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The major thrust of this work is to map out the

route to the revision of rationality and its actions.

Of course, current practice is to weigh wildlife and other

nonhuman life on an economic scale. Preservationists,

perhaps unknowingly, act as if to suggest a form of

rational behavior fundamentally at odds with the industrial

mind. Yet no preservationist has ever suggested the absur-

dity of a retreat to an earlier social epoch. Bits and

pieces of a notion evoking a sustainable society have been

discussed, although no one has theorized about the nature

of the self that would be requisite for such a society.

A new discourse does not gain admission from outside

the social consciousness, but is constructed from the ruins

of old ideas, from the tension within a society. Although

environmental politics is well-known in the form of "Green"

parties, eco-f eminists , and lobbyists for the preservation

of wild species, the rational grounds for these views are

poorly understood. In order to spell out the nature of a

political ecology it is necessary to construct its foundation

and "deconstruct" the bases for the ideas that put in motion

the forces indifferent to the earth.

This work is conceptual rather than historical.

Numerous works have already traced the historical roots of

our environmental problems. The project of a social theory

to displace the tradition from Hobbes to Adam Smith and to



3

Max Weber must take a new turn, the ecological turn. The

move proceeds from reflections on contemporary events to a

reflection on the nature of the self brought into being by

a process which for now can be called "abstraction."

The procedure leads us to consider the core meaning

of environmentalism and the social idea behind it. The

problem, sharpened in chapter two, leads to the conclusion

that moral and political terms taken together are the only

ones useful toward a definition of ecological society. We

realize that the ecological turn means a revision of the fu-

ture as set out for us by Hobbes, Smith, and Weber. Similar-

ly a reconsideration of morality in a political context can

only be discussed if there is a new basis for thinking of

human life directed toward ends that serve a life-regarding

sensibility. If, as the tradition has it, the point of

social life is analogous to a closed loop, then the fate of

the earth, almost certainly, is to die slowly. At the same

time, the fate of a certain human image will be to give way

to a cynical creature bent on self-absorption, power, and

destruction, images from the tradition.



CHAPTER I

HOMOCENTRISM VERSUS ECOCENTRISM

The Problem of Environmentalism

Perhaps the most urgent question confronting modern

man/woman is what kind of world they want to have. By

"world" we mean the physical landscape and the human kind

that will inhabit it. The present course is to multiply

and grow. Soon our landscape will be a jungle of develop-

ment and all wilderness will disappear. There are many

environmentalists who mourn each loss of wilderness and see

in each passing the possibility that a certain human kind

will fade away

.

Social theorists, philosophers, and other students

of the life of the mind and society have tended to treat

their question-problems as if human life existed in our built

spaces and nowhere else. Indeed, they have tended to treat

human life as if it were the only life and the only signifi-

cant entity on earth. Both our intellectual and social life

encourage the assumption that humanity is self-sufficient.

Our questions about the status and nature of morality, the

ultimate basis for knowledge of the objective world, and

4



5

the nature of a social science all assume that our humanity

has remained unchanged through the ages and that our human-

ity is the only subject of concern to theorists of mind

and society.

About our humanity, we moderns have come to suppose

that minds are the locus of our being. When we do consider

our bodies, we tend to suppose them to be largely abstracted

from a place, a supposition further encouraged by our forays

into outer space. Thus, the world we represent to ourselves

brings to mind a mental space more than it does a lived

environment. Our disembodied minds allow us to think of

ourselves in terms of our own rationality. We are in this

manner locked into thinking about ourselves as rational

egos, precluding an idea of humanity as bound up with tra-

ditions and customs distinctly tied to a particular place

and its land. Modernity, of course, has been treated as

a theme from countless perspectives. It presents the most

difficulty, however, to the quest for a social science, an

understanding of the social in these terms. There is but

one reason to raise this issue. The quest for a social

science has never been couched in terms of the modern

human type standing in sharp contrast to the antiquated

human types of various traditions. Max Weber gave us the

categories in which we think of modern bureaucratic society

and the humanity it embodies; but we have little under-
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standing of the deep contrast by which we may further

understand the modern self. Furthermore, Claude Levi-

Strauss gave us insights into the nature of the primitive

mind, but we have no method by which to grasp the problem

of modern humanity as a shift in consciousness from an

"inhabitant" to a socially constructed being.

The project here is to present both the rudiments

of a method and an inquiry into the nature of humanity

devoid of being, that is, a human created by the social

fabric and not conscious of any debt to the natural world.

