, other non humans have no moral standing, as 

it regards to rights and duties. The period of Kant received intellectual attention whereby man has  

mechanized the world. Hence, this however, tended to contribute to a kind of human euphoria. Hence, 

humans at this period could understand the world more than the ancient and the medieval Thomism. Kant’s 

idea stings the minds of some philosophers because he spoke very sympathetic which made some people to 

suggest for extension of moral standing to include non-humans. He affirmed that:  So long animals are 

concerned we have no direct duties. Animals are no self-conscious and are there merely as a means to an 

end. That end is men…Our duties toward animals are merely indirect duties towards humanity…If he is not 

to stifle his human feelings, he must practice kindness towards animals for he who is cruel to animal 

becomes hard also in his dealings with man….13               

       Although Kant spoke from anthropocentric dimension, but his claim that one who is cruel to animals 

becomes hard also in his dealings with man is not the case. That one is cruel to animals is not substantive 

enough to conclude that one would become hard in his dealings with human beings. Supposing I decided to 

kill my goat in order to provide food for myself and other people who are hungry, does this mean that I will 

become cruel to human beings? No. Because, what I did is to eradicate starvation of some kind. It is natural 

that man must use what nature has given him to enhance his life. So, killing animals in this sense is neither 

a cruel to animals nor a hard treat to human beings. 

       This trend of reasoning gave Jeremy Bentham the impetus to advocate for his utilitarian extensionism 

which differs from the mainstream of Western philosophy. Bentham’s attitude towards the issue is 

suggestive; hence, his anthropocentric utilitarianism was considerate as regards to the extension of moral 

standing to include nonhumans. He suggested that; since animals can feel pains, and experience pleasure 

neither, but in entirety can suffer, they should be respected as such. To him, “the question is not, can they 

reason?  nor can they talk?  but, can they suffer?”14 Bentham’s major concern is no more whether animals 

can reason, but, he instead affirmed, in so far they (animals) have the ability to feel sufferings; the moral 

standing should be extended to include them. Similar views were picked and elaborated by contemporary 

philosophers, precisely Peter Singer and Tom Regan. 

        Before Taylor, a German philosopher Albert Schweitzer had earlier version of a biocentric ethics in his 

write up “Reverence for life”, (Ehrfurcht vor dem leben, in a German language). Ehrfurcht implies attitudes 

of awe and wonder. Etymologically, Ehrfurcht suggests a combined attitude of honor and fear. Schweitzer 

insisted that the most fundamental fact of human consciousness is the realization that “I am life which wills 

to live, in the midst of life which wills to life.”15 Thus ethics begins when we are fully aware and fully in awe 

of the fact that: The man who has become a thinking being feels a compulsion to give to every will-to-live the 

same reverence for life that he gives to his own. He experiences that other life in his own. He accepts as 

being good: to preserve life to promote life, to raise to its highest value life which is capable of development; 

and as being evil: to destroy life, to injure life to repress life which is capable of development. This is the 

absolute fundamental principle of the moral16  

       To drive this point home, Schweitzer claims that all living things have an inherent worth, and this worth 

commands our awe and reverence. For example, the very reason that those trees standing on where you 

wanted to build a house or carry out other developmental project have some inherent worth which command 

your awe and reverence that you will honor them (trees). Life is not alone, value-free ‘fact’ of the universe. It 

(life) is good in itself without limitation.   

Schweitzer urged that we should not kill a snake even when it may bite us; those mosquitoes in our bed-room 

which carry transmittable disease, we should carry them outside the room; we should not harm nor exert 

any injury on them no matter what the case may be. He encouraged our avoidance of the use of DDT 

because, he does not trust the way it kills indiscriminately. DDT is an organochlorine insecticide used on 

crops to kill mosquitoes. It is a white, crystalline solid, tasteless and almost odorless. DDT in a technical 
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sense includes almost every conceivable form of solution such as; xylene, or petroleum distillates, 

emulsifiable concentrates, water-wettable powders, smoke candles, etc. 

         In more systematic manner, Paul Taylor furnished this point and popularized his view as biocentric 

egalitarianism. Taylor embellishes Schweitzer’s work “Reverence for Life”. The intellectual beauty given to 

Schweitzer’s write up lies in Taylor’s view and his careful defense of why it is reasonable to adopt the 

attitude of respect for nature. As a biocentric theorist, Taylor seeks for a “systematic and comprehensive 
account of the moral relations that exist between humans and other living things.” 17 As an ethical 

deontologist, Taylor in his biocentric utilitarianism, argues that, each individual living thing in nature, 

whether it is an animal, a plant, or a micro-organism is a, “teleological-centre-of-life having a good or well-
being of its own which can be enhanced or damaged, and that all individuals who are teleological-centre-of 
life have equal intrinsic value (or what he called “inherent worth)”18 which entitles them to moral respect. 

         There should be no person who would at a point in time practice any moral injustice against them. 

Such practice will otherwise account for irrational acts of men. The philosopher mostly associated with the 

extension of philosophical ethics to include animals is Peter Singer (born in 1946). In his 1975 work ‘The 

Animal Liberation’, Singer “popularizes the phrase “specisism” to draw a parallel with racism and sexism.”19 

This view linked with the ideal of moral wrongness in the denial of equality on the basis of race or sex. 

Singer argues that it is wrong to deny equal moral standing on the basis of species membership.  

 To the question what characterizes qualities a being for equal moral standing? Singer draws his 

answers from Bentham’s utilitarian extensionism: “the question is not, can they reason? Nor can they talk? 

