
eCOFEMINISM: AN ETHICS OF ENVIRONMENT . 

THESIS SUBMITTED 
FOR THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

IN PHILOSOPHY 
OF THE 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH BENGAL 

Submitted By 

UTPAL I<ALITA 

Under the Supervision of 

Dr. Kanti La/ Da$ 
Professor of Philosophy 

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH BENGAL 

RAJA RAMMOHUNPUR 
DARJEELING-734013 

2011 



··~ 

··1"'~, ~ C)il.\ I 2 ~ 

fl,~e 

250 ,··, '"J I' 
Os;,l 

1 0 MAY Z013 

/ 



PiJeduxded uP my~ . ·. 

ff 
~~~o/mydl'~ 

~ffrDMha ...... 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Preface 

Acknowledgement v 

Introduction 1 

Chapter One Ecofeminism and Deep Ecology 13 

Chapter Two Ecofeminism and Social Ecology 36 

Chapter Three Ecofeminism and the Value ofNature 76 

Chapter Four Feminism: Dainism: Justice: Ecofeminism 103 

Chapter Five Concluding Remarks 151 

Select Bibliography 170 

e. 



PREFACE 

Believers and theologians will go on tracing the roots of environmental crises 

in human departures from scriptural mandates, and therefore identifying the 

prospects of environmental reform in a renewed adherence to them. 

For the historians, however, environmentalism is principally a product of and 

reaction to the Industrial Revolution. Industrial Revolution with concomitant 

revolution in agriculture, colonization for augmentation in productivity search 

for new resources caused unprecedented damage to nature both in scale and 

intensity. However, with industrialization a civilizational environmental crisis 

arose. This alarmed some writers and thinkers, who began to search for ways. 

Thus was born environmental movement. 

There was no environmentalism before industrialization; there were only the 

elements of environmental sensibility. There were tribes who pursed a species 

to extinction; there was a tribe who harvested its preys prudently so as not to 

deplete the pray population in the long run. Poets and playwrights both from 

the East and the West wrote with insights and empathy about the natural world. 

All this might be said to constitute the prehistory of environmentalism, though 

not environmentalism itself For neither peasants nor poets transcended the 

locality to offer a systematic vision of recognizing nature. However, with 

Industrial Revolution and concomitant environmental degradation 

environmentalism saw the light of the day. 

Here environmentalism can profitably be compared with three other great 

movements of the modern world: the democratic movement, which asked that 



ordinary, underprivileged folk also be given a political voice; the socialist 

movement, which wanted the fruits of economic growth be distributed 

equitably; and the feminist movement which urged the women be granted 

political and economic right equal to those enjoyed by men. Wherever there is 

autocracy, there are dissenters asking for democratic rights. Where is 

capitalism, socialists will rise to oppose it. Where there is patriarchy, there will 

be women who resist it. The form, shape and intensity of these protests vary; 

the oppositional impulse remains constant. So, one might say wherever there is 

industrialization there is environmentalism. Like other great movements of the 

modern world, environmentalism is not unified or homogenous. We speak of 

difference feminism and identity feminism, of agrarian socialism and Marxism; 

likewise, modern environmentalism comes in many shades and strands and as 

such the environmental movement has been influenced by, and has in turn 

influenced, struggle for socialism, feminism and democracy. 

Women and nature have an age old association- an affiliation that has 

persisted through culture, language and history. There ancient 

interconnections have been brought to the fore with the simultaneity of two 

recent social movements- women's liberation movement and the ecology 

movement. Hence, environmentalists are warning us of irreversible 

consequences of continuing environmental exploitation and emphasizing the 

interconnectedness between people and nature. Juxtaposing the goals of the 

two movements can suggest new values and social structures, based not on the 

domination of women and nature as resources but on the full exploitation of 
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both male and female talent and on the maintenance of environmental integrity. 

The ecological movement has reawakened interests in the values and concepts 

associated historically with the pre modern organic world. The ecological 

model and its associated ethics make possible a fresh and critical 

interpretation ofthe rise of modern science in the crucial period. The vision of 

the ecology movement has to restore the balance of nature disrupted by 

industrialization and overpopulation. It has emphasized the need to live within 

the cycle of nature, as opposed to the exploitative mentality of forward 

progress. It focuses on the cost of progress, the limits of growth, the 

deficiencies of technological decision making, and the urgency of the 

conservation and recycling of natural resources. Similarly, the women 

movement has exposed the costs for all human being of competition in the 

marketplace, the loss of meaningful productive economic roles for women in 

capitalist society, and the view of both women and nature as psychological and 

recreational resources for harried entrepreneur husband. 

The multiple environmental crises in the world have awakened society to the 

need to pay attention to the earth we live in. various forms of environmentalism 

have caught the imagination of the societies, and raised a consciousness of the 

urgent need to deal with the survival issue. In this renewed awareness, it has 

emerged that it is practically impossible to talk of environmental issues without 

reference to women. Under these circumstances, eco-feminism, 'a new term for 

ancient wisdom' grew out of social movements-the feminist, peace and ecology -movement in the late 1970s and early 1980s; and as such it points to Deep 
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Ecology and Social Ecology and such other issues which concern environment; 

and hence it exhorts one to go for further enquiry or enquires for better 

explications in regard to environment. 
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INTRODUCTION 

: , objective of the thesis is to explicate and examine with critical 

l

1

i ' the objective of Ecofeminism. Ecofeminism is a twin concept of both 
I I ! , ~ I 1 

!!·!!,I~·T· 

'· and feminine and as such being a forceful approach in environmental 

deserves considerable attention to modern environmentalists. The term 

"'~" ........ uuu .. .,,u'' was first introduced by Francoise D' Eaubonne in 1974 in a 

. specific sense in which the domination of nature is equated with the 

ltl1
1

, domination of women and vice-versa. Subsequently, this movement, in fact, 
I 'I' I .. 

1,[11
1
: has gained impetus in the recent decades in the form of innumerable protests 

1 1 

• against the burning problem of environmental devastation. The 

interconnectedness between women and nature has persisted throughout history 

and culture and any feminist theory of environmental ethics, which fails to 

cope with this twin subjugation of women and nature is at best incomplete and 

at worst simply inadequate. This kind of connection commonly made by 

ecological feminists between feminism and the environmental include 

historical, conceptual, empirical, epistemological, ethical, theoretical and socio

political. Many ecological feminists are of the opinions that a historical look at 

the ways in which women and other oppressed groups have been associated 

with the natural and the ways in which nature has been associated with the 

womanly in western context reveals important connections. It has been justified 

by saying that the historical shift in worldviews from the organic to the 

mechanistic was a major root for the devaluation of both women and nature. 

This shift actually transforms the earth centered to the sun centered world view. 

Earth is associated with the aspects of womanliness, and sun centered view has 

just replaced a woman centered one as the sun has been traditionally associated 

with manliness. This is aptly reflected in the remark of Copernicus who once 

said, 'the earth gets conceived by the sun and becomes pregnant with animal 
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offsprings.' Ecofeminists are of the opinion that oppression and exploitation of 

women prevails in patriarchal society which is very much similar to the 

domination and exploitation of nature by men and just the domination of 

women by men is detrimental to the society, at least morally, likewise the 

domination of nature is detrimental to the whole biotic community. Thus 

understanding ecofeminism helps one to comprehend the value, dignity and 

basic necessities of all forms of life within the biotic community. 

Value dualism and the logic of domination: 

Ecofeminism has originated as a revolt against value dualism. A value dualism 

is a disjunctive pair in which the disjuncts are seen as oppositional and 

exclusive and in which one form of value enjoys a higher degree than the other. 

Many ecological feminists conceive that a reason- nature dualism underli:es .. : 

the conceptual framework of western patriarchal cultures. This basic form of 

dualism is thought to form the basis for a series of related dualism in which 

whatever is associated with reason is viewed as fundamentally different and 

superior to. The dualised pairs involve not only reason I nature and masculine/ 

feminine, but also mental/ manual, civilized/ primitive, and also human/ nature. 

These pairs function to legitimate a number of oppressions, including sex, race 

and class oppression, which can all be seen in terms of the central dualism 

underlying the system. According to Pulmwood, the construction of dualised 

identities involves five features: these are (i) backgrounding, (ii) radical 

exclusion, (iii) incorporation (iv) instrumentalism and (v) homogenization. All 

these things lead to a typical form of argument which may be called in brief: 

the logic of domination. According to ecofeminists, this dualistic propensity 

justifies the domination of women (nature) by men on the basis of the 

following logical arguments: 
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(A 1) Humans do, plants do not, have the capacity to 

consciously change the community in which they live. 

(A2) Whatever has this capacity is morally superior to whatever 

does not have it. 

(A3) Humans are morally superior to plants and rocks. 

(A4) For any x and y, if x is morally superior to y, then x is 

morally justified in subordinating plants and rocks. 

Since women are identified with nature, the same logic of domination of 

women by men can be stated below : 

(BI) Women are identified with nature and the realm of the 

physical; men are identified with humans and the realm of the 

mental. 

(B2) Whatever is identified with nature and the realm of the 

physical is inferior to (below) whatever is identified with the 

human and the realm of the mental. 

(B3) Thus, women are inferior to men. 

(B4) For any x andy, if xis superior toy, then x is justified in 

subordinating y. 

(Bs) Men are justified in subordinating women. 

It has been claimed by many ecofeminists that domination of nature by humans 

and the sexist domination of women by men are based on the same general 

framework. Accordingly, the devaluation of women depends on prior 

devaluation of nature. They are conceptually linked with each other. If we think 

that there underlies a conceptual link between the domination of nature as well 

as the domination of women, then it follows that a movement that is not 

feminist will yield at best a superficial understanding of the domination of 

nature. It has also been held that in order to save the environment, one ought to 
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'! 
.. !'to overthrow patriarchy, the root of domination, and those working 

i~own patriarchy should be fighting to save the environment. At a 

level these fights are two sides of the same coin. The logic of 

therefore, underlies not only sexism and naturism, but racism and 

isms as well. The objective of ecofeminism, therefore, is to end all of 

which are linked to the logic of domination. 

noted that any form of scientific and technological development or 

actually devalues both women as well as nature. Here scientific and 

IQijQ&JCal developments are predominantly male development. This point 

distinctly raised by eminent ecofeminist Vandana shiva in her 

book Staying Alive. She goes on to say that the so called 

which is actually meant male development, has been highly 

IIICllnllltic for those who have been developed. She holds that it is often 

who have the most to lose as such kind of development actually 

IM!I'I"n''"- sustainable lifestyle and thereby creates true material poverty for those 

are developed. Resources needed for the purpose of sustenance are 

l:piverted for use in the production of cash crops and other commodities to be 

.. '.sold on the market. According to western models, people living in subsistence 

1 economies are seen as poor because they do not produce surplus to be bought 

and sold on the global market. By standards of western development, these 

people are poor by definition. One of Shiva's central points is that attempts to 

remove culturally perceived poverty often create real material poverty; the 

. quality of life of those who are developed is often higher before male 

development occurs. Shiva, therefore, argues that the devaluation of women 

and nature is the outcome of western style patriarchy, which is imported 

, through the development projects. To quote Shiva, "The myth of the congnitive 

and success of a modem reductionist patriarchal science of death is 
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founded on this illegitimate translation of violence as a sign of effectiveness. 

The strategy of overkill breeds pest outbreaks; it does not regulate or control 

them. Why does the myth that modem science controls nature persist, when it 

actually creats a nature that is completely out of control? Violence is not an 

indicator of control; its use is a sign that the system is becoming 

uncontrollable."1 The patriarchal nature of values, in which the value is 

interpreted instrumentally which are part of the western model means 

development is often worse for women than it is for man because it overrates 

scientific knowledge as the only true knowledge and thereby undermines 

women and their traditional practices. Shiva, however, in her book has shown 

how modem scientific techniques are largely held to be successful in 

destroying sustainable life style. Thus Shiva and other leading ecofeminists are 

of the opinions that in order to overcome the so-called ecological crisis, we 

have to regenerate values which have been devalued in patriarchal society. This 

can be done only by recognizing the value of women's experiences which 

patriarchal societies fail to do. We have to celebrate such things as feminity and 

feminine values as an immediate social basis for alternative consciousness 

which the deep ecologist is trying to formulate and introduce as an abstract 

ethical construct. This recalls Salleh' s remark who says, "Women are beings 

who can feel and realise from the inside out what is like to weave the earth into 

a new human being. "2There is some truth in the idea that the earth is a birthing 

process, but this truth can only be seen, in fact, effortlessly intuited by women, 

as woman is a being who can give birth. 

Thus ecofeminists vehemently oppose any form of domination and subjugation 

of women and nature by men. For them oppression in any form is wrong as it 

1 Shiva, V. Staying Alive, Kali for India, New Delhi, 1989, P-158. 
2 Salleh, A.K, "Deeper than deep ecologJY: The ecofeminist connection" in Environmental Ethics, Vo\-
6, P-340. 
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causes damages to these who suffer it. Shiva argues that development causes 

women's work to be seen as less valuable. Ecofeminists try to admit some 

essential attributes as shared by women and nature. In discussing the category 

women it is assumed that individual women of different racial, class and 

cultural identities into the category unproblematically attribute and therefore 

they share some essential attributes. The category of nature is also dealt with as 

if it is static, real, metaphysically given and unproblematic. Thus some 

ecological feminist positions seem to use essentialist notins of women and 

nature. When it is claimed that women are closer to nature, it is meant to say 

that there underlies some essence possessed by women for which the close 

connection between women and nature is established. One cannot examine 

links between oppressions of women and nature if one cannot even refer to 

those essential categories. 

Another important aspect of ecofeminism is that it criticizes main stream 

approaches to environmental philosophy, and as such it refers to and holds 

responsible some already established philosophies. It holds that the root of all 

anomalies leading to environmental degradation, in fact, lies in the 

developments during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Descartes' 

statement 'Cogito Ergo Sum' (I exist because I think) provided the 

iphilosophical foundation of the mechanistic worldview of universe. There 

!followed many developments in the world of science and humanities. Also, a 

!Worldview which basically emanated from Francis Bacon's advocacy of 

' · torturing nature to reveal her secrets, justified the indiscriminate exploitation of 

: nature and her resources. Any socio-philosophical concept based on such 

philosophy would tend to be exploitative and oppressive. Karl Marx tried to 

offer an alternative system, which promised to abolish the exploitation of the 

. :working classes by the capitalists. As a nineteenth century thinker, Marx was 

influenced by the success of the mechanistic world-view. Scientific 
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rationalism thus continues to be an important ingredient of Marxist philosophy 

and as such Marx also accepts the conquest and exploitation of nature caring 

little for her intrinsic values. 

It would be worthwhile to note that John Locke- the celebrated philosopher of 

his times developed a philosophy of natural laws and social behaviours. His 

philosophy was a step towards the essence of nature and its holism. 

The Cartesian - Newtonian reductionist approach or mechanistic worldview -

the basic concept that it was possible to have unlimited growth on a limited 

planet was itself unsustainable. Therefore, it is not the mismanagement of 

nature but the worldview behind it that is responsible for the discrimination in 

the treatment of the parts of nature. Hence, according to mainstream approach, 

environmental protections should be measured on the basis of instrumental 

values, and the relevance of intrinsic value, if anybody seeks, can only be 

found in the case of nonhuman entities. Instrumental value, of course, 

demonstrates the importance of environmental health and integrity for human 

flourishing. Ecological feminists, however, rule out such proposal, as it would 

invite natural and cultural dualisms within the domain of biotic community. 

Here we can particularly mention the name of Singer who establishes himself 

as an extentionist by extending traditional ethical theories to nonhuman beings. 

However, some ecological feminists differ from Singer. Singer appears to 

conceive that atomistic human individuals are the paradigm example of beings 

with moral value and then argues that at least some animals possess the 

qualities, which account for individual human moral value. Ecological 

feminists, on the contrary, argue for the extension of moral value to include 

non-humans. 

The criticism of mainstream approach has further been criticized with the 

introduction of deep and social ecology. Deep ecology is a movement founded 

by Norwegion Philosopher Arne Naess which is based on the principles of 
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biocentric equalitarianism and self-realization. Biocentric equality is the 

principle that all things in nature have equal value, and is thus supposed to be 

radically non-anthropocentric. Self-realization, seeing oneself as part of a 

larger whole as opposed to a radically separate and egoistic being, is said to 

challenge dualistic thinking and our deepest assumptions of what is to be 

human. According' to Naess, we can reach higher levels of being through a 

process of deep questioning, a kind of spiritual journey ending in an 

ecologically concious self. Thus, biocentric equalitarianism and self-realization 

are the two basic principles of deep ecology. Hence, the ontological shift for an 

ecologically sustainable future has much to gain from the world-views of 

ancient civilizations and diverse cultures which survived sustainably over 

centuries. These were based on an ontology of the feminine as the living 

principle, an ontological continuity between society and nature-the 

humanization of nature and the naturalization of society which resulted in an 

ethical context which excluded possibilities of exploitation and domination and 

as such allowed the creation of an earth family. 

For an alternative worldview a new paradigm has to be evolved. 'I' here and 

'you' there is no longer valid. The concept of participatory universe has to be 

thought of and encouraged. Reductionist approach is now being replaced by an 

integral approach. The holistic worldview offers a new paradigm shift building 

a philosophy free from discrimination in all spheres of life. It demands 

attitudinal changes with regard to the relationship between human society and 

the eco-system. 

Keeping in view of the nature of holism and a better eco friendly paradigm 

'ecofeminism', a curial area in environmental ethics has been proposed to be 

taken up for research work. There would be an examination how the 

domination of women and the domination of nature are closely linked. 
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Ecofeminists seem to decipher the link without which environmental 

philosophy will both theoretically and practically be partial. We have to 

examine in what sense ecofeminists perception that the link between ecology 

and women may be historical, conceptual, empirical, epistemological, ethical, 

theoretical and socio-political. As it has already been stated that the historical 

transition in world-view from the organic to mechanistic was major root for the 

devaluation of both women and nature, ecofeminits try to discover how the 

claims in mechanistic means society justifies the logic of domination of women 

and nature by anthropocentric and patriarchal approach of society. Ecofeminits 

claim that sexist domination of women by men has to be discussed and 

examined. As the devaluation of women depends on prior devaluation of 

nature, they are conceptually linked with each other. An examination would be 

made to find out the link and its justification. Also, the logic of domination 

underlies not only sexism and naturism but other isms also. The objective of 

ecofominism is to end all these isms. Attempts should be made to see the points 

how culturally perceived poverty often create material poverty. Criticism of 

mainstream approaches to environment would also be made in the work 

undertaken. 

Ecofeminism and Deep ecology, both are philosophical movements arising out 

of degradation of nature. Though they offer different accounts concerning 

nature, they have closeness to a great extent so far the object is concerned. The 

instruments of Ecocentrism and Non-anthropocentrism have been taken up by 

both Ecofeminists and Deep Ecologists to meet their goals and as such they 

would be discussed together. The objective would be to establish the view that 

Deep Ecology and Ecofeminism are complementary to each other. We propose 

to examine such issues in Chapter One and it would be entitled as "Eco

feminism and Deep Ecology". 
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Like Ecofeministn, Social Ecology also deals with Ecological and 

Environmental issues. Though there are considerable differences between 

Social Ecology and Ecofeminism, they share a lot of significant similarities, 

which would be employed in the work proposed. Ecofemism involves diverse 

feminist philosophies in the analysis of ecological issues. Since Ecofeminism is 

attached with feminist issues and feminist philosophy involves many different 

social outlooks, Social Ecology and Ecofeminism must have homogeneity. 

This proposed work will be an attempt to address all these and would be 

discussed in the Chapter Two. It would be entitled as "Eco-feminism and 

Social Ecology". 

Understanding Ecofeminism means understanding the value of nature. 

Ecofeminism not only finds out the parity of domination between women and 

nature, it also explores various ways and means through which such type of 

domination can be regarded as morally unjust. By making comparison between 

men and nature, Ecofeminism tries to restore the dignity of nature in moral 

context. Ecofeminism is largely about ethics, norms and values, which will 

support the wellbeing of the whole biotic community. This would be discussed 

in Chapter Three and it would be entitled as"Eco-feminism and the Value of 

Nature". 

Mainstream ethics, which is the outcome of technology, always attempts to 

extend a firm moral boundary between humans and nature. But this is 

fallacious and dangerous in the eye of Environmental Ethics. The dualism and 

moral hierarchies between humans and nature should go. Ecofeminism is an 

answer to this. Attributing the value to nature Ecofeminism rejects speciesism, 

the unjustified belief that human being is superior to any other form of life. 

Thus, Ecofeminism and value ofNature would be dealt in length from different 

angles. 
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In the currents of the history of Philosophy feminism has raised its head as a 

protest or philosophy against patriarchal institutions and designs. The 

malecentric developments have caused detriment to the other side of humanity 

and as such the women section throughout history has been being denied their 

dues. For that their protests and perspectives have been different though mostly 

they have shown akinness. Hence, feminism in its different waves would be 

discussed and examined at some length with reference to philosophy or 

philosophies already established. 

The Bodo women of Assam are found to have suffered from malecentric 

concept of dain (witch) as such many innocent lives have been tortured and 

killed. This particular community or communities are marginalized on flimsy 

grounds of dream medicines or supernatural evil powers. The problem being a 

feminist one, some concepts that have reference to patriarchy and value 

dualism must be working. Hence dainism as an offshoot of patriatq.~>'would be 

looked into. 

Justice is one of the important domains of moral philosophy, as such for 

centuries philosophers have made their enquiry into to build it upon a solid 

foundation. The celebrated philosophers in Plato, Aristotle, and Rawls have 

established their theories on solid foundation. Ecofeminism is a philosophy that 

protests against the twin domination of nature and women. Justice to women as 

well as nature has been denied this or that way. Hence, justice to these so called 

passive categories has to be examined under the celebrated theories of justice 

by Plato, Aristotle and Rawls, and for that the link between ecofeminism and 

theories of justice will be focused and brought back. All these issues would be 

discussed in Chapter Four and it would be entaitled as "Feminism, Dainism, 

Justice and Eco-feminism". 
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In the Conclusio'n Chapter an attempt would be made to g1ve general 

assessment and critical outlook of the philosophical implications of 

ecofeminism m our rationale and perspectives. Philosophy being an 

interpretation of the life and the world has to react to the environmental 

degradation and give a proper path to the society at large. In this respect a study 

and research work on 'Ecofeminism' may cater to the need of the time . 

•••• 
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CHAPTER ONE 

ECOFEMINISM AND DEEP ECOLOGY 

Ecofeminism and Deep Ecology are two important philosophies of nature 

which are very much associated with environmental ethics even though each of 

them has offered different accounts concerning nature. Deep Ecology, as we 

shall see, takes a basically holistic view of nature. Its image of the natural 

world is that of a field like whole of which we and other individuals are the 

parts. It encourages us to seek our true identity by identifying with wider and 

wider circle of nature, both animate and inanimate. Here the interest of human 

beings are convergent with those of nature and thereby becomes incumbent 

upon us to respect and serve those common interests. Deep Ecology takes a 

relational perspective which is directed towards non anthropocentrism instead 

of anthropocentrism or human centeredness. In this sense it is supposed to be a 

holistic approach. Deep Ecology refers to a platform of basic values that a 

variety of environmental activists share. These values include an affirmation of 

the intrinsic value of nature, the recognition of the importance of biodiversity, a 

call for a reduction of human impact on the natural world, greater concern with 

quality of life rather than material affluence, and a commitment to change 

economic policies and the dominant world view of nature. Also, deep ecology 

refers to different philosophies of nature, i.e. ecosophies that arise out of that 

deep questioning and that are in concert with the values associated with the 

platform. The following points may highlight the domain of Deep Ecology: 

• an emphasis on the intrinsic value of nature (biocentrism and 

ecocentrism); 
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• a tendency to value all things m nature equally (biocentrism 

egalitarianism) 

• a focus on wholes, e.g. ecosystem, species, or the earth itself, rather 

than simply individual organism (holism); 

• an affirmation that humans are not separate from nature (there IS no 

"ontological gap" between humans and the natural world; 

• an emphasis on interrelationship; 

• an intuitive and sensuous communion with the earth; 

• a spiritual orientation that sees nature as sacred; 

• a tendency to look to other cultures (especially Asian and indigenous) 

as sources of insight; 

• a humility towards nature, in regards to our place in the natural world, 

our knowledge of it, our ability to manipulate nature in a responsible 

way ("nature knows best.") 

• a stance of "letting nature be" and a celebration of wilderness and 

hunter gatherer societies. 

Like Ecofeminism, Deep Ecology is a philosophical movement. It aims at 

presenting a critique of what is called the dominant world view, which is very 

much responsible for environmental destruction. The protest of deep ecological 

movement is reflected through ecocentrism and non-anthropocentrism. By 

criticizing anthropocentrism deep ecologists attempt to work out an alternative 

philosophical worldview that is holistic and non-human centered. Deep ecology 

thus provides a kind of philosophy in which the dignity and contributions of 

each species can be recognized. The message of deep ecology, Fox says, "is 

that we ought to care as deeply and as compassionately possible about the fate 

-not because it affects us but because it is us"3 

3 Fox. W, "Deep Ecology: A New Philosophy of our Times," included in Environmental Ethics, edited 
by Andrew light and Holmas Rolston lll, Black well, 2003, p-258. 
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Ecofeminism, as we see, in contrast tries to establish the natural world as a 

community of beings, related in the manner of a family. According to 

ecofeminists, though every species in the whole biotic community is related 

with each other, they are distinct from each other. According to ecofeminists 

we are urged to respect the inviduality of these beings, rather than seeking to 

merge with them, and our mode by relating to them should be v1a-open 

mindedness and alternative encounter, rather than through abstract 

metaphysical pre-conceptalization. Thus, there always underlines a subtle 

distinction in approaches of ecofeminism and deep ecological movements 

towards environmental ethics. Ecofeminism is based on care and respect for 

each species, more specially mutual care and respect of each species of the 

whole biotic community. The relation to institutions of gender are of central 

concern to many ecofeminists, which are mostly left unquestioned in Deep 

Ecology. On the other hand, deep ecological movements plea for an integral or 

organic whole of the whole biotic community. In ecofeminist movement, the 

self identity of each biotic community is preserved, but in case of deep 

ecological movement self identity of each biotic community is ignored. 

Warwick fox, a deep ecologist, argues that ecofeminism is shallow because it is 

"logically and empirically simplistic,"4 posting that one particular perspective 

of human society identifies the real root of ecological destruction. 

Ecofeminists, he believes, do not look at the complex network of factors which 

result in ecological destruction. But the objective of both these movements 

remains the same. Both the movements go against anthropocentrism and 

thereby admit intrinsic value of each biotic community. In fact, ecofeminist 

like Karren J. Warren points out,"a basic implication of nearly all ecofeminist 

projects is that to treat human social concerns and environmental issues as 

4Fox. W, "Deep Ecology of our Times, " Black well, 1989, p-280. 
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disparate is to misconceive the character of such issues smce they are 

intrinsically, historically, practically, and conceptually related."5 Given the 

intricate interrelatedness of so-called feminists and environmental issues, 

expecially evident in conceptual connections, ecofeminist activism aims at all 

times to dismantle the oppressive frameworks which harm humans and 

nonhumans similarly. One may, however, claim that there underlies a 

theoretical conflict between Ecofeminism and Deep Ecology because one ts 

directed towards metaphysical pre-conceptualization and the other is based on 

kinship and care. The objective of this chapter, however, is not of focusing the 

conflicting nature of these two systems or philosophies but to establish an 

affinity in between them. According to Arne Naess, the father of deep ecology, 

ecofeminism is not shallow in so far as it is anti-anthropocentric and 

acknowledges the moral value of non human entities apart from their 

usefulness to humans. Although ecofeminists do place primary emphasis on the 

role of patriarchy in the creation and propagation of ecological oppression, 

patriarchal thinking is not necessarily considered the root cause of anything. In 

fact, patriarchal altitude and practices interact with other systems and logics of 

domination and oppression, such as racism, anthropocentrism, classism to form 

a decentered matrix of oppressive attitudes, theories and practices. Since 

ecofeminism has developed partly as a critique of Deep Ecology, the solution 

cannot be a matter of merely cutting and pasting the theories together rather a 

kind of dialectical reconciliation of these two views of nature can be achieved. 

Keeping this objective in mind, let us examine the metaphysical axioms of 

Deep Ecology. We shall show in the course of our discussion that there 

underlies a dilemma among deep ecologists regarding the two metaphysical 

axioms. Our objection here is to resolve this metaphysical dilemma and thereby 

•
5 K. J. Warren "Feminism & Ecology" Routledge, London and New York, 1987, p-20. 
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unearth an ethical perspective which IS very much akin to ecofeminist 

movement. 

The two Metaphysical Axioms of Deep Ecology 

1. The primary metaphysical axioms of Deep Ecology: 

This theory is based on the thesis of metaphysical interconnectedness in which 

the natural world is understood as a field of relation. Naess says, "Rejection of 

the man in environmental image in favour of the relational, total field image. 

An intrinsic relation between two things A and B is such that the relation 

belongs to the definitions or basic constitutions of A and B so that without the 

relation A and B are no longer the same things"6 The image of Naess is also 

reflected in the writings of Fox who identifies the central tenant of Deep 

Ecology by saying that "there is no firm ontological devide in the field of 

existence to the extent that we perceive boundaries, we fall short of deep 

ecological conciousness."7 Since metaphysical axiom of Deep Ecology is based 

on intrinsic relation, it is by and large held that individuals are constituted out 

of their relations with other individuals. They are no longer discrete substances 

capable of existing independently of other individuals. Here the whole is 

understood to be more than the sum of its parts, and the parts are defined 

through relations to one another and to the whole. 

2. All versions of the metaphysical axiom: 

The second version of metaphysical theory of Deep Ecology is not supposed to 

be an axiom just like the primary metaphysical axiom. It is unlike the first one

functioning just like a hidden premise. It is taken for granted in all versions of 

the theory. The second metaphysical version of Deep ecology is based on the 

third law of ecology: nature knows best. This means to say that nature can best 

6 Naess, A Shallow and Deep Ecology, Cambridge University Press 1989, p-95 
7 Fox. W, Towards a Transperent Ecology, Boston Press, 1990, p-196. 
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look after its own interests. Any intervention on nature on behalf of humans 

goes against nature and that will bring an ecological disaster. Thus, it is 

presupposed to let nature to take the lead in ecological matters. This version of 

Deep Ecology minimizes human interference in nature and thereby tries to 

shape our interests to those of nature. 

We think the objective of two metaphysical versions of Deep Ecology is very 

much clear from the above explanation. Let us try to address the implication of 

these two metaphysical assumptions for our relation to the natural world. We 

think the implication of the primary metaphysical axiom of Deep Ecology is 

very much significant as it tries to establish the interconnectedness among 

biotic community. According to deep ecologists, the fact of interconnectedness 

with nature implies that we are ultimately indentifiable with nature. For them, 

the fact of the individuality of reality implicates us in wider and still wider 

circles of being. In this process we the human beings should give up our 

confining ego identity and gradually open up to nature at large. It tends to have 

a widest possible identification with nature. It opens up a realization within the 

individual and thereby comes to know the mutual inevitableness between man 

and nature. As such it indicates a move beyond the Cartesian dualistic 

worldview of the human as knowing subject and the natural world as simply 

objects known by the human. Similarly, the Newtonian- Deist worldview of 

mechanistic science is rejected as a form of 'Shallow' ecology that addresses 

environmental problems from out of a techno-fix mentality. In this respect 

Arne Naess's call for a deeper, transformative vision would be worthwhile: 