Because a great many people have voiced serious doubts

about the vast, ongoing destruction of wildlife, forests,

antarctic ecosystems, and ocean life including the great

mammals and birds, it becomes apparent that a segment of

humanity experiences the extinction of wild nature as a

loss. Hence, this inquiry could focus on the question

"what is environmentalism?" but the reader would be apt to

miss the deeper problem persisting beneath the flotsam of

questions about the destruction of the environment. The

clue that there is a deeper problem is easy to discover.

Policy makers are mirrors of the social mind, the prevail-

ing rationality. Environmental and natural resource policy

are based on the ideas we hold about the "workability"

of a modern (post) industrial social system. Given the

ideas moderns have of themselves and their social world,
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it is not surprising that the nonhuman world finds no

place in the self-understanding of modern people. And,

if nonhumanity has no place in our psyches, then it belongs

to the world of commodities. The logic of all this would

be tight and well accepted, except that it is not; at least

it is not completely accepted. That a battle rages with

the point of having this logic internalized by all is not

arguable. What is of interest is the rebellion itself,

the rebellion against being disinherited from a form of

humanity, from a form of thought and action that is being

swept away by a virulent strain of humanity.

The upshot, the sense of this inquiry, is to under-

stand, interpret the nature of this sensibility that

refuses to go quietly into the good night. What is the

quiddity of this version of humanity? What kind of world

would be manifest if such people were dominant? What forms

would rationality take? To answer these queries, the

method of interrogation from the hypothetical standpoint

of what may be called "ecocentri sm" is required. The

standpoint itself is fairly well understood in the philo-

sophical literature on ecological understanding; the social

theory, the politics, its thought and action are much less

well understood. Feminist ecology has been developed along

the lines of a nonexploi tive world view espousing philo-

sophical holism.'*' But something more than a set of
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principles is required to grasp the problems we moderns face,

and the kind of alternative that would both manage problems

of scarcity, resolve problems of artificial scarcity, and

create more humane and equitable conditions for a less

populated world. Rather than propound a set of a priori

principles for ameliorating the human condition (the worst

kind of theorizing), the point here is to understand the

ecocentric self and the moral science it entails.

More superficially, it has been thought that

environmentalists seek a clean, beautiful, and spacious

world to ultimately benefit themselves. It is charged that

the kind of world they want is one molded in their own

image, while other people want a different world, one that

is highly developed and taps every existing resource. The

proponents of social wealth view instrumentally the earth

and what it contains. They see features of the nonhuman

world as a means to an end, the end being social wealth.

The world molded in the image of these "possessive individ-

uals" is a strange image, for it does not have a human face

but only of the things they possess.

Instrumentalists, as we will call the proponents

of social wealth, reply that the end which they seek is

not really social wealth but rather the kind of pleasure

and happiness derived from material goods. What their

spokespersons say is that they hold to certain ideas of
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the good, namely human well-being
, which is grounded in the

premise that human well-being is intrinsically good. Of

course, the idea of what constitutes "well-being," v>;hat

kind of a world would be required for human well-being,

is open to widely diverse interpretations.

The contemporary conflict between environmentalists

and such instrumentalists seems, then, to reflect a debate

between two view of the good life or what has come to be

called "the quality of life" schism. As such, there is

little to consider in this extreme relativism. Yet this

is where the question of environmentalism has been left,

as a conflict between opposing wants and desires. It should

be understood from the opening statements and questions that

this notion of environmentalism is bogus and also absurd.

The explanation follows.

Environmentalists point out that value is a slippery

term, for the instrumentalists ascribe value only to human

states of mind and not to intrinsic qualities of being

discerned in nonhuman entities. Environmentalists further

point out that value in the hands of the instrumentalists

is always human value in that they see no value inherent

in any other life form. The term commonly applied to this

phenomenon is "anthropocentrism , " a term that on reflection

is profoundly unsatisfactory. For a term reflecting a

polar meaning opposite to anthropocentrism we will need to
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do some searching. The fact is that a ready opposite to

anthropocentrism is not available.

Before we look for a term of contrasting meaning,

we should try to better understand the term. First note

that the term is wrongly applied to instrumentalists alone.

Consider that many people value human states of mind or

qualities of other people or the possession of knowledge

as having intrinsic worth, but at the same time do not see

intrinsic value in any nonhuman features of the world.