But, can they suffer?” as has been noted already. He affirms that, “the capacity for suffering and to 
experience pain and enjoyment is a prerequisite for having interests all at, a condition that must be satisfied 
before we can speak of interests, in the meaningful way….” 20 
In response to this, Leopold’s view which stands influential in ecocentric ethic does not mean as such, 

Leopold (1887-1948) provoked many scholars then and now. In his 1989 essay “The Land Ethics”, Leopold 

changes in his thinking about the predators. His work, “The Land Ethics” demands that we stop treating the 

land as a mere object or resource. This is why he condemns us for cultivating, hunting or digging on the land 

as this will cause harm to the land. More so, construction of road or infrastructural development is impeded 

by this command: ‘do not harm the land’. In order to stop this, Leopold says that we have to move towards a 

“land ethics”, thereby granting moral standing to the land community itself, not-just its individual members 

as biocentrists would say.  

         Arne Naess radicalizes this ongoing issue in his works: “Life’s Philosophy, and Ecology, Community 

and Lifestyle” when he affirms that deep ecological feeling for the unity of all forms of life should be adopted 

in our daily dealings. As an admirer of life, Naess posits that life is essentially one. Hence, his life’s 

philosophy is deeply rooted in intuition. Additionally, life is a naturally phenomenon. Its nature possesses on 

us a philosophical problem on whether life per se is one as Naess opines, or, whether there are hierarchies of 

life visa-vis values on the earth? 

        

An Exposition of Arne Naess’ Environmental ethics 

The history of man is an ongoing race which for sure has received tremendous intellectual and sophisticated 

interpretations. Man has been left with the greatest legacy which is intellectual richness. Arne Naess, as we 

are going to see in this part, has had a profound influence on Norwegian philosophy and social research. 

Arne Dekke Eide Naess was born in Holmenkollen on January 27, 1912, near the city of Oslo. “He is a son of 
a banker and business man, Ragnar Naess, and the mother, Christine Dekke.” 21 As a child he begun to feel a 

particular affinity with tiny creatures, such as flies, arts, flowers, etc, and he “adopted a mountain, 
Hallingskarvet, as his surrogate father.”22 He studied philosophy, mathematics, and astronomy at the 

University of Oslo, in Paris and at the University of Vienna. He was profoundly influenced and inspired by 

Spinoza’s ethics which he read at the age of 17years a book recommended to him by a Norwegian Supreme 

Court judge and a mountaineer, Ferdinard Schelderup. Hence, Spinoza’s view of human nature (essence) 

inspired Naess greatly. Arne Naess died at the age of 96 years old in 2008. His most influential works 

include; Life’s Philosophy; Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, The shallow and the deep, long-range ecology 

movement; A summary, etc. Common to all Naess’ works is his systematic clarification of terms. Thus, 

“milieu or environments which are used interchangeable for the single Norwegian word Milj” 23 has a wider 

and more familiar connotation than environment. 
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        Thus, Naess’ key concept is self realization, which he used throughout the book in various guises. 

Keeping with his belief in the power of ‘To’ formulations, Arne Stubbornly “refuses to pin down this term to a 
rigid definition.” 24 His self-realization is not self-centered, it means a larger concept which includes all other 

potential beings, considering its Norwegian root meaning; “selv-realisering”-self realizing. He trenchantly 

holds that ‘identifisering’ in Norwegian-identifying parts of nature as parts of ourselves, is only what will 

help us to achieve self-realization. Of which I know this is not attainable in human life. No man can ever 

reach self-realization. It is active condition for all to incorporate all forms of life if we can achieve it. Naess 

hangs his mission on the ambit of holistic moral orientation, preaching for inclusion of other beings (species) 

in our idea of ‘Self’ and human quests. It is from this limelight that he affirms that intrinsic worth (value) is 

not only human feature, that every other creatures in the community of life has such values independent of 

their social or economic benefits to humans. 

 

                The Development of the phrase “Deep Ecology           

         The phrase “deep ecology” was coined by the Norwegian philosopher Arne Naess in 1973 and he helped 

to give it philosophical foundation. It describes itself as deep because it persists in asking deeper questions 

concerning “why” and “how” and thus is concerned with the fundamental philosophical questions about the 

impacts of human life as one part of the ecosphere, rather than with a narrow view of ecology as a branch of 

biological science. Deep ecology tries to avoid merely anthropocentric environmentalism. Central to Naess’ 

annoyance is that ecological science is concerned with facts and logic alone, and as such cannot answer 

ethical questions about how we should live in relation to our environments. Hence, he says that there is a 

need for ecological wisdom. Naess seeks to develop this by focusing on deep experiences, deep questioning 

and deep commitments especially on how we ought to relate with nature. Deep ecology seeks more holistic 

view of the world human lives in and seeks to apply to life the understanding that separate parts of the 

ecosystem, including humans function as a whole. The principle of the deep ecology includes the belief that 

like humanity, the living environment as a whole has the same right to live and flourish; that there is a 

sense of interconnection of life, that the planet earth and humans are a part of nature. Hence, life is 

fundamentally one. It is worth noting that deep ecology is rooted in a perception of reality that goes beyond 

the scientific framework to an intuitive awareness of the oneness of all life, the interdependence of its 

multiple manifestations and its cycles of changes and transformation. 