"The central issue is that of transcending ecology as a science, 

looking for wisdom through the study of eco-philosophy, 

striving for an ecosophy - a total view inspired in part by the 

18 



sctence of ecology and the activities of the deep ecology 

movement. "8 

The process of achieving the widest possible identification with nature is 

equated in Deep ecology with self-realization. Self-realization is a matter of 

enlarging one's sphere of identification. lfwe are in this sense one with nature, 

and if we realize that our interests are convergent with those of nature, then 

surely we shall be called upon to defend nature from human interference just as 

we are called on to defend ourselves against attack. John seed, a deep ecologist 

puts it, "I am protecting the rainforest" develops to "I am part of the rainforest 

protecting myself. Recognition of our identifiability with nature is taken to 

entail a commitment to ecological registance."9 

An Apparent Dilemma: 

What is said above gives rise to a clear intractable dilemma what Mathews 

calls identification dilemma. If human beings are supposed to be identifiable 

with nature, as the theory of interconnectedness claims, then human interaction 

with nature certainly includes our exploitation of the environment as natural. 

Since nature knows best how to look after itself, it follows that whatever 

qualifies as natural must be ecologically for the best. In short, if we are truly 

part of nature or one with nature and nature knows best, then our depredations 

of the natural world must be ecologically and hence morally unobjectionable. 

The identification dilemma, however, can be formulated like the following 

way: 

If human beings are identifiable with nature, then our exploitation of the 

environment will continue, and if human beings are not identifiable with 

nature, then human beings cannot be part of nature. 

8 Naess, A: Outline of Ecosophy, Cambridge University Press, 1989, p-32. 
9 Seed. J. "Appendix E in Devall and Sessions," Deep Ecology, p-243-46. 
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Either human beings are identifiable with nature or not identifiable with nature. 

Either exploitation of the environment will continue or human beings cannot be 

part of nature. 

To overcome this dilemma, a deep ecologist might reply that though we are 

ontologically one with nature, we may not recognize this to be the case. 

Consciously human beings are identified in opposition to nature. Thus there we 

find two levels, viz., ontological level in which human beings are part of 

nature, and conscious level in which human beings are identified in opposition 

to nature. Ifthe underlying ontological level is held good, then our actions vis-a 

vis the environment will reflect this false. If one is thought to be onto logically 

. detached, even though this is not to be the case, then his interaction with nature 

may apparently appear to be unnatural in the sense that it does not rectify to our 

actual interconnectedness with rest of the world. There is nothing unusual in 

claiming this. 

It may be the case that there are many species which though ontologically 

interconnected with the rest of life, nevertheless they appear to act out of 

narrow self-interest and thereby exploit the environment to the best of their 

ability for their own ends. Thus, there always underlies a possibility of gaping 

between consciousness and ontological axiom. Such a gap between 

consciousness and the ontological underpinnings of a species identity may well 

serve nature's own purpose. It may be the part of the long tenn ecological 

scheme of things. Arguably, if this is to be the case, then such a gap would be 

ecologically and ethically unobjectionable. The important question then is : 

Does consciousness reflect our true ontology? If the answer to the question is 

yes, then we consider it desirable that our consciousness reflect our true 

ontological estate. If this is supposed to be the case, then ontological fidelity 

cannot be claimed as natural. Rather we are forced to say that ontological 

20 



fidelity is natural because we value truth. Consequently, it can be said that 

there is no reason to suppose that the present, self-interested exploitative 

behaviour of humanity is unnatural. But if it is thought to be natural, i.e., if it is 

in accordance with the ways of nature, it cannot from a deep ecological 

viewpoint count as wrong. 

The key issue, however, is not to discuss human actions in terms of natural or

non-natural; what is most reasonable to argue is that in the light of the 

interconnectedness thesis. Whatever we do in the environment is natural. Since 

nature knows best, we being the integral part of nature must act in nature's long 

term interests. As an integral part of nature we must wish to change our way on 

our own behalf. We have to resist our extinction by protecting the extinction of 

non-human beings. This is obtained in the process of self-realization and also 

realization of others. This is justified by saying that we have no grounds for 

changing our ways on behalf of nature on grounds of ecological morality. 

Human beings can be a part of nature or even can be an integral part of nature, 

but from that it does not make sense to say that human beings have the moral 

legitimacy to conquer nature. Any attempt to conquering nature leads to the 

extinction of nature which ultimately goes against the slogan: 'nature knows 

best'. Alternatively, it can be said that what we are doing to the environment is 

natural, but it still insists that it needs to be changed by us as it will deny that 

nature knows best what it is doing. If we adhere to the metaphysical premises 

of Deep Ecology, if we accept both our oneness with nature and nature's fitness 

to conduct its own ecological affairs without our assistance, then we should 

allow our own evolution to run its natural course. It may well be that our 

massive impact on the planetary ecosystem is paving the way for an epoach 

making transition in evolution. If it is held that we are one with nature which 

knows how to look after itself, then it means to say that we have no ecological 
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nor hence moral grounds for intervening in the spontaneous courses of human 

affairs as these affect the environment. Thus, there always underlies an 

apparent inconsistency. Deep ecologists, on the one hand, don't agree on any 

form of environmental degradation. They must plea for an active ecological 

resistance. But as we have seen that if human beings are supposed to be one 

with nature, then any form of activity of human beings directly or indirectly 

links with environmental degradation. Thus, there underlies an inconsistency at 

the heart of Deep Ecology. To overcome this inconsistency, a modification of 

the two metaphysical premises of Deep Ecology has been prescribed. 

Modified form of interconnected thesis: 

We have seen in the above that the metaphysical axiom of Deep Ecology based 

on interconnectedness leads to inconsistency when it is conjoined with the 

thesis that nature knows best. To overcome this flaw, a modified version of 

interconnected thesis is being employed. We think there is nothing wrong of 

the interconnected thesis if it is apprehended holistically. Any partial 

interpretation of interconnected thesis appears to be otiose. Holistically, nature 

is supposed to be a metaphysical whole in the sense that nature is logically 

prior to its parts (species). Accordingly, the identity of each part is functionally 

determined by the way of its relation to the whole. Here we can call upon the 

name of Warwick Fox. Fox does clearly emphasize holism. His holism is 

combined with an affirmation of particularity and relationality. His 

'cosmological transpersonalism' explicitly rejects monistic indistinguishability 

or transcendental holism. In offering metaphors for the structure of the cosmos, 

Fox approvingly cites David Bohm's image of ripples in the occean of energy 

and the image of knots in a cosmological net because they combine both the 

whole and the individual. However, he finds them insufficiently relational. 

Instead, he prefers the image of a tree with many leaves on it. One of the 
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reas<ms he favours this. image is because it clearly suggests that all entities are 

interconnected (by virtue of the fact that they are all parts of the same tree), it 

. alsQ '.gives d:ue recognition to the relative autonomy of different entities. In 
1' 1 !i ,.: : 

· a<ittit~n,. w:hile Fox stresses cosmological identification with all particulars, he 
' • ,,, , •·•I, ' , 

. notes that s~ch .. identification is a matrix for realizing individuals and 

contextual identifications. Cosmologically based identification proceeds from a 

sense of the cosmos and works inwards to each particulars individual's sense of 

commonality with other entities. Here, at least, Fox is clearly affirming that 

identification with the whole and with the individual phenomena can co-exist. 

Ecologists of the, metaphysical persuasion, however, give up a degree of 

autonomy of individuals, but ultimately they hold that autonomy as apparent 

only without fundamental ontological significance. 

The above modified form of interconnectedness thesis actually hinges on a 

system based theoretic approach which acknowledges and identifies both 

wholes as well as individuals. In a system theoretic approach the biological 

world is understood as a field of relations, a web of interconnectedness. It is 

cohered as a whole within which a genuine form of individuation is 

nevertheless possible. In the biotic community, an individual is being 

interpreted as an energy configuration or system which maintains itself by way 

of its continuous interactions with its environment. Since the integrity of an 

individual is maintained by way of his continuous interaction with the 

environment, its existence is, therefore, claimed as a function of its relations, its 

interconnectedness. Since the existence of an individual is based on an integral 

relation with nature, it does enjoy a genuine individuality. Accordingly, the 

whole biotic world may be seen as both a stratum whole as well as a manifold 

of individuals. In this sense metaphysical interconnectedness implies an 

irreducible ontological ambivalence at the level of individuals. Here individuals 
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or not we or any particular life form have the capacity to extinguish or 

obliterate life from the planet. On evidence it is extremely unlikely. Even full

scale nuclear holocust would fail to eliminate microbial life fonns. Moreover, 

annihilation of one order of life creats an opportunity for another. What we can 

best claim is that nature inevitably and continuously works towards its own 

good, as such for its abundance, vitality and sustenance. 

Thus, nature under its holistic aspect knows best not only in the sense that it is 

capable of looking after its own interests, but also it seems to know how best in 

a wider moral sense as well. This is justified by claiming that ecological order 

is not only directed towards its own self-perpetuation, it also exemplifies both 

justice and generosity. Ecological justice consists in the fact of ecological 

transgressions by being selected out of existence. The following lines from 

Arne Naess will illustrate this fact very well. 

"Diversity enhances the potentialities of survival, the chances of 

new modes of life, the richness of forms. And the so-called struggle 

of life and the survival of the fittest, should be interpreted in the 

sense of ability to co-exist and co-operate in complex relationship, 

rather than ability to kill, exploit and suppress ........ Ecologically 

inspired attitudes, therefore, favours diversity of human ways of 

life, of cultures, of occupations, of economies. They support the 

fight against economic and cultural, as much as military invasion 

and domination, and they are opposed to the annihilation of seals 

and whales as much as to that of human tribes or cultures."10 

Such self elimination of actual individual gives rise to possible individuals in 

order to get entry into the actual world. Thus, there underlies a perfect 

impartiality between the actual and the possible individuality which will 

10 Naess, A. "The Shallow and Deep Ecology," Cambridge University Press, 1989, P-84. 
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provide the acme of justice. Since the holistic point of view does not make any 

absolute distinction between an element and ecosystem, any attempt to extinct 

an element equally means the extinction of ecosystems which is surely unjust. 

The various elements or parts of an ecosystem are merely different expressions 

of its own intrinsic logic or theme. To refer to Vandana Shiva, "nature has 

created different ecozones which have been basis of diverse cultures and 

economies. The arid zones have been sustainably used by pastoralism, and the 

semiarid zones have been used for dry farming, with protective irrigation 

coming from water storage and water distribution designed according to 

nature's logic." 11 It does not make any sense from the holistic perspective to 

say that we are endangering our otherwise ecologically viable ecosystems. As 

deep ecologists say, in addition to preserving species, an evolutionary and 

ecological ethic is concerned with preserving natural processes and other biotic 

wholes. It is concerned with safeguarding genetic diversity and with preserving 

substantial and widely distributed samples of the hierarchy of eco-systems. As 

such we are all holistically or internally related and we all belong to those 

ecosystems. If we deserve to be selected out at our own mistakes, we are sure 

to close the ecosystems or even the entire order of life. Instead, the whole and 

the part mutually imply each other, both the earth and organism have 

unqualified value, and the absolute is nothing other than the concrete 

phenomenal world. The severity of our situation calls for an increasingly subtle 

and comprehensive understanding on our part in order to formulate a vision, 

and a way of life that embody a reverence for the sacred and vulnerable earth. 

Hence, the vitality of our connection to nature is most obviously signalled by 

the constant realisation of our dependence on it. Air, water and food, the 

microbes in our gut, the nitrogen-fixing bacteria in the soil - without any of 

11 Shiva, V. "Staying Alive," Kali for Women, New Delhi 1989, P-200. 
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these, our illusions of autonomy would crumble mighty fast. From these it 

appears that nature's revelations have some very strong implications for social 

life. For one thing, the interdependence of different parts of our ecosystem 

teaches us about the necessity to curb our personal and collective greed, to 

express the kind of care we seem to have forgotten (or never had), to treasure 

the multiplicity of species rather than cavalierly eliminating. In this light, every 

being is precious, just because it is a part of and contributes to the precious, 

differentiated whole that is the natural world. A realization of this truth is not 

simply a pleasant intellectual reflection, but a guide to moral behaviour for 

individuals and groups alike. As such deep ecology is a spiritual answer to the 

transformation of nature into environment - in which virtually all our earthly 

surroundings become stamped with a human mark, or threaten to become our 

pets, raw materials or victims. 

Thus, it appears clear from the holistic point of view that the natural order is 

arguably an order of justice and accordingly it qualifies as a moral order too. 

Such kind of natural order is also equivalent to the right and equally fulfils the 

maxim nature knows best. The moral significance of nature resides in its 

boundless generosity; a policy of noninterference in nature or at least a policy 

of minimal intervention and a desire to restructure human society to be more in 

harmony with natural process. Etymologically nature, as Holmes Rolston 111 

points out, is derived from the Latin 'natur' meaning birth. Accordingly, it can 

be said that nature is a source of life, and life is, after all, an entirely gratuitous 

gifts, owed to no one. Rolston says, "When nature stays, she takes only the life 

she gave . . . . . . . . . . and she gathers even that life back to herself by 

preproduction and re-enfolding organic resources and genetic materials, and 

produces new life out of it."12 Nature does not favour those who have life over 

12 Rolston,H.Ill, "Can We and Ought we Follow Nature? Environmental Ethics" No.I spring (19i9), P 
28-29. 
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1 1\1i'i~bose who do not. Life is dealt out extravagantly or open handedly. Nature is 
'k: 

:·not only just but also infinitely generous. Thus, from the holistic point of view 

the order of nature is valued as moral not in the sense that it gets hold of the 

. ;, , long term good for nature, but also its justice and generosity as well. 

The most viable question then is: if nature is examined from the individualistic 

instead of holistic point of view, does it still qualify as a moral order? It has 

been revealed from the point of view of the whole that as along as we are 

identifying with the whole, we can appreciate both the effectiveness and justice 

of this arrangement. Such an experience can help solve some metaphysical 

problems. It also helps us realize that we can value both individuals in their 

concrete relationship as well as the total field of relationships of which we are a 

part. This way of experiencing the world is to value the individual, and to value 

the individual is to value the whole. But the situation would be somewhat 

different if we identify ownselves as individuals. Here we are likely to see 

things differently. Here nature no longer appears to know best, if by its 

knowing best we mean that it is capable of looking after the interests of the 

individuals. Unlike the holistic approach here the situation of actual individuals 

is importantly different from the possible individuals. As actual individuals, we 

have actual interests, urgent needs, propensities or desires. Consequently, we 

are supposed to suffer and suffer terribly. There is neither justice nor generosity 

introduced in actual individuals. Here the life giving plan of nature as a whole 

lacks its command. In the domain of individualistic approach the concept of 

fellow-feeling, familiarity, or interconnectedness of one with all appears to be 

minimized, if note obliterated. To make clear the nonviability of individualistic 

approach here we can call upon Callicott who points out Naess's metaphysical 

doctrine of internal relation, the idea "that a thing's essence is exhaustively 

determined by its relationships, that it connot be conceived apart from its 
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relationship with other things.'~ 13 According to Naess we cannot speak of the 

interactions between organisms and their environment or milieu, because an 

organism is interaction. Organisms and milieu are not two things- if a mouse 

were lifted into an absolute vacuum, it would no linger be a mouse and as such 

organisms presuppose milieu. This holds true not just for mice but also for 

human beings. A person is a part of nature to the extent that he is a relational 

junction within the total field. This represents, perhaps, the logical extreme of 

the more general ecological insistence that humans, like all other individual 

organisms, exist only within tightly connected webs of interdependence. This 

challenges not only individualism, but also forms of social constructionism that 

accept the fluidity and contingency of persons only in relation to society and 

culture. 

Ironically, then the impulse to resist the continued destruction of the present 

order of life springs not as Deep Ecology claims from our identification with 

nature as a whole though identification is perfectly proper in the light of 

holistic interpretation of interconnectedness, but rather from our commitment 

to our individuality. Every individual should feel concerned for other 

individuals. In defending nonhu~an beings against human depredation, we 

may even in a sense be resisting the greater order, the ground order of 

ecological justice. The compassion which forms the basis of our environmental 

ethics, from the individualistic point of view, is a function of our furniture 

rather than our cosmic self realization. Nature in the holistic aspect is morally 

far sighted than we in securing the conditions for the ongoing unfolding of life. 

Being individuals we should give our allegiance to individuals, if necessary, 

even against the moral requirements of nature as a whole. In this respect, the 

Gandhian line that people will have to try to be good, or atleast not to do bad, 

13 Naess, A. "Ecology, Community and Lifestyle," Cambridge University Presds, 1992, P-99-1 00. 
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as well as be actively encouraged to do good and discouraged from doing bad 

will get prominence. 

The aim and objective of this chapter we have mentioned, is not to remain 

confined within Deep Ecology, rather to establish on examination, the view 

that Deep Ecology and Ecofeminism are complimentary with each other. So far 

we have examined in great details the various issues relating to Deep ecology. 

We have seen in the course of our investigation and explanation in what senses 

the apparent inconsistency in between the two metaphysical theses of Deep 

Ecology (viz. the interconnectedness thesis and nature knows best thesis) can 

be overcome. 

Now we can pass on to examine and explain the meeting points between Deep 

ecology and Ecofeminism. But before delving into this issue we can make a 

study of the points of difference between the two from the points of view of 

ecofeminists. According to Plumwood and Warren, deep ecologists fail to see 

oneself as distinct from others as such deep ecologists do not separate the 

wellbeing of others from one's own wellbeing. This can easily lead to a failure 

to pay attention to, and care about, the needs of others, usually nonhuman 

natural 'others'. Plumwood is critical about the 'expanded self' of the deep 

ecologists. For plumwood, the identification becomes not identity (as with the 

'indisfinguishable self'), but something more like empathy. Plum Wood's 

criticism is that the 'expanded self' is not a critique of egoism, rather it is 

simply another expression of egoism. According to Plumwood, obliteration of 

all morally and metaphysically relevant distinctions is not the answer to the 

ecofeminists, since recognition and respect of difference is important. To make 

this exposition clear Plumwood may be quoted: "This treatment of 

particularity, the devaluation of an identity tied to particular parts of the natural 

world as opposed to an abstractly conceived whole, the cosmos, reflects the 
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::,)~o11atistic preoccupation with the universal and its accounts of ethical life as 

1'11 ~pposed to the particular. The analogy in human terms of impersonal love of 
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1 'thb cosmos is the view of morality based on universal principles or the 

' .impersonal and abstract love of man. Thus, Fox reiterates (as if it were 

unproblematic) the view of particular attachments as ethically and as 
,, 

·. oppositional to genuine, impartial "identification", which necessarily falls short 

r; I ' With all particulars."14 

According~ · to Plumwood, a commitment to a 'transcended self" expresses a 
' 

serious lack of concern for particular individuals and species-topics which are 

of concern to ecofeminists. What these examples show is how powerful 

insights regarding various approaches to environmental ethics can be gained by 

paying attention to ecofeminist insistence on important connection between the 

domination of women and domination of nature under western partriachal 

ideologies. From these it appears that Deep Ecology and Ecofeminism mark 

serious disagreement concerning the basis of ethics, contextualization of ethical 

issues, and the interrelationship of ethical issues seemingly confined to human 

sphere with those that obviously involve nonhuman entities. Deep ecology and 

Ecofeminism differ greatly in theoretical systems or paradigm. However, 

ecofeminism is a kind of deep ecology. It is not shallow, it is anti

anthropocentric and as such acknowledges the moral value of the nonhuman 

realm and engages in extensive questioning about the many factors that 

contribute to environmental issues. We propose to look after the point in what 

context there hinges a meeting point between these movements. This is the next 

point we are going to unearth. It is claimed that environmental ethics is much 

closer to Ecofeminism rather than Deep Ecology and if we concentrate 

ourselves within the concept of Deep Ecology, it can be seen that either 

14 Plumwood, V: Current Trends in Eco-feminism, Humanities Press, Atlantic Highlands, 1994, p-45. 
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implicitly or explicitly ecofeminism has a close proximity to the thesis of 

interconnectedness. Interconnectedness, as we see, is a thesis in which the 

relation between humans and nature can be established intrinsically. It 

cultivates or tends to interconnectedness in the individualistic rather than in the 

holistic sense. Nature, from the ecofeminist perspective is a community of 

beings, related in the manner of a family, but nevertheless distinct. As such 

ecofeminist theory is based on recognition of the ways and contexts that shape 

our understanding, explanations and interpretations of the world. In addition, 

ecofeminist theory stresses the importance of concrete and contextual mutual 

identification and mutual affirmation of interdependence and compassion. Thus 

ecofeminist philosophy is responsive to the existence and desirability of others 

regarding interests and is committed to the inclusion of different lives and 

experiences. Here we are urged to respect and care otherness, the distinct 

individuality of these beings rather than seeking merger with them in pursuit of 

an undifferentiated oneness. In addreshing human beings as distinct, 

ecofeminism does not agree with the thesis: nature knows best. Self-realization, 

care and respect towards otherness are the keys to understanding ecofeminism 

which makes it closer to the interconnectedness thesis. 

Since ecofeminism subscribes to or endorses interconnectedness thesis and to 

some extent denies or does not identity us directly with nature as a whole, it 

does not fall within the supposed identification dilemma. Since ecofeminism 

does not make us identified with a monolithic nature, it will not have to see our 

destruction or predation of environmental as a case of nature. As such, the 

destruction of the environment in this way renders it morally unobjectionable. 

On the other hand, since it visualises us as related to nature as the members of a 

community or family to whom the proper attitude is one of familiar 

consideration and care, born of an empathetic understanding made possible by 
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our common origins of our mutually defining relation, ecofeminism is able to 

condemn our abuse of the environmental outright without treating nature as a 

whole. According to ecofeminists, nature is the product of a re-awakening to 

our kinship with our individual non-human realitives. It is very much 

familiarized with our individuality, rather than in any kind of cosmic 

identification. It actually emerges out of a sense of solidarity with our fellow 

beings. As such ecofeminism makes the connections between humans, women, 

and environmental exploitation central to their position and aims towards an 

analysis that is inclusive of the many related forms of domination. To call upon 

Vandana Shiva, "The recovery of the feminine principle is based on 

inclusiveness. It is a recovery in nature, woman and man of creative forms of 

being and perceiving. In nature it implies seeing nature as a live organism. In it 

implies seeing women as productive and active. Finally, in men the recovery of 

the feminine principle implies a relocation of action and activity to create life 

enhancing, not life reducing and life threatening societies."15 

Thus it may be claimed that Ecofeminism and Deep Ecology has a close 

proximity with each other as both seize important parts of our metaphysical and 

ethical relationship with nature with their complementary interpretations of the 

interconnectedness thesis. If reality is supposed to be based on internal 

connection, if reality does consist in web of relations, then it may be seen as 

both a whole and as a manifold of individuals. Accordingly, reality appears to 

qualify as a moral order. But from the point of view of individuals it does not. 

We think that in any attempt to relate human beings with nature both the 

holistic as well as individualistic views need to be taken into account. This will 

lead us in the end to an irreducible moral conflict ambivalence consisting of 

15 Shiva, V. "Staying Alive," Kali for Women, New Delhi 1989, P-53. 
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compassionate intervention on behalf of nature on one hand, and an 

enlightened view ready to comply acquiescence m the natural tide of 

destruction on the other. We have no option but to accept moral conf1ict 

(ambivalence). In accepting this moral conflict we try to discover on the one 

hand that it is our humanity that compels us to act (moral imperative in Kantian 

sense) on behalf of our embattled fellow creatures. In this regard, the moral 

loftiness or standard of Deep ecology is brought down to the ground. On the 

contrary, we discover that our compassion for the value taken for granted by 

ecofeminism is not beyond moral either. Moral compassion is always to come 

down to our love of the familiar, our solidarity with the things that remind us of 

ourselves. Ecofeminism in this regard is divested of its roots. Here it can be 

added that actual experiences in community with nature create solid knowledge 

and value claims in part by challenging traditional assumptions, our 

construction of ourselves, and the very ways we live on this planpet and as 

such they prove meaningful ways to justify and motivate environmentally 

sound moral behaviour and allow us to become better people. 

Thus ecofeminism humanizes Deep Ecology and Deep Ecology does indeed 

deepen ecofeminism. 

Hence, the effects of ecofeminists' expenences and insights are potentially 

deep ecocentric. They include ways of being and behaving in the world without 

which ecocentrism must fail: an appreciation and reassertion, against modernist 

abstract universalism, the value of life as embodied and embedded, situated and 

engaged, local and particular and against an inflated rationalism, the value of 

intuition and feelings, and finally, the potential importance and value of what 

cannot be rationally calculated, economically or otherwise. Deep ecologists 

talk of expanded self which projects the structures of ego outwards. Women 

often feel expanded self in conscious raising groups or in community activism 
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undertaken in the interest of the whole. Hence both strands of ecofeminism, 

essentialist and conceptualist, presuppose that environmental ethics will benefit 

from creating theoretical space for human relations to nature, personal lived 

expenence, and the vocabulary of caring, nurturing and maintaining 

connection. 

Finally, we can conclude by saying that our grounds for ecological resistance 

which is pleaded both by Ecofeminism as well as Deep ecology hinges on our 

humanity, love, care and more importantly, realization for our fellow beings. 

This is what any environmentalist aims at to fulfil. Whatever we endorse, it is 

either holistic or individualistic, we have to give up the dualistic thinking 

between human beings and nature. We think and believe that out of such a 

relapse into dualistic thinking no true affirmation of life can come. We can 

anticipate the view that our humanity is the wellspring not only of a consuming 

destructiveness but also of the precious compassion which encounters it. It will 

lead us out of the moral deadlock by the divorce of dualism between humanity 

and nature. Hence in a world littered with the wrecks and causalities of grand 

abstract schemes, it may be the most promising as well as most realistic 

philosophy (idea). 

• ••• 
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CHAPTER TWO 

ECOFEMINISM AND SOCIAL ECOLOGY 

The Previous chapter has been an attempt at exploration and examination as to 

the proximity of Ecofeminism and Deep Ecology. In this chapter we shall 

propose to address in what sense ecofeminism is identified with social ecology. 

There is no question of doubt that like ecofeminism, social ecology, an 

endeavour towards environmentalism also deals with ecological and 

environmental issues. However, social ecology in its various approaches can be 

identified with ecofeminism. It will be worthwhile to mention here that there 

are considerable discrepancies between social ecology and ecofeminism, but 

still they share significant similarities that make it appropriate to examine them 

in one sequel. Murray Bookchin is a leading proponent of social ecology. 

Social ecology relatively consists of a unified theoretical perspective and as 

such it involves the basic entegories, i.e. the awamess of the biophysical and 

socio cultural domains juxtaposing the ecological infrastructure to the 

economy, polity, social structure and culture. Ecofeminism, on the other hand, 

reflects the diversity that exists among feminist thinkers. Ecofeminism, 

therefore, is considered as a general perspective on ecological issues rather than 

a unified theory of ecophilosophy. Arguably, ecofeminism involves the use of 

any of the diverse philosophies in the analysis of ecological issues. Since 

ecofeminism is attached with feminist issues and feminist philosophy involves 

many different outlooks, there we have many different forms of ecofeminism. 

But what is important to note here is that amidst all these things of ecofemism 

and social ecology and the various outlooks within ecofeminism have 

important homogeneity. This is what we propose to address and establish in 

this chapter. 

36 



To explore the similarities between ecofeminism and social ecology one can 

distinguish two aspects of social ecology and ecofeminism each of which 

includes analytic aspects that offer analyses of the causes and issues underlying 

the contemporary ontological crises. Barring the analytic aspect, each of them 

has also programmatic aspects that offer alternative versions of an ecological 

sound future. As far as ecological problems are concerned, both social ecology 

and ecofeminism share common approach. Both refer to research questions as 

to the role of traditional institutions in mediating human interactions with 

nature. For example, did the division of labour between the sexes in different 

peasant and tribal communities give rise to fundamentally different attitudes 

towards nature on the part of women? Again, what were the responsibilities of 

caste and village institutions in regulating the use of forests, water and other 

common resources? What have been the effects of recent environmental 

degradation on gender relations, or on the autonomy of the caste and the 

village? Each of ecofeminism and social ecology sees that the ecological 

destructions are related to social problems of control and dominance. However, 

they differ only in .addressing or giving specific explanations concerning social 

problems and also for their programmes for social change. Moreover, social 

ecology and ecofeminism also take care of society to find the underlying causes 

of the environmental crisis. Like Deep Ecology, they do not, however, identify 

the roots of ecological destruction as a dominant philosophy of 

anthropocentrism. Deep Ecology, as we have seen, is predominantly concerned 

with factors that are too abstract (metaphysical) and too general (nature knows 

best). It ignores the specific human and social causes of domination and 

environmental destruction. Unlike Deep Ecology, ecofeminism and social 

ecology den~ ': that Q.uman centeredness is the necessary cause of 

environmental destruction. Instead of that what they rather specifY human 
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institutions and practices as more critical and crucial. Deep Ecology gtves 

much emphasis on the issues relating to wilderness and ignores the human 

costs and consequences arising out of the destruction of environment. Both 

ecofeminism and social ecology do not agree on the conviction that the 

fundamental cause of degradation and depredation of nature in relation to 

human beings lies only in the failure of traditional ethics, rather they hold that 

traditional theories of social justice can be adequate for analyzing 

environmental problems as such social justice is the primary focus of both 

social ecology and ecofeminism. 

Ecofeminists and social ecologists are emphatically of the opinion that the root 

of our ecological crises hinges on certain social factors. Accordingly, the 

domination and degradation of nature crop up from social patterns of 

domination and hierarchy, patterns of social life in which some humans 

exercise domination and subjugation over others (May be the males or the 

assumed higher sections of the particular society). Obviously, both approaches 

tend to shift philosophical attention into a new direction. Philosophical 

questions are traditionally amalgamated or confederated with metaphysics and 

ethics. But here both the approaches under consideration have tried to shift 

philosophical questions and attentions towards social and political philosophy 

instead of metaphysics and ethics. Instead of metaphysics and ethics, social 

justice becomes the primary focus of these philosophers. Thus, the prime task 

of this view is to dig up the relation between individual humans and the 

patterns of social organizatiojls in which they live in. There underlies no 

question of doubt that societies are the outcome or creations of human beings. 

Human beings have organized and structured societies in order to fulfil their 

ends. Thus when we are looking forward or examining environmental 
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destruction as a social problem we should ask about the ends generated by the 

particular institutions or cultures causing the problems. 

To be argumentative, the most pertinent question in this regard is to ask not 

what society does for peoples, but what a particular society does to the people. 

We have to identify who are benefiting from and who are being harmed or 

oppressed by our social practices. Both social ecologists as well as ecofeminists 

are of the opinion that there are social structures which are set up to oppress 

and exploit some members of society for the benefit of others. These types of 

social structures are called oppressive structure which indulge or encourage the 

domination and subjugation in all forms including the domination of the biotic 

community. Bookchin, a celebrated social ecologist, himself narrates the point 

by saying - "The very notion of domination of nature by men stems from the 

real elimination of human by human."16 The same view has been expressed by 

Radford Reuther. He says, "Women must see that there can be no liberation for 

them and no solution to the ecological crisis within a society in which 

fundamental relationship continues to be of domination. They must unite the 

demands of the women's movement with those of the ecological movement to 