Many people see value as having meaning only when applied

to human attributes; they are not instrumentalists but

anthropocentrists . Our term suggests to us that human

language is about the human world, about the world humans

have made for themselves; we value that which we have made

or that by which things are produced. Anthropocentrism

further suggests that it is only within a human context,

a world which has been built up and evolved, that humans

see things as having worth. Suppose, for example,-

Australopithecus were valuing animals. The world they saw

was undifferentiated; there was no human world. Value to

them was simple instrumentality. As language evolved into

something which is about "our world," we learned the habit

of saying that which is "good" or has value in itself is

distinguishable from nonhuman things. Language locks

people into a human world. Anthropocentrism in some
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respect is unavoidable because a world of value is built

up by language. Only if we can jump over our shadow and

somehow posit value in the nonhuman world can we escape all

aspects of anthropocentrism. Since we cannot do this com-

pletely, we are all, to some extent, anthropocentris ts

.

If we are to understand the core of environmentalism which

is non-anthropocentric, we must eschew the language of

value altogether, and move on to what may be a deeper

analysi s

.

At this point we are searching for terminology

with which to frame the problem of environmentalism. We

must reach new terminology genuinely; we cannot shed the

old simply by fiat, so for the moment we are stuck with

our original terms. Let us return to our analysis of the

problem

.

Environmentalists want to preserve the planet Earth

and all of its nonhuman inhabitants. Instrumentalists may

also want to preserve nonhuman life, but only because much

nonhuman life directly or indirectly benefits humans.

Nonetheless, it appears there are two kinds of environmen-

talists, so the term is unclear. What is clear is that

there is widespread agreement about how humans are de-

stroying much of the nonhuman life on earth and by so

doing possibly creating conditions which threaten human

viability in the future.
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Given this agreement, very many people have recog-

nized the need for a morality adequate to the concept of

ecological obligation, since anthropocentric morality is

not much of a basis for the consideration of nonhuman life.

Still, instrumentalists argue that we need consider only

what is good for humans , and that it is perfectly possible

to arrange the world accordingly. Some environmentalists

take the opposite view, that it is not possible to consider

human wants alone and also maintain conditions on earth

which ensure human life in the future. However, the

meaning of environmental preservation lies not in this

scientific and practical prediction, but rather in a view

about the nature of the self in society.

As this work unfolds, a social critique will be

elaborated which deals with the question of how modern

industrial society can be understood in a new and illumi-

nating way. The question of a social critique from within

and the grounds for such a critique will also concern us.

These general statements about the nature of the

problem give us an understanding of the social theoretical

meaning of the present project, but not much more than

this. In a deep way the problem defies simple statement.

We might be content to say that this work addresses the

question: what is environmentalism? This question is

unsatisfactory because almost nothing in any of the
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relevant literature suggests the concepts which, it will

be argued, are needed to answer a question that is widely

believed to be straightforward. Arguments about the nature
of selfhood rarely mention in the same connection the

question about the meaning of wild nature. This connection

will be drawn in detail. Among the several sub-theses

involved in the present argument, one is crucial. It is

that the question: why ought one be ecologically obli-

gated? is unintelligible because the subject, the "one"

who is to be so obligated, is opaque, obscure, and a

mystery to ourselves.

We moderns may ask why it is so important or urgent

to question, as many environmentalists do, the foundations

of our old traditions and habits in dealing with nature.

Interrogations of the environmentalist's quest to save wild

nature from the technocratic rationale for development and

commerce might bring questions like the relation of every-

man ' s/everywoman ' s happiness to the destruction of wildlife

or its habitat. What does a little destruction matter in

the long run? It is possible to reply that the state of

the nonhuman world mirrors the human condition. Yet if

the human condition is such that moderns do not see any

problem, then who can say that any problem exists? This is

precisely the dilemma of certain environmentalists. If

they are critical of industrial people for their wanton
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disregard of nonhuman life, they are apt to be looked upon

as somehow absurd. Yet, if they remain silent they default

on any possibility of reversing the destruction.

Are we anthropocentric?

Anthropocentrism is a useful term in some contexts,

but we do not believe it to be a satisfactory term to

describe the condition of modern industrial peoples. In

many historical contexts value has been ascribed to the

nonhuman world only in so far as aspects of the nonhuman

world benefit humans, and not because of any intrinsically

valuable qualities. A human-centered approach to the world

is not strikingly new. The medieval Europeans were anthro-

pocentric and so were the ancient Greeks. It has been

shown by a number of scholars that ancients often destroyed

aspects of their environment in order to secure needed

2
resources. Timber, for example, became a major resource

3
in the middle ages. Indeed, the Romans and others before

4them were clear-cutting forests. A great deal of wild-

life habitat was destroyed in early times. Animals were

directly destroyed for their fur and meat. These are

anthropocentric attitudes and they have been with us for

ages . The question remains whether the subject involved

in these attacks on wild nature was the same, the identical

subject or actor, who inhabits the modern world.
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When we said we must search for a term of contrast

to "anthropocentrism," we were suggesting an ambiguity.