           Consequently, deep ecology is concerned with the metaphysics of nature, and of the self to nature. In 

cognizance of this, Naess adopted Spinoza’s idea of God in his attempt to describe the nature of living 

creatures. Spinoza’s God (Deus) is “immanent’-not something outside our world.” 25 However, God is the 

creative force in nature. For Naess, the deep ecology movement seeks for a deeper interpretation and relation 

of humans and environmental life; it maintains that everything in life is interrelated. Furthermore, the 

shallow ecology movement as Naess fondly calls it is committed to the fight against pollution, resources 

depletion. Its central objective is to protect the health and affluence of the people in developed countries, 

precisely the western world. In contrast, “deep ecology takes a relational, total-field perspective, rejecting the 
man-in-environment image in favour of a more holistic and non-anthropocentric approach.” 26 

         In a nutshell, deep ecology is ethico-philosophy and socio-political movement which refused to accept 

the primitive and modern notion that humans by their natural inclinations are essentially most valuable 

beings on the earth, and that animals and plants are created for human use to enhance their lives. The deep 

ecological outlook is “developed through an identification so deep that one’s own self is no longer adequately 
delimited by the personal ego or the organism”27(nature-centered environmentalism). This is not the same as 

it were in the time of Descartes. Descartes’ ego is the self ego which refuses to acknowledge other egos. 

Consciousness for Descartes is consciousness of self. The thinking self is the only existing reality. For 

Descartes, the ego is the credo of the ego-cogito. In Husserl’s transcendental ego, it is also the credo of the 

phenomenology. There is a clear distinction in Descartes’ ego and Husserl’s phenomenological ego. To 

Husserl, he did not make ego as the only existing truth; however, he suspended the ego and bracketed 

everything in order to discover the phenomenological ego. So, Husserl doubted every existent including the 

ego. In practice, deep ecologists support selflessness and non-egotist tendency. They support 

decentralization, the creation of eco-regions, the breakdown of industrialism in its currents form, and an end 

to authoritarianism. What deep ecology seeks to do as pointed by Naess is that it tends to preserve the 

integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. He said that if human actions tend not to do this, 

such action is wrong. For him, the deep ecological point of view states “the right of all forms of life to live as 
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universal right which cannot be quantified. No single species of living being has more this particular right to 
live and unfold than any other species.” 28 

          Undoubtedly human beings are aspects of nature unfolding themselves as a single reality with degree 

of metaphysical differences. Human nature is unfathomable so much so that man wonders about his 

relationship with other beings. To this complexity of nature and humans, at best, the environmental 

contents, man is condemned to accept that his life by nature has iota of connectivity with nature (other forms 

of life). Then, the question is, what is it to assert that nature is a part of human life? 

 

                  Naess on the meaning of Nature and feeling for Life 

 The anthropocentric environmentalism claims that “the essence of nature to humans depends on the 
satisfaction we receive from it, that any attempt to deny man this satisfaction leads to alienation of man by 
himself.” 29 In Greek, nature is physics. In contrast, Naess rejects this instrumental view, arguing that 

nature and human beings are inseparable. Harm to nature is at the same time harm to mankind. He then 

sees nature as essential part of human life (essence). To him, when we remove nature from human beings, 

their essences as beings have gone because human beings are not isolated beings by nature. Thus, the unity 

of things is life which is in turn the essence of human beings. Naess calls this essence nature. Naess’ nature 

is a metaphysical whole correlated with human life such that the two are the pure unity of things. It is more 

than the physical or environmental contents like the micro-organisms, plants or animals. 

   A feeling for nature in Naess’ view is not merely emotional passivism. Borrowing Spinoza’s maxim “active 

emotion (positive emotion), the kind that is driven by ‘ratio’-reason, Naess succinctly explains a feeling for 

nature in this sense (positive or active feeling for nature). He captures this point when he states that: 

Throughout history we in Norway have had a wide spectrum in our emotional attitudes to sea, mountain, 

forest. By and large, positive emotions have played a leading role in the choice of a home. Obviously the fear 

of landslides, avalanches, and other apparent dangers has also affected the location of buildings; we need to 

expand the subject of feeling for nature.30 

 However, nature is seen in Norway as “untouched or unexploited nature. Naess therefore uses capital 

‘N’ to distinguish his idea of nature from other ideas. For him, a feeling for nature is “a positive feeling for 

areas that are not obviously dominated by human activity.”31 Spinoza gave an exact meaning to Norwegian 

idea when he asserts that “the highest and to which humans could inspire consists in the knowledge of the 

union existing between the mind and the whole of nature.”32 Aristotle sees nature in term of purpose. The 

purpose of nature is to ensure human happiness. The specific happiness of humans as beings must be aimed 

at in the life society. For him, environment exists “for the sake of the citizens and not the citizens for the 

sake of the environment.”33 

               In Naess principle of diversity and of symbiosis, he insists that diversity enhances potentialities of 

survival, the chances of new models of life, the richness of forms. Diversity of human life, he says, is in part 

due to (intended or unintended) exploitation and suppression on the part of certain groups. The exploiter 

lives differently from the exploited, but both are adversely affected in their potentialities of self-realization. 