envision a radical reshaping of the basic socio-economic relations and the 

underlying values of this society."17 

The man-environment relationship 1s as old as human existence itself. 

Traditionally man used natural resources wisely and nurtured nature as a 

sustainer. This ensured sustainability of nature. This scene is no more observed. 

Thus it can be said that ecological destruction and depredation is a form of 

human domination. It is a form of domination of nature. Thus, we need to 

apprehend first of all the general patterns of human domination of other 

humans. Accordingly, an adequate understanding of the ecological crisis must 
"( 

16 Bookchin, M. Ecology of freedom, Black Rose Books, Montreal, 1991, P-1. 
1 17 Reuther, R.R. New Earth, New York, Scabary, 1975, P-204. 
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address fundamental questions of social and political philosophy. So the prime 

task is to examine and address the fundamental questions of social and political 

philosophy. We must identify and analyse the patterns of domination and 

. oppression within societies and evaluate these patterns in terms of 

philosophical accounts of justice in which all biotic communities are free from 

oppression and domination. As such the relevance of environmental justice is 

taken into account. 

Environmental Justice: 

We have already observed and pointed out that there are various ways through 

which social ecology and ecofeminism can be differentiated. Social ecologists 

apprehend environmental destruction in general and widespread forms of 

domination and hierarchy. This includes social practices, structures, private 

ownership, capitalism and even nation state. These social practices and 

institutions establish social hierarchies in which some humans exercise power 

and domination over others. Social ecologists therefore propose a solutional 

method, an anarchist conception of justice in which human freedom is 

supposed to be an essential feature of justice. This is justified because it tends 

to annihilate external control and psychological manipulation. Ecofeminists, on 

the contrary, identify the oppression of women as a principal form of social 

domination. It addresses much close proximity Iretween the domination of 

women and the domination of nature. Consequently, it has been felt that the 

objective of the feminist movement by and large is at par with the objective of 

the ecological movement since the oppression of women refers to multifaceted 

factors of the patriarchal society. Ecofeminists, therefore, offers various 

accounts of social justice for uplifting alternative non-domination forms of 

society. Karrew Warren says, . . . . . . "they concern about connections ... 

historical, empirical, conceptual, theoretical, symbolic and experimental, 

conceptual, theoretical, symbolic and experimental between the domination of 
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women and the domination of nature. According to ecofeminists, a failure to 

see these connections will result in the continued exploitation of both women 

and non-human nature in the development policies, theory and practices which 

is grossly inadequate from a feminist point of view," 18 To speak about 

environmental justice from ecofeminist point of view we can refer to the stands 

of ecofeminist philosophers like warren, Cheney and Plumwood who can 

inform social ecologists on how dominations work and how they can be ended. 

Warren openly admits that ecofeminism is a "social ecology". Karren clarifies 

her phrase of "Social ecology" "Ecofeminism recognizes the twin 

dominations of women and nature as social problems rooted both in very 

concrete, historical, socio economic circumstances and in oppressive 

patriarchal conceptual framework which maintain and sanction these 

circumstances." 19 

Social Justice: A Parameter of Ecofeminism: 

The term 'social justice' belongs to the domain of ethics. Usually, ethics deals 

with the question: How should we live? This again can be specified in 

individual and collective styles of living. When ethics deals with the question: 

how should we live individually, it refers to morality; but when it deals with 

the question: how we live collectively, it refers to social justice. But the 

question: What is justice? It is to be understood as: How should we live 

together? One can say that the question: How should we live together or what 

is justice actually underlies the question: How should we live individually? In 

moral philosophy when a question or a command is associated with the word 

'ought' or 'should' it deserves universalisability. Moral philosophy deals with 

the responsibilities that each of us has towards others. So a partial answer to the 

question of justice is that we ought to respect the rights and responsibilities that 

18 Warren, K. Introduction to Hypatia, New York (Spring 1991 ), P-6. 
19 Warren, K. The power and promise of ecological feminism, Routledge, New York, 1994, P-143. 
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each of us individually possess. Justice, therefore, is concerned with giving 

each person his or her due. In this regard, theories of justice differ in 

determining exactly what people deserve. This reminds us the famous 

apprehension of Aristotle regarding justice. Aristotle claims that justice 

requires treating to the equals equally. That means people be treated equally 

unless they have differences. This principle is called the formal principle of 

justice. This formal principle of justice as proposed by Aristotle differs from 

the utilization approach of justice in which the interest of each person should 

be treated as of equal value. Accordingly, utilitarian justice argues that 

environmental resources should be distributed in ways that maximize the 

greatest happiness of the greatest numbers: perhaps including the interest of 

future generation and animals. 

However, the utilitarian form of justice has been severely criticized by the 

Kantian form of ethics by saying that the utilitarian :lt>rm of justice at times fail 

to treat individuals with the respect due to each person. Here individuals may 

be treated as a mere means to the end of producing benifial outcomes. Thus it 

has been claimed that the utilitarian form of justice is not tenable at all. Rawls 

addresses an influential account of justice which fulfils the tradition of both 

Locke and Kant. His theory consists of two major components, viz, a method 

for dealing on the principle of justice and the specific principle derived from 

the method. This method itself is a version of the hypothetical social contract 

used earlier by Locke and Kant. Here each individual is treated as an end and 

not as a means and each individual unanimously agrees on the principles of 

justice. In this regard Rawl's concept of justice deserves impartiality what he 

calls original position ofjustice. 

Rawls develops two fundamental principles of justice from the position of 

which one states that each individual enjoys equal right to the most extensive 
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system of liberties. For him individuals would demand as much freedom as 

possible, but no rational and self-interested individuals would be willing to 

scarify their own equality simply to secure more liberty for others. The second 

principle holds that social and economic benefits and burdens should be 

distributed equally unless an unequal distribution would benefit the least 

advantaged members of society. Rawls himself believes that people would 

accept these principles because rational people always would follow a maxim 

in strategy. But the important point is: how are the benefits and burdens of 

society distributed? Who will get the benefit and who will bear the burdens? 

Are the distributions of benefit and burdens fair? What kinds of people are 

being reinforced by society? One can, of course, answer these questions in 

terms of general humanity. One can say that it is the humans who suffer from 

environmental destruction and also get benefits from wilderness preservation. 

But the ecologists as well as ecofeminist5have vehclnently rejected such type of 

answer. For them this type of answer actually misses an important distinction 

between people. But in the subsequent sequel we have to sort out more 

precisely who will actually benefit and who will pay the price for 

environmental problems and solutions. 

We think that environment justice is the only criterion through which one can 

investigate the social distribution of environmental benefits and burdens. The 

opposite stand of justice is unjustifiability (unjust) that means a society that 

distributes the benefits and burdens unequally is prima facie unjust: We can say 

that many current environmental politicies distribute benefits and burdens 

unjustly. For example, environmental racism is a case in point in which society 

places the burdens upon people in the least advantaged position, the poor and 

the people of colour. To speak in the language of Vandana Shiva, 

"development is reduced to a continuation of the process of colonization, it is 
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an extention of the project of wealth creation in modern western patriarchy's 

economic vision, which is based on the exploitation of or exclusion of women 

(of the west and non-west), on the exploitation and degradation of nature. 

Development could not but entail destruction of women, nature and subjugated 

cultures, which is why, throughout the third world, women, peasants and tribals 

struggling for liberation from 'development' just as they earlier struggled for 

liberation from colonialism."20Here we can also mention Cipko Movement. 

Here it is claimed that women often bear a greater environmental burden than 

men. This again induces the point of sexism. Many environmental researchers 

time and again have pointed out the risks faced by communities of colour. 

Robert D. Bullard in a forefront of his research has pointed out that most of 

toxic waste dumps; landfills and polluting industries are being located in 

communities and neighborhoods with a high density of poor and minorities. In 
If 

this regard Bullard cites a study of National Law Journal which includes, 

"There is a racial divide in the way that the U.S. government cleans up toxic 

waste sites and punishes ..... Polluters. White communities see faster action, 

better result and stiffer penalties than communities where blacks, Hispanies and 

other communities live. This unequal protection often occurs whether the 

community is wealthy or poor."21 It is evidently proved enough that a person of 

colour is likely to live in a area where toxic dumps, landfills, incinerators and 

polluting industries are located. Even polluters probably are inflicted lesser 

punishment if they were located in a white neighbourhood. This clearly 

indicates how the bad subsequence of environment is based on racism. 

We do not, however, need to look for to find other policies that would reinforce 

environmental injustice and environmental racism. It is pointed out by many 

that the policy of controlling population is itself self-defeating as it creates 

20 Shive, V. Staying Alive, Kali for Women, New Delhi, 1989, P-2. 
21 Bullard, R. Unequal Protection, Sierra Club Books, San Fancisco, 1994,P-9. 
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disproportionate burdening among poor and minority communities. Those who 

advocate the view that population growth is one of the prime causes of 

environmental destruction, often set aside the cultural and economic factors 

that encourage the poor, especially poor women to value more children rather 

than fewer children. It has been historically witnessed that oppressive 

population, control politics are often targeted against minorities and it includes 

slavery, Nazism and apartheid. The minorities' people have substantive reason 

to be sceptical regarding the population control implemented by wealthy white 

environmentalists. Even ecologist Hardin argues that overpopulation is a 

serious threat to the survival of all humans. Mentioning the metaphor of 

lifeboat, Hardin goes on to say that overpopulation is threatening to sink all of 

us as population surpasses the carrying capacity of the earth. Hardin even was 

against any food relief to victims of famine and starving people because it 

would lead, Hardin opines, to a greater population explosion among the poor 

and consequently place a greater burden upon the earth's productive capacity. 

Hardin seems to have conceived that people in developed countries can 

maintain their comfortable standard of living while the least advantaged human 

beings are allowed to starve. It is not that we are in a lifeboat that they are not. 

There is less room in the lifeboat because we have brought with us all the 

creature comforts of our consumerist society. Thus, it would be difficult to find 

a theory of justice willing to claim that such politics give people what they 

deserve. Moreover, many preservationist politics also appear to benefit social 

ethics while harming the most vulnerable. Thus, it is justified by saying that 

our cultures and politics have wrecked environmental so that we might attain a 

comfortable and healthy lifestyle. One should not seek a comparable standard 

living because this would jeopardize the remaining wilderness areas, ram 
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forests and biological diversity. Unfortunately, we do not value these things 

more than our economic development. But we ought to do this. 

There underlies no question of doubt that women and children are the most 

sufferers in any environmental degradation. This is another example of 

injustice. It is held that women and children are the most suffers by any 

potential harm caused by exposure to pollutants, pesticides and toxins fall 

disproportionately on women. Here we can refer to Maria Mies. To her, 

development thus is equivalent to maledevelopment, a development bereft of 

the feminine, the conservation, the ecological principle. The neglect of nature's 

work in renewing herself, women's work in producing sustenance in 'the form 

of basic vital needs is an essential part of the paradigm of maledevelopment. 

Mal-development is male-development in thought and action. In practice, this 

fragmental, reductionist, dualist perspective violates the integrity and harmony 

of man in nature, and the harmony between men and women. It ruptures the co

operative unity of masculine and feminine, and places men, shorn of feminine 

principle, above nature and women, and separated from both. But women's 

contribution in the developing world in general and environmental arena in 

particular is noteworthy. Women are primarily responsible for chores such as 

cooking and maintaing the home. They also take care of children; they even 

work outside the home, t~pically responsible for tending domestic crops and 

livestock. Moreover, women have greater responsibility for the non 

mechanized harvesting of crops and thus face risks associated with exposure to 

pesticides. Even women have less mobility than men to escape pollution and 

unsanitary conditions. Women also take responsibility for gathering fuel wood 

and water without hampering environmental balance. Thus, any industrial 

advancement which tends to extinct forest lands and also polluting water, leads 

to the exploitation and subjugation of women. In actual fact, there is less water, 
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less fertile soil, less genetic wealth as a result of the development process. 

Since these natural resources are the basis of nature's economy and women's 

survival economy, their scarcity is impoverishing women and marginalize 

people in an unprecedented manner. Their impoverishment lies in the fact that 

resources which supported their survival were absorbed into the market 

economy while they themselves were excluded and displaced by it. It has been 

statistically estimated almost 34.6 percent of all childhood dwelt in 

underdeveloped countries result from the lack of access to clean water. We find 

sufficient evidences in Chipko Movement, which underlies the view in what 

senses environmental degradation and development in many underdeveloped 

countries create particular burdens for women. Women and children have also 

been affected by the harms of overpopulation in many forms. 

Social Ecology: A Bookchinian Approach 

Murray Bookchin, a leading proponent of social theorist, has tried to establish 

the connection between social domination and the domination of nature. This 

theory, at times, is called ceo-anarchism or most commonly known as social 

ecology. Bookchin's concept of philosophical tradition such as Marxian 

socialism, libertarian anarchism and the western organic tradition is associated 

with the greatest philosophers like Aristotle and Hegel. The objective of social 

ecology is to underline the concept of social domination of women by men and 

then to establish in what sense it is connected to ecological problems. 

According to Bookchin, this can be apprehended in terms of hierarchies. He 

says, " ....... the cultural, traditional and psychological systems of obedience 

and command, not merely the economic and political systems to which the 

terms class and state most appropriately refer. Accordingly, hierarchy and 

domination could easily continue to exist in a classless or stateless society. I 

refer to the domination of the young by the old, of women by men, of one 
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group by another, of masses by bureaucrats who profess to speak of 'higher 

social interest', of countryside by town and in a more subtle psychological 

sense of body by mind, of spirit by a shallow instrumental rationality."22 

The above passage of Bookchin gives a plenty of clues in what context he 

apprehends the so-called notion of social domination and its parity with natural 

domination in terms of hierarchies. The concept of hierarchy logically leads to 

at least the existence of two groups of which one is superior or holds more 

power than the other. The superior group always deserves obedience from the 

inferior group. That is why the concept of hierarchy always promotes social 

systems of domination in which the superior group is adept to weild the inferior 

group to serve the purpose of the superiors. This is exactly the same thing 

running in the whole biotic community. Superior-inferior context in terms of 

hierarchy understood by Book chin is not at a par with the slogan of Darwin's: 

Survival of the fittest. Rather these hierarchies as systems are the outcome of 

conflict in which the balance of the biotic community, which is needed for all 

species, can be misbalanced. 

We think that Bookchin's concept of social ecology is different from that of 

Marxists and anarchists. Like Marxists, he does not agree on the view that the 

underlined form of social hierarchy and domination rests with economic 

classes. Equally he does not share the same observation with the traditional 

anarchists who maintain that the modem nation state is the primary agent of 

social domination. Unlike Marxists and traditional anarchists, Bookchin 

explores structures of domination within societies in which there IS no 

relevance of economic class as propounded by Marxists as well as no 

bureaucratic nation state as advocated by traditional anarchists. Like many 

other traditional systems, Bookchin does not propose physical domination and 

22 Bookchin, M. Ecology of Freedom, Black Rose Books, Montreal, 1991, P-4. 
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power as the means of social control. For him hierarchy is also a state of 

consciousness as well as social condition. He, therefore, goes on to say that it 

can happen that people can be oppressed by their consciousness, their 

understanding and behalf like external forces. Thus, Bookchin speaks of people 

who internalize social structures of hierarchy and thereby learn to accept a life 

of "to it and sacrifice" while their superiors enjoy a life of pleasure and 

satisfaction. In his classic book 'The Ecology of Freedom, Bookchin seems to 

conceive a history of the diverse forms of hierarchy and domination underlying 

in societies from the paleolithic era to the modem world. He holds that the 

domination of nature actually stems from these patterns of social hierarchy and 

domination. Here Bookchin calls upon Marxists interpretation in which the 

human ability to dominate nature allows the creation of wealth and class 

structure. Subsequently, it leads to class conflict and oppression. According to 

Bookchin, social structures of domination through hierarchy process always 

preceded the domination of nature. 

According to Bookchin, humans can be shaped and created by their social 

history. This can occur in two ways. In one sense human can go through life 

being created by and in tum creating their social world without fully 

recognizing their reality or they can be fully conscious of and responsible for 

this history. Thus the preminent value is fully conscious self-determining 

activity, because only through this type of action that human must fully attain 

their natural potential as conscious thinking being. Bookchin's anarchist 

conception of freedom is the outcome of such value. But how is fully conscious 

self-determining activity possible? It is possible only when humans are 

completely free from all forms of external controls and dominations. It includes 

not only physical but social, psychological, intellectual and emotional forms of 

coercion. A just society is therefore one in which humans are free from all 

49 



and domination. This 1s the objective of Bookchin's 

for everyone. It is a kind of community that eschews domination and 

lleiMIIO!IOittatton in any form whether domination of humans or of nature. A just 

is guided by democratic values such as full participation and 

I. These are called the norms of such community. It avoids institutions 
i1 I,' 

• , 

1

! I ~d customs which tend to place one person or a group of people in position of 

lill ~uthority over others. In a just community, decision making authority is 

! . decentralized in which individuals complement and cooperate with each other 
1f i: 'but do not dominate each other. Indeed, the ideal anarchistic community would 

approximate an ecosystem. It would be diversified, balanced and harmonious. 

A just community or society always desires sustainable agriculture instead of 

scientifically based agriculture simply because sustainable agriculture is just 

like a life style in which both humans and their natural surrounding can live 

free from dependence upon dominating institutions and practices. For 

Bookchin, sustainable agriculture decentralizes and diversifies decision making 

authority. In this regard, it is truly a democratic practice. Moreover, sustainable 

agriculture reinforces a life style in which local communities become 

sustainable and self -sufficient. In a just community people experience true 

freedom and also be able to live in harmony with their natural environment. 

Bookchin, however, claims that this is not accidental. For him nature's freedom 

from human domination can come about only in a world in which human are 

also free from domination. 

To highlight Bookchin, mutualism, self organization, freedom and subjectivity, 

Cohered by social ecology's principles of unity in diversity, spontaneity and 

non hierarchical relationships, are constitutive of evolution's potentialities. 
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Aside from the ecological responsibilities they confer on our species as the 

self-reflexive voice of nature, they literally define us. Nature does not "exist" 

for us to use, but it makes possible our uniqueness. Like the concept of being, 

these principles of social ecology require not analysis, but merely verification. 

They are the elements of an ethical ontology, not rules of a game that can be 

changed to suit personal needs and interests. 

Critical observation of Bookchin's social Ecology: 

Although Bookchin's concept of social ecology is praiseworthy in many 

contexts, yet it is not free from criticisms. At first it is criticised by saying that 

the connection Bookchin outlines between social domination and the 

domination of nature is not clear. Unlike Marxist theory, Bookchin explicitly 

denies a necessary connection between social hierarchies and social domination 

on the one hand, and attempts to dominate nature on the other. He rules out any 
~ 

causal connection in between them. But what he makes that the relationship in 

between them is not at all clear from his observation. Thus, one may criticise 

Bookchin by saying that so long we get a clear answer regarding the 

relationship raised above; social ecology loses much of its persuasive ground, 

particularly when we focus on its practical implications. Those who advocate a 

strong causal connection between social domination and the domination of 

nature would claim that it would not be possible to cope with environmental 

challenges unless we first admit social hierarchies. Bookchin has claimed that 

social hierarchies are inevitable in the societies. In the strong causal 

interpretation, what is claimed is clear enough. It addresses social questions 

before ecological ones. If we address ecological question first independently of 

addressing social hierarchies, the very relevance of social ecology as 

propounded by Bookchin begs question. 
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that Bookchin's theory deserves much more fairness than the 

rose against it. Although he rules out a necessity of causal 

._._,uv·u between social domination and domination of nature, but this does 

sense to say that the connection under consideration· is merely 

Instead of causal connection Bookchin addresses historical 

between social domination (hierarchies) and the idea of dominating 

· n.ature. Historically, hierarchical societies always encore humans to identify 

social progress with control of and domination over non-human nature. 

Eventually the connections can be thought mutually reinforcing. Logically, in 

addressing one require addressing the other. Any change in natural world 

would provoke prior change in social arrangements. Changing our social 

relationships to less hierarchical will encourage a more felicitous relationship 

with nature. ,. 
Bookchin elsewhere also allows humans in guiding natural evolution. He even 

casts humans as stewards of evolution simply because human beings are 

capable of consciously serving and directing natural evolution. By considering 

humans as stewards of evolution, Boonchin, critics say, favours human interest 

more over non-human interests. Moreover, it allows humans to seize the helm 

of evolution and thereby direct nature to human ends. We think that by 

declaring humans as stewards of evolution Bookchin admits anthropocentrism 

which is not conducive for habitable biotic community. Critice, however, 

rejects such anthropocentrism as it would lead to too much ecological 

destruction. According to Bookchin, human society is the outcome of natural 

evolution what he technically calls a nature rendered self consciousness. On 

the line of this thesis, Bookchin rejects the view that calls for humans to 

remove themselves from the natural world or that degrades the uniqueness of 

human beings. Here we can mention the names of biocentric ethics and Deep 
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Ecology in which the uniqueness of human beings or the rational abilities of 

human beings has be.en overlooked. Contrary to these theories, Bookchin 

apprehends social ecology as humanistic which requires a shift in vision from 

the skies to the earth: from superstition to reason; from deities to people. 

Bookchin thus proposes a second nature, which includes such feature of human 

evolution as rationality, culture and society from first nature which refers to the 

non-human world. The distination between first nature and second nature is 

justified in terms of degree, but not in terms of mind. It means that human are 

not simply the biotic citizens as described in biocentric ethics, land ethics and 

Deep Ecology. 

Bookchin gives much importance on natural evolution and thereby claims that 

natural evolution has provided humans the necessity to interfere with first, 

nature to consciously change first nature by means of institutionalized form of 

community what he calls society. To speak in the language of Bookchin, 

"dialectical naturalism is organic enough to give a more liberatory meaning to 

vague words interconnectedness and holism without sacrificing intellectuality . 
... 

It can answer the questions posed at the beginning of the essay: What nature is 

humanity's place in nature, the thrust of natural evolution and society's 

relationship with the natural world."23 For him, human traits have not only 

emerged from natural evolution, they can also be placed at the service of 

natural evolution to consciously increase biotic diversity, diminish sufTering, 

foster the evolution of new ecologically valuable life forms. But this does not 

make sense to say that by admitting purposive human intervention Bookchin 

actually invites anthropocentrism. What he inclines to say is that the so-called 

second nature is completely shaped by social hierarchies and ideas of 

domination. Natural world, Bookchin opines, perhaps cannot control this type 

23 Bookchin, M. The Philosophy of Social Ecology, (Dilectical Naturalism) Rawat Publications, Jaipur, 
1996, P-6. 
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of thinking and reasoning as acquired by the second nature. Unlike many 

others, Bookchin, therefore, proposes a conservative and prudent approach to 

any activity that changes nature. This is justified by saying that humanity, as a 

part of natural evolution; relational thought has a responsibility to act as 

steward of the natural process. 

The above standpoint of Bookchin ·often leads to a conflict between himself 

and deep ecologists. Deep ecologists often accuse Bookchin of introducing 

anthropocentrism and attribute.; to him the view that human beings are higher 

form of life. Bookchin, on the contrary, criticises deep ecologists for 

introducing an oppressive and misanthropic philosophy. We have observed in 

the previous sequels that Deep Ecology addresses a biocentric or ecocentric 

form of ethics in which 'equal moral worth' has been given to human as well as 

non-human life forms. But Bookchin vehemently criticizes the extreme 

standpoint of deep ecologists. Deep ecologist at times claims that famine and 

AIDS were nature's revenge for overpopulation and ecological destruction. 

This seems that starving children fn places like Ethopia and Somalia should be 

allowed to die of some natural ecological law. Bookchin clearly rejects such 

views as unjust. For him these views clearly originate from the philosophy of 

biocentrism. He says, "If the Deep Ecology principles of biocentrism preach 

that human beings are no different from lemmings in terms of their intrinsic 

worth and the moral consideration we owe them, and if human beings are 

viewed as being subject to natural laws in just the same way as any other 

species then these "extreme statements are really the logical conclusion of 

Deep Ecology Philosophy ...... "24 

Thus there we find an apparent tussle between deep ecologists and social 

ecology as propounded by Bookchin. Deep Ecology pleas for a biocentric 

24 Chase, S ( ed). Defending theEarth, South End Press, Boston MA, 1991 ,P-125. 
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which all humans are equally responsible for ecological destruction 

It accuses anthropocentrism for any ecological crisis. 

! .Arithrc>pocentrism is a product of man centred ethics in which the domination 
I' I 

of man over other species is equally justified. Bioceatrism is a counterpart of 

. anthropocentrism in which a life centered ethics is developed Bookchin, 

however, does not agree with the rigoristic approach of biocentric ethics m 

which humanity is criticized for destroying the natural world. 

So far we have outlined and examined the objective of social ecology as 

propounded by Bookchin and then we have shown the subtle distinction and 

conflict between Social ecology and Deep Ecology. We think that Deep 

Ecology and biocentrism is the counter view of anthropocentrism. Bookchin 

takes a middle stand of biocentrism and anthropocentrism. Bookchin is neither 

a proponent of anthropocentrism as it appears to be nor a biocentric ecologist. 
A. 

Rather he honours human rationality and humanity, which for him, cannot be 

subdued by natural world. This standpoint sidelines him from biocetrism where 

human beings are to be morally equal with all other species. For Bookchin, 

owing to the apprehended roots of our ecological crisis, we need to look how 

societies are organized. Society is a human creation and some forms of society 

can lead to an attitude that encourages human to dominate and destroy the 

natural word. Is it justified? Bookchin says yes. Since, for him, society is a 

human creation, human being can also change it. Bookchin further reminds us 

that although human decisions and human values have played a maja role in 

ecological destruction, they can be a major part in ecological solutions as well. 

Here it could be added that all value, for us, is anthropogenic-generated by 

human experience (although always co-created with and in world). But because 

value is generated by human beings, it does not follow that humans must be the 

main repository or central concern of value. 
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Ecofeminism: The Connections 

We have observed in what sense social ecology has taken an effort to establish 

a connection between social domination and the domination of nature. Let us 

now proceed to examine in what sense ecofeminism establishes connection 

between these two forms of domination. Ecofeminism identifies a variety of 

approaches through which one can establish or find a connection between 

social domination and domination of nature. Warren says ecofeminism is the 

portion which holds important connections such as historical, experiential, 

symbolic and theoretidfl between the domination of women and the domination 

of nature. Like social ecologists ecofeminist philosophers have very similar 

concerns. They make issues of race, sex and class central to any environmental 

stance and thus make possible a multitargeted criticism of the economically 

privileged environmentalism prevalent in the society. The political action 

shows that women empowered by knowledge of ecological relationships can 

use that knowledge to end specific forms of oppression involving membership 

in many oppressed groups, specifically those involving people of colour, 

women, non-urban peoples, nature and lower economic classes. Since 

ecofeminism is a very recent topic, plenty of literature is yet to be developed. 

However, it occupies an important position in environmental ethics. Of course, 

the theory of ecofeminism is rooted in feminist ethics which explores a wide 

variety of viewpoints concerning the nature and analysis of women's 

oppression. Feminists also explore diverse views concerning the connection 

between the domination of women and the domination of nature. Here we shall 

review some of the connections that have been made between the domination 

of women and the domination of nature and thereby provide an overview of 

their philosophical and environmental significance. 
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Here we find an argument in Warren's observation in which the logic of 

domination has been justified. The logic of domination is confined to two 

groups, viz. men and women and is based on the basis of a few characteristics, 

namely, men are rational and women are emotional. There we find a value 

hierarchism which attributes to these characteristics, for example, reason is 

superior to emotion and the subordinationAof one group is justified by its lack 

· of this superior characteristic:, for example, men is superior because they are 

more rational than women. Feminist thinkers vehemently oppose the above 

logic of domination. There we have different forms of feminism, namely, 

liberal, Marxist, radical and socialist forms of feminism each of which offers an 

account of the oppression of women and an alternative social philosophy. 

Liberal feminists deny relevant difference between men and women. Liberals, 

like the utilitarians, Kant and Rawls argue that all humans possess the same 

nature as free and rational beings. Accordingly, any unequal treatment towards 

women would deny this moral equality and would therefore be unjust. That is 

why; liberal feminists devote much of their energy to find out any form of 

discrimination and thereby fighting for equal rights and equal opportunity for 

women. Marxist feminists are of the opinions that women are oppressed simply 

because they are primarily confined to domestic and dependent fonns of labour 

which are ignored by men. Since women are being engaged in full-time 

domestic labour and thereby allowing men to take part to accumulate land, 

women are not allowed to give property right of ownership over the home. Men 

thus exploit women which is unjust. Marxists feminists therefore suggest a full 

participant, independent and productive forms of labour for women which will 

free women from economic and political exploitations. Social feminists reject 

the class concept as offered by the Marxists. For them the oppression of women 

lies submerged in a complex web of social relationship which include both 
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economic and the traditional patterns of gender role. Socialists feminists 

therefore call upon Chipko Movement through which women become liberated 

from economic and social oppression by holding a more autonomous and 

responsible role in their own lives. To refer to Chipko Movement, "indigenous 

forest management, as largely a women's domain for producing sustenance, 

was thus in an involved state when the British arrived. Since the British interest 

in forest was exclusively for commercial timber, indigenous expertise became 

redundant for their interest and was replaced by a one-dimensional masculinity 

science of forestry"25 Radical feminists hold that biological and sexu~ 

discrepancies between men and women are not the root cause of women 

oppression. This from of feminism is called radical in the sense that it denies 

the views that women's oppression can be reduced to some other basicform of 

oppression. It holds that women are culturally defined in terms of biology 

which is based on a wide ranging gender system that ensures that women 

remain dominated by men for their inherent status of mother, wife and sex 

object . Because of their roles in childbearing, child raising and human 

sexuality, women have been characterized as more controlled by their bodies, 

more passive and more emotional than men. Therefore, men ought to be 

possessed of superiority over women. Radical feminists, however, claim that 

the oppression of women by men can be abolished if the gender roles are 

totally prohibited. Some early radical feminists, however, maintain that women 

should strive for a unisex or androgynous culture whereas others advocated a 

complete separation between men and women. Interestingly, there we have 

seen other radical feminists who have accepted domination. Rather than 

denying biological, sexual and gender differences between men and women 

these feminists encourage and celebrate the female. Importantly, a significant 

25Shiva, V. Staying Alive, Kali for Womens, New Delhi, I 989, P-6 I. 
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amount of work on ecological issues has come from this branch of radical 