For anthropocentrism can be seen as a narrow and selfish

attitude on the part of humans in that only they count for

something of value. Or it can mean that, unlike the forces

of the anti-rational and demonic, there is a rational world

of value having at its center a moral agency from which

this value emanates. The semantics of anthropocentrism

falls into into this gestalt. The terminology we want

must escape this fatal ambiguity. That is, we must recog-

nize that one possible term of contrast to anthropocentrism

or human-centered is "allocentrism" or other-centered, and

by extension we may mean "holocentric" or world-centered.

Let us see whether we gain anything by this move. Now we

do gain something by contrasting "allocentric" or "holo-

centric" to "egocentric"; we move from self as the center

to world as the center. We gain a generalized all-inclu-

siveness. We have no difficulty understanding the gain

made my moving from narrow selfishness to a wider humani-

tarianism. But anthropocentrism can encompass both of

these terms. We can surely see that a world-centered

orientation can be human-centered in the broadest sense,

if we are speaking of language and value. Because world-

centered is suggestive of a world of value, we tend to

stay within the anthropocentric orbit.
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The ambiguity of anthropocentrism is instructive.

Many an environmental writer has charged that modern people

are anthropocentric
. Yet, unless there is an attractive

alternative we may have to accept that such people are

(ambiguously) a center of value. The two contrasting terms

suggested do not change matters. Homocentrism , a complex

term we will be developing, is not the kind of opposite

that can be described as "attractive," and allocentric is

not clearly an opposite since it can be seen to reinforce

the very ambiguity we want to escape. The argument we

will make comes down to this. We are stuck with apparent

anthropocentric language and consciousness during most of

our waking lives unless we can change to a new mode of

consciousness that can readily be described. VJhat might

cause the change to a new mode of consciousness is deeply

problematic. We may interrogate the discourses which con-

stitute the modern consciousness in order to bring into

view the nature of the modern self. To give it a name

and to distinguish it from traditional anthropocentrism

perhaps the designation "homocentrism" will do. Using

this terminology obliges us to find a convenient designa-

tion for the consciousness against which it stands. The

term "ecocentrist " has often been used in the environmental

literature, and so it will be adopted here.
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How can it be demonstrated that human-value-

centeredness no longer exists in the modern world? The

anthropocentrist, whom we moderns mythologize as the very
essence of our meaning, eludes capture in the substantial
present, in our quotidian dealings. The highly ration-
alized existence of industrial countries filters out of

consciousness the ingredients of the traditional human

face, one inimical to the historical understandings of

anthropos. The centrism to which we attach the concept

of our being no longer belongs to anthropos
, but to a

human cipher inheriting the place occupied by the tradi-

tional language users. The self as occupier and defender

of meanings has transformed its constitutional nature as

self-interpreter. Created meanings break apart (figurative-

ly) in the contructed avenues of awareness manifest in much

of our built space. Our constructed consciousness leaves

us imprisoned in a set of rationalized structures of

meaning and action. We are the products of our own creation

The argument is that we are not human-centered in

any conventional understanding of this phrase. Rather,

traditional anthropocentri sm was the basis for moral

ideas not in principle hostile to nonhuman life. Thus the

contemporary arguments which purport to explain our eager

destruction of wild nature on the grounds that we are

"anthropocentric" fail. Ridding ourselves of the notion
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that we are dealing with simple anthropocentrism will help
us to draw out the far reaching moral implication of a

homocentric narrowing of consciousness.

Spokespersons for our modern type might reply that

we are attempting to create an issue where none exists,

arguing that a human-centered attitude is the province of

man/woman as a user of language and within this province

there will always be narrow-minded people as well as

humanitarians; this, they might say, is the human condition

and to make more of a case than this is to intellectualize

about plain facts that have been apparent for millennia.