Meanwhile, life emerges as we live it. Hence, life is a succession of different ones with varying aims and 

objectives. Life is one. Together with his colleague (friend) George Sessions, Naess in 1984 defined eight 

points which are based on the principle that every living creature has its own intrinsic worth, and the same 

applies to natural wealth and biological diversity. The points read thus:  

 All living beings have intrinsic value; The diversity and richness of life has intrinsic value; Except to 

satisfy vital needs, mankind does not have the right to reduce this diversity and this richness; it would be 

better for human beings if there were fewer of them and much better for other living creatures; Today the 

extent and nature of human interference in the various ecosystems are not sustainable, and the lack of 

sustainability is rising: Decisive improvement requires considerable changes; social, economic, technological 

and ideological;  An ideological change would essentially entail seeking a better quality of life rather 

than a raised standard of living; and those who accept the aforementioned points are responsible for trying to 

contribute directly or indirectly to the realization of the necessary changes.34 

 The above observations were motivated by a philosophy of life or religion. Speaking from Naess’ 

axiom, in the past, people have had, and many still have strong positive feelings for the place where they feel 

that they belong. Deep ecology movement and its members today try to stimulate a feeling for the district in 

which they are living. They also try to awaken such feelings among the future generation. This kind of 

feeling is what Naess calls bioregionalism. The preservation of forest is to unfold a deeper reality in human 
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existence. Hence, human beings can be of use in improving the conditions of life on earth. Consequently, 

Naess thoughts that we need not only to think differently about nature, but also to act and feel differently. 

Political changes, he contends, require emotional changes within us.    

 As an admirer of deep cultural differences, and a rich variety of sustainable ways of living within a 

culture, Naess feels that it is a little presumptuous to propound some ethico-ecological theories, even if they 

only attempt to describe his personal view of life. 

        In conformity with the possibilistic attitude to life, everything is possible. That is, anything can happen. 

This light of reasoning stems from Naess’ conviction that nothing is absolutely conceivable to man especially, 

the future. We don’t have mastery over the future he contends. Something happened in the past may be 

conceivably known to man, but nevertheless the future. The theory of possibilism claims that the future is 

imaginably related with the principle of surprises.       

 The theory of pluralism is central to the Naess’ thinking about life. It stresses the importance of a 

subject or a situation in varying perspectives. These perspectives revolve around many possibilities in every 

situation, whether in the past, present or future, a drastic reminder is there to illuminate us on any 

circumstance. In short, “possibilism and pluralism are expressions of the fundamental way in which some of 

us feel life and the world around us.”35 

           

Ecosophy-T, as the unity of all things 

 An ecosophy is a comprehensive view partly inspired by work on solving the ecological crisis. The word 

ecosophy is composed of the prefix eco, which comes from the Greek work ‘Oikos’, meaning “household”. The 

root-sophy is from the Greek Sophia, stands for wisdom. Ecosophy therefore concerns with wisdom in 

relation to the foundation of life on earth. Used in another way, ecosophy could mean a technology of life. In 

short, ecosophy identifies itself with a biology which clearly states the biological peculiarities of human 

beings, as well as the differences, e.g. between human and animal communication. Hence, human beings 

consciously perceive the urge other living beings have for self-realization, for this, they must assume a kind 

of responsibility for our conduct towards other creatures. The ecosophy Naess sought to expound is ecosophy-

T (‘T’ for Tvergastein, Naess’ hut in the Hallingskarvet Mountain in Norway. Moreover, Naess’ ecosophy-T 

arouse from strong feeling which he calls the intuitive root of ecosophy-T.  In a traditional sense, it is a 

philosophy that found its start point on the tradition and culture of Norway where nature is seen as 

untouched and unexploited. 

 

         Deep Ecology and Environmental Schools 

       The development and the goal of deep ecology are to re-orient the world on the ongoing environmental 

crises. The exponents of deep ecology were not comfortable with the anthropocentric school which holds that 

human is the center and the pinnacle of everything of the world. In this section, we explore some similarities 

between some ecological schools at the same time compare their tenability in application in our human 

society. 

        Anthropocentrism is a school of thought that considers human being as the center of the universe and 

the pinnacle of all creation. The exponents of this school based their claims on the Judeo-Christian tradition. 

For example, Thomas Aquinas insisted that only humans have moral intellect to distinguish good from bad. 

Animals, for him, cannot do that. In contrast, Naess’ philosophy of life embellishes the deep, ecological 

schools. They aim at stabilizing and reducing human population to a sustainable minimum number of 

human beings without revolution or dictatorship. According to Naess, all ecological schools are bounded by 

deep feelings. Hence, there is a core democracy in the biosphere according to him. Deep ecologies as a whole 

are inspired by intuitive feeling for the unity of life as a whole except in a wider development and in more 

personalized maxim as we saw in Naess’ ecosophy T. This has a wider meaning, not merely an attack to 

human population.  

        The debate that human beings are not the pinnacles moral standing found expression across to animal 

right movement. Animals are valued by people for a variety purposes. To some people, animals possess their 

own intrinsic worth independent of their instrumental use by humans. Peter Singer embellished this point in 

his book “The Animal Liberation”. Bentham and Singer unanimously asked whether animals other than man 

suffer. Most people quickly accepted that animals like dogs and pigs do suffer, and this seems also to be 

assumed by those laws that prohibit cruelty to such animals. For Descartes, animals lack linguistic capacity 

and therefore lack a mental or psychological life; hence, they should not be treated equitably to human 
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beings. For him, animals are not sentient. If so, of course, they (animals) cannot be caused pain. Because of 

this, Cartesians claim that “they are mere automate.”36            

        Ecofeminism is a socio-political school of thouthl which emphasizes for the existence of considerable 

common ground between environmentalism and feminism. Ecological feminism was coined by a French 

philosopher Françoise d ̍Eaubonne in 1974. As a philosophical thought and ecological movement, it beliefs 

that “the social mentality leads to the domination and oppression of women is directly connected to the social 
mentality that leads to the abuse of the natural environment.”37 Jan Clausen captures this view when he 

writes that: There is now a growing awareness that Western philosophical tradition which has identified, on 

the one hand, maleness with the sphere of rationality, and on the other hand, femaleness with the sphere of 

nature, has provided one of the main intellectual bases for the domination of women (and nature) in Western 

culture.38 

  It is common in ecofeminism and deep ecology that a strong parallel should exist between the 

oppression and subordination of nature, degradation of nature land women in the ecosystem through 

construction of differences into conceptual binaries and ideological hierarchies among humans. 