feminism. Cultural ecofeminism ever holds that there exists authentical and 

particular woman ways of expressing, understanding and valuing the world. It 

holds that women's perspectives historically and closely have been identified 

with nature and that women like nature have been systematically oppressed in 

this process. Instead of denying the link between women and nature cultural 

ecofeminists aim "to remedy ecological and other problems through the 

creation of alternative women's culture based on revaluing, celebrating and 

defending what patriarchy has devalued, including the famine, non-human 

nature, the body and the emotion. "26 

The connection between women's culture and ecological concerns have been 

explored in a number of ways. However, here we shall briefly focus on two, 

namely, an ecological ethics based on care and relationships and a women's 

spirituality movement. We have already claimed that gender discrepancy is one 

important form of oppression. The contrast between masculine and feminine 

has been a part of the oppression of women as it views men as rational and 

objective and women as emotional and overtt3 concerned with personal. The 

domestic roles of women as mother and wives mean that those values are 

important to women, e. g. caring, relationship, love; responsibility which 

remain outside of mainstream ethical theorizing. Mainstream ethics is based on 

abstract, rational and universal principle. The traditional theories of natural 

law, utilitarianism and deontology are prime examples of ethics perceived this 

way. Many feminists, however, conceive that many of the values are 

traditionally associated with women's roles-what they call ethics of care. 

Ethics of care de-emphasizes the so called abstract rules and principles and 

thereby places for a conceptualized ethics based on care and relationship. 

26 Plumwood, V. Current Trends in Ecofeminism, Humanities Press, Atlantic Highlands, 1994,P-I 0. 
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Traditional ethics which deals with moral laws, rights duties, obligation and 

justice postulates a world in which interest conflict, in which the demands of 

justice restrict and limit human freedom, in which morality battles egoism. 

Care ethics, on the contrary, deals with moral universe in which co-operation 

replaces conflict, relationship replaces confrontation and caring for others 

replaces rights and duties. To highlight care ethics Maria Mies could be 

referred to. To speak for Mies: 

(a) "Their interaction with nature, with their own nature as well as the 

external environment, is a reciprocal process. They conceive their 

own bodies as being productive in the same way as they conceive of 

external nature being so. 

(b) Although they appropriate nature, their appropriation does not 

constitute a relationship of dominance or a property relation. Women 

are not owners of their own bodies or of the earth, but they co

operate with their bodies and with the earth in order to let grow and 

to make grow. 

(c) As producers of new life they also become the first subsistence 

producer and inventors of the first productive economy, implying 

from the beginning social production and the creation of social 

relations, i.e. of society and history.',n 

Thus, ethics of care introduces a new ideal into moral philosophy in which 

mothering and relationship serve as a moral ideal instead of abstract principles 

like individual autonomy and freedom from interference and domination. 

Now, the question is why ethics of care is being introduced only in a women's 

perspective? According to many feminists, an ethics of care is more compatible 

with the life experience of women, particularly as those experience that follow 

27 Maria, M. Patriachy and Accumulation on a World Scale London, Zed Books, 1984, P-16, 17, 55. 

60 



from both reproductive biology and expenences m mothering; life of child 

bearing and child rearing are completely absent in abstract ethical principles. 

Therefore, the vocabulary of rights and duties, autonomy and justice, rules and 

law is highly artificial and inappropriate within the context of mother child 

relationship. As rights and duties, at least in Kantian intention, limited to 

human beings as supposedly the only rational animals, and are purely 

individual, do not appeal to the ethics of ecology. Cultural ecofeminists, the 

believers of an ethics of care, acknowledges that women are historically closer 

to nature than men; thus unlike men there always underlie a benevolent 

relationship between women and nature. In this regard, ethics of care covers 

human nature relationship just as it covers mother-child relationships. 

Accordingly, women who are thought to experience this caring more directly 

and more immediately than men are the more appropriate voice for nature's 

interests. In this regard, feminism comes nearer to ecology. 

We have already seen that an ethics of care goes beyond an ethics relating to 

abstract principles. Here we can reflect the ethics of care with reference to 

some issues of virtues. In ethics, a moral person is conceived as free and 

independent. That is why every moral agent should be responsible to the 

question: What should I do? Care ethics, as we have noted, focus on specific 

relationships in detail and thereby unearth the full nature of these relationships 

and affiliation. Virtue ethics, stemming largely from Plato's Philosophy and 

developed by Aristotle focuses centrally on developing a virtuous character, 

'conversely the exercise of virtue is what produces a good person. Thus, ethics 

of care has a close proximity with virtue ethics and therefore an ethics of care 

replaces abstract and general principles. Thus an ethics of care always seeks the 

good person, what is called the loving mother. Accordingly, moral actions 

would be those performed by good persons having the affiliation of loving and 
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caring attitude and outlooks. The most pertinent question is: how does an ethics 

of care is attached with environmental issues? If an ethics of care replaces the 

so called traditionally abstract principles, then surely our next generation will 

completely miss the so-called traditional ethics. This may be true, but this is 

not at all important in the present context. What is important is that ethics 

should be estimated situationally. Moral actions should be judged and 

measured in context to the prevailing situation. Abstract -bp-m of ethics mostly 

ignores situations. Sylvan and Bennett opine that environmentally at least, all 

established ethics are inadequate. Of cou:t>SD; there have been attempts to move 

established ethics in an ecological direction. The objective of environmental 

ethics is to block environmental degradation in any form. Ecofeminism is an 

integral issue of environmental ethics in which the domination and exploitation 

of both nature and women can be vehemently protested and thereby proposes a 

kind of ethics which is linked with care and love. So the prime task is to justify 

in what context an ethics of care is related to environmental issues. We have 

already shown that an ethics of care can shift our focus always from abstract 

principles and questions. Accordingly, an ethics of care does not get bogged 

down with abstract questions concerning the moral standing of animals 

characterise so much of the animal liberation discussion. Rather an ethics of 

care deals with the question: Do we care about animals? Do we have 

relationships with them? An ethics of care is mostly concerned with the 

question: how can we and do exist in relationship with our natural 

surroundings? This is exactly what we come to know from Leopold's 

injunction that we must first come to 'love, respect and admire the land' before 

applying the more abstract principles of land ethics. Chipko movement is 

another glaring example of care ethics in which women are literally found 

embracing trees to protect them from violence. To quote Yanda Shiva, 

62 



"women's work that protects and conserves nature's life in forestry and in 

agriculture, and through such conservation work sustains human life through 

ensuring the provision of food and water, for them forestry is married to food 

production, for then, however forests are food, not in death, but in life and 

woman's work in forest facilitates the process."28 Thus there are plenty of clues 

through which it can be adequately justified in what senses an ethics of care is 

linked to environmental issues. 

Besides care ethics, woman's spirituality movement is another important area 

in which cultural ecofeminists have explored a bond between woman and 

nature. In western mainstream religion, God is seen as outside nature. Nature is 

a mere matter. It is passive, inert, shapeless and dead. It is God who has 

created, formed and breathed life into dust. Accordingly, women are associated 

with and are at par with nature because like nature they are passive, dependent 

on their bodies. Thus, mainstream religion often sees woman as lacking the 

spirituality that would qualify them as priests, ministers, popes and so on. Thus 

in the mainstream religioYJ we again can witness a dual association between 

woman and nature. Cultural ecofeminists just try to reverse the mainstream 

religious trend by bringing the concept of women's spirituality. Here honour 

and dignity has been given to the identification of the tri concepts of women, 

nature and devines. Often looking to ancient religions in which God was 

identified both as the earth itself and as women, some cultural ecofeminists 

honour a spirituality that views the goddess as immanent in nature and also 

views the natural world as revealing the devine. To substantiate this, we can 

quote Carol Lee Flinders as this celebrity describes the women of Garwhal 

region of the Himalayas .... "they enjoy a connection with trees, rivers , 

mountains, livestock and plants that is simultaneously their connection with 

28 Shiva, V. Staying Alive, Kali for Womens, New Delhi, 1989, P-24. 
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1 '1~i,r~pity~ and the connection is seen absolutely reciprocal"29 Accordingly, the 

'!,'~ itself is worshipped as divine and caring for or loving the earth is a 
I' 

_

1

,spiritual as well as ecological responsibility. Celebrating Mother nature (the 

Greek Goddess Gaia), joining the sistershood and to dress like a woman for 

the rest of a man's life as dipicted in Indian mythology, the groves of mother 

goddess of the Attonga tribe in West Africa become the way, of women's 

spirituality to rejoice in the sacredness of women and nature. 

Some Recent Developments of Ecofeminists 

Most recently there we find some new clues in ecofeminism (detailed literature 

in this regard is yet to be available), which somehow or other modifies or goes 

against the views of existing ecofeminism. It is claimed that any attempt to 

distinct or to separate women from men by introducing eare ethics or women's 

spirituality ultimately leads to dualism, because it establishes the view that 

women are very much closer to nature than man. Recent neo-ecofeminists cast 

doubt by saying that these feminists by inviting dualism only reinforce the way 

of thinking that underlies hierarchies and logic of domination. New 

ecofeminists like Plumwood calls this 'the feminism of uncritical reversal' and 

sees it as "perpetuating women's oppression in a new and subtle from."30 

Like Plumwood Yuestra King echoes the same point by saying that an 

unwitting complicity' in a patriarchal mind set underlies the culture-nature split 

that this view assumes. Current ecofeminism thus develops and proposes a new 

trend which is called Trans formative feminism. 

Transformative feminism: 

Instead of cultural ecofeminism which is rooted in radical feminism, 

Plumwood and Warren plea for a third wave of feminism what they call an 

29 Carol, L. F. At the Root of this Longing: Reconciling a Spiritual Hunger and a Feminist Thirst, 
Harper San Francisco, 1998, P-260. 
30 Plumwood, V. Feminism and Ecofeminism, Humanities Press, Atlantic Highlands, 1994,P-12. 
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integrative and tranformative feminism. Transformative feminism 1s 

completely different from the other four forms of feminism as discussed above. 

Unlike the other forms of feminism, tranformative feminism makes a 

responsible ecological perspective centered to feminist theory and practice. 

Since tranformative feminism is the third wave as expounded by Plumwood, 

we have to explain the other two waves before explaining the third wave 

feminism after Plumwood. The first wave feminism is rooted in liberal 

feminism which seeks to end any fo-t"m of discrimination and thereby tries to 

attain equality for women. But the problem of this wave of feminism is that in a 

culture in which masculine traits and characteristics dominate, equality of 

women amounts to little more than requiring women to adopt these dominant 

traits. This makes sense to say that women can be equal to men only if they 

become masculine. But when strong cultural forces work against them, it 

would literally be impossible to become women equal to men. Thus, the 

ecological implication of the first wave is devastating. Here it would be 

worthwhile to quote -: - Vellacott: 

"I am a member of an oppressed minority; I have no way making you listen to 

me; I tum to terrorism I am a doctor, yet I cannot force you to think as I want 

you to. I fling you in jail, starve your children, and torture you. I am a woman 

in a conventional authoritarian marriage situation; I feel helpless and inferior 

and powerless against my husband's constant undermining; so I undermine 

him, make him look foolish in the eyes of his children. Violence is 

resourcelessness."31 Here women can liberate themselves from an oppressive 

identification with nature only if they like men become oppressors of nature. 

But this is not all possible simply because women's genesis is very much equal 

to nature on many amounts. 

31 Yuestra, K. Feminism and Revolt against Nature: Feminism and Ecology, Vol- 4, 1981, P-15. 
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The SMLnd wave of feminism is presented as the uncritical reversal of some 

feminists which tend to promote and celebrate a distinctive female point of 

view. However, this perspective risks is being co opted by the dominant male 

culture by accepting the dualisms that male culture has used via the logic of 

domination to justify women's oppression. The third wave, therefore, pleas for 

an alternative to both liberal and radical versions of feminism. This alternative 

sees the domination of nature and domination of women as inextricably 

connected. Here women have been identified as closer to nature and nature has 

been identified as feminine. Here we can call upon Susan Griffin:" The way we 

stand, you can see we have grown up this way together, out of the same soil, 

with the same rain, leaning in the same way towards the sun .......... And we are 

various and amazing in our variety, and our difference multiply, so that edge 

after edge of the endlessness of possibility is exposed. You know we have 

grown this way for years, and to no purpose you can understand. Yet what you 

fail to know we know, and the knowing is in us, how we have grown this way, 

why these years were not one of them heedless, why we are shaped the way we 

are, not all straight to your purpose, but to ours. And how we are each purpose, 

how each cell, how light and soil are in us, here we are in the soil, how we are 

in the air, how we are infinitesimal and great and how are infinitely without 

any purpose you can see, in the way we stand, each moment heeded in this 

cycle, no detail unlovely."32 

Thus, the theory of ecofeminism through these identifications has reinforced 

the oppression of each. Thus, environmental philosophy and feminism need to 

develop in unison, each recognizing parallel interests. 

Plumwood and Warren are of the opinion that at a preliminary level both 

feminism and ecological movement need to address a cluster of dualisms and 

32 Griffin, S. Women and Nature, The Women's Press, London, 1984, P-65. 
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dualistic ways of thinking under the logic of domination. But we have seen that 

the distinctions that are based on the principle of the logic of domination are 

not tenable. The third wave of ecofeminism challenges both feminists and 

environmentalists alike to uncover the patterns of domination common to the 

oppression of women and nature and thereby proposes an alternative and non

dualistic ways of thinking about both human and non-human nature. To quote 

Plumwood, " ...... concepts of the self that separate human beings from the rest 

of nature inherit 'the discontinuity problem,' because they fail to see human 

beings as part of (continuous with) nature, and reinforce the false human/nature 

dichotomy so prevalent in western world views."33 

The dualistic approach of ecofeminism always involves the split between 

masculine and feminine, human and nature and reason and emotion, mind the 

body, objectivity and subjectivity. In our culture there we find the support of 

domination in any form of dualism. In this regard it can be said that masculine 

dominates over feminine, human over nature, reason over emotion, mind over 

body and objectivity over subjectivity. Thus, the prime task of ecofeminism is 

to weed out any form of dualism if it prevails in our society and thereby 

develops an alternative pattern of thinking. However, this requires 

technological and scientific understanding of nature. It is true to say that a good 

number of feminist thinkers have thought that culture has identified women 

with nature. Even it has been revealed that such type of identifiability has 

influenced western science. There is no question of doubt that science has a 

close proximity with the dominant part of these dualism, viz. masculine, 

human, rational, mental, objective etc. Here we can call upon Vandana Shiva. 

"The rise of reductionist science was linked with the commercialization of 

science, and resulted in the domination of women and non-western peoples. 

33 Plumwood, V. Feminism and Ecofeminism, Humanities Press, Atlantic Highlands, 1994,P-59. 
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Their diverse knowledge systems were not treated as legitimate ways of 

knowing. With commercialization as the objective, reductionism became the 

criterion of scientific validity. Nonreductionist and ecological ways of 

knowing, and nonreductionist and ecological systems of knowledge, were 

pushed out and marginalized."34 Even a particular way of understanding nature, 

women and marriage has also helped shape the early development of western 

science. Modem reductionist science that turns out to be a patriarchal project 

has excluded women as experts, and has simultaneously excluded ecological 

and holistic ways of knowing which understand and respects nature's process 

and interconnectedness as science. For Bacon, nature was no longer Mother 

Nature, but a female nature, conquered by a aggressive masculine mind. Bacon 

conceives nature as a women and nature is to become married to man who 

(men) will subdue her and tum her into a slave. In this regard, Bacon attempts 

to associate nature not only with women and marriage but also with a 

particularly an abusive type of marriage. Here the demothering of nature 

through modem science and the marriage of knowledge with power 1s 

simultaneously a source of subjugating women as well as non-European 

peoples which are to be noted. 

The recovery of the feminine principle is an intellectual and political challenge 

to male-development as a patriarchal project of domination and destruction, of 

violence and subjugation, of dispossession and the dispensability of both 

women and nature. As such feminism celebrates diversity and rejects one 

correct environmental theory which is actually based on the domination and 

subjugation of one species by other species. Ecological ways of knowing nature 

are participatory. Nature herself is the experiment and women as 

sylviculturists, agriculturists and water resource managers, the traditional 

34 Shiva,V. Biopiracy: The Punder of Nature and Knowledge, Research Foundation for Science, New 
Delhi, 1997, P-24. 
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natural scientists. Their knowledge is ecological and plural, reflecting both the 

diversity of natural ecosystems and the diversity in cultures that nature based 

living give rise to. It is the energy of all living beings, in all their diversity and 

together with their diversity of lives wields tremendous energy. Women's work 

is similarly invisible in providing sustenance and creating wealth for basic 

needs. Their work in the forest, the field and the river creates sustenance in 

quiet but esseht:ial ways. It is their invisible work that is linked to nature and 

needs which conserves natures through maintaining ecological cycles, and 

conserves human life through satisfying the basic needs of food, nutrition and 

water. Finally, the third wave of ecofeminism is also holistic in nature. It is 

holistic in the sense that it encourages us to apprehend human beings 

essentially as a part of their human and natural communities. To refer to Abbey 

..... "we need wilderness, because we are wild animals. It is our sensuous 

connection to our surroundings that has allowed us to learn, and even to 

speak."35 Again to speak of Paul Shepard's simple truth: "The others have 

made us human."36 Any attempt to sideway human beings from natural 

communities actually induces dualism. Thus the objective of this ecofeminism 

is to rule out the view that humans are abstract individuals something different 

from natural communities. In describing the women of the Garwhal region of 

the Himalayas Carol Lee Flinders notes that they "enjoy a connection with 

trees, rivers mountains livestock, and plants that is simultaneously their 

connection with divinity, and the connection is seen as absolutely reciprocal."37 

Ecofeminism, as such refers to a holistic approach regarding the management 

of our land and other resources, and this will not be easy unless a determined 

effort is made. For all they talk about the need of scientific temper, it must be 

35 Edward, A. The Monkey Wrench Gang. New York, Fawcett, 1974, P-84. 
36 Paul, S. Nature and Madness, Sierra Club, San Francisco, 1982, P-112. 
37 Carol, L. F. At the Root of this Longing: Reconciling a Spiritual Hunger and a Feminist Thirst, 
Harper San Francisco, 1998, P-260. 
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recognized that the current methodology of scientific analyses carries within 

itself an extremely unscientific practice, that of reductionism. It is this 

reductionist approach that has today produced both natural and social scientists 

who know more and more about less and less, who know how to cure a disease 

but create another disease in the process. It is to be stated here that before 

multinational technology began to spread across the world and create a 

multinational culture, there was enormous cultural diversity and as far as the 

poor are concerned, there still is today. This cultural diversity was no historical 

accident. It was, in fact, the direct result of the world's biological diversity -

the world's cultural diversity sprang from the world's biological diversity, 

culture steadily found tuned itself to make sustainable use of nature. But the 

destruction of the environment clearly poses the biggest threat to marginal 

cultures and occupations like that of tribals, nomads, fisherfolk and artisans, 

which have always been heavily dependent on their immediate environment for 

their survival. But the maximum impact of destruction of biomass source is on 

women. Women in rural cultures are affected, especially women from poor 

landless, marginal and small farming families. Seen from the point of view of 

these women, it can be argued that all development is ignorant of women's 

needs, and often anti-women, literally designed to increase their work burden. 

Human beings should not be evaluated or apprehended in terms of their private 

or personal consciousness, thoughts and individualistic choices; rather human 

beings are created by and are an integral part of their social and natural 

environments. Socially, the world of scientific experiments and beliefs has to 

be extended beyond the so-called experts and specialists into the world of all 

those who have systematically been excluded from it- women, peasants, tribals. 

The verification and validation of a scientific system would then be validation 

in practice, where practice and experimentation is real-life activity in society 
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and nature." Thus intellectual recovery of feminine principle will create new 

conditions for women and non-western cultures to become principal actor in 

establishing a democracy of all life, as countervailing forces to the intellectual 

culture of death and dispensability that reductionism creates. 

Conclusions 

We have outlined this chapter as Ecofeminism and Social Ecology and have 

examined the objective of social ecology and thereby established in what sense 

social domination is very much close to natural domination. Then we have 

outlined the objective of ecofeminism in its various forms and thereby shown 

in what respects domination of women are at par with the domination of nature. 

We think like Deep Ecology and Leopold's ethics both social ecology and 

ecofeminism adhere to introduce a radical shift regarding the relationship 

between humans and the rest of the natural world. But social ecology and 

ecofeminism are more specific than land ethics and Deep Ecology regarding 

the roots of environmental and ecological devastation. Our perception is that 

the domination of the natural world is only a part in context to the patterns of 

domination and control and as such unless and until all patterns of domination 

are eliminated, we can expect little progress in regard to the domination of 

nature. That makes sense to say that domination of nature cannot be understood 

in isolation and it cannot be solved irrespective of ignoring other fonns of 

domination. Rather it is only a pattern of domination which is linked to the 

general patterns of domination. In this regard, it can be solved in a coherent and 

integrated way. 

Although both social ecology and ecofeminism have contributed a lot in 

implementing and introducing a radical outlook regarding the relationship 

between human and the rest of the natural world, they too face serious 

philosophical challenges. It is not clear from these theories how exactly we are 
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to understand the connection between human domination of other humans and 

the human domination of the non-human nature. Is there any causal relation in 

between them? Are they mutually reinforcing? Should one have ethical priority 

over the other? Are they simply parallel developments? What are the ethically 

and philosophically preferable strategies for resisting these forms of 

domination? What are the connection between the domination of women and 

other forms of social domination? Is ecofeminism a branch of social ecology? 

These and many questions can be raised against this thesis to which plausible 

answers cannot be found straightway. However, barring all these shortcomings 

social ecology and ecofeminism have a significant contribution to 

environmental ethics and environmental philosophy. Ecofeminism particularly 

gives rise to a unified and overreacting environmental philosophy. Ecofeminists 

analyse·' the twin dominations of women and nature and includes 

considerations of the domination of people of colour, children and the 

underclass. We think many of the questions raised against ecofeminism and 

social ecology are related to abstract principles of ethics and completely 

irrelevant to both social ecology as well as ecofeminism. We think that by 

calling attention to these approaches we can surely understand the benefits of 

the type of alternative social arrangement typified by sustainable agriculture. 

According to Bacon science and technology not only exert mere guidance over 

nature, but also they have the power to conquer and subdue her, to shake her to 

the foundations. Thus, we can apply scientific theories to explain and predict 

natural phenomena. The ability to predict natural phenomena is simply the first 

step in developing technology to control natural phenomena, to conquer and to 

subdue her and make her our slave. In this regard technology sees values only 

instrumentally; it sees only means values, if nature is used for human interests. 

Science and technology undertake nature even non-instrumentally simply 
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;,~: 1 1!,t¥'~use natural values as the outcomes of emotion and feelings are therefore 

'',,'subjective and having no scientific significances. This makes sense to say that 

·· scientific and technological developments have devalued nature both 

instrumentally as well as , )n.on instrumentally, both intrinsically and non

intrinsically. In other words, technological upliftment, though it has been 

rationally developed, actually goes against nature. It degrades nature, tends to 

extend nature, and tries to conquer nature which is morally unjustifiable. 

But we think that any attempt to conquer nature is a misadventure towards 

nature. Technological development in any form can exploit nature~ but it is 

completely wrong to hold that technology enables to conquer nature. Here we 

can mention the name of Leibnitz who claimed that men can never conquer 

nature. Any attempt of conquering nature is ultimately proved to be a mistaken 

attempt. Thus new ecofeminists have proposed to change the prevailing 

apprehensive patterns of thinking, not by abandoning the so-called main stream 

science, but by abandoning the attitudes and approaches of science towards 

nature. To refer to Harding, "Neither God nor tradition is privileged with the 

same credibility as scientific rationality in modem cultures. The project that 

science's sacredness makes taboo is the examination of science in just the ways 

any other institution or set of social practices can be examined. If we are not 

willing to try and see the favoured intellectual structures and practices of 

science as cultural artifacts rather than as sacred commandants handed down to 

humanity at the birth of modem science, then it will be hard to understand how 

gender symbolism, the gendered social structure of science, and the masculine 

identities and behaviours of individual scientists have left their marks on the 

problematics, concepts, theories, methods, interpretations, ethics, meanings and 

goals of science."38 

38 Susan, H. The Science Question in Feminism, Ithaca Cornell University Press, 1986, P-30. 
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One should not or perhaps cannot ignore the positive applications of science in 

the context of environmental development. Science and technology itself 

creates pesticides, harnesses regular energy, develops wilderness areas, 

experiments on animals, conducts agribusiness and also eliminates varmints 

and predators. Thus one should consider the application of science which can 

provide sustainable agriculture. But whatever the applications of science and 

technology might be, it should or ought to be measured in context of human 

action, ethics and understanding. The objective of third wave of ecofeminism is 

that it encourages thinking that is contextualistic, pluralistic, inclusive, holistic 

and down to earth. 

It is contextual in the sease that it tends to disregard abstract and universal 

ethical pronouncements. We have seen that any form of abstract and traditional 

form of ethical thinking always sidelines the rich diversity with human as well 

as non-human. Actually, the process of abstracting to the universal has 

borrowed characteristics from the dominant group and thereby turned them to 

ethical and philosophical ideals. We have already mentioned how this can 

reinforce oppression of women, animals and the rest of the natural world. The 

third wave of ecofeminism is pluralistic and inclusive in the sense that it 

honours diversity and difference. It has reference to the approach of relational 

holism and images such as Indra's net are effective in emphasizing our full 

, responsibility to one and to all. It tries to live with the slogan: Unity within 

diversity. Realistically, every biotic community, animate as well as inanimate, 

,, is different from each other, but there underlies a unity. The unity is that each 
''I 

.. ,, .Pftbem is an integral part or member of the whole community, contributes 

· ' 'something for the betterment of the family, i.e. biotic community. One member 
':'''I: 'i!,]i!!:'i•'' 

CQQQt survive without the contribution of the other. Metaphorically, it can be 
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said that the whole biotic community is just like a body and each of the biotic 

community acts just like the integral part of the body. 

The reiterate the commonalities between social ecology and ecofeminism as 

expressed by Val Plumwood, Jim Cheney and Karen J. Warren, it is to be 

stated that they can provide a constructive element to Biehl and Bookchin's 

critical project. The work of these ecofeminists contributes to social ecology's 

critique of domination and offers a direction in determining what the 

potentialities of society are and how such potentialities can be met. By 

empowering the oppressed, ecofeminism also creates a strong base support for 

social change. Failure to recognize the value of the liberating power of 

ecofeminist theory can only prove detrimental to the long term social goals 

espoused by social ecologists like Bookchin and Biehl. Therefore, third wave 

ecofeminism avoids hierarchies and domination . 

•••• 
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CHAPTER THREE 

ECOFEMINISM AND THE VALUE OF NATURE 

We have observed that ecofeminism is an environmental issue in which the 

domination and exploitation of women on many accounts can be established at 

par with domination and exploitation of nature. Ecofeminism not only finds out 

the parity of domination between women and nature, it also explores various 

ways and means through which such types of domination can be regarded as 

morally unjust and intolerable. By making comparison between men and 

nature, it tries to restore the dignity of nature in moral context. In this regard 

we may say that like feminist ethics, ecofeminism is largely about ethics, 
' 

norms and values, which will support well-being of the whole biotic 

community. Thus, any attempt to cohere feminine with nature is to value 

nature. Ecofeminism, like feminist ethics, seeks to understand better, for 

example, the seope of moral respect, the sorts of entities that can and should 

receive moral attention and the nature of good which morality is supposed to 

promote. 

Although it is true to say that a proper biotic community is the outcome of 

mutual trust and care of all species, yet before the appearance of environmental 

ethics at the early 70's the relationship between men and nature could not be 

detected. It is important to note here that environmental ethics is the outcome 

of technological development. Science and technology gradually degrades 

nature and the whole biotic community which ultimately invites destruction of 

nature in general. Here to refer to Vandana Shiva - '"the assumption was the 

western style progress was possible for all, development as the improved well

being of all, was thus equated with the westernisation of economic categories 

of needs, of productivity, of growth. Concepts and categories about economic 
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development and natural resource utilisation that had emerged in the specific 

context of industrialisation and capitalist growth in a center of colonial power, 

were raised to the level of universal assumptions and applicability in the 

entirely different contexts of basic needs satisfaction for the people of the 

newly independent third World Countries."39 Environmental ethics, therefore, 

gives moral judgment regarding the technological actions which are directed 

towards the extinction of natural species. In this process women and nature are 

the most sufferers on many contexts. Ecofeminism, being a twin concept, looks 

into the domination of nature as well as the domination of women. Mainstream 

ethics which is the outcome of technology always attempts to extend a firm 

moral boundary between human and nature. But this is fallacious and 

dangerous in the eyes of environmental ethics. Environmental ethics hold that 

all species are morally equal. Thus, the dualism or moral hierarchies between 

humans and nature can be shifted with the introduction of environmental ethics. 

The value of nature was first witnessed vehemently through the writings of 

Leopold. Here we can particularly mention his celebrated article Land Ethics 

which is also supposed to be the landmark of environmental ethics. Leopold 

himself conceives how conceptions of ethical agents have expanded beyond 

mere egoism to include societies and social goods. Leopold, the father of 

contemporary environmental ethics, agues that the current needs and values 

demand further extension of moral community to include the biotic community 

the ecosystem and its members. Leopold's claim not only directs towards the 

inclusion of ecosystem into the domain of environmental ethics, it also restores 

equal moral worth to all species. We do not think that all environmental 

philosophers adopt Leopold's standpoint. Even Singer and Regan, the two 

39 Shiva, V. Staying Alive,Kali for Women, 1989,P-l. 

77 



leading proponents of environmental philosophy proposed a liberal notion of 

progress by incorporating all biotic con1munity within the domain of 

environmental ethics, but they may unlike Leopold admit the view that 

individual right holders must be human. They did not adhere to the proposal of 

individualistic annihilation, but rather held that ethical boundaries distinguish 

humans from other sentients. There we have plenty of judicial discourse for 

considering the interest of non-human organic beings unsettling the 

comfortable separation between the realm of nature and culture exemplified by 

legislative institutions. According to some modern laws, the sphere of life 

should not be generated or necessarily controlled by humans to be a mere 

resource. Thus, it has been proposed by many environmentalists as well as 

ecofeminist that the so-called instrumentalists' conception of nature must be 

rectified. 

So feminists as well as ecofeminists point out the unjustifiability of typical 

human centred judgment and values including most notably those based on 

Kantian, Utilitarian and egoistic ethics. Human-centred ethics always tries to 

unsettle our ideas about nature. That is why many environmentalists having the 

ecofeminist persuasion are of the opinion that at least some benefits of cultures 

ought to be extended to various non-human animals, because those animals 

have the same relevant qualities, viz, sentience, consciousness and other 

psychological capacities that make humans morally veluable. Thus by 

attributing the value of nature, ecofeminism thereby rejects specicism, the 

unjustified belief that being human renders one superior to any other form of 

life. Consequently, they run with the perception that only humans have moral 

value. But if we recall the view of environmental holism and Deep Ecologists, 

we will see that they extend beyond sentient or self-conscious beings to include 

all forms of nature in the universe and thereby tend to point towards more 