This is tempting bait, and if we take it the environmen-

talist's case collapses. The bait is to get us to agree

that environmentalism is but one more attitude among many,

neither more right nor necessarily more agreeable than

many others. Still, we will press our case. For the pur-

pose of doing so is to penetrate the surface of everyday

life and to revise the terms of discourse in which to

examine the premise of modern consciousness. Without this

there can be no theory of the revision of conscious-move

ness

In our search for terminology we moved from instru-

mentalism to homocentrism because we wanted to get beyond

the language of value, and, more generally, beyond the

ordinary ideas about the world espoused by industrial man
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and woman. An interrogator must not fall into the familiar

meanings that serve the guardians of the City, linguistic

conventions by which we moderns steer a known course. The

interrogator can transcend these barriers to enlightenment

by breaking our ties to the conventions of rationality

that link us to the persona of homocentrism

.

The interrogator begins, then, with the under-

standing of why we are impelled to this work of moral

dissection. It involves the interrogator in an interpre-

tive estimate of modern social understanding in relation

to ideas apparently antithetical to our rational conventions.

Of course, the sense of this is to dissect our own self-

understanding about our project as it serves to legitimate

our existence. As we unravel this self, we bring into

question the foundation of its existence and hence the

legitimacy of the project.

More concretely, the emergence of environmentalism

has interrupted the complacent assumptions that technical-

economic rationality serve our wants and needs without any

side-effects that may ultimately cause a breakdown of these

very processes. The history of environmentalism can be

characterized as having taken a dual path. On the one

side, environmental thinking has thoroughly blended with

economic rationality. Pollution taxes, economic incen-

tives, charges, and a whole economic vocabulary has sprung
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up. On the other side is a quite different environmental-
ism, one antithetical to this rational mode of conscious-

ness. Although every force in the spectrum of interests

has tried to bend this latter approach to reality to its

own approach, these attempts have failed. In the present,

these same forces are attempting to discredit this environ-

mentalism as aberrant thinking, as irrationalism . It is

this mode of consciousness that we are impelled to interro-

gate. The aim is to understand whether the view of the

world to be examined is a viable political alternative to

the destructive practices of the present. To do this is to

grasp fully both modes of consciousness.

Homocentric consciousness

It is important to avoid the tiresome descriptions

of environmental destruction and tirades against the greed,

willfulness, or egoism that have long characterized indus-

trial attitudes toward the "human" environment and toward

wild nature. The interrogation is a concern to dissect

this consciousness. A central idea for anthropos
,
becoming

and the concept of the moral, is the basis for the human

model, anthropos , which is also the standpoint of the

interrogator

.

The phenomenon of moral neutralization has been

noted again and again in different guises, for example as



secularization and the modernization of consciousness.
The idea that modernity itself is responsible for the alter
ations of consciousness is, in an important way, fallacious
The built environment of modern peoples is not in itself
responsible for the problem of disrelational being. Rather
it was a condition for the problem that grew into a trans-
formation of the individual qua subject to the individual
qua object. By progressively internalizing the "goals"

of society that are set for it by the corporate techno-

structure, the individual gave up the autonomy that defined
the senses in which individualism was a viable idea.

We have now two strands to work with, the concept

of moral neutralization and the metamorphosis of selfhood.

The idea is that, in the eyes of anti-anthr5pos
, existence

reinterpreted means existence in terms of the built world

of social role players. This version of selfhood carries

implications for the moral life of the individual. It

bears on the relation of the self as agent to the sub-

stantial premise of morality. Insight can be gained into

the nature of the modern self in terms of the context in

which (s)he operates, namely, the context of economic

rationality. For there is no abstract actor-agent, but

only the socially determinate context for action which

gives rise to our interpretations of self and others.
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The determinate context is a wholly rationalized one.

One cultural element after another has been absorbed
into the ever-widening economy, subjected to the
test of economic rationality, rationalized and
turned into a commodity or factor of production.
So pervasive has this process been that it now seems
that anything can be thought of as utilities. . . .

. . . The elements that become commodities during
economic progress include time, land, capital, labor;
also personality itself, as well as all the artifacts
produced by man: art objects, ideas, experiences,
enjoyment itself, and even social relations.^

The point is not to "moralize" about moral neu-

tralization. The substantial literature treating this

formation of a social entity functioning as a member of

the "work force," as having a place in the economy, and as

therefore a feature of existence, not a maker of it, has

become a well-worn genre. The reader may thereby fail to

make a connection between this all too well accepted idea

of moral neutralization and the problem of the social

theorist's debate over facts versus values. Moral neu-

tralization entails that values have no locus in a subject

and are therefore nothing but variations of individual

characteristics. The subject turned into the subjective

individual is a description of the last stages in the

development toward homocentri sm

.