             

  Theoretical Paradigm 

 In the quest to come up with mitigate approach that is capable to contribute in maintaining our 

environment at a steady level without exhausting our natural resources or causing some ecological damage, 

we adopted Sustainable Development concept approach for the study; so that the future environment and its 

people would not be put into jeopardy. This is because, the previous global sustainability of humankind is 

now threatened by the dynamics of technology, economy and population rise, which now accelerate the 

unsustainable environmental change. Sustainable development as an approach is of great essence in 

environmental resources management and preservation. That is why Bossel (1991:1) asserts that, the 

sustainability of the human society becomes an urgent concern. 

Sustainable Development (SD) has broad definitions, and different perspectives. Sustainability is a dynamic 

concept. Bossel (1999:4) argues that: 

Societies and their environments change, technologies and cultures change, values and aspirations change, 

and a sustainable society must allow and sustain such change that is, it must allow continuous, viable and 

vigorous (sustainable) development, which is what we mean by sustainable development.  

 

Bossel (1994) added that sustainable development of human has environmental, material, ecological, social, 

economic, legal, cultural, political and psychological dimensions that require attention.  Before the 

popularization of sustainable development by Brundtland Commission (1987), the modern emphasis on 

sustainable utilization of natural resources was traced by O’Riodan (1988) to a series of African based 

conferences in the 1960s, and discussions by the World Environment Conference in Stockholm in 1972. It 

was the World conservative strategy that first brought the concept-Sustainable Development into focus 

(IUCN, 1988 in Goddey, 2008:15). It was the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and 

Development (UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro, and the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) 

in Johannesburg resolutions that adopted Sustainable Development goals to carry forward a bold green 

development agenda to 2030 (Uwaegbulam, 2012:56, June 18). Earlier on, it was the Brundtland 

Commission’s Report that highlighted the need to simultaneously address developmental and environmental 

imperatives (Onuoha and Ozor, 2010:45 in Anyadike et al (eds.) 2010). Therefore, it is the visionary of the 

World Commission on Environment and Development chaired by the former Prime Minister of Norway, Gro 

Brundtland in their “Our Common Future” published (1981) known as Brundtland Commission that defines 

sustainable development. It is development that seeks to meet the needs and aspirations of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own future needs (Bossel 1999; Goddey 

2008; World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) 1987 in Abdullahi 2012:95 in Okpaga 

and Bako (eds.) 2012). It means prosperity that is globally shared and environmental sustainable (Sachs 

2008:31). But, without better environment stewardship, development will be undermined and without 

accelerated development in poor countries (like Nigeria) environmental policies will fail (Onuoha, 2009:46, in 

Eboh, Ozor, Onuoha and Chukwu (eds.) 2009). In order to fast track development amongst the developing 

countries like Nigeria, Brundtland (2012) advised the use of science as key to the way forward to achieving a 

more sustainable planet (Ekah, 2012:21). Regrettably, sub-Saharan countries and other poor developing 
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countries have low scientific and technological capabilities to achieving the technical perspectives of 

sustainable development.  

 The key principles or characteristic features of sustainable development in this study are that: 

• Humanity’s well-being and improved quality of life of the people is at the epicentre of sustainable 

development. 

• It incorporates the spirit of intra and inter-generation equity that endeavours to make both the 

present and future generation to be healthy and productive without exhausting the natural resources 

or cause some environmental or ecological damage. 

• It requires effective participation of both the governments and the public in the implementation of 

sustainable development programmes. 

• It is geared towards innovation and socio-economic prosperity in an efficient and environment friendly 

manner. 

• It incorporates measures to contain, reduce, prevent, control or mitigate the environmental damage 

being caused by global warming and climate change adverse effects. 

• It contains approaches that grow more goods and services, empower the citizenry and still preserve or 

protect the environment. 

• In its precautionary feature, Québec (2002:1) aptly asserts that sustainable development offers 

alternative action to be taken “when there are threats of serious or irreversible damage (like the 

current climate change catastrophes being experienced globally), that the lack of full scientific 

certainty must not be used as a reason for postponing the adoption of effective measures (as being 

provided by sustainable development approach) to prevent environmental degradation. That is why 

sustainable development paradigm becomes imperative to this study. 

 Sustainable Development acknowledges the primacy of country’s policy measures that incorporate the 

economy, ecology and the people’s present and future needs. The magnitude of the adverse effects of climate 

change upon the planet Earth especially among those of the developing countries like Nigeria is getting 

worrisome. It needs both adaptive and mitigative approaches in order to reduce and stabilize the impact of 

global warming and to contain the atmospheric GHGs not to go beyond the 20 centigrade set targets. This 

motivated the choice of sustainable development.  