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radical conclusions about conceptions of nature. To refer to Deep Ecologist 

contention - "vitality of our connection to nature is most obviously singalled 

by the constant realization of our dependence on it. Air, water and food, the 

microbes in our gut, the nitrogen fixing bacteria in the soil - without any of 

these our illusion of autonomy would crumble mighty fast."40 Ecofeminism 

teaches us the human centred presuppositions which are based on dualism or 

hierarchies which lead most of us to ignore completely the inherent (intrinsic) 

value of the non-human natural world. Unfortunately, there we have found 

some dualistic approach within environmental ethics, e.g., radical ecologists, 

which also admits a kind of dualism between nature and humans by 

characterizing humans as monolithic, telos-bound species and nature as the 

reminder of earthly organic reality. However, barring this group there we find 

hardly any other approach which runs with the apprehension of value dualism. 

Paul Taylor in his ethics Respect for Nature outlines an important distinction 

between humans and the rest of the world. Taylor's discussion of nature hinges 

on a firm distinction between the universe in which humans see themselves as 

interacting primarily with other humans, and the sphere in which human think 

of themselves as interacting with nature (nature includes non-human, 

individuals, species, bioregions, landmass, the atmosphere, aquatic 

communities etc.). The above mentioned definition as echoed by Taylor is 

practically useful in so far as it maps on to choices and actions that appear to be 

significantly different. According to Taylor, killing a deer for food is different 

from killing another human being for food because of the differences in the 

capacities and features of beings and also because of the meanings and histories 

of the relevant beings, practices and relationing. However, if we forgo the 

distinction between human ethics and environmental ethics we miss the 

40 Roger, S.G. A spirituality of resistance, Crossroad, New York, 1999, p-20 
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relevant similarities between them. Consequently we miss the common ethical 

and metaphysical assumptions that contribute to the kinds of things ethicists 

think of as problems and solutions. 

Ecofeminists, however, outlines the similarities between women and nature in 

terms of conceptual connections between the devaluations of women and other 

subjugated groups, interwoven histories of oppression and exploitation, and the 

relationships among the oppressive systems and institutions and the 

degradation of nature. Ecofeminism at any point does not consider nature as 

something out there, because it ignores a crucial question at the heart of 

ecological feminism. Ecofeminism, therefore, offers models for clarifying 

ethics that assertively protect histories or male centered unjustly biased thought 

and practice. Ecofeminism is also concerned about history and function of 

relevant concepts like nature, rationality, personhood and rights as well as their 

efficacy in framing, evaluating and guiding us through ethical matters. 

Although it is true to say that environmental ethics in general and ecofeminism 

in particular are closed up to or in defiance of anthropocentric values and 

ontologies, but it has been witnessed from various wings of environmental 

ethics that the dualistic standpoint concerning nature and humans is different. 

We think that the dualistic standpoint between humans and nature gets its 

foothold even if one has to take a radical standpoint of environmental ethics. 

We have seen while discussing the various forms of feminism, the proposal of 

social change, but this may never rattle the norms and meanings of gender. 

Thus, one can say that by extending the scope of ethics, one cannot rule out 

gender discrimination which is the outcome of biological necessity. However, 

seminal thinkers in environmental ethics have not argued for the unsetting 

notion that nature is a constructed concept, not a self-evident or absolute 

referent. Nature, for them, is no longer a constructed concept. Nature should be 
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recognized and valued as an end in itself. At the same time one has to 

acknowledge that any prolonged and critical preoccupation with our values 

concerning nature and human interaction with non-humans organic reality is 

likely to lead to some recognition of the strange conceptual genesis, history and 

the force of nature. But nature gradually loses its original dignity with the 

advancement of science and technology where nature is recognized as a means 

to human needs. Ecofeminists have discussed how nature becomes stripped off 

its mythical relevance in classic and modernist thought and thereby falls victim 

of enabling its exploitation by men. Men, the possessor of reason, exploit 

nature as a means to themselves. Consequently, the meaning of nature as well 

as the staff of nature has undergone innumerable transformations. William 

Cronon, the eminent historian recently said, "Nature is not merely so natural as 

it seems. Instead, it is profoundly human construction. This is not to say that 

the nonhuman world is somehow unreal or a mere figment of our imagination 

far from it. But the way we describe and understand that world is so entangled 

with our own values and assumptions that the two can never be fully separated. 

What we mean when we use the word nature says as much about ourselves as 

about the things we label with world!"41 

One cannot, however, rule out the view that value is much or less human 

generated and socially dependent even though the construction of value system 

is hardly intentional. It would appear ridiculous to any ecologist to take some 

idiosyncratic non-human species behaviour and analyse it without regard to 

species relationships with other species, which share its home terrains. For 

example, female lions can determine the size and constitution of their traits or 

communities and also cast off certain members on the basis of their instincts. 

Similarly, we human have our own strange and useful practice, e.g. we place 

41 Cronon, William (Ed). Uncommon Ground: Rethinking the Human Place in Nature, W.W. Norton 
and ompany, 1995, p-25 
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value on persons, certain interactions and ways of being in the world through 

which we can decide our community. Like lioness's actions, human moral 

agency only makes sense in the rich varities of our communities, and human 

community only exists as part of the natural world. But importantly, like 

human beings, lioness cannot determine, in the case of other species too, our 

ethics, our dependencies on and relationships with nature, our physical needs 

and predispositions, shape and limit what ethics can be, or can mean in any 

given context. Does it mean to say that humans ought to possess moral 

superiority for having rationality unlike animals? If so, then one can invite and 

introduce anthropocentrism. But ecofeminism is vocal for restoring the dignity 

and value of nature not by introducing anthropocentrism but by employing 

non-anthropocentrism in which any ethical form of dualism among biotic 

community is being ruled out. 

We have noted while discussing the concept of ecology that ethical rules and 

system within pure egoism have tended to maintain social power and the ability 

to control others in the hands of the privileged. They try to understand human 

nature by finding relationships between morals and power. Here we can 

mention Nietzsche's genealogy of moral characters in which physical strength, 

cunningness and fearlessness endanger the weak. If normative evaluations are 

at all useful or if some aspects of ethical lives involve choice regarding 

behaviour, character or what we value, questions asise about how ethics should 

be applied. Ecofeminists and environmentalists are in a position to the common 

failures regarding ethics and therefore reject normative process altogether. 

However, ecofeminists endorse some practices over others and denote 

normative evaluations what should be. They have done this with the 

background that any form of exploitation and expression is morally 

illegitimate. Such a rejection is based on the belief that the oppressive practices 
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and ideologies harm something of value. Ecofeminism holds that the starting 

point of an exploitation of ethical alternative is the assertion of the value of 

women, not only individually or categorically, but also as persons who do share 

social, political and historically loaded identities, which are relevant in the 

context of natural communities and environment. Ecofeminism thus conceives 

the foundations of ethics as beginning with the assertion of the values of our 

lives, our communities and nature. 

It is clear that ecofeminists interpreation of ethics is mostly centred round 

female interpretation. Hoagland argues that to debate the value of women's 

lives is to admit that women's lives are not valuable [Hoagland, 1988]. So one 

can say that this is perhaps not the best outlook of ecofeminism. Rather the 

proper criterion to define moral value is to try to evoke a feeling, to draw 

attention, to narratives, poems, experiences and observations of what we take 

to be valuable. Here, we can particularly, cite the name of David Hume who 

believed that reason and morality are slaves of the passions. Unlike, 

ecofeminists, Hume, does not conceive morality as natural (given) or social. He 

says, " ......... nothing can be more unphilosophical than those systems which 

assert the virtue is the same with what is natural and vice with what is 

unnatural."42 We think that Hume's view is close to ecological feminist ethics 

which does not take any fixed understandings of nature. However, they do 

begin with the sense that women, humans, communities and natural objects and 

systems have non-instrumental value. Since they have non-instrumental value, 

one ought to avoid of harming them. 

The Locus of Moral Value: 

In order to determine the value of nature in context to ecofeminism, it is first of 

all necessary to dig up the locus of moral value. There we have some contrary 

42 Hume, D. A Treatise on Human Nature lA Selby & P.H. Niddith (ed), Clarenden Press, New York, 
1978, p-475. 
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views regarding this issue of which, of course broadly, one leads to intrinsic 

value and the other leads to extrinsic value. Those who adhere to the view that 

moral value must begin with human value would lead to the extrinsic nature of 

value and those who propose that the locus of moral value actually hinges on 

restoring and respecting women and nature would lead to intrinsic nature of 

value. We just extend the arguments in favour of extrinsic values. Here it is 

said that the locus of value depends on human values as they being the moral 

agents, make decesions based on, among other things, notions of right and 

wrong, good ·and bad. Accordingly, for a thing to have meaning full of moral 

value, some moral agent must value it as a member of the ethical universe. An 

object having moral value must be appreciable by moral agents, something 
~ 

necessary for human life, and something which makes human life better. It is 

something that humans can appreciate and respect even from a distance. 

Consequently an ethically valuable entity must be capable of having interests 

or doing well. In this regard, moral value would be utterly inconsequential. 

Moral objects include whatever is capable, exploited, oppressed, degraded, 

pained and mistreated by those agents. Nevertheless, moral agents must use 

some kinds of living beings for food, shelter, technology and science. Being 

alive is not sufficient to disallow the use and even the death of a thing. Some 

death and manipulation is necessary for human life and ethics to be at all 

possible. However, if abuse is understood as mistreatment, or harm without 

justification, it is necessary to abuse living beings. Unquestionably, the interest 

and well-being of all these are inevitably connected to the interests and well

being of others. It is difficult to argue that any one entity is valuable in itself. 

However, since human interests can include the importance of valuing things 

for reasons not reduced to their instrumentality, we might therefore, assert that 

it is important for humans to value each other and all biotic communities as 
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well for their own sake. However, such kind of value too ultimately serves the 

valuer's interests and has extrinsic origins. In callicott' s words, "...... moral 

humans create value, but it by no means follows that the locus of all value is 

consciousness itself or a mode of consciousness like reason, pleasure or 

knowledge. In other words, something may be valuable only because some 

values it, but it may also be valued for itself, if not for the sake of any subject 

experience it may afford the valuer."43 

So far we have discussed the locus of moral value in extrinsic sense. It appears 

that the extrinsic sense of moral value does not rule out the force or relevance 

of intrinsic sense. The intrinsic sense of value is the value of nature. It is held 

that although values come from humans, but values need not be human created 

or based solely on the interests of humans. We can see, appreciate.,_and care 

about the interests and well-being of other persons, species, systems and 

communities. Such type of valuing also gets acesthetic relevance as it is 

originated from the nature and quality of our biological, cultural and 

affectionate relationships. It also gets epistemological reasons as we are getting 

constantly new knowledge from science and other sphere of inquiry. We might 

notice new sources of respect and value. 

Thus, one thing mostly important to note here is that whether the locus of value 

is men centred or not, one should not or perhaps cannot take a standpoint of 

anthropocentrism clearly or non-anthropocentrism either. In one context, value 

is supposed to be human centred as moral value is created by humans. This 

brings back the relevance of anthropocentrism to some extent. In other sense, 

since all biotic community depends on each other, we must take care of each 

species and therefore take moral consideration equally. This brings back non

anthropocentrism. Thus in environmental ethics it is very important to draw a 

43 Callicot, J, B. On the Intrinsic Value of Non-human Species, B.G. Norton (ed), Princeton University 
Press, 1986, P-40. 
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single clear-cut apprehension that moral values are either anthropocentric 

(extrinsic) or non-anthropocentric (intrinsic). However, within the purview of 

non-anthropocentrism one cannot ignore the relevance of the point that the 

ethical perspectives are human in the sense the humans use ethics. 

Accordingly, it is said that ethics has to be based on human generated 

valuations and responses. But since human interests are at the center of an 

ecological feminist ethical scheme, the above point does not tum into 

anthropocentrism. Arguably, we cannot truly separate human from non-human 

well-being within the parameter of ecofeminism. This can happen only by 

changing our perception of human physical, emotional and ~cial well-being. 

Environmental ethics tries to bring love and care, sympathy and feeling among 

the whole biotic community what Callicott apprehends or calls special love 

approach. He says, "Our social affections are extended to our fellow members 

and to the social whole of which we are part. The intrinsic value we attribute to 

individual human beings and to humanity expresses only our feelings for co

members of our global village and for our human community."44 

Thus the value of nature in ecofeminist perspectives actually deserves ethical 

motivation. Here ethical motivation is based on social affections felt and 

extended towards members of our own species with whom we share feelings, 

commonality, kinship and understanding. That is to say that emotional, 

symbolic or cultural connection with others helps us to move beyond simple 

egoism and generates concern for and motivation towards the interests of 

others. The objective of ecofeminism as we observe has began with feelings of 

special attachment to both humans and nature i.e. the whole biotic community. 

We can also mention Taylor's outlook of biocentrism. Taylor says that nature 

is something worthy of respect because its individual living members have 

inherent worth which he calls the biocentric outlook. He inclines to say that 

44 Callicot, J, B. On the Intrinsic Value of Non-human Species, in B.G. Norton (Ed), Preservaion of 
Species: The Value of Biological Diversity, Princeton University Press, 1986, P-65. 
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each thing has a good that is identifiable and distinguishable. Each strives 

towards good when it has the freedom to and that good ought to be valued and 

respected for its own sake. Accordingly, following Taylor's biocentrism we can 

adhere to the convention that any rational moral agent be endowed with the 

biocentric outlook and the attitude of respect for nature. But the problem of 

Taylor's nation of biocentrism is that it is based on the realm of the ideal, not 

an actual moral relationship and situations. Taylor's view of biocentrism, of 

course, deserves justice, but it overvalues rationality and autonomy with a few 

rigid rules not readily applicable in ethical life. Taylor, therefore, appears to 

have conceived moral agents individualistically. Regarding Taylor's work 

Plumwood says, "The account draws on the familiar view of reason and ,. 
emotion as sharply separated and opposed, and of desire, caring and love as 

merely personal and particular as opposed to the universality and impartiality 

of understanding of famine emotions as essentially unreliable, un-trust worthy 

and morally irrelevant, an inferior domain to be dominated by a superior, 

disinterested (and of course masculine) reason. "45 

We think Taylor's approach to environmental ethics is directed upon something 

rule-following. When Taylor inclines to say that ethics is reducible to justice 

for individuals, he thereby calls upon a law conception of ethics, which is 

largely missing in environmental ethics in general. Anscombe often calls this 

missing a failure of environmental ethics. Although Taylor holds that 

conceptions of and desire for well-being are aspects of the ultimate attitude of 

respect for nature, the attitude Taylor opines is authorized in dutiful rule

following. One should not however, misinterpret Taylor with Kant in terms of 

dutiful rule following in moral judgement. Although Taylor is vocal about an 

attitude, of course, a moral attitude, which motivates a series of practices, 

systems of rules and desires, but it does not follow from this that it is motivated 

by duty as Kant adheres to hold in moral action. We think when Taylor calls 

45 Plum wood, V. Fe111inism and the Mastery of Nature, Routledge, New York, 1993, P-167-
68. 
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for an attitude of respect for nature; he thereby justifies it through the process 

of rule following which would perhaps be the rules of evolution or natural. 

Prak{ti in Sa-rhkhya -Yoga vis-a vis Nature 

(Value ofNature in Sa-rhkhya -Yoga) 

Pralqti is a feminine noun made with the root --v'kr, the prefix pra and the suffix

kth1 (A~ tadhyayi 3.3 95)5. The root --v'Iq, signifies action. It is the root as in 

karman (action), karana (cause, origin) karya (effect), all emphasising the 

causal aspect of activity. The prefix pra-shows that it precedes, it has the sense 

of forward movement, and it indicates a creative force, the urge to create, a 

biological process. The ktiri suffix usually forms a feminine noun. In some 

theological systems Prakrti is a material cause of the universe, often a power 

(sakti) or an emanation of God. In some speculations prakrti becomes one of 

the epithets of the "active female principle." In vedas prakrti represents the 

biological, natural person and Sarhkrota, the person fashioned by culture and 

society perfected through rituals. The direction of movement from the 'original 

state' (Prakrti) to the 'modified state' (vikrti) seems in general, to express 

decay. In the ancient medical schools Prakrti means 'physical health', one's 

natural condition contrasted to 'disease' (vikri). In general, the movement from 

prakrti to vikrti expresses decay. This decay is identified as disease by the 

practioners of medicine and as suffering by knowers of Sa-rhkhya and is 

conceived of as the transformation of prakrti to vikrti. 

The word prakrti is used in the modem North Indian language to translate the 

English word 'nature'. It also refers to a metaphysical principle of great 

importance in the Hindu religious traditions, the principle of matter in the Sa

rhkhya-Yoga systems of religions thought. Prakrti has arisen from an interest in 

the conceptualisation of nature and ethics in South Asia combined with an 

interest in Sa-rhkhya-Yoga. Here the hierarchisation of spiritual realization 

might indicate that the experience of merging with Prakrti was considered the 
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ultimate goal of some earlier schools of Sa-mkhya-Yoga. Prakrti refers to 

ethics and as such has implications for practical life of Sa-ri1khya-Yoga 

conceptualisation of matters. It indicates the concept of disharmony and pain as 

characteristics of the material world. The world is characterized by 

interdependence but this interdependence is not a harmonious whole. Living 

beings depend on destroying the life of other living beings in order to stay 

alive. But it goes against the spirit of ethics of Sa-ri1khya-Yoga as it advocates 

non-injury as the ultimate goal of life. 

'Prakrti is often translated as 'nature' or 'Nature' in technical texts and texts 

aimed at introducing or teaching Hinduism to English readers.46 A large 

number of terms in Sanskrit and Prakrit languages can be translated with the 

English words 'nature' and 'natural'. Prakrti is nature in the sense that it is the 

sources and power from which the things of the world are produced, but the 

tradition of always translating Prakrti with nature has functioned more to 

conceal than to reveal meaning. Prakrti as the material principle is not 

concerned with any distinction between nature and culture, the most important 

dualism is between the ultimate natural principle and the principle of self. The 

views of 'nature' or 'matter' in the Hindu religious thought encapsulated in the 

ancient texts in concepts such as rt~, dharma, pudgala or prakrti should only 

with great caution be equated to the views of nature derived from contemporary 

sciences such as physics or ecology. This is because the intention behind the 

understanding of matter of the ancient religious speculations and of modern 

physics is strikingly different. Different matters imply specific views and 

specific relationships to the environment, often shaped by participation in 

particular activities. In addition to cultural versions, our activities determine to 

a large extent our vision of things. "Persons involved in economic activities 

46 Jha, G. Tattvakaumudi, Banaras Hindu University Press, 1964, P- 6-7. 
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such as hunting, farming and industrial work tend to define nature as an 

economic resource and to seek control over gross matter. Persons, when 

involved in contemplative practices such as meditation or yoga, on the other 

• hand, define matter as the object of contemplation and knowledge.47 

Soteriological mechanics found in such systems as Samkhya-Yoga presupposes 

a belief in the regularity of the material world, and salvation is based on the 

proper understanding of this regularity. Nevertheless, the purpose of 

understanding matter in Sarilkhya and Yoga is not to use matter, but to get rid 

of it. On the other hand, it could perhaps be argued that matter from the point 

of view of salvation can be understood as a resource to be used for the 

attainment of mok~a. The correct manipulation of matter thus leads to 

permanent salvation. Sarilkhya Yoga advocates the mok~a for purposes of the 

self. However, a realisation adds a new dimension to the material principle of 

Prakrti. After an interpretation of the material principle, is analyzed therefore a 

temporary form of release (mok~a) or a mok~a like state called merging with 

prakrti (Prakrtilaya). Merging with prakrti was probably the final goal of some 

groups of renunciants related to, or probably preceding the classical Sa-rhkhya 

and Yoga systems of religion thought. The idea of merging with Prakrti is of 

interest for understanding of matter in Sa-rhkhyaa and Yoga because it focuses 

on the relationship between the attainment of mok~a and the conceptual 

understanding of prakrti, the belief in a puru~a principle and on the 

understanding of the relationship between purusa and prakrti. Then what are 

the ethical implications of the Sa-rilkhya-Yoga understanding of the dualism of 

the material principle and the principle of consciousness, the self. "Since all 

beings function according to their merit and demerit in a beginningless flux of 

redeath and rebirth, and similar embodied consciousness principles exist in 

47 Larson, G.J. Classival Samkhya, Motilal Banarsidass, New Delhi, 1979, P-177. 
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beings such an plants, animals and humans, rules of ethics include all living 

beings and never just the human specises"48
. This is called environmental 

ethics in contemporary western societies. The ethics of Sa-rilkhya and Yoga 

~ made no distinction between the treatment of humans and the treatment of the 

other living beings which belong to environment. The idea that the behaviour 

towards plants or animals did not form merit or demerit and thus behaviours 

towards plants and animals was not part of ethics, was about in the Sa-rilkhya

y oga systems of religious thought. A distinction between human ethics and 

environmental ethics depends on anthropocentrism and does not apply to the 

Sarilkhya-Yoga systems. Sarilkhya-Yoga holds that interdependency 

characterizes the material world. Interdependency is however not accompanied 

by harmony. The world, on the contrary, is a disharmonious place. 

Interdependency implies that beings are constantly the cause of suffering for 

others. Species, therefore which depend on each other, are also, from the 

ethical point of view incompatible. They depend on killing each other for their 

own life support. No enjoyment is possible without causing pain to others, 

therefore being embodied implies causing and experiencing suffering. 

The analysis of matter in Sarilkhya-Yoga has a practical purpose - to attain 

release from transmigration (mok!?a). The ancient sages discovered that matter 

was such that it could be known in a way that caused 'liberation' of the self 

(Kaivalya). It was possible to work out one's salvation by one's effort, without 

being dependent on the activity of a device principle. Praktti is the productive 

transforming and material aspect of reality. Praktti in Sarilkhya-Yoga systems 

of religious thought is the subtle material power within phenomena, which 

produce their manifest forms. Praktti is the producer, the nature naturan, the 

48 Eliade, M. Yoga: Immortality and Freedom, Princeton University press, New Jersey, 1969, P- 32. 
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productive aspect of nature, the inner principle which causes things into beings. 

Prak(ti expresses the unity and interdependence of the word's gross and subtle 

matter. It denotes the innate nature of living beings, the word's innate nature, 

and the material world in its totality. It is the creative material stuff of the 

• world, the generative principle, that from which the word is produced, the 

eternal rhythm of death and rebirth, withdrawal and manifestation. To refer to 

S.N. Dasgupta, "Prakrti in Sa-rhkhya-Yoga, with all its emanation or 

modifications are of the nature of substantive entities as well as of power or 

force. Prak(ti is dynamic and self-propelled. It is like an organic whole that 

works from within; it functions by its own inherent capacity (Svabhava)."49 

Sarhkhya-Yoga considers prakrti as the only active agent; it is both liberator 

and that from which one is liberated. Samkhya-Yoga being system of religious 

thought is of the view that matter is based on the goal and the experience of 

liberation of the soul (Puru$a). But this does not mean that materiality is useful 

only for single purpose and as such matter functions for most living beings. 

According to Sarhkhya-Yoga, since all things are ultimately transformation of 

Prak(ti and all things preexist in a subtle state in prakrti; by knowing Prakrti 

one knows all things which are transformations of it in their subtle states. Thus, 

by knowing the ultimate material basis of all things, which is beyond time and 

space, one is able to perceive all things. As Sa-rhkhya holds that the 

manifestations of prak(ti which by themselves might be without a single 

purpose, can be used by living beings for attainment of liberation, and also for 

the purposes like maintaining a healthy body or growing food in the fields. 

Materiality functions automatically and salvation is likewise a natural process 

since materiality is such that a person can use it to attain liberation, and does 

not presuppose the involvement of a super moral agency. In Sa-rhkhya-57, 

49 Dasgupta, S. Yoga as Philosophy and Religion, Motilal Banarsidas Press, New Delhi, P-118-119. 
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Prakrti is compared to the milk of a cow. This milk feeds the calf 

independently of the conscious actions or will of a cow, and the calf is able to 

use the milk for its own benefit. Likewise, rain comes naturally and some 

beings such as plants can use it for their benefit. Hence, the ultimate material 

principle IS independent but the manifestations of materiality are 

interdependent and co-operative. To refer to Jayamangala on Sk15 which 

interprets the Karana-Karya-vibhaga to mean mutual service, it is clear that in 

nature all are in the service of all; in nature there is mutual service. Created 

beings and gross elements mutually work in the interest of each other. 

Jayamarigala says that Kiiraf}a is that which gives service and 'Kiirya' is that 

which receives service. Plants, animals, humans, and divinities all contribute to 

the proper functioning of the world. Plants keep moisture in the earth; trees 

keep it cool by providing shade. Humans collect water for irrigation. The 

elements fill up organic matter to heal wounds. Animals help humans grow 

food, and humans feed and protect these animals and heal them with drugs 

when they get ill. Thus in nature there is mutual bond of service. This mutual 

bond in nature is explained by the unity of prakrti and the mutual dependency 

of the three gunas. This is elaborated on by Yoga Darsana. It states how the 

qualities of the gross elements render favour to the world. Shade is a quality of 

earth and gives coolness and through the quality of form, pots can be made; 

water extinguishes fire, fire cooks food and gives light and so on. Thus co

operation and interdependence between things are the characteristics of the 

manifest materiality. Anything that can help also hurt. The world is 

characterised not only by interdependency but by disharmony, separation and 

violence. Acts that help living beings hurt others. An activity like eating food 

depends on killing living brings. While it renders service to the eater, it 

deprives others of their lives. Connected things act both harmoniously and 
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according to their own nature. Things 

to their own nature and the same activity produces 

pain to others. As Sarhkhya holds even if the activity of 

the souls, prak~ti does not have only one purpose because the 

· of prakrti does not force anyone to follow either the path of bhoga or 

'path of apavarga (release). This would have been the case if prak~ti had 
.l:i'li. 
·only purpose. But the world serves different purpose for different beings and 

hence interdependecy means the suffering and disharmony which characterises 

the world. If prak~ti had a single purpose, the world would be characterised by 

harmony but this is not the case. Nature is filled with incompatible species. 

What is food for one is another living being's death. 

The Sarhkhya-Yoga speculations on materiality are not intended as a 'natural 

science' does. The things that exist in nature are, according to Sarhkhya-Yoga 

are analyzable in terms of 'materiality', especially in terms of the 'constituents' 

of materiality, but the Sa-rhkhya and Yoga are mok~as'astras whose aim is to 

know nature for the sake of learning it. The aim of mok~asastras is not to 

catalogue the things of the natural world. 'Natural science' could be classified 

as a bhogasastras, that is, knowledge of the objects of the world for the sake of 

applying them in a favourable ways. In bhogasastra, the goal is the 

transformation of objects into desirable things to be enjoyed. 

The ultimate material principle does not exist for the sake of the 'consciousness 

principle' (Puru$a) as is often claimed, but it becomes meaningful in 

association with it and can be used for the sake of salvation. But the 

manifestation of Prakrti can be used for other purposes. So there does not have 

a single purpose. The goal of the manifestation of prak~ti is liberation of the 

soul in the sense that when this achieved, matter returns to its unmanifest form. 

But materiality can also be used for 'enjoyment' (Bhoga) by all living beings. 
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Indeed most living beings are engaged in the transformation of prakrti for this 

purpose. 

The Sarhkhya idea of a system of transmigrating beings (Sarhsara) is closely 

connected to the ideas of Karman and ethics. The interest here is particularly 

on the relationship between humans and non-human living beings. The idea of 

Sarhsiira and Karman implies that ethics is by definition interspecies ethics. 

The Sarhkhya ethics upholds that God, humans, animals and plants are all 

perceived in nature as involved in mutual service, and this mutual bond of 

service is explained by the Jaymangala as based in the idea of single 'material 

principle' (prakrti) working in the background. The oneness of the ultimate 

material cause explains the interdependencies of nature. The physical bodies of 

all living beings, such as birds, plants, humans, animals are constituted by the 

same matter and they are the sustenance cause of each other. This 

interdependency is sometimes understood as the mutual interdependency of the 

natural world where all living beings depend on each other in a system of 

mutual support. 

The 'normal healthy state' (Prakrtistha) of the planet earth has been threatened 

in the twentieth century by a series of human caused abnormalities (Vikrtis) 

sush as overpopulation and species extinction. According to the Hindu 

religions, this might be underipod as the decay of the 'cosmic ethical order' 

(dharma). The four goals of human life (pususartha~, according to the Hindu 

religions, are the realisation of religious (rituals), and moral duty, of economic 

and political power (artha), of aesthetic and sexual enjoyment' (Kama), and of 

'liberation from transmigration or Sarhsara (mok~a). The attainment of kama 

and artha is dependent on the health of the person and environment and thus 

depend on dharma, which is the regulators of nature and society. But for 

systems of Sarhkha and Yoga the planet earth is irrelevant or it is of little 

interest in so far as it can provide the material for the mechanics of liberation. 
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Sarhkhya and Yoga systems of religious thought are mok$asastras. Their goal 

is the realisation oflibration from Sarhsara (Mok$a). This goal is different from 

the realisation of dharma. Then it can be asked, can a mok$asastras systems be 

irrelevant for the analysis of the ethics of the human nature relationship? It can 

be argued that the realization of moksa of Sarhkhya-Yoga is based on a specific 

understanding of the material world and a specific attitude and behaviour 

towards it. This understanding of the material world and attitude towards has 

some implications; it seems, for the understanding of the human-nature 

relationship. Here we can refer to the Sa-rhkhya perception of non-injury. A 

Sa-rhkhya text says- "Non-injury is the root (essence) of every virtue".50 All 

other virtues are subordinate to non-injury, and non-injury includes the other 

ethical rules Telling of truth is not a universal criterion but it is tempered by 

concern for non-injury. Truth should not be uttered for the sake of inflicting 

harm or others, it produces demerit and impurity. Words should be uttered for 

the benefit of others, because if they hurt others, they do not produce piety as 

truth would, but only sin. Truthful words benificial to all creatures should be 

uttered after careful consideration. Non-injury towards all living beings was the 

first step toward salvation. But some acts imply some sort of violence towards 

others. In nature everything is for the service of everything else. But every act 

is also accompanied by the bringing of pain to some living beings. One cannot 

do well to anyone without harming others. Nature is a process of mutual aid 

and service, but since the process implies constant injury of living beings, one 

should minimize one's activities and ultimately try to become liberated from 

materiality. Here we can refer to Kapil Math in Bihar, a contemporary Sa

rhkhya -Yoga institution; there is a picture of Kapil, the mythical founder of 

Sa-rhkhya. "The pictures show him seated underneath a tree in a lonely forest 

with a crystal clear stream flowing by. A tiger and a deer, two natural enemies 

50 Patanjali. The Siimkhya-Siitras of Pai'icasikha. Calcutta University, Press, 1977, P-1 04. 
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since one constitutes the food of the other, are pictured lying down together. 

The picture gives a feeling of peace and serenity."51 

The ethics of non-injury and teaching of modem ecology can be contrasted. 

Non-injury towards all living beings is not an ecological teaching. It is in fact, 

an attempt to reverse ecological relations. It is individualistic and 

anthropocentric in some important aspects, while the teaching of ecology is 

holistic and biocentric. The ahirhsa ethics ideally values each individual living 

being. According to the teaching of ecology, individual don't matter, only 

species do. Ahirhsa reverses the food chain. The food chair is an ecological 

description of the energy flow from simpler to more complex life forms. Eating 

in nature, from ecological point of view, is not an ethical act. The tiger that 

kills an animal for food does not perform a morally responsible act. He does 

what he has to do in order to continue to live. The act one has to value for the 

protection of the land. Without natural enemies the deer population might grow 

so high that they would destroy the carrying capacity of the land. The tigers 

are, from the ecological point of view, defending the land from being 

overexploited. They render service to the earth. This is an example of mutual 

service and interdependency that each living being contributes to the well

being of the whole, is implied in the discussion of prak~ti in Sarhkhya -Yoga 

systems of religious thought. In the food chain ethics, all beings are considered 

food while the ethics of renunciation says that no living being is food. 