To conclude this section, a crucial item must be

mentioned in order to set the direction for the remainder

of this chapter and the dissertation as a whole. The

abstract expression "bedrock of being" is to be used here
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as a sign post for the concept of the foundation for

inthropos, a human type that we will be at pains to model
as a basis for critique of homocentrism

.

The foundation for anthropos, then, is the basis
for the interrogation. A basis for action can be understood
in terms of the self's nature rather than as stemming from

a set of abstract precepts or rules. The laying bare of

the self's nature (its deconstruct ion ) will show a differ-

ence of sense, of nature, and hence a difference for action

and thought between anthr5pos and this modern "homocentric"

self.

Explaining the bifurcation

The next step is to explain the self's metamorphosis

from anthropos in all of its original diversity to homos

in all of its sameness. The phenomenon of the homocentric

self is inseparable from the built world in which it lives,

although it does not account for its nature. The dissection

of homocentric consciousness can be accomplished only after

the reader understands the psychic distance, and not rather

the intellectual-historical distance, that separates con-

temporary social reality from the very different construct

of both anthropos and the contemporary ecocentrist.

In a recent volume on social theory there appears

an innocent statement that, perhaps unwittingly, captures
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the concept of the bifurcation. The writer, paraphrasing
Emil Durkheim, tells us "...that man can escape nature not

merely by controlling it but also by creating another world

where he himself is at home and secure; this 'world' is

society."^ Here we have an idea about the world which

pays no attention to its animal origins; the world avail-

able to consciousness is human and created by us. Con-

sciousness knows the other world as mere "thinghood."

We will note that we are not speaking about a human-

centered world in which humans take primacy, but a world

from which nonhumans have been eliminated as subjects and

are now largely being eliminated as physical beings. If

one wishes to put it in a certain way, the category of

wild nature is being erased, an observation that some

writers have already made, as we see in this remark:

• • • the concrete character of the social life of
the so-called advanced countries today . . . offer[s]
the spectacle of a world from which nature as such
has been eliminated, a world saturated with messages
and information, whose intricate commodity network
may be seen as the very prototype of a system of
signs. There is therefore a profound consonance
between linguistics as a method and that systematized^
and disembodied mightmare which is our culture today.

There is a deep connection between the last two

statements. A world saturated with formal messages is a

world already cut off from what is not human. The intri-

cate commodity network orients people to a built environ-

ment of fabricated things and noise. What we call
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an
"civilization," the re-invention of the world to suit

evolving need, is an accomplishment which has brought with

it the hubris that man himself is another kind of god.

From this collective elation, it follows that the animals

of the forest are taken to belong to the realm of thing-

hood. Through this civilizing process humans invented the

subject.

We mean by "subject" what could be meant by "per-

son," the notion that personhood is some special category

of life fully apart from other living forms. We do not

personify the bear or the otter. The "subject" is our

invention which we jealously guard. Yet it is an inven-

tion; the person did not come into being with the advent

of the human. The concept of "person" has had a complex

history. Language too has evolved as a part of the civi-

lizing process. We have brought into being the realms of

subject and object. Let us treat our problem of the human

world as if all humans have always been treated as subjects

and not as belonging to the category of "it." If we do

not, we confuse the issue in the way that advocates of

animal rights have done.

Civilization in one sense has meant comfort and

rest from the brutality of living undefended from the

elements. How interesting that from the simple need for

protection and comfort we come to invent the subject.
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We are perhaps too confident that the civilizing process

continues to refine our concept of the subject, creating

an ever greater distance between ourselves and "nature."

Instead, we may now see that we have brought ourselves

out beyond any world in which there is a basis in language

for any subject. What have we done? The intricate

commodity network makes no distinction between people

and things. The private individual as consumer of things

is but a part of the commodity network. The subject has

disappeared into this new scheme of things. We cannot

see why this should be so until we look more closely at

how the subject came to be. In the next chapter an exami-

nation of the concept of the relational self will give us

this understanding. For now, let us say that the subject

has come and gone.

We must explain, however, that the bifurcation in

consciousness is distinguished from a simple dichotomy

between what is human and what is nature. In some non-

western societies, aspects of the nonhuman world are given

the status of subjects in various ritual ways. Nonhumans

often take on symbolic significance. For example,

" ... in Phraan Muan Village the dog is treated as a

'degraded human'." Beliefs may be as diverse as societies,

but we can find a certain consistency in many nonwestern

societies in the way animals are given symbolic significance