 The Rio 1992 and Johannesburg 2002 put sustainable development on the map for its application 

amongst the countries of the world including Nigeria. To apply its tenets to Nigerian environment in order to 

contribute significantly in maintaining the environment at a steady level without exhausting the natural 

resource, Adebinpe and Adeleke (2008) came up with some advisory comments. These include that, 

precautionary principle and recognition that each government is responsible for creating condition for 

sustainable development within its own boarders; that sustainable development encompasses a number of 

basic political challenges: democratization, respects for human rights, combating corruption and appropriate 

resources management.  

 This is because the tenets being applied would significantly make the Nigerian environment to 

continue to function indefinitely in its quest of producing more goods and services without endangering the 

welfare needs of the future generation, as it tends to avoid extreme sectoral imbalances that would damage 

agricultural and industrial sectors. Socially, the tenets would tend to support its people by empowering them 

with its all inclusive participation of all stakeholders in its socio-economic programmes that endeavour to 

achieve social mobility and distributional equity and provide adequate social services to its people without 

jeopardizing the planet Earth in the effort to reducing the adverse effects of climate change. Rather, it would 

endeavour to maintain the planet Earth through the above measures that tend to improve the ecosystem 

that conserve the environment in a sustainable manner. This would tend to avoid over exploitation via 

industrialization and urbanization. That is what the GWSNP and other renewable programme measures are 

meant to achieve. This would allow continuous, viable and rigorous sustainable environment in Nigeria.  

 The choice of sustainable development as the paradigm for this study is due to its relevance in the 

analysis of effects of climate change via mitigative programmes amongst developing countries like Nigeria. It 

is our contention, that the world (including Nigeria) can certainly save itself, from its current ecological, 

demographic, and economic trajectory; if the world (developed and poor developing countries) cooperate 

effectively. Sachs (2008:6) argued that this can be achieved through sustainable system of energy, land, and 

resource use that (can) avert the most dangerous trends of climate change and destruction of ecosystems.  
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Research Procedure  

The design used for this study was documentary research method cross-sectional survey research. This was 

conducted through simple observation that reviewed documents and records on climate change and Nigerian 

Governments efforts up to 2011 and beyond, especially on mitigations more than adaptation strategy 

documents. This enabled us to assess and suggest that Nigeria, as a developing country, should adopt 

mitigative approach in tackling the adverse effects of climate change. The study being qualitative in nature 

used the descriptive method. This enabled us to collect, describe and interpret all the data collected in the 

course of this study. This enabled us to critically examine our hypotheses with the view to validate or state 

otherwise through the analysis of all information gathered about the phenomenon under study. 

To generate data for this study we made extensive use of documentary research method otherwise referred to 

as secondary sources. This includes written material documents which have been produced for other 

purposes rather than the area under study. The sources from where we generated data for this study include 

official documents from the United Nations-United Nations Framework Conventions on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC), UNDP-Environment and Energy Group, and Official documents from Ministry of Environment 

and other government agencies like the Nigerian Meteorological Agency (NIMET). We made extensive use of 

relevant documents and data from journals, books, periodicals, seminars and conference papers, magazines, 

newspapers and internet materials that relate to the area under study. 

What is more, we opted to use secondary data for this study because we agreed with Hyman (1987) in 

Nachmais and Nachmais (1992:292) which states that, in research on more contemporary issues (like climate 

change), the investigator researches through a wide range of materials covering different areas and eras 

which may result in greater scope and depth than is possible with a single primary data projects. Nachmais 

(1993:293) added that with such secondary analysis, we can better  understand the historical context, and by 

analyzing data collected in different times on similar issues, we can also describe and explain change (like 

that of climate). 

 To achieve high validity and reliable work that is coherent, the data collected were thoroughly 

analyzed and synthesized. The research work being qualitative in nature, we processed the data through the 

inductive logical method. That made us to conduct our analysis and presentation of data to emanate from 

particular to general. As one of the functions of science is to establish via inductive explanation a particular 

or general impression or law about a given society like Nigeria and its environment, we therefore used the 

inductive logical method to convert our simple observations and secondary data in order to make a climate 

change statement in a scientific manner.  

 The secondary data collected were analyzed through qualitative descriptive statistics, by drawing out 

the relationship from the variables. This made us to make logical arguments. In the course of analyzing the 

data, we separated the data and grouped them hypothesis by hypothesis. The findings and discussions were 

done around the three hypotheses, which we have earlier on posited. 

         

EVALUATION 

With the clarification of Naess’ ethical environmentalism, let usl now present an interpretation, and 

evaluation of his concept of deep ecology. This critique diverges from the interpretation of most Naess’ critics. 

we did this in order to cast more light on Naess’ view of the relation between human beings and nature; that 

life as a whole is one; that we have the same intrinsic values with animals and all creatures including 

crawling organisms. Thus the notion that it is only at point of vital needs and functional needs that the value 

of humans outweigh or supersede animals, or, plants values call for critical reflection to know the tenability 

of Naess’ claim. The central aim here is to know how Naess deep ecology will help to develop our 

environment/nation. In evaluating his environmental ethics, it becomes necessary to note that it is neither 

entirely bad nor entirely good. In short, its bad nature lies in its extreme disrespect for science and 

technology, it slows development by application. That is, in practice, deep ecology does not encourage 

massive industrialization and it rejects modern infrastructures. Concerning its positive side, ecosophy (deep 

ecology) could be said that it is morally oriented, passionate and it cares for the welfare of future 

generations. Naess’ deepened concern about the future generations was not a miscalculated attempt. 