According to food chain ethics, one acquires power by eating others, while 

according to the ethics of non-injury one attains power by fasting. The 

hierarchy of the food chain is based on domination while according to the 

ideology of non-injury the hierarchy is based on purity. 

51 Dharmamegha Aranya, Epistles ofSiimkhya Yogin, Madhupur, Kapil Math, 1989, P-59, 

97 



Sarhkhya and Yoga present, from a contemporary point of view, a somewhat 

paradoxical view of nature. On the other hand, humans should minimise their 

impact on their surroundings through a process of nonattachment and 

withdrawal, beginning with non-injury towards all living beings and ending 

with a final separation of consciousness from materiality. On the other hand, 

nature IS understood holistically as a system of interdependency. 

Environmental ethics can be defined as the restraint that human beings put on 

themselves in their interaction with the rest of nature. Ahirhsa, while it includes 

social activity, must primarily be understood as a regulation of human 

behaviour towards nature and should therefore be viewed as an example of an 

environmental ethics. The purpose of this ethics was not, of course, 'to save the 

earth' or to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community 

for it was developed by religions oriented towards individual salvation, as a 

part of teleological perspective on the world. The purpose of ahirhsa was to 

save the souls of living beings. This ethical system is strikingly different from 

any western system of environmental ethics. The emphasis on Sa-rhkhya and 

Yoga is on taming and restraining nature, but it is the restraining and taming of 

one's own innate nature. However, this emphasis on restraint and detachment is 

not antithetical to environmental ethics. 

Ecofeminists ethical points towards the value of Nature: 

Although ethics, being a normative science, deals with value, yet the 

interpretation and locus of value in different approaches are different. Even in 

the different wings of environmental ethics, we have formed different 

approaches regarding the starting points. We have discussed various forms of 

feminism and also discussed various forms of ecological theories and thereby 

seen that the ethical starting points of environmental issues are different. These 

philosophical points of departure provide differing sources of justification for 
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the moral considerability of non human natural entities. Consequently, they 

lead to different recommendations about how to put values into practice, and 

have various implications for issues of human social justice. Ecological 

feminists hold that the starting points of moral consider ability is nothing short 

of condition of being alive. This is justified by saying that life requires death 

and many of us think of as an achievably good human life requires quite a bit 

of death and destruction. Such type of moral considerability of all living beings 

might be seen widely implausible. However, such type of universal moral 

considerability does not rule out there being differences of moral significance 

among life forms. Rather such type of considerability asks for sensibility and 

awareness of all living beings. Parallely, ecofeminism values the flourishing of 

all living beings and communities. 

Ecological feminism or ecofeminism has begun with a conception of human 

well-being which directly follows from normative implications of feminism 

which desires to promote the flourishing of women and others. Thus the 

flourishing of women as well as nature is the objective of ecofeminism. The 

most significant philosophical commitment underlying in ecofeminism is to 

show in what sense women as well as nature can be conceived as moral agents. 

It tries to show in what sense women along with non-human beings have moral 

value. In this regard feminist ethics appears to be ecological feminism. This 

attention to the social nature of the moral agent is useful for thinking about 

moral agency as ecological. Thus, ecofeminism tries to form a moral 

community in which both human and biotic species are members. Thus, it can 

be said that feminist ethics is a source of wisdom for ecological feminism. 

Ecofeminism involves values of nature. It involves conceptions of self and 

community, relationships and hopes for better tomorrows. Ecofeminism ought 

to reply on careful, consistent, methodologically sound inquiries that are 
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interested in the well-being of women and nature. Thus ecofeminism is not an 

isolated sphere of inquiry. 

It is important to point here that ecofemism addresses nature in terms of 

oppression and mistreatment of both women and nature. Ecofeminism holds 

that women as well as nature have full moral value as moral agents and objects. 

Consequently, the interest of the oppressed communities (women and nature) is 

ethically significant. Historically as well as philosophically both women and 

nature have been considered less than fully significant moral beings. This 

apprehension leads to the subordination and subjugation of both women and 

natures. Ecofeminism, therefore, revolts against the propensity of under 

valuation of both women and nature. We have witnessed many sound 

justifications in favour of the mistreatment of women and nature in traditional 

ethical theory. Ecofeminism strives to rectify it by incorporating more accurate 

assumptions about the value of women and nature. To quote vandana Shiva, 

" ..... the recovery of the feminine principles is based in inclusiveness. It is a 

recovery of nature, women and man of creative forms of being and perceiving. 

In nature it implies seeing nature as a live organism. In women, it implies 

seeing women as productive and active. Finally, in men the recovery of the 

feminine principle implies a relocation of action and activity to create life

enhancing, not life-reducing and life threatening societies."52 

Moreover, the notion of care perspective of women also reflects a fonn of 

moral reasoning. Care perspective of women is motivated by a sense of . 
responsibility and caring for intimate connections. Moreover, women's moral 

reasoning may prove fruitful for theories seeking sources for moral guidance 

beyond traditional male-identified inquiries. Ruddick himself articulates a 

whole system of material thinking or peace politics and ethics on 

generalizations concerning women's experiences and talent as caretakers. The 

52 Shiva, V. Staying Alive, Kali for. Women, New Delhi, 1989, P-53. 
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ethics of care developed by Nroodings turned the female moral voice into a 

moral for all. Some feminists even hold that women allegedly have superior 

moral capacities that have been associated with the claim that these capacities 

best suit women for domestic as well as other pursuits. This point can be 

highlighted by Vandana Shiva "it is such a recovery of life in diversity, of a 

diversity shared and protected that the invisible Chipko struggles for giving 

value and significance to prakrti, to nature as the source, to the smallest 

element of nature in its renewal, giving value to connective needs, not private 

action, women in Kangad, Sevalgaon, Rawatgaon work in partnership with 

nature to recreate and regenerate. Without signboard without world Bank loans, 

without wire fencing they are working to allow nature's play in reproducing the 

life of the forest grasses and shrubs, small trees and big, each useful to nature if 

not to man, are all coming above again."53 There is a misconception that a 

concern for nature's rights is to ignore people's rights, and that the sustainable 

use of soil goes against the demands for food for the hungry. Yet it is not 

satisfying the needs of the poor that has killed fertile soils through 

desertification and diseases. Water-logging and salinity, micro-nutrient 

deficiency, toxicity and the depletion of organic matter are direct and inevitable 

consequences of a philosophy of agriculture guided by the modern patriarchal 

principle of profit-maximization. The recovery of soils can only take place 

through a philosophy which sees soil fertility, not cash in agricultural capital, 

which sees women, not fertilizers factories, as nutrient suppliers, and which 

puts nature and human needs, not markets, at the centre of sustainable 

agriculture and land use. If soils and people are to live, we must stop 

converting soil fertility into cash and productive lands into deserts. Hence 

feminists' ethics have investigated the ethical meanings of trust, anger, 

integrity, self esteem and sympathy in moral life in particular. Thus, the goal or 

objective of ecofeminism is to construct, uncover and articulate ethics that 

53 lbid.l989, P-93. 

101 



addresses the patterns and particularities of human agencies that create a world 

riddled with incredible degree of environmental destruction and human 

oppression. It tries to correlate women and nature and thereby tries to restore 

the value of nature. 

• ••• 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

FEMINISM: DAINISM: JUSTICE: ECOFEMINISM 

The issue of whether or not the efforts made by women for better treatment at 

the hands of man in the periods of history can really be called 'feminism' at all 

is still debated. However, in a massive verity of ways in the forms of thought, 

writings and action it has raised its head. For the purpose of this chapter 

'feminism' may be defined as any attempt to contend with 'patriarchy' in its 

many manifestations. The term 'Patriarchy' refers to power relations in which 

women's interests are subordinated to the interests of men. These power 

relations take on many forms, from the sexual divisions of labour and the social 

organization of procreation to the internalized norms of feminity by which we 

live. Patriarchal power rests on social meaning given to biological sexual 

difference. 

The aim of this chapter is to examine the different waves of feminism, to show 

how patriarchy in its hydra headedness work to dominate the so called passivity 

of women or feminity and to observe feminism and philosophy. 

As we do understand, any group seeking public recognition is to create a sense 

of history, and in fact to own and determine that history up to its own pleasure 

or suitability. As such classical philosophy, the scriptures and the early Church 

all pronounced upon women in almost exclusively masculine voice. 

Aristotelian philosophy deemed a woman to be 'inferior man' and this was 

corroborated by the interpretation of the creation of Eve as 'posterior et 

inferior' (last and lesser). Even in Medieval Europe there was a debate in which 

male writes attacked and defended women; the humanist writers of the 

Renaissance also showed the same trend. They had their enlightened views in 

regard to women, but with the caveat that their education and learning should 
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confine to the private, domestic sphere. It was not until the later sixteenth 

century in England that women entered the debate in their own voices. 

According to Jane Anger, a feminist English writer the concept of the phrese 

'posterior et inferior' is wrong. As she states, in the progression of God's 

creation and that too point out logically, Eve is the best being in the modified 

and sophisticated form. Rachel Spight also stated in the same tone and argued 

that if women are the weaker sex, then Eve cannot take full responsibility for 

the fall because the stronger Adam should have protected her. The protestant 

view about marriage and ideal of women was antipapal and as such mutuality 

and cooperation between husband and wife was stressed. The protestant writers 

remind us of the fact that God created Eve from Adam's side (as opposed to his 

head or foot), signifying that she should be his equal (as opposed to his ruler or 

servant). Furthermore, it is a contention of the protestants that if a woman is 

intellectually inferior to a man, it is because she is denied the same 

opportunities. To invite Makin, as historical exemplar, women's inferiority, 

rather than being natural, is culturally imposed. The evidence is that women 

could, under the right circumstances, reach the same levels of intellectual 

development as men. In 'An Essay to Revive the Ancient Education of Gentle 

women' (1673) Bathusa Makin develops oxile's argument: 

"Custom, when it is inveterate, hath a mighty influence: it 

hath the force ofNature itself. The Barbarous custom to breed 

women low, is grown general amongst us, and hath prevailed 

so far, and it is verily believed that women are not educated 

with Reason, as Men; or capable of improvement by 

Education as they are. It is looked upon as a monstrous thing, 

to pretend the contrary. . . .I verily think, women were 

formerly educated in the knowledge of Arts and Tongues, and 
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by their Education, many did rise to a great height in learning, 

were women thus educated now, I am confident the advantage 

would be very great ... 54 

The increasing number of voices making feminists statements by the end of the 

seventeenth century did not, however, affect the legal and constitutional 

position of women; their overall material and economic conditions had not 

improved much either. The feminism of the period 1550-1700 fought its battles 

in cultural and social arenas. The change in attitudes that they helped to shape 

was crucial in laying the foundation for more radical changes in the centuries to 

come. 

First wave feminism begins with Mary Wollstonecraft's 'vindication of the 

Rights of Women' Wollstonecraft's vindication emerged from the social and 

political turbulence caused by the French Revolution as such the nineteenth 

century feminism evolved very much as a response to the specific difficulties 

individual women encountered in their lives. As understood by the key 

personalities of the movement, : ~--~:-:,·~~ -< -~ till women are more rationally 

educated the progress of human virtues and improvement in knowledge would 

receive continual checks. It is very clear in Wollstonecraft's writings that 

women are intellectually and morally uplifted, and their improvement in 

morality and intellect would not stand a bar in the usual social fabric. As has 

been understood from the feminism of this period the most middle class women 

would marry and remain at home, their education would be to prepare them for 

the possibility of economic independence, to give them freedom and dignity, 

rather than the ability to fascinate potential husbands. Their first object to 

laudable ambition is to obtain a character as a human being, regardless of the 

distinction of sex. Their motto was to show that 'elegance is inferior to virtue'. 

54 Makin, 8, An Essay to Revive the Ancient Education of Gentlewomen 1679, edit. Feminism: its 
History and Cultural context, London and New York 1998, P-11. 
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Celebrated feminist writers of their wave like J.S. Mill and William Thompson 

had negative maintenance as to the rights of women. J.S. Mill in his 'Essay on 

Governments' (1821) maintained that neither women nor the working classes 

needed to be enfranchised, because, their interest were already taken care of. 

To this, Thompson replied back that women whom society treated as fortunate 

and settled were privately suffering from unacknowledged needs and repressive 

treatment from men. Dividing women into three separate categories- wives, 

adult daughters living with their fathers, and women with neither husbands nor 

father- he drew attention to the different problems faced by all these. 

In another polemics as to women's rights J.S. Mill and Raskin approached 

'woman question' from a distinctly peculiar and idiosyncratic standpoints, their 

totally opposed attitudes emphasizing the profound disunity of so called 

'Victorian' thinking about women's rights in Victorian's heydays, and the 

unrepresentative nature of the chief exponents. Ruskin saw the women's great 

function as praiseonly. She enters into no contest, but infallibly adjudges the 

crown of the contest - as in a medieval tournament. Mill is also very much 

vocal about women's cause; as such he argues that the legal subordination of 

women is based on nothing more than the facts that men are physically 

stronger, which Mill proves to be an absurd reason for wanting to give one 

group of people power over another. Mill's insistence is that the legal relations 

of the sexes have corrupted their nature. This, as he says, can be corrected by 

equality of rights. Regarding Mill, modern commentators state that his interests 

are too narrow and they go ahead to restate that Mill says nothing about the 

plight of a single women, and assumes like Ruskin that most women will 

marry. His efforts look focused on improving the status quo rather than 

suggesting any radical departure from it. 

Along with the Britain and European feminism, American feminism emerged 

with the Seneca Falls convention of 1848, a meeting mostly represented by 
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women to demand an end to discrimination based on sex. The issue of 

women's rights emerged together with debate about the rights of black slaves. 

Susan B. Anthony ( 1820-1906) and Cady Stanton happened to be the main 

campaigners for married women's property rights and the vote. Sarah Grimke 

and Margaret Fuller were the key theorists for the cause of women. The most 

significant difference between Britain and American, in terms of first wave 

feminist development, however, was that in America, different state legislatives 

passed reform measures independently of the central government as such some 

states witnessed franchise while northern states remained unfranchised. Hence, 

once activated, American feminism had similar colours of reform as those of 

Britain. 

Victorian feminism is a difficult concept to be analyzed. Campaigners like 

Caroline Norton, Florence Nitingale, Emily Davies and such other were 

ambivalent as to the extent of their own feminism and hence were over-anxious 

to distance themselves from unconventional ways of things and life. Moreover, 

they seemed concerned mainly with the plight of intelligent middle class single 

women. Though the vote (right to vote) was granted, the remains of a 'separate 

spheres' philosophy persisted into the twentieth century, a deep rooted belief 

that most 'normal' women would live quite at home with their husbands & 

children. Beginning initially with spasmodic bursts of activism, first wave 

feminism gathered pace through the work of specific individuals working for 

specific ends, until the momentum of events made concern for woman's full 

participation in social & political life. However, it worked a niche for future 

road to. 

The first wave feminism, though an advance, could not address the most of the 

problems faced by women. Their liberation and subjectivity were yet to be 

addressed and as such in the changed socio political context women needed a 
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sharper and far more radical feminist consciousness. To be clear 'old feminism' 

was individualist and reformist, but 'women's liberation' was collective and 

revolutionary which emerged to be resurgent. To invite Kate Millet, (sexual 

politics 1970), "at last accomplish its aim of freeing half the race from its 

immemorial subordination"55 was the slogan of the 2nd wave. 

Kate Millet, Sulamith Firestone, Robin Morgan and such other feminist 

theorists contributed to the cause of women liberation in the USA. In Britain 

also Germaine Greer and Eva Figa had their own theories of feminism and 

Patriarchy in the 70's. But to understand this wave of theoretical writing, we 

have to refer to Simone de Beauvoir's the Second sex (1949). For it is de 

Beauvoir's account of the cultural construction of women as 'other' which 

delved the foundation for much of the theoretical work of the 1970's. As she 

(Beauvoir' s) observes one is not born but rather becomes a woman, no 

biological, psychological or economic fate determines the figure that the 

human female presents in society, it is civilization as a whole that produces this 

creature, intermediate between male and eunuch, which is described as 

feminine. To speak in the language of Simone de Beauvoir, "the category of 

the 'other', she argues, is fundamental in the formation of all human 

subjectivity, smce our sense of self can be produced only in opposition to 

something which is not-self. But men have claimed the category of self or 

subject exclusively for themselves and relegated women to the states of eternal 

other. The category 'women' has thus no substance, being merely a projection 

of male fantasies (the myth ofthe eternal feminine) and fears. Since all cultural 

representations of the world presently available to us - whether in myth, 

religion, literature or popular culture - are the work of men, women too have 

internalised these definitions and learned to 'dream through the dreams of 

55 Millet, K. Sexual Politics, article; Second wave feminism by Sue Thornhan, feminism: it is History 
and cultural context, London and New York, 1970, P-29. 
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men'. Indeed a 'true woman' is required to accept herself as 'other' for man: 

she must 'make herself object. .. renounces her autonomy."56 

In her analysis of how women became the other, de Beauvoir considers the 

explanations of biologists, Frendian psychoanalysis and Marxists. All three, she 

argues, are unacceptably determinist. She states that biological sceince reduces 

a matter to physiology, psychoanalysis a matter to unconscious drives, and 

Marxism to a matter of economic subordination which is in fact socially and 

culturally produced. As such, it is capable of being changed if women can 

grasp the subjecthood they have been so far denied. De Beauvoir's conclusion 

then is a mixture of optimism and exhortation. To her, economic self-interest 

has led men to give partial social and economic emancipation to women. 

Women must seize this opportunity to achieve complete economic and social 

equality. If this is done, an inner metamorphosis will follow. Women will exist 

for her, she will be a subject as man is a subject, and other for him only in so 

far as he is for her. 

De Beauvoir's argument that the key to women's oppression li~in their cultural 

construction as 'other' was taken up with varying degrees of theoretical 

sophistication by many American second wave feminists. Among them Bethy 

Friedan is celebrated one. Friedan calls for a drastic reshaping of the cultural 

image of feminity that will permit women to reach maturity, identity and 

completeness of self. 

Like De Beauvoir, Millett, one of the celebrated feminists of the second wave, 

argues that women have internalized the ideology of feminity, and with their 

inferior states. 

Feminists whether of liberal or radical backgrounds, together with other 

representatives of early second wave feminism, have in common a view of 

56 Gamble, S. "Feminism and Post feminism," edit, Routledge companion London and New York, P-34. 
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culture as political: its images, meanings, representations working to define and 

control women. But between liberal feminists, who see change as possible 

within current socio-political structure, and radical feminists who argue that 

nothing short of revolution will affect such change, there are major theoretical 

differences. To speak in the language of Sushila Singh- "The radical 

conception of human nature is nco-Freudian- this is the only feminist theory 

which argues explicitly that women's liberation also necessitates children's 

liberation."57 

Hence, the radical feminists conclude that women's liberation reqmres a 

biological revolution. They believe that only through technology women can be 

liberated from the fundamental inequalities of the bearing & rearing of 

children. 

Alongside the developments of radical feminism some other strands of 

feminism namely, socialist, Marxist and psychoanalytic feminism come up. As 

this type of feminism states, a woman's position is reduced to that of a 

commodity meant to be used and disposed. As such it advocates the economic 

emancipation of or independence of women. But at the same time there is a 

serious limitation of Marxist feminism i, e., it regards the class system of 

capitalism as the only one cause of women's oppression. Friedrich Engel's the 

origin of the family, private property, and the state and Eli Zaretsky's Socialist 

Revolution point out that women are often looked at and treated as property of 

man. According to it, women's oppression is deeply embedded in existing 

social and economic structures and hence it challenges the power relation in 

patriarchal capitalist system. Thus, socialist feminist struggle is not against 

male domination alone, but against patriarchy and capitalism. Juliet Mitchell in 

her essay "women: the largest revolution" ( 1966) attacks Marxism's failure to 

57 Singh, S. Theory, Criticism Analysis, Delhi, Pencraft International , 2004, P-30. 
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offer any materialist analysis of women's oppression. Marxist/socialist theory, 

as she argues, sees women's liberation as merely an adjunct to class analysis. 

Together with Sheila Rowbotham, Mitchell offers that socialist feminist must 

seek to transform 'the inner world' of bodily experience, psychological 

colonization and cultural silencing, as well as the outer world of material 

conditions. Mitchell offers her psychoanalytic theory by criticizing the 

dominant view of psychoanalysis of Oedipus complex. She sees that women's 

oppression operates largely through ideology, an ideology manifest in the 

psychology of 'feminity' and lived out in women's roles within the 'personal' 

sphere of sexuality and the family. But women's oppression takes place always 

in specific historical circumstances; its analysis requires both a radical feminist 

consciousness and the tools of historical materialism. As Mitchell puts, it is the 

product of four distinct but overlapping structures: those of production, 

reproduction, sexuality and the socialization of children. Mitchell further holds 

that transformation of all four structures must be achieved if the movements 

towards women's liberation are to succeed. 

Though with a slight variation, French Feminists also used psychoanalysis as 

an explanatory tool. Like the American movement feminists, the French 

feminists distinguished their feminism from earlier reformist groups. Whereas 

Kate Millet denounced Freud as a key agent of patriarchy, French theorists 

Irigary, Helen Cixous and such others followed de Beauvoir's analysis of 

wonem's construction as 'other' by seeking to explore the ways in which 

language and culture construct sexual difference, and to interpreate this they 

did refer to French psychoanalytic theorist Jaques Lacan. Lacan had described 

the infants entry into culture as occurring through, firstly, its identification with 

its own mirror-image and consequent sense of possessing an independent 

identity; and secondly, its entry into the 'Symbolic order' via the acquisition of 
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language. Lecan argues that the symbolic order is 'patriarchal' constructing 

meaning through sets of binary opposition - for example, men/woman, 

mind/body (nature), activity/passivity in which the 'male' term is always 

privileged. It is the law of the father; and the signifier being the phallus. It is 

this view of sexual difference as constructed in and by knowledge was to 

influence the development of French feminist theory. In various ways French 

feminists sought to establish a female identity, language and writing which 

would subject and deconstruct the Phallocentricity of the symbolic order. In 

doing so, they opened up for feminist investigation questions about the 

relationship between desire and language and about the constructedness of 

identity and as such their work was taken up by Anglo-America feminist 

theorists in literary, cultural and film studies in 1980's. But challenge to this 

was put up by materialist feminist who stressed the social and economic roots 

of women's oppression within language. As they observe, French feminist 

theory, like other forms of ·feminism which draw on psychoanalysis, 

undermines a feminist political struggle which must be based on a shared social 

identity and shared social and political goals. 

There had been always clashing political as well as theoretical position among 

the feminists of the wave. It was admitted that during the thirty years period 

since the beginnings of the second wave, feminism has acquired an academic 

voice both within and beyond women's studies. But as a political identity, it 

has fractured along the line of multiple differences between women, and both 

young and high profile media women seem to believe that 'second wave' 

feminism' has dissolved in to 'post feminism'. To make it clear we can refer to 

the comments of participants of the Ruskin college conference "We were 

criticized for being all white and middle class: neither criticism was wholly 

true, but there was a real truth behind the criticism. As sisters we were similar; 
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or in stressing sisterhood and our common oppression and strengths as women 

we repressed and ignored difference which should have been recognized'. This 

should not mean, however, an abandonment of the project of second wave 

feminism: The political and personal struggle now needs a larger, more diverse 

"we", who will combine in resistance to all the overlapping oppressions. I hope 

I'll go on being part ofthat."58 

With the discussion of the waves of feminism our attempts is to look in to the 

treatment of feminism from the post feminist points of view. As it has been 

found it is critical of any definition of women as victim who is unable to 

control their own lives. It is skewed in favour of liberal humanism; it embraces 

flexible ideology which can be adapted to suit individual needs and desires. As 

it tends to be implicitly heterosexist in orientation, post feminism commonly 

seeks to develop an agenda which can find place for men, as lovers, husbands 

and fathers as well as friends. Originated from within media in early 1980's it 

has tended to be a movement against the shakles of feminist movement. In the 

nineteenth edition of the concise oxford Dictionary 'Postfeminism' is defined 

as of relating to the ideas, attitude, etc. which ignores or rejects feminist ideas 

of the 1960's and subsequent decades. However, many with 'postfeminism 

label' do not involve themselves as a part of anti feminist movement. But here 

the post does not refer to rejection. Again turning to the Concise Oxford 

Dictionary, the word 'post' is defined as 'after in time or order', but not as 

denoting rejection. 

Writes like Flaudi, Susan comes forward to say that post feminism is the 

backlash and its triumph lies in its ability to define itself as an ironic, pseudo 

intellectual critique on the feminist movement, rather than an overtly hostile 

response to it. To reinforce it Flaudi attempts to unmask post feminism as a 

58 Wandor, M. Once a feminist, edit. By Gamble, Sarah, "Feminism and Post feminism" the Routledge 
Companion, P-42. 
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wolf in sheep's clothing. It is interesting to note that some of the women 

predominantly identified with post feminism have themselves employed the 

backlash arguments in attack on second wave feminism. 

Rene Denfeld, a post feminist just gives the opposite view about feminism. As 

she opines second wave feminism has fostered an inappropriate image of 

female victimization. To speak in her language, "In the name of feminism, 

these extremists have embarked on a moral and spiritual crusade that would 

take us back to a time worse than our mother's day - back to the nineteenth 

century alive of sexual morality, spiritual purity, and political helplessness. 

Through a combination of influential voices and unquestioned causes, current 

feminism would create the very same morally pure yet helplessly martyred role 

th~t women suffered from a century ago".59 From the above statements it is 

crystal clear that post feminism is critical about feminism. With the same 

elements of feminism carried on its trial. As has been observed by Seigel, both 

feminism and post feminism are involved in a dialectical opposition, with both 

parties attempting to lay claim to some of 'pure' and 'correct' version of 

feminism. Here we can welcome another observation made by Wolf in her 'fire 

withfire'. Wolf is critical of feminism in this book. She states that much of the 

responsibility for feminism's image problem lies at the door of the popular 

media, that have mounted a campaign of 'lies', distortion and caricature against 

the movement. She further states that there is no good on bad feminism, 

instead, it is a media orchestrated misunderstanding which women must 

surmount in order to embrace 'power feminism', the aims of which are 

equality, economic empowerment, and the confidence to act both collectively 

and individually to achieve these goals. But her simplistic ways of 

understanding the feministic aspects cannot go scot free. Her entire argument 

rests on the assumption that power is there for the taking, but it is not easy as it 

appears to be. If one is a white, middle class, educated and solvent American, 

59 Denfeld, R. A young women's challenge to the old feminist order, edit, feminism and post feminism, 
Sarah, "Feminism and Post feminism" the Routledge Companion, London and New York, P-17 .. 
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the case is different, but if one is a black, poor, or subject to an oppressive 

political, military or religious regime, the positions would be quite different. 

Wolf seems to omit these considerations. 

The claims of post feminist like Bro0ks are that it replaces dualism with 

diversity, consensus with variety and thus establishes dynamism shaping the 

intellectual climate from modernity to post modernity. But her claim also 

cannot stand the test of time. Critics are of the opinion that although Brooks 

maintains that post feminism 'facilities a board based, pluralistic conception of 

the application of feminism, and addresses the demands of marginalized, 

diasporic and colonised cultures of a non-hegemonic feminism capable of 

giving voice to local, indigenous and post - colonised feminism, it remains 

difficult to see how these debates can be translated into concrete action. 

Now we have to consider whether post feminism can be placed as third wave. 

In 1970 Germaine Greer published her celebrated book 'The Female Eunuch'. 

In it she has criticized post feminism to reestablish feminism. As she states 

feminism like all other ideologies, must respond to the exigencies of a 

changing world - and any failure to address younger women must be addressed 

and hence she asserts that the post feminist phenomenon which was always a 

primarily media led movement has already reached an impasse out of which a 

coherent solution cannot be reached. That is why to accommodate itself to 

changing times a number of third wave groups of women have sprung up to 

and they feel at case with contradictions unlike second wave feminists, because 

they have been brought up within competing feminist structure, for which they 

accept pluralism. Moreover, its links with political activism should ensure that 

the third wave is more than just a theory, but an approach that will work against 

the social injustice which still form part of the everyday experience of many 

women. 
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Any attempt to differentiate the third wave from the post feminism may be 

achieving nothing more than a little juggling with semantics. It is argued that 

whatever the third wave states, it is simply a hipper, slicker branch of post 

feminism. Even then it can be said that the third wave feminism - is capable, as 

post feminism is not, of describing a position from which post feminism can be 

both celebrated and critiqued, a~d new strategies evolved. The state of 

economic, political and technological flux which characterizes modernity 

presents opportunities and dangers for women which the feminist of the first & 

2nd waves could not have imagined. But whatever we call it, and whatever 

form it takes, it is essential that women continue to advance their cause in the 

days to come and hence the word 'feminism' must not be meaningless. 

In the long march of the history of philosophy women have not been 

represented as the focal point or important subject of discussion. On the 

contrary, problems and concerns about her have been pushed back to the realm 

of 'the other' by both Anglo American & European philosophers. Here an 

attempt would be made to look into feminist concern in the historical 

perceptive of philosophy in order to clear the dominant male philosophy viz-a

viz feminist philosophy. 

Philosophers themselves might claim to be 'non-feminist' in so far as western 

philosophy has been premised on a supposed neutrality or impartiality. 

However, feminist philosophy emerged gradually in the United States during 

the 1970's on the questions and perspectives of first wave feminist on equality 

and second wave feminist identity and gender hierarchy. As such it has been 

observed that the initial impact of feminist question belonged to the realm of 

ethics & political philosophy. Though the emergence of feminist philosophy 

could be felt in France during 1960-?0's, yet it was with detached thought of 
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Anglo American analytic philosophers. Along with the European and French 

philosophers engagement in existentialism, Marxism, structuralism & 

postsructuralism, feminism, philosophers from Simone de Beauvoir to Luce 

Irigary engaged themselves in the new developments. Feminist philosophen

irrespective of geographical context would seem to follow three stages 

resulting in its three enduring aspects. 

First stage of feminist philosophy is the development of critique on dominant 

philosophy. It stresses the ways of the dominant philosophy and how it has 

excluded women, and masculinist biases in regard to specific philosophical 

canons and arguments. The critique refers to implicit suggestions for 

reconstruction of Western philosophy, its canons, conceptions and claims. 

Australian philosopher Genrvieve Lloyed book - "The Man of Reason" "Male 

and Female" in Western philosophy substantiates feminist critique of reason. 

Historically, maleness, as represented in western philosophy does not carry the 

same symbolic association with body, nature and passion and it does with mind 

and reason but embodiment has been conceived as closely associated with 

women. Lloyd points out that Descartes rejects Aristotle's account of soul 

containing both rational and irrational elements; he replaces the Aristotelian 

soul with a dualism of rational mind and irrational body. Feminists are of the 

opinion that though Descartes' alternative is different from Aristotle's it does 

not have much better implications for the philosopher's understanding of 

women's symbolic gender. Despites Descartes' own concern to create an 

equalitarian philosophy where reason is a priori possessed equally by all human 

minds, given that women are symbolically associated with the body, his 

dualistic philosophy of rational mind and irrational body aligns women 

symbolically with irrationality and men with rationality. Basically Lloyd's 

critique reveals that reason in western philosophy has been symbolically male 
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and that the symbolic connections of reason and gender are complex; and hence 

these conclusions are meant to encourage the rereading and reconstruction of 

the philosophical canon with sensitivity to the contingency of the maleness of 

reason. 

In second stage feminist philosophy involves the creation of new philosophical 

interpretation, arguments and approaches. Here considerable advances in ethics 

and political philosophy along with advances made in epistemology, 

metaphysics and philosophy of science are notable. Both the former, the soft 

branches of philosophy and the latter 'hard core' of philosophy are challenged 

by feminist perspectives. The call was to 'root out sexist distortions and 

perversion in the hand of abstract reasoning thought most immune to 

infiltration by social values and to identify how masculine perspectives have 

shaped the aspects of thought supposedly most gender neutral.' The second 

stage or aspect of feminist philosophy remained contained within various, 

discrete subdivisions of the main branches of philosophy; hence there we find 

feminist ethics, feminist epistemology, feminist philosophy of science; and 

each of these subdivisions is shaped by a specific problematic, key texts and 

specialist insight. As 'for example, since the mid of 1980's the proliferation of 

feminist epistemological projects have contested the most fundamental 

presuppositions of traditional epistemology with highly detailed and varied 

alternatives. 

The third stage of feminist philosophy is assimilative and as such it 

incorporates within the more general domain of philosophy. The challenge is 

no longer to maintain feminist subdivisions within the separate domains of 

philosophy; instead the need is for the general assimilation into philosophy of 

feminist critiques, reconstructions and novel insights. However, the goal of 

feminist incorporation and assimilation has not been realized in most branches 
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of philosophy. Though women philosopher whether feminist or non-feminists 

have had much impact on ethics, yet feminist interventions in logic, a part of 

the hard core of philosophy, have not been so evident. As a positive reaction 

Lloyd enters the third stage of assimilation and incorporation. Lloyd has 

entered the general domain of philosophy that had most recent work on 

Spinoza. Notably, she invites philosopher generally to discover in Spinoza new 

conceptions of old philosophical problems, especially concerning human 

embodiment. It has been found that the basic ignorance of feminist 

philosopher's basic impact upon philosophy generally tends to create a 

resistence to feminist as something wrongly feared, save ethics. Students tend 

to have at least a distinctive awareness of the feminist influence in both ethical 

theory and practice. But more than the fear of feminism born out of ignorance, 

the lack of accurate knowledge also results in a failure to recognize that 

feminist philosopl}.y is not peripheral issues. On the contary, today feminist 

philosophers are doing vital work in philosophy by transforming conceptions at 

its very heart including objectivity, reason, intuition and imagination. In fact, 

feminists are working on the essentially contested concepts at the core of 

philosophy as it tries to give new life to a discipline that thrives on intellectual 

debate and critique. 

Despite these, an exigency persists to ensure that feminist philosophy is not 

relegated to the other philosophy, but is an integral element in the ever 

developing history of philosophy as it moves into the twenty first century. If 

properly presented, feminist philosophy can entice and engage both 

philosophers and non-philosophers in the contemporary cultural debates or 

feminism and post feminism. Philosophical analysis of and attention to notions 

such as knowledge, power, reason and experience which remain central to 

students and teachers of philosophy may be attractive to any discipline which 
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tries to take on board the appropriate impact of feminist and other cultural 

critique of its subject matter and its methodology. Hence good accessible 

accounts of feminist critique and reconstructions should be welcomed. 

Considering interdisciplinarity of feminist philosophy, three particular areas 

could be singled out as potentially formative for feminist philosophy. Here we 

can invite psycholinguistic as shaped by feminist after Jaques Lacan and Jaques 

Derrida, discourse analysis as inferred by Michel Foucault and film theory 

especially its tools for exploring subjectivity which will open up new vistas of 

feminist philosophy in the days to come. 

Dainism: A Practice of Witch-Hunting 

In the long march of orientation, reorientation and resultant upheavals of 

culture humanity has witnessed, and as such it is hoped, life would be dawned 

upon with illumination, wisdom shaking off the odds and 'detrimental beliefs 

on the way that have taken inroads and eating into the vitals of life; but to the 

contrary, just the opposite has been experienced at times leading to the 

marginalization and victimization of a section of society - the owes of which 

frustrate the very spirit of advancement in life situations. Apparently, we claim 

to be of high cultured and knowledge society, but the ugly hands of the Dark 

Age are haunting and pushing to some obnoxious, dismal and unbecoming 

ways of life. Here in this part of the chapter attempts would be made to show 

how a section of women of a particular community or communities are 

marginalized on flimsy grounds of dream medicine or supernatural evil powers. 

As to these, this supposedly called witch, locally called 'daini' that refers to a 

section of destitute women neglected and victimized by the already prevalent 

male domination would be drawn into discussion and examination. The 

problem being a feminist one, the eastern as well as western concepts of 

'witch' that has ready reference to patriarchy and value dualism has been 
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attempted to be examined and in this regard patriarchy and value dualism of 

dominant philosophy have been ascertained as the root of thing ugly 'witch 

hunting' and 'daini killing' particularly in the Bodo, Chaotal and Adibashi 

communities of Assam, and together with this we have made an attempt to 

prove feminist position against human caused degradation of nature and the 

consequent trouble particular women have suffered owing to these exigencies. 

Here to substantiate this point we can refer to Vandana Shiva, an 

environmentalist of great repute .. To Shiva- "Pakriti is a popular category, and 

one through which ordinary women in rural India relate to nature. It is also a 
' 

highly evolved philosophical category in Indian cosmology. Even these 

philosophical streams of Indian thought were patriarchal and did not give the 

supreme place to divinity of a woman, a mother, were permeated by the 

prehistoric cults 1.and the living little traditions of nature as the primordial 

mother goddess."60 Hence the objective of this part of the chapter is to study 

the socio-cultural aspects of witch hunting with dominant philosophy behind it. 

As the beliefs about the existence of witches are widely and deeply rooted in 

the minds of some tribal communities, it may have some links with herbal 

medicines and midwifery as such with nature dependence of women. Such 

""'''""E>"' has been addressed and tried to be found out. 

A Projected Dain 

The term 'dain', 'dakan' or 'dayan' has English meaning equivalent as witch' 

meaning intelligent or wise women. Etymologically it refers to a women 

engaged in midwifery and herbal medicines. Another derivation of the term 

60 Shi.va, V. Staying Alive, Zed Books limited, London, 1989, P-38. 
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daini, as scholars say, is from 'dakini'- a Sanskrit origin. Scholors say 'dakini' 

is from the root, 'daka or dakapurusa'. There is an addition to these that from 

goddess Durga's attendant dakini the term has been derived. Whatever the 

etymology might be, the personality under reference once enjoyed a very high 

status in the society, i.e., people used to look at her with some feeling of awe 

and reverence. As the personality under reference goes to the jungle nearby 

looking out for some, herbs people start calling her bad names- dain, Jokhini, 

a notorious women associating her with evil spirits, evil powers and holding 

her responsible for the disease and deaths in the neighborhood. She 1s so 

branded and believed by others to have power which can harm any other 

person through magic, mantras (verses or phrases chanted with spiritual 

powers) bad (evil) eye or any other method. Further, she is supposed to the 

know and practice, the rituals of witchcraft by which she harm others. People 

very often fail to perceive her closeness with nature. This point may be made 

clear by citing Vandana Shiva: "Women in sustenance economics, producing 

and reproducing wealth in partnership with nature, have been experts in their 

own rights of a holistic and ecological knowledge of nature's process. But 

these alternative modes of knowing, which are oriented in the social benefits 

and sustenance needs, are not recognized by the reductionist paradigm, 

because, it fails to perceive the interconnectedness of nature, of the connection 

of women's lives, work and knowledge with the creation ofwealth."61 Here we 

can refer to the philosophy of feminism grounded in women's affinity to the 

forces of nature as opposed to man's urge to control and manipulate the natural 

world. It would again be clear when we refer to Maria Mies. Mies has called 

women's work in producing sustenance the 'produces of life' and views that it 

61 Shiva, V. Staying Alive, Zed Books ltd, India, South Asia, 1989, P-24. 
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is truly productive in relationship to nature. She further states women not only 

collect and consume that grow in nature but they make things grow. 

Of late 'daini' cases has been taking place among the Bodos and tea tribes 

(Mundas and Chaotal of Assam). The otherwise nature dependence of the 

Bodos and Chaotal women maintain close proximity with nature for their 

livelihood and as such in many cases, not all, they lead a more independent 

economic status than other communities women. By virtue of their long 

dependence on nature or other, they tend to enjoy monopoly over medicinal 

plants locally found. These practices do continue and transfer from mothers to 

daughters. Hence they do develop a kind of authority over herbal me~icine (a 

crude method of preparation of such medicine) Together with this, in Bodo and 

Chaotal societies, women have more access to land use rights in comparison to 

their counterparts in other society. Even unmarried women, widows do enjoy 

land use rights and other property rights as the traditions go. Sometimes its so 

warrants that they have to assert their rights with much difficulty. The very 

moment they do assert their rights, attempts are made to call them bad names 

and ultimately they are, without rhyme and reason, branded dains, witches, 

jokhinis etc. The motto behind this is to check the woman folk against any 

assertion through deterrence and in such cases the punishment would be 

exemplary before other women. Here some findings from socio political 

studies may help understand the facts clearly and distinctly. The cases of 

Subhadra Basumatary of Dudhnoi, Goalpara (Assam) (The statesman, 14th 

sept. 2000) and pedkider, Kherbandha, Bihar (the sentinel 23rd April 1999) are 

the cases in points that corroborate the facts that male chauvinism is handy in 

this menace and the very motive, the ulterior motive is of grabbing their money 

land, assets and property. One very important cause of branding women as 

dains or Dayans is property dispute because this is the easiest way to grab the 

123 



fixed assets of a woman who is a widow or a single woman and lacks male 

protection. Even the village quacks (witch doctors) who often fail to heal the 

patients resort to shifting the responsibility to the woman (allegedly) called 

daini, a daini with supernatural evil power; here they do have high flown words 

against the targeted woman. In this we can refer to the Bhautah phenomenon, 

Kaskari Sangathan, Socialist Health Review, the 12th Sept. 1994, Page 89. The 

whole system of branding women as witches is well organized. The ojhas 

(witch doctors) in the village claim to be one who can counter the evil 

influence of witches. Rumours are spread against a particular woman and often 

large section of the community participates in witch hunting. If the woman is 

eliminated or driven away, her assets are appropriated by persons remaining 

behind in the village. 

It is to be noted that the Bhagat - the witch-doctor takes the initiative m 

determining a dain or bhutali. The oja or the Bhagat becomes prominent in the 

locality and as such sometimes he is hired for other distant places to determine 

the dain. The oja performs a test to determine whether the framed woman is a 

witch, and his confirmation is believed by all. In doing so, he is seen to take 

some hints from the males of the society. Personal grudges and envy in the 

otherwise strife tom society pave the way for this heinous practice. In this 

moves she not only loses her identity, but also her property, house, cattle, 

family, friends and access to entire tribal community. It is believed that the 

daini devours life through the spell of her supernatural power. As the Aamar 

Asom of 2oth April, 2001 published that under suspicion of 'daini' two tribal 

women (tea tribe) aged 55 and 52 were burnt alive and later on were killed with 

crude weapons - spears, knives, axes, swords etc. and were hurried in the 

garden itself. Another feature of witch hunting is that in many cases it takes 

place amongst its own people, i.e. among the relatives even. In such cases, 
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sudden death of any member of a group of people or the tribe is suspected to be 

due to dain; sometimes such incidence of woman marginalisation takes place 

among the relatives, only the witch doctor being the outsider. In many cases it 

so happens'"' that the branded witch's family is also compelled to kill her to 

save their wealth and such killings or witch hunting are considered pious. At 

times, the family of the witch flees with her to save themselves. From this it 

could be inferred that such incidence of daini takes place in a strife-torn small 

society i.e. society being always at discords as to property rights or land use 

rights. Why is a woman to blame? The answer seems very simple & distinct. In 

such societies women do enjoy a high and respectable position. This state of 

affair tends to develop in men a complex, i.e., as if the women take the helm of 

affairs in every matter as such the males are very apprehensive about their 

domination. Hence, they do systematically marginalize women - the branded 

witch being killed in public in the tribe; sometimes even the own people of the 

destitute woman get involved in the torturing and killing the evil power (as 

they assume) for the cause of society and its purification of (as they are made 

to understand by the influential) and no body informs the police. If a woman 

tries to seek help from the police or tries to flee, she is tortured even more. In 

such cases the police officer might be a tribal one and hence his loyalties would 

not allow him to register a case in her favour. A non-tribal policeman might 

join hands with the witch-doctor with the motive of extorting money. When a 

woman is killed in the name of witchcraft, no enquiry is made thereto. The root 

of this problem must be in the social fabric of that particular tribal society, 

which prescribes different treatment for the two genders. Here we can refer to 

Samar Basu Mallick. He has observed and said - "it is a design of a patriarchal 

society to do away with non-patriarchal society."62 

62 Basu, S, M. Gender Relation and Witches among the indigenous communities of Jharkhand. P-346. 
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Now, as the problem of witch or dain· has reference to European as well as 

English history, we can see the issue (problem) in the light of the same. The 

English equivalent of dain is witch which is from the root 'wicca' referring to a 

wise woman having expertise in some fields of medicines or therapy. To refer 

to Basu Mullik, it is from 'dakini' an attendant of goddess Kali - having 

peculiar knowledge over medicines. Even in the Renaissance England the cases 

of witch hunting were there for that people would hire the witch-doctor from 

outside where the so called witch doctor used to take away the long preserved 

and treasured medicines from the women on some pretext or other. Here we 

can refer to the Penguin Medical English Encyclopedia (1972, P-459) 

''withering, an English doctor ( 17 41-99) took away the long preserved 

medicine of heart disease from a woman of Shropshire." (Preserved a secret by 

an old woman of Shropshire) 

the medicine, which is considered tainted with evil power in the hands of 

women, becomes pure and great in the hands of men. Her hard earned and hard 

owned experience is nullified associating and branding her with the Devil. To 

make this point prominent we can refer to Madam Curie. In the twentieth 

century Madam Curie herself took up the work of boiling pitchblende and as a 

result she made her celebrated discovery of radium. Women are the finders of 

secretes by taking much pain, even to the risk of life. To quote Shakespeare, -

"Double, double, toil and trouble, 

Fire burn and cauldron bubble."63 

From the above discussion it is crystal clear that one is awarded Nobel Prize 

and the other is burnt alive, buried alive and stabbed to death. How horrible the 

fate of woman is! If we look to the history of England we can find the king of 

England Jame one to have legislated a law against witches. The branded 

63 Shakespeare, W. Mackbeth, LBS Publishers Distributions Ltd. New Delhi, 1996,P-196. 
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women were persecuted and tortured and to such acts., not to speak of the laity, 

even the Christian institutions and the state administration had ugly hands in 

the torture of the determined witches. The Seventeenth Century North America 

also witnessed the same notoriety of the witch hunting. The twentieth century 

Africa had a bitter taste of torture and killing of women, particularly in the 

name of witchcraft. In the similar way we can see the witch hunting hysteria 

which was aimed at annihilating women in Europe as knowers and experts and 

that too was contemporaneous with two centuries of glorious scientific 

revolution. It reached its peak with Galileo's Dialogue concerning the two 

Chief world systems and died with the emergence of the Royal Society of 

London and the Paris Academy of Sciences. The above understanding would 

be clear if we refer to Brian Easlea, -

"The introduction of witches as a symbol for 

the interrogation of nature, the courtroom as 

model for its inquisition, and torture through 

mechanical devices as a tool for the 

subjugation of disorder were fundamental to 

the scientific method as power. For Bacon, 

as for Harvey, sexual politics helped to 

structure the nature of the empirical method 

that would produce a new form of knowledge 

and a new ideology of objectivity seemingly 

devoid of cultural and political assumptions."64 

Of late, along with the stray cases of the incident in parts of India (Jarkhand, 

Maharastra), the phenomenon of witch hunting or killing ( daini killing) has 

reached its pinnacle recently in the Bodo and Chautal societies of Assam. We 

64 Brain, E. Science and Sexual Oppression: Patriarchy's confrontation with Woman and Nature, 
Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1981, P-64. 
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need to find out the locus. The root of this vexed and unbecoming problem has 

to be found out. As the problem relates to feminism, an examination must be 

made to look into the opposite issue of feminism the analysis of which may 

help us to find out the root of this vexed problem. Feminism being a 

philosophical movement always refers to patriarchy and hence examination of 

patriarchal paradigm may help us find out the locus of the under reference 

problem. As we know, patriarchy is a system that refers to power relations in 

which women's interests we subordinated to the interest of man, this system or 

conceptual framework has to be looked into. So far the patriarchal conceptual 

framework is concerned, man is considered superior to women. The term 

'conceptual framework is understood as a set of beliefs, values, attitudes and 

assumptions which shape and reflect how one views oneself and one's world. It 

is supposed to be a socially constructed lens through which we perceive 

ourselves and others. As in witch hunting or daini killing women are, basically 

targeted in the name of witchcraft, it is in most of the cases patriarchal in 

nature. From this we can come to a decision that the root of the vexed problem 

or menace lies in patriarchal framework which justifies, maintains and explains 

domination of women by men. Another point that refers to patriarchy is that the 

branded women do not have easy access to law enforcement institution as they 

are patriarchal in nature and as such the victmised women fail to gather 

courage to approach them. This point can be highlighted by referring to eco

feminists. As they say modem science has been consciously gendered, 

patriarchal activity. Here nature as well as women has come to be seen to be 

raped and denuded. Science has become a male venture based on the 

subjugation of female nature and female sex. But this conceptual framework is 

very much detrimental to the society, detrimental to the sustained living and 

wholesale rise of the society. Along with patriarchy another feature of 
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conceptual framework that happens to be catalytic in marginalization of women 

and nature and thereby leading to the daini problem is value-dualism. Value 

dualism itself is an instrument of oppressive conceptual framework. In its 

workings, it admits disjunctive pairs in which the disjuncts are seen as 

oppositional rather than complementary; exclusive rather than inclusive. 

Accordingly, one disjunct enjoys superiority over the other. In value-dualism, 

if human beings are classified in to male and female, i.e. in the disjunctive 

pairs, value-dualism bestows higher value and status to males who are 

similarised with 'mind' and 'reason' than females identified as 'body' and 

'emotion'. We may locate the problem in the very workings of patriarchy and 

its origin. As to the origin of patriarchy different philosophers have their own 

theories. So what the theories might be, the debate is as to whether patriarchy is 

natural or universal or man-made. 

New reductionist development of science and technology has introduced 

patriarchal practice of dominating women and nature more in comparison to 

earlier modes of development. The ultimate reductionism is achieved when 

nature is linked with a view of economic activity in which money is the only 

gauge of value and wealth, and hence commercialization of economy and 

creation of surplus and profit has provoked men immensely. Such system of 

western patriarchy dominates and exploits nature, women and the poor and as a 

result displacement, poverty and marginalization have become rampant. In fact, 

the notion of development has been based on exploitation and exclusion of 

women, degradation of nature and erosion of culture. Thus women have to bear 

the burden without being benefited. 

Another mode of reductionism which has of late dislodged women of their 

earlier position in nature as land right user, has been the too much owning of 

land for private as well as public use. Cultivation of commercial crops like tea 
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plants, cotton, jute etc. in place of life sustaining and life giving sources of 

women and the poor have created enormous burden and as such they have been 

pushed to scanty resources to feed their children and cattle while their males 

are forced to work as laborers under some capitalists. This, in fact, has reduced 

women's self sustaining ways of lite and life supporting capacity. It is this 

asymmetry that accounts for a deepening of ecological crisis as a decrease in 

nature's life producing potential, along with an increase in capital accumulation 

and the expansion of development as a process of replacing the currency of life 

and sustenance with the currency of cash and profit. Since women and nature 

are supposed to be passive, the dominant groups deny their very beings and as 

such the dominant groups come forward with their much acclaimed improved 

techniques to fertilize nature; likewise, women, tribels and peasants similarised 

to nature have been made passive and unproductive for economic growth. To 

speak in the tone of Vandana Shiva, "Development thus is equivalent to male 

development, a development bereft of the feminine, the conservation, the 

ecological principles. The neglect of nature's work as renewing herself, and 

women's work in producing sustenance in form of basic, vital needs is an 

essential part of the paradigm of maldevelopment, which sees all work that 

does produce profits and capital as non-productive work."65 

Though modernization is a way of life, yet it is mostly patriarchal in nature and 

as such it has become a design in the hands of patriarchy. Our discussion or 

investigation has already confirmed that modernization through 

industrialization and advancement in science and technology invites 

maldevelopment and patriarchal domination of nature and women in reality. 

Here it is pertinent to note that maldeveloment defies integrity, harmony and 

interconnectedness among the different species of biotic community which 

65 Shiva, V. Staying Alive, Published in India and South Asia by Kali for women, New Delhi, 1989, P-4. 
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thereby generates exploitation, inequality injustice and violence. l-Ienee, 

maldevelopment in the name of modernization ruptures the harmony and 

integrity between the masculine and the feminine. It places men above nature 

and women, and thereby aggravates domination of the socalled passive women 

by the socalled active men. From the place of the creators and sustainers of life, 

women and nature are reduced to passive object or crude resources in the 

fragmented anti life model of maldeve_lopment. Thus development sans the 

interest of women and nature, i.e. maldevelopment has devalued women first as 

their work is equated with nature's process, work which satisfies the basic 

needs and ensures sustenance in general. 

So far we have discussed and examined the problems of daini and daini killing 

in the light of their socio-philosophical backgrounds: value dualism and 

patriarchal conceptual framework. From this it is pertinent that daini killing, 

(witch hunting) so much it is held to be disease; it is rather a symptom of other 

diseases. Certainly it stands on the sustained growth and progress of society. So 

what the society might be, whether it be the Bodo society, or the Chao tal 

Society, the idea behind the phenomenon of daini, along with other causes of 

blind beliefs and superstitions, is mainly to empower the males on the one 

hand, and to dominate the females on the other. The very tendency to 

undermine the femalefolk is very clear in patriarchal society. But in those 

societies under reference, the phenomenon has been profusely witnessed during 

their transition- transition from nature dependence to agriculture; transition 

from agriculture to industries or such other occupations. It has also reference to 

the scarcity of food and such items of living. Here we should refer to a journal, 

the Bhutali phenomenon, Kashtakari Sangathan, "The scarcity of ford in these 

societies has link with the depletion of forests and other natural 
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resources."66However, as Sydney Endle (an English writer on the faiths and 

cultures of the Bodos) observes the folk tales and mythologies do not support 

the concept of daini. As he observes, there was once the concept of daina only 

and the daina proclaimed himself to be the most knowledgeable person. The 

following nursery rhyme would substantiate this point and hence we may refer 

to S. Endle. 

"Aang Gaurang Gaurang daina gaurang 

Dau Khito Angni Khitho. 

The English translation of this rhyme may be: 

I am wise, l am wise Daina 

Birds are far behind me in the race, so 

I am more powerful. "67 

This nursery rhyme suggests that the concept dain~i which refers to a witch, a 

branded woman with supernatural evil powers is a borrowed one from a 

patriarchal mainstream society. Bodo mythology and folk literature never 

supports such idea to have been a part of their liues. It must have been an 

borrowed idea which was the result of assimilation with other cultures. Also, 

the daini concept among the Bodos cannot be associated with their primitive 

beliefs i.e. there was no such concept among them in their primitive cultures. 

Obviously, the root lies in the workings of modernization. The very move of 

modernization, depletion of natural resources and displacement of the 

aborigines from their nature homes, together with utter individualism and 

materialistic ideas of life have caused instability in the society. Co-operation, 

sharing and caring have come to an almost halt in these society. The weaker 

women, an unmarried one, the widowed and the poverty smitten have been 

marginalized as daini- a witch having supernatural and black power. Also, in 

66 The Bhutali Phenomenon, Kasstakari Sangathan Socialist Review, 1,2, sept. 1984, P-89. 
67 Endle, S. Kacharis, I 9 I I, Reprint, Delhi- I 990. 
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the modem development framework women and nature are considered to be 

economically unproductive and hence devalued. In these matters ecofeninists 

are very much vocal. According to them, women's productivity or nature's 

productive capacity should be measured in tenns of their sharing, caring and 

loving attitude towards the society. The attitude of love and care, which is often 

termed as an 'ethics of care' is, in fact, the key to proper understanding of 

women and nature. 

The belief in dain. is the result of belief in the authority of mainstream 

patriarchal society together with superstition, and hence it has far reaching 

consequences. The root of this belief has to be understood and found out in 

relation to its own society taking into consideration other dominant societies. 

Imitation of the mainstream society, which may cause complete loss of one's 

self identity, should not be given a way. One's long cherished and practiced 

culture has to be enriched or reoriented, if it seems better and ecofriendly, 

through cultural assimilation of sustainability and participation. Only then the 

long talked of the results of women empowerment, value ethic may be realized 

putting an end to the vexed problem of dain. It is hoped, along with the daini 

ailing and wallowing society, philosophers and intelligentsia would come 

forward with social movements with proper concepts of better society, which 

would not be imposing rather be reciprocating and as such these would help 

brush up the minds of the people. In this respect, a broad socio-philosophical 

vision would dawn in the minds of the concerned. 

Plato's Theory of Justice 

In this part of the chapter we will try to make an investigation into the nature of 

Justice in the eyes of philosophers like Plato, Aristotle and Rawls so that we 

can establish a link between ecofeminism and theories of justice. Inquiry into 
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justice has been a moot point for philosophers for centuries and as such there 

have been sustained efforts for mankind to establish it in different walks of life. 

Let us see how the celebrated philosopher in Plato viewed it and what enquiries 

he made into before establishing his own. 

The ideal of justice occupies an important place in Plato's Philosophy. He used 

the Greek word "Dikaisyne" for justice who comes very near to the words of 

'morality' or 'righteousness', it properly includes within it the whole duty of 

man. Plato contends that justice is the quality of soul in virtue of which men set 

aside irrational desires. Plato was very much dissatisfied with the prevailing 

degenerating .. con~itions in Athens. Selfishness and such other brute passions 

ruined Athens and ultimately it led to the death of Socrates. Plato wanted a 

remedy out of it and as such he saw in justice the only remedy to save Athens 

from the decay and ruin from political selfishness. At the same time Sophistic 

teaching of ethics of self-satisfaction added to the fuel and thereby it divided 

Athens to two hostile camps of the rich and the poor, the oppressors, and the 

oppressed. Evidently, Plato wanted to get rid of the two factors of amateur 

meddlesomeness and individualism. His attack on the two evils came in the 

form of the construction of an ideal society in which justice would reign 

supreme. Thus we are to enquire here the nature of justice as propounded by 

Plato as a fundamental principle of well-ordered society. 

Before looking into Plato's theory, it would be worthwhile to have a glance at 

the already prevalent theories of justice which he rejected. Cephalous, a 

representative of the ancient trading class established the traditional theory of 

justice. To him, justice consists in speaking the truth and paying ones' debt. 

Thus Cephalous identifies justice with right conduct. Polemarchus also holds 

the same view of justice with a little alteration. According to him, "Justice 
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seems to consist in giving what is proper to him." This is also a traditional 

maxim of Greek morality. 

Plato criticized the views propounded by Cephalous and Polemarchus. The 

view by Cephalous does not stand as a universal principle of justice as it may 

involve the spirit of right. In the similar way the contention of Polemarchus 

was also criticized by Plato on the ground that it is only easy to speak of giving 

good to friends and evil to enemies. But in reality, a friend may be an enemy in 

the guise of a friend. Again to do evil to anybody including one's enemies is 

inconsistent with the most elementary conception of morality. Thus, the 

conception of justice regulates the relations between individuals on 

individualistic principles and ignores the society as a whole. 

Thrasymachus, propounder of the radical theory of justice, defines justice as 

'the interest of the stronger' or 'might is right'. For him, every man acts for 

himself and tries to get what he can, the strongest is sure to get what he wants 

and as in the state the Government is the strongest, it will try to get and it will 

get. 

At this juncture a new point of view is stated by Glaucon and he puts forward a 

type of social contract theory. Glaucon describes the historical evolution of the 

society where justice as a necessity has been the shield of the weaker. To this 

he refers to the primitive stage of society without law and government. In such 

stage, the stronger few enjoyed the life at the suffering of the weaker. To rid 

this they came to an agreement and preached the philosophy of justice. So for 

Glaucon, justice is something artificial and unnatural. 

Plato realizes that all theories propounded by Cephalous, Thrasymachus and 

Glaucon contained one common element. That one common element was that 

all of them treated justice as something external: "an accomplishment, an 
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importation, or a convention they have, none of them has carried it into the soul 

or considered it in the place of its habitation."68 

Thus, after criticizing the conventional ides of justice presented by Cephalous, 

Polymarchus, Thrasymachus and Glaucon, Plato now gives us his own theory 

of justice. In order to make his contention prominent, he brings analogy 

between human organism and social organism. Human organism, according to 

Plato, contains three elements - Reason, spirit and Appetite. An individual is 

just when each part of the person performs its function without interference 

with. To make this clear Plato states that, the element of reason should rule on 

behalf the entire soul with wisdom and forethought. The element of spirit will 

subordinate itself to the rule of reason. Those two elements are brought into 

harmony by combination of mental and bodily training. They are set in 

command over the appetites which form the greater part of man's soul. 

Therefore, the reason and spirit have to control these appetites. These appetites 

should not be allowed to enslave the other elements and usurp the domination 

to which they have no right. 

Plato holds that corresponding to these elements in human nature there are 

three classes in the social organism - philosophers class or the ruling class 

which is the representative of reason; auxiliaries - a class of warriors or 

defenders of the country is the representative of the spirit; and the appetite 

community which consists of farmers, artisans and such others lowest rung of 

the ladder. Thus weaving a web between the human organism and the social 

organism, Plato asserts that functional specialization demands from every 

social class to specialize itself in the station of life allotted to it. It exists both in 

the individual and the society. But it exists on a larges scale and in more visible 

68 Foster, M.B. On Plato's Conception ofjustice in the Republic, Blackwell publishing for 
Philosophical Quaterly Vol. I, apr. P-206. 
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form in the society. Individually "justice is a 'human virtue' that makes a man 

self consistent and good, socially -justice is a social consciousness that makes 

a society internally harmonious and good." 

Justice is thus a sort of specialization. It is simply the will to fulfil the duties of 

one's station and not to meddle with the duties of another's station, and its 

habitation is, therefore, in the mind of every citizen who does his duties in his 

appointed place. True justice to Plato, therefore, consists in the principle of 

non-interference. The state has been considered by Plato as a perfect whole in 

which each individual which is its element, functions not for itself but for the 

health of the whole. Justice in the Platonic state would, therefore, be like the 

harmony of relationship where the planets are held together in the orderly 

movement. Plato was convinced that a society which is so organized is fit for 

survival. Where men are out of their natural places, there the co-ordination of 

parts is destroyed, the society disintegrates and dissolves. Justice, therefore, is 

the citizen sense of duties. 

Justice is, for Plato, at once part of human virtue and the bond, which joins men 

together in society. Justice is an order and duty of the parts of the soul. It is to 

the soul as health is to the body. Plato says that justice is not mere strength, but 

it is a harmonious strength. Justice is not the right of the stronger, but the 

effective harmony of the whole. All moral conceptions revolve about the good 

of the whole individual as well as social. 

Aristotle's Theory of Justice 

Today it is all the rage for political theorists and philosophers to have and 

expound theories of justice. But if we look back on the history of Political 

thought, we cannot but find that many philosophers did not take justice and 