Meanwhile, it took Naess time to reflect on the future and the well-being of children in the society which he 

would like every other person in the community of life to do exactly the same. But, is there any circumstance 
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that the life of animals and wild plants is most meaningful to the human life? Naess’ answer to this question 

is yes but only in terms of judging life as one. 

   Development involves increment of mental and physical state of a nation or group of person. It is a process 

of growth which undergoes certain changes in order to unfold new phase. Development is both abstract and 

concrete growths. The abstract growth includes internal development whereas the concrete development 

unfolds itself in external (physical) objects. The objects of development in this context are matter and form. 

By development, we mean both material and spiritual up to well doing which must be human-centered. Igwe 

Stanley C. captures this when he avers that “development typically involves improvement in a variety of 
indicators such as literacy rates, life expectancy, and poverty rates.39 It implies that development 

ameliorates poverty and improves the living standard of a nation. Development should be able to improve 

the educational level of its citizens. Thus, development is educative, and it is human centered. When we talk 

of education, it includes both the physiological and psychological education, not a mere acquisition of reading 

and writing skills. Walter Rodney defined development in a human society as “a many sited process. At the 
level of the individual, it implies increased skill and capacity, greater freedom, creativity, self-discipline, 
responsibility and material well-being.” 40 

Development must be universally good, because it is the conditions leading to economic expansion. Joseph 

Nnaemeka Chukwuma. In his work, “Poverty Alleviation: The key to sustainable Development in Nigeria”, 

opines that this kind of development is known. “When we talk of a situation where the nation will graduate 

from underdevelopment to a level of economic, political, social and infrastructural wellbeing that will last or 

stand the test of time….”41 

This implies that development involves a holistic, and a purposeful change which must touch all the facets of 

human endeavour. Development turns to the diverse needs and desires of mankind, and pays attention to 

the social groups within which the abject poverty is ameliorated for a well perceived good living to come into 

place.  

Technology and science says Naess are exploitative and destructive. Because of this, he has bad impression 

about modern industrialization which invites inevitably environmental problems such as pollution, depletion 

of ozone layer, manipulation of nature without mercy, destabilization of our rich environmental components 

including human beings. He therefore suggested that technology and science have to be life conscious and 

rejected the idea of massive industrialization, authoritarianity, (the belief that human are playing guidance 

over nature), and crucified centralization. Science and technology must not destroy lives wantonly he says. 

Naess categorically affirmed that “the necessity of efforts to change mentality is closely associated with the 
necessity of organized efforts for enviable changes in the structure of society.” 42 

        If a development is destructive on the side of nature, and such development is human centered, it is 

justifiable. When Aristotle averred that plants and animals directly and indirectly exist for the sake of man, 

he knew much well that without food and plants man’s life is miserable. The same applies to the idea of 

modern building. Man must have a roof over his head in order to enjoy his existence. One has to imagine how 

his life would look like if we live indifferent from animals. Even animals have hooves or hidden places that 

serve as shades for them how much more us human beings. Some domestic animals desire for shelter. When 

it is raining for instance, dogs, cats, rats, some birds hasten to their shades. At times in the case of dogs and 

cats, they struggle with their owner whom to enter the house first. More so, for massive industrialization and 

urbanization to come into play, man must encroach on nature or the environment. Undoubtedly, 

deforestation paves way for industrialization and industrialization in turn brings social and economic 

development. Can there be good network of roads, commercial businesses, modern infrastructures as well as 

rich environmental structures (modern building like schools, hospitals, recreational centers, museum etc) for 

the advancement of human beings, if we do not tamper or destroy the environment? Apparently, it is not 

possible unless we want to live in a miserable society worse than polluted environment. We cannot because 

of environmental crises stop human advancement. Human advancement should take a phase of human 

interest.  

Even if the deep ecological movements are indirectly advocating for human welfare even though, some deep 

ecologists like Naess refuses to pin down his concepts to anthropocentrism. The ancient philosophers like 

Plato and Socrates were not ignorant when they located development in the mind of human being. 

Development is a state of well-being of a human soul. Knowing too well that animals do not possess this 

distinctive part of human person (the soul), they maintained that development must take care of human soul 

and not another way round. The Thomistic traditions did the same, arguing for the development of the soul. 
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The later Cartesian scholars, for example, Descartes and Nicholas Malebranche insisted that man is the 

pinnacle of the universe and not animals. Since man is the center of thing who is composed of two elements 

the soul and the body, and that he is endowed with reason, development is human enterprise because, only a 

rational being know what is desirable for him. Animals do not know what is desirable for them.  

       Recently, human activity is effecting climatic and atmospheric change at a rate unprecedented in some 

parts of the world. In Nigeria for example, we have heard of Niger-Delta, or the Riverine areas (the oil 

states) that in many occasions have agitated for the rehabilitation of their environment, and cry for 

government to play a responsive role to ensure that life of people are secured. The environmental 

degradation, oil spillage, greenhouse effect, natural disaster, pollution of all kinds, air, water and land are 

witnessed in some parts of the world today.  People of these areas were concerned about human life and not 

animal not plant. Even though, they may have pointed out that plants and animals are at risk, but the prima 

idea behind their movements is for human interests. The two related problems, example, greenhouse effect 

and depletion of the ozone layer are the most visible ones of these environmental challenges. However, “a 
number of chemicals, especially a group of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) have the ability to react chemically 
with and breakdown ozone.43 The call for environmental well-being is for human good. It is pertinent that 

among the consequences of an increased exposure to ultra-violet radiation would be an increase in a variety 

of cancers and damage to DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) molecules in human beings, plants and animals. This 

is accurately true, but it does not imply that these urgent quests for environmental revitalization are for the 

sake of environments (animals and wild animals). 
         However, men as philosophers, and common sense have confirmed to be rational being, and should be 

placed on top, and not nature (animals and wild plants). We don’t agree with the idea that we should 

reverence nature on the ground that they will  live and desire to live like humans. Conative characteristic is 

exclusively human quality. Apart from that, Naess did not draw a clear boundary between human beings 

and nature with regards to whether his suggestion implies that we should treat the life of pigs or bedbugs 

with as much respect as we treat human life? Does the life of a virus or of a bacterium worthy as that of 

human life? If not, does he offer any formula for resolving conflict between human life and the life of HIV 

virus? If Naess did not clear us from these points, we should not place human life on the same rank with 

other creatures. The implication then is that the metaphysical conceptions of Naess that life is one, that all 

forms of life are one is hereby dissolved as logical truth. It does not follow that HIV virus or some dangerous 

bacteria are valuable more than human life. However, there is a metaphysical hierarchy of beings, ranging 

from Supreme Being to the lowest beings, that is, animals and plantations. Thus human beings are 

discursive and rational beings, animals are not. Ecosophy is pure mythic and utopic, even he (Naess) cannot 

submissively give his life to such virus to mesmerize him. We don’t agree to his extremism because of his 

attitude towards human health. However, man must encroach on nature to cure his disease by using herbs 

and other curable creature.       
 

Conclusion 

When the words of life say that human is essentially a living being endowed with unique features different 

from other classes of animals, it is not mistaking the truth. In the New Testament, “Christ enters the 

wilderness too fast for forty days only then to be tempted by Satan.”44 In the same book of life, precisely in 

the Old Testament, Adam and Eve were banished from the Garden of Eden into an “accursed wilderness that 

will grow thorns and thistles for you and none but wild plants for you to eat.”45 The first reference is the 

symbolism of which it is clear that wilderness which some environmental ethicists and Naess in particular 

are protecting not only is dangerous, but it is also a home of devil. The second instance is quite clear that 

nature is meant to serve man. In real sense, trees, and other natural resources supply us the opportunity for 

building good life. We agree with John Locke who sees the nature as God’s gift to people in common. Hence, 

nature for him is a real estate and a commodity to be owned and used by man. Even when Jean Jack 

Rousseau was advocating for the education and politicization to be guided by principles derived from an 

understanding of the nature and intrinsic goodness of human beings, he knew the implication of what he 

said. Undoubtedly anthropocentrism or human centered view of the environment has more practicable 

influence over human’s relationship with the environment than Naess’ utopic intuitionism (deep ecology). 

 In conclusion, we want to observe that humans should not rely on the consciousness or rational 

(mental) quality of man to over exploit nature. We should also consider the fact that the argument of reason 



Specialty Journal of Agricultural Sciences, 2016, Vol, 2 (2): 77-97 

 

90 
 

is no longer holding strong conviction, as many higher animals can perform physiological behaviour as we 

have exemplified somewhere in this work. 

Meanwhile, if Cartesians were right, that is, even if sentience is the most defensible criterion of moral 

standing, then non-human animals cannot have such standing. As for moderate (which we feel is the best) 

anthropocentrism, this is not right because it is not defensible. We are aware that recently most animals 

exhibit physiological and behavioral responses similar to those of human beings and possess developed 

central nervous systems whose presence is normally sufficient for us to infer the presence of pain and 

pressure, for example, dogs, bats, chimpanzees, etc share with human beings in that features. This 

skepticism by Cartesians is irrational as Darwin pointed. Additionally, criterion of sentience would not only 

include certain animals (those that are sentient) contrary to Descartes, we assume many are but excluded 

non sentient humans. Is there any human who is not sentient? Possibly, the irreversibly comatose or partly 

brainless, that is, anencephalic, first-trimester fetuses and those of the later fetal stages are not sentient. 

Then, if this is the case, the Cartesian argument, is indefensible. A stronger argument is that lack of 

linguistic capacity. Animals have no linguistic capacity, although, they can communicate in a way which is 

peculiar to animal world.  

Admittedly, we never can tell what our attitudes towards nature will result. We should therefore, cultivate 

environmental education in our individual minds and inculcate these values to our younger ones. A new 

system of education to enlighten children and reorient sciences should be adopted. For example, there should 

be subject introduced in the primary, secondary down to universities and tertiary institutions, which would 

cover and unravel the etiquette of life in our environment. Naess eight points which are based on the 

principle that every living creature has its own intrinsic worth, and owe some moral obligations should not 

be frowned. 

As we have pointed before, intuitions is a noble quality of morals, that is, moral which challenges us to play 

father role in our dealings with things around us including nature. Seen thus, the best and most beneficial 

environmental ethics is really, the moderate environmental ethics or what some philosophers may call 

inclusive environmental ethics. At best, Naess calls it philosophy of life (life ethics). Additionally, to identify 

with all life as Naess aptly suggests does not imply an abandonment of our cultural heritage, moral 

exhortation, non-punishment of eco-criminals, it rather implies our positive incorporation of our 

environments to unfold our potentials. Education comes into play and moral conduct embellishes it. 
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