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theories of justice so seriously. Among those who did not was Aristotle. He 

made enquiries into the theories of justice but could not arrive at a theoretically 

and practically satisfactory and sound theory of justice. 

Aristotle could understand justice with reference to ethics. Ethics as a whole is 

meant to be comprehensive investigations of the end of human action, which is 

the human good, or happiness. To Aristotle, Ethics is a sort of Political Science 

and as such both political science and ethics aim at human virtues. Hence, 

Aristotle opines that justice is the last of the virtues of human character. For 

Aristotle, the demand for a theory of justice arises from political practice. So he 

begins his inquiry into justice as he begins all such inquiries. The minimal 

demands for a theory of justice adequate to common opinions are, then, that it 

enables us, first, to distinguish just from unjust actions. Aristotle opines that in 

common parlance we hold that whatever is legal that is just. Hence, legality 

refers to law abidingness. If the legal is the just, then justice as law-abidingness 

must be the whole of virtue, but Aristotle says that it differs essentially from 

virtue. Aristotle considers first not justice as virtue as a whole, or law

abidingness, but the justice which he insists is a part of virtue. Hence he talks 

of partial justice. In the discussion of partial justice Aristotle makes us assume 

the perspective of a legislator, or at least of a judge. Partial justice refers to the 

two forms of justice: distributive and corrective. Distributive justice provides 

the principle underlying the distribution of goods and honors to political 

community. The general principle that equal persons must have equal shares 

and unequals, unequal shares, can be stated with mathematical certitude. 

Corrective justice provides the principle applied in the courts of law when 

contracts must be rectified. Here the partners of the contract are not taken into, 

but the loser gains in the contract. At this Aristotle remarks that neither form of 

justice is simple reciprocity or retaliation. Also Aristotle warns us on occasions 
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that we ought not to expect mathematical rigor in matters of political justice as 

the subject matter of political science does not lend itself to such treatments. 

Aristotle holds that the judge must rectify the murderer's gain and the victim's 

loss; but how the dead victim's loss is rectified by the murderer's fitting loss of 

life is not obvious. He further holds that 'justice necessary to political 

communities is in truth not grounded in a nature or divinity as conceived of by 

either mathematical physicist or the pious.' Here we can refer to Gauthier 

Rene, " ......... we must nevertheless see that they obscure that variation. The 

just established by means of laws and conventions is necessary, but it is 

apparently not natural".69 He insists that the politically just while conventional, 

is partly conventional and is also partly natural. The evidence given in support 

of the conventionalists' argument is that human laws and conventions vary 

whereas natural laws seem to be unchanging. Aristotle responds that natural as 

well as conventional is changeable. The example of natural changeability is 

that the right hand is stronger by nature, although it is possible to become 

ambidextrous. Nature, in giving us capacities, seems to sanction our 

development of them. In giving us two hands, nature suggests to us the 

possibility of going beyond what she has done for us, although not beyond 

what she herself has shown us. Aristotle stresses that ambidexterity, the 

consequence of an unusually gifted nature and training, is both possible and 

undoubtedly superior to the 'universal' phenomenon of right-handedness. 

Moreover, right-handedness in the light of this possibility enables us to be 

more tolerant of Ieft-handedness. 

From the above discussion it seems clear that justice as law abidingness has 

limitation as it involves the fear of punishment. Furthermore, it cannot explain 

actions done out of passions as reactions to supposed injustice. In the similar 

69 Gauther, R, A. Lethique a Nicomaque, Universitaries de Louvain 1958-59, P-190. 
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way, mathematical rigors of proportion to rectification as proposed suffers 

from its own limitations. Hence, Aristotle turns his critique on justice to equity. 

We often say that equity is good, praising it even more highly than justice. As 

is understood the equitable man characteristically does not demand his just 

share, taking less than he is legally entitled to. But from the point of justice we 

have already concluded that such a man is unjust. Justice and equity, therefore, 

seem to be opposed to each other and we might wonder how two opposed 

things can both be ·good. Aristotle says that we must reconcile the two by 

understanding equity as something which although different from legal justice, 

is another sort of justice, not generically different from it. We understand it as a 

necessary correction of legal justice and superior to it; in so understanding it, 

however, we acknowledge the necessary insufficiency of law or of any 

statement of the universally just. Of course, Aristotle never says that equity 

should replace rather than supplement justice. We are left with the necessity of 

reconciling a universal with a particular which is distinct from and opposed to 

it. This theoretical difficultly remains unsolved in the context of the teaching 

about justice in book 5 by Aristotle. 

The demand for justice and for a theory of justice must be met. Aristotle 

advances to friendship to search for justice. Friendship occupies an important 

place in Aristotle's philosophy. Indeed, we are told that friendship holds cities 

together and as such legislators are more serious about it than justice, and that 

while friendship does not need justice, the just still need friendship. Aristotle 

means to show us that the problems that arise in politics can be solved only in 

the spirit of friendship, trust and good will, not in the spirit of punitive justice 

or even impartiality. By means of an examination of friendship, Aristotle 

attempts to make intelligible all human associations, both human beings and 

within human beings, who have composite nature, and perhaps all association, 
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or wholes. So, friendship, as Aristotle holds, exists for the sake of any of the 

tree ends: the good, who love the good, befriend others like themselves because 

of their goodness. In practice, friendship is meant to be a supplement to justice, 

because perfect friendship is rare and not universally practicable. Aristotle 

teaches about justice and never denies the necessity of the kind of justice in 

which the theory of justice tends issue. Aristotle, rather than proposing that 

friendship replaces justice, uses the teaching on friendship to justify the most 

comprehensive laws. 

To conclude, Aristotle's implicitly contends that the attempt to formulate a 

satisfactory theory of justice leads us to see for ourselves that what we desire 

when we demand justice and formulae for justice, and therefore a general 

political solution is properly supplied in a friendship of the virtuous, which is 

rare, but possible, non-political solution. Aristotle's critique of his own attempt 

at the theory of justice points to the conclusion that our demand might be better 

served if shown to point elsewhere than justice. What we really demand is a 

theory which, although undeniably valid, is not necessarily universally 

applicable, which is consistent with the necessity of human nature, intends a 

good in which all doers as well as sufferers of deeds can perceive their share; 

and which, nonetheless does have just consequences. 

Rawls' Theory of Justice 

The expressed aim of John Rawls' theory of justice is to present a fully 

elaborated alternative to the various Utilitarian- inspired conceptions of justice 

that are predominant on the contemporary scene. Rawls accounts for the 

predominance of utilitarianism by the facts that its great spokesmen (Hume, 

Smith, Bentham, Mill) were not only incisive philosophers but were also 

concerned to embed their moral doctrines in a comprehensive social and 
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economic theory. Accordingly, in his attempt to generalize and carry to a 

higher order of abstraction the social contract conception of justice in the 

tradition of Locke, Rousseau and Kant, Rawls will be equally concerned to 

give his philosophical speculation this concrete setting. As such Rawls 

articulates and argues for the normative theory of justice that is implicit in 

contract tradition, for it is his conviction that this conception best approximates 

our considered judgments of justice and provides for the most appropriate 

moral foundation for a democratic society. 

Rawls conceives of philosophical explanation as analogous to scientific 

explanation. Hence, the construction of a theory of justice should be subject to 

the same rules of method as any attempt at the theoretical explanation in 

science. To Rawls, a philosophical explanation is a matter of the dialectical 

interaction between theoretical construction and particular observation, in this 

cases our considered moral judgment. Its acceptability is ultimately a matter of 

its being able to account for the body of these considered judgments better than 

any alternative theory that has been advanced. The cannons of simplicity, 

modeling and even mathematization play central roles in Rawls' elaboration. 

Rawls' is a pragmatic conception of philosophy and hence has invited 

criticism. 

The most severe critic has been R.M. Hare, and his principal criticism bears on 

the alleged analogy between the enterprise of moral philosophy and the kind of 

interplay between theory and data that occurs in empirical science. Hare 

maintains that Rawls' attempt to construe the considered judgments of men as 

analogous to the facts of observation reduces his philosophical efforts to a kind 

of subjectivism of the narrowest variety because it makes any justification a 

matter of his own personal preference or at best, a matter of consensus. But 

whatever we may say about justification, this much is clear: in its systematic 
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character and in the working out of concrete details and implication, Rawls has 

put forwarded a theory of justice in a significant sense of the term rather than 

simply another instance of "my views about" or "the way I see things' that so 

frequently pass for moral or political theory. 

The exposition ofthe theory of justice, as Rawls has shown, falls in three parts. 

First, we have the presentation and elaboration of the theory. Secondly, we 

have the working out of some specific implications of the theory to show how 

they compare with our considered judgments on these matters. And thirdly, we 

explore the ultimate acceptability of the theory, given a concrete account of the 

nature of man. 

The heart of Rawls' theory consists of his two principles of justice and his 

technique for deriving them. It is in his technique for deriving the principles 

that Rawls identifies himself with the contract tradition. We are to imagine a 

hypothetical situation wherein a group of people gather together to agree upon 

a set of principles of justice to govern their conduct. The correct principles are 

the ones that these people would choose if subject to certain conditions. The 

conditions of knowledge guarantee impartiality or fairness. These hypothetical 

choosers know some general scientific principles (economics, sociology, 

psychology) and know that conflicting interests and moderate scarcity accrue, 

but they are shielded by a 'veil of ignorance' from a knowledge of their own 

conception of the good, their own talents, their own social position and the 

stage of development of their particular society. By starting with only self 

interested individuals, Rawls' general strategy is to reduce the 'ought' of 

morality to the 'ought' of prudence by conferring a universal point of view on 

the prudential outlook. In this way the more problematic can be reduced to the 

less problematic. To refer to Gorden, S. - "In short, the original position is so 

characterized that the fourthcoming principles are those that it would be 
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prudential for men to adopt if they were not prejudiced by special interests 

arising out of their actual positions in the society."70 

The normative principles that Rawls in fact argues for are the following 

First Principle: Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive total 

system of basic liberties compatible with a similar system of liberty for all. 

Second Principle : Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that 

they are both : (a) to the greatest benefit to the least advantaged consistent with 

the just savings principles and (b) attached to offices and positions open to all 

under conditions of fair equality of opportunity. 

There is a lexical order to the principles such that the first always takes priority 

over the second. The principles are summarized in what Rawls calls his general 

conception of justice: all social primary goods - liberty and opportunity, 

income and wealth, and the basis of self respect are to be distributed equally 

unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is to the advantage of 

the least favoured. 

The basic liberties referred to in the first principle are (a) Political liberty, i.e., 

the right to vote and hold office, (b) freedom of speech and assembly, (c) 

liberty of thoughts and conscience, (d) freedom to hold personal property, and 

(e) freedom from arbitrary arrest and seizure. 

The second principle is the most controversial. It is not strongly egalitarian (as 

the first principle) inasmuch as it provides for unequal distribution, but it could 

be said to be derivatively egalitarian for it implies that inequalities are to be 

justified. The crux of the principle is what Rawls calls the "difference 

principle" which directs us to distribute all social primary goods so as to 

max1m1ze the expectations of the most disadvantaged. This is simply an 

application of the maximin rule for choice under uncertainty. 

70 Gordon, S. Jhon Rawls Difference Principle, the journal of philosophy, 1973, P-275-280. 
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To the degree that his arguments are compelling, the two principles of justice 

are seen to be preferable to those of either total or average utility, and hence the 

contract view to be preferable to utilitarianism. Rawls sees the real difference 

between the two alternatives to be their interpretation of impartiality. Instead of 

defining impartiality from the standpoint of a sympathetic observer as the 

utilitarians inclined to do, Rawls defines it from the standpoint of the litigants 

themselves. The utilitarians do not take seriously the plurality and 

distinctiveness of individuals and hence confuses impartiality with 

impersonality. "The contract approach achieves impartiality without 

comprom1smg the integrity of the individual person."71 By means of his 

scheme Rawls attempts not to reconstruct history but to set out a series of 

points of view from which the different kinds of problems of justice are to be 

arbitrated, each point of view inheriting the constraints of the preceding stages. 

A just constitution is one that would be chosen at the second stage, just laws 

are those which would be enacted at the third stage, just particular judgments 

are those that would be made at the final stage. 

After discussing the principles of justice for institutions, Rawls goes on to take 

up the principles of natural duty and obligation that apply to individual within a 

constitutional framework. Rawls completes his theory of justice by exploring 

its grounding in human thought and feeling and its ties with our ends and 

aspirations. Hence, an important feature of a conception of justice is that it 

should generate its own support; its principles should be such that when they 

are embodied in the basic structure of the society men tend to develop a desire 

to act in accordance with them. 

Rawls begins by discussing the acquisition of a sense of justice by the members 

of a well ordered society. Moving through the stage of authority, association 

71 Nagai, T. Rawls on Justice Philosophical Review, 1973, P-220-234. 
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and principles, Rawls gives an account of our moral sentiments, and then goes 

on to compare his conception of justice with other conceptions with respect to 

potential stability. The principles of justice are to be preferred to the principles 

of utility because their greater specificity would be psychologically more apt 

for securing their hold on the mind. Allowing the priority of liberty again to 

play a central role, Rawls argues that his conception of justice would give rise 

to social institutions which would enable men to express their natures as free 

and equal moral persons. Given that an effective sense of justice would then 

belong to a . person's own good, the tendencies to instability would be 

effectively kept in check. 

To conclude, Rawls admits that while he has not strictly proven anything, he 

does hope to have shown that a finally adequate theory of justice will look 

more like his contract view than any of the other alternatives considered. It is 

very clear that Rawls theory of justice works as a pointer to anyone whoever 

proposes to deal with any of the topic it touches and as such he must first come 

to terms with it if he expects the scholarly community to take him seriously. 

Ecofeminism 

The last four decades can be broadly termed the era of environmentalism. The 

multiple environmental crises in the worked have awakened society to the need 

to pay attention to the earth we live in. In this renewed awareness, it has 

emerged that it is practically impossible to talk of environmental issues without 

reference to women. Women through different ages in different societies have 

been actively involved in the use and management of natural resources. The 

current crises in the depletion and poisoning of these resources directly affect 

women who are often responsible in most societies for basic livelihood tasks. 

Thus, addressing environmental issues has meant addressing women, and 
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women's issues. This has led scholars and activists to intensively study, 

hypothesize and explain the linkages between women and the environment. 

Different scholars have addressed the issue of the link between women's 

concerns and environmental concerns in disparate ways. Ecological feminism 

refers to a whole range of women nature linkages - historical, conceptual, 

literary, ethical, spiritual connections on how women and the environment are ,_ 

treated in society, and hence it has become one of the most influential 

paradigms establishing a connection between gender theories and 

environmental thinking. As such it has been a popular framework that 

highlights the inter connectedness between the domination of women and the 

domination of nature. The affinities and perceived similarities between women 

and nature - such as passivity and giving nurturing qualities are highlighted. 

On the one hand, these affinities make them both equally vulnerable to male 

domination, on the other, this association gives women a special stake in 

solving today's environmental problems. This understanding of the system of 

twin domination is then used to construct an ecofeminist philosophy or 

worldview. Solutions for solving the environmental crises of our times as well 

as gender inequality are then based on this need philosophy. 

Though the term was first used by Francoise D' Eaubonne, it has become 

popular in the context of numerous protests and activities against 

environmental destruction, sparked-off initially by recurring ecological 

disasters. The ecofeminist principle looking for connections, where capitalist 

patriarchy and its warrior science are engaged in disconnecting what forms a 

living whole, also informs this movement. Thus those involved look not only at 

the implications of these technologies for women, but also for animals, plants, 

for agriculture in the third world as in the industrialized North. They 
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understand that the liberation of women cannot be achieved in isolation, but 

only as a part of a larges struggle for the preservation of life on this planet. 

As women in various movements - ecology, peace, feminist and especially 

health have rediscovered the interdependence and connectedness of everything, 

they have also rediscovered what is called the spiritual dimension of life -

realization of this interconnectedness is sometimes called spirituality. 

Capitalists and Marxist materialism, both of which see the achievement of 

human happiness as basically conditional on the expansion of material goods 

production, deny or denigrate this dimension. To refer to Maria and Shiva, 

"Feminist also began to realize the significance of the 'witch-hunts' at the 

beginning of our modem era in so far as patriarchal science and technology 

was developed and only after these women (the witches) had been murdered 

and, concomitantly, their knowledge, wisdom and close relationship with 

nature had been destroyed."72 Then what is the way out? The remedy may be 

the desire to recover, to regenerate this wisdom as a means to liberate women 

and nature from patriarchal destruction which will lead to spirituality. The • 
interpretation of spirituality in ecofeminists' sense is largely identical to 

women's sensuality, their more precious life force which link them to each 

other, to other forms of life and the elements. It is the energy which enables 

women to love and celebrate life. This sensual spirituality, rather than 'other

worldly' is centered on and thus abolishes the opposition between spirit and 

matter, transcendence and immanence. This spirit is inherent in everything and 

particularly our sensuous experience, because we ourselves with our bodies 

cannot separate the material from the spiritual. 

Of late the interest in things spiritual is a manifestation of western patriarchal 

capitalist civilization's deep crisis. While in the west the spiritual aspects of life 

72 Mies, M. Shiva,V. "Ecofeminism", London Zed Books, 1993,P-7. 
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have more and more been eroded, people now look towards the 'East', towards 

the preindustrial traditions. This search obviously stems from a deep human 

need for wholeness, but the fragmented and co-modified way in which it takes 

place is to be criticized. The ecofeminist spirituality as we understand, it is not 

to be confused with a other worldly spirituality that simply wants food without 

sweat. Our basic understanding of ecofeminism starts from the fundamental 

necessities of life; we call the subsistence perspective. Our opinion is that ,_ 

women are nearer to this perspective than men yet all women and man have a 

body which is directly affected by the destructions of the industrial. system. 

Therefore, all women and finally also all men have a 'material base' from 

which to analyze and change these processes. 

Now, when we look to Plato's theory of justice in the light of ecofeminism we 

fine that Plato discovered meddlesomeness as an obstacle on the way to justice. 

In the light of ecofeminism too interference to women and nature. causes much 

damage and as such it leads to environmental as well as feminist injustice. Both 

women and nature are deprived of their dues owing to a kind of 

meddlesomeness. This has to be addressed and tried to be redressed. True 

justice, to Plato, consists in non-interference. In this case, Plato's theory of 

justice can be a finger point against the domination of nature and women. 

To refer to Aristotle, justice consists in law-abidingness; but such law

abidingness may be imposing and patriarchal in style and as such it may be 

remedied. To refer to Aristotle himself, nature has given us two hands, of 

which the right one is usually stronger. In giving us two hands, nature suggests 

to us the possibility of going beyond what she has done for us, shown us. 

Ambidexterity, the consequence of an unusually gifted nature and training, is 

both possible and undoubtedly superior to the 'universal' phenomenon of right 

handedness. Moreover, seeing right handedness in the light this possibility 

enables us to be more tolerant of left-handedness. So, if we go by the above 
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exposition made by Aristotle, it would be clear enough that the weaker sections 

of the society - women, nature and such others would be tolerated and 

sympathized which is an ecofeminist truth. 

Rawls is a prominent champion of justice. To him, liberty plays a central role. 

He argues that his conception of justice would give rise to social institutions 

which would enable men to express their natures as free and equal moral 

persons as such the tendencies to inst~bility would be kept in cheek. In this 

case, Rawls goes near to an ecofeminist who advocates free and equal 

personality of the weaker sections of the society. Hence, justice to women may 

be possible in the Paradigm advanced by Rawls as well as ecofeminists. In this 

respect Rawls two principles of justice may be applied truly . 

•••• 

I 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

We have examined and outlined the objective of ecofeminism m many 

contexts. We have seen in the course of our discussion that there underlies 

some close proximity between women and nature. However, there underlies a 

controversy regarding the source of relationship between women and nature. In 

broader perspective, it can be said that the relationship between women and 

nature is based on essence and hence it is supposed to be universal. However, 

there we find another dominant standpoint\ which holds the other view. It holds 

that the relationship between women and nature is historical or cultural and 

hence it. bas been detennined historically. We have already examined these 

points with ethical outlook. 

Care Ethics 

Care ethics is a very new concept which is included within the domain of ethics 
' 

and this kind of ethical concept is predominantly related to women and nature. 

A care ethics is based on the values by girls and women involved in Carol 
,,, 

Gilligan's psychological studies. It is a kind of context-laden value, which also 

happen to be those generally associated with women in Western Patriarchal 

Cultures. Care ethics is predominantly concerned with nurturing, care taking 

and maintaining relationship. Ecofeminist theories have taken up the care 

ethics based on the following three supposed facts: 

.1. Women are more interested in context, caring and relationship than 

is abstract, institutional rights and responsibilities. 

2. Women for either natural (essentialism) or socially constructed 

reasons (historical) are considered nurturing and caring than men. 
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3. Ethical considerations about caring, intimacy and contextuality have 

been far less prominent in the history of philosophy than 

considerations of right and wrong actions have been. 

Although care ethics is predominantly concerned with females for which 

women should be morally dignified, but equally it may be claimed, at least on 

the basis of the above observation, that care ethics in itself is not adequate. 

Even some examples of ec.ofeminist invocations of care ethics might reflect its 

appeal towards nature. Plant says, "@!lf pain for the death of the forest is 

simply, and most fundamentally, compassion for the senseless destruction of 

life. The compassion that we feel is the essence of a new paradigm which 

ecofeminism describes in details. Feelling the life of the other, literally 

experiencing its existence is becoming the new starting point of human 

decision making.'m Plant, however, acknowledges that traditional women's 

role as caretaker has mostly been undervalued. Even knowing that women must 
" 

struggle to claim those aspects of our socialization. Although female care and 

friendship are ignored or devalued by most traditional ethics, important insights 

into the bonds of affection, virtues of friends, and political potential of filial 

relationships are gained through the analysis and experience of women 

friendship and intimate relations. Critics of ecofeminism, however feel in the 

other way round. They would like to say that the so-called potentially fruitful 

aspects of women's socialization through friendship and intimate relations are 

the outcome of oppressive systems. If we assume that there is some logic to 

oppressive thinking, then it equally follows that there are reasons why women 

are socialized in certain ways. That means to say that there are reasons that 

contribute to the social construction of women's and promote the domination 

of women. Accordingly, it can be said that ecofeminism itself ensures the 

73 Plant, J. edit. Healing the Wounds: The Promise of Ecofeminism, New Society Publishers, 1989, P-1. 
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domination of women and nature first and thereby prescribes solutions to this 

ISSUe. 

Why is this actions of care morally or ethically justified? Why is it a part of 

environmental ethics? In response to these questions, it is said that caring is 

necessary for the heath, livelihood and stability of individuals and 

communities. The benefit of caring is noteworthy as to take part in caring 

relationships is a part of what many people feel makes life worth living. Here 

we can call upon Hume who once wrote, "Whatever other passions we may be 

actuated by, pride, ambition, avarice, revenge or lust, the soul or animating 

principle of them all is sympaJhy."74 Since caring is an attitude as basic as 

anything else we might want to label morally important on it at face value. 

Caring cannot be fully apprehended without discussing its agent, its object, and 

the context in which it occurs. Caring is thus evaluated in situ. Talk of caring 

and compassion in the abstract, devoid of attention to the object of caring and 

the context in which the caring occurs is ethically uninformative. 

Thus, women's nature of caring for other particular beings or objects is thought 

to be a good activity if they hold subordinate social positions. This is justified 

by saying that caring cannot be evaluated unless the objects and purposes of 

care are made clear. There is nothing wrong to claim that complex norms of 

female caring and compassion for men and children are comer stone of 

patriarchal systems. Within these systems, women having been possession of 

caring attitude, have forgiven, stayed with abusers, and scarified their own 

desires because of their great ability to care for others. That is why, women's 

ability to care for others are supposed to be glorified quality in every comer of 

the globe. That is why some ecofeminists, particularly Card had argued that in 

the context of oppression; care ethics actually causes moral damage and can 

74 Hume, D, A Treatise of Human Nature I. A. Selby Bigge and P.H. N iddith edit, New York Calendon 
Press, 1978, P-363. 

153 



therefore be regarded as an unhealthy moral choice. In other words, caring can 

be damaging to the career if she neglects other responsibilities by caring for 

another. Even care for someone can be damaging to the object of care if she 

cares for herself. The life between empowerment and paternalism is as difficult 

to identify as the boundary between guidance and domination, although the 

relations might be labeled caring under certain circumstances. Thus caring 

attitudes and actions. cannot be assessed without inquiries to determine if care 

taking is in the best interests of these objects of care. Humans need the care of 

other humans in ways in which non-humans do not. 

According to ecofeminists, f~<?ling the life of the other should be the starting 

point of ecological ethics. Some ecofeminist proponents of care ethics however 

recommend empathy and ego denial as the point of departure for reframing 

moral relationships. So giving up the ego as a necessary prerequisite to living 

out a compassionate commitment to the equality of all things that Naess calls 

for the demotion of the individual self Ego denial is contrary to the kind of 

empathy that allows one to appreciate the oppression of another living being. 

Women always try to mitigate this approach simply by possessing the property 

of caring for others, which is very much unlikely to men. The significance of 

values such as caring, mothering and non-violence is embedded in their current 

meanings as well as in the genealogy of their meaning. An ecological feminist 

ethics holds caring for other beings as a good and clearly sets out the 

appropriate objects, and contexts of ethical caring relationships that could 

certainly be informative and ethica1ly useful. In this regard, men need to learn 

some ethical lessons from women's experiences as caretakers and apprentices 

to feminine practices. 

In proclaiming equal moral dignity of all biotic community, ecofeminism caBs 

for moral equality in diversity. It holds that diversity must be valued above a11 
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else. Vandana Shiva, an eminent ecofeminist also shows that feminine 

principles always include equality in diversity. In outlining the significance of 

diversity, Shiva discusses the predevelopment relationship between men and 

women in rural India in which the relationship was characterized by equal but 

diverse social roles for the sexes. Shiva also outlines the importance of 

diversity in preserving the integrity of forest and the livelihood of women who 

have depended upon the renewable products of the forest for survival. In this 

regard, Shiva vouches for an ethic that promotes a diversity of social roles 

along with a diversity of species. This, however, does not make sense to say 

that any variety of social roles or species should be welcomed in environmental 

ethics. Ecofeminism surely rules out the varieties such as patriarc\(y, 

anthropocentrism, imperialism and racism as bad or wrong. 

Ecological Diversity 

We think ecological diversity is another important point in understanding 

ecofeminism as it reveals ecological knowledge of the realities of biological 

dependence as well as ecological commitments to justice in diverse contexts. 

There is no question of doubt that interdependent relationships within the biota 

are incredibly numerous and complex. Though we know little about the 

intricacies of these relationships, but we do, of course, know that biota usually 

flourish when a great deal of species diversity exists. When this diversity is 

disrupted, far-reaching adjustments become necessary, and each readjustment 

is increasingly taxing on the biotic community as a whole. Amidst awareness 

of human ignorance regarding the subtleties of species, community and 

interpersonal interdependencies, ecofeminists affirm the importance of diverse 

communities. Accordingly, they aim to create theories that reflect this humble 

appreciation of diversity and the subtleties of diversity and the subtleties of 

symbiosis. Thus there underlies a conflict between human manipulations of 
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environment in one hand and ecofeminists attempt of restoration of symbiosis 

in the other hand. Human manipulations of environment always lead to result 

in the eradication of the whole species and ecosystems, on the contrary, to 

include a high number of different species and forms of life. Thus the objective 

of ecological ethics within environment often involves the restoration of natural 

diversity. Thus, ecological diversity is supposed to be a symptom of ecosystem 

health. Ecological diversity always tends to bring back a natural state in which 

all-biotic community coexists with same moral privileges. Thus it has been 

held that valuing ecological and social diversity as a healthy aspect of 

communities has to be included as an acknowledgement that healthy, thriving, 

integrated communities are the underlying goals. 

One may, however, raise a point over there by saying that a plea for ecological 

diversity always leads to global unity. Even Spretnak calls for an ecofeminist 

ontology based on the oneness of all living beings united in a cosmic 

consciousness in which only the illusions of separation divide us. Although the 

ethical point of ecological diversity as echoed by Spretnak is ontological, but 

still there we have witnessed many ecofeminist spiritual writers emphasize 

global and ecological unity as an ethical goal without realizing the implications 

for human communities. Barring spiritualistic talk of unity some may even 

hope to inspire greater awareness of biotic and social interdependence, 

interconnection and similarity. One cannot however ignore the relevance of 

such awareness in context to environmental ethic as it is directed towards 

environmental flourishing. In fact, talk of unity and ways in which we are all 

connected in the web of life can be comforting. But at the same time calls for 

unity at times give to racial wars. 
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Dualism 

We have also seen in the course of our discussion that anthropocentrism always 

lives up within the dualistic approach. There is no question of doubt that the 

concept of dualism is the root of exploitation of one species over other species, 

one class over other class, one form of gender over other form of gender. 

Anthropocentric approach, which is based on instrumental values, always 

invokes hierarchical dualistic approach through which the domination of 

women by men has been logically justified on many accounts. Accordingly, it 

can be said that dualism is endemic to systems of dominance and subordination 

of women by men. Thus women and nature and even anything else that comes 

to be associated with these are supposed to be less valuable. Even in some 

ecofeminists' thinking the relevance of dualism has not been ruled out. 

However, a good number of ecofeminists argue not against dualistic thinking, 

but against the hierarchical ordering present in most dualistic systems of 

thought. Deena Metzger even inclines to say that without an integration of 

masculinity and feminity humans will become deranged and destroy the planet. 

Ecology, she believes, implies the co-existence of the inside and the outside, 

the dark and the light, and the masculine and the feminine. Environmentalism, 

therefore, requires "that each of us change the essential patterns of our life 

which are based upon exclusivity, distinction, elimination, separation, 

inclusiveness, unification and relationship."75 However, dualism in its any form 

is very harmful or detrimental in environmental philosophy in general and 

ecofeminism in particular. The objective of ecofeminism is to annihilate all 

sorts of dualism. Some problems concerning dualistic thinking can be 

mentioned in the following ways: 

75 Metzger, D. Invoking the Grove in Judith Planet edit. Healing the wounds: The Promise of 
Ecofeminism, Philadelphia, New Society Publishers, 1998, P-121. 
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Firstly, dualism is false dichotomies constructed in order to maintain a power 

structure and a false concept of essential reality. It gives importance to only 

extremes of existing entities. It sets up a dichotomy between masculinity and 

feminity despite the cultural variety in the actual context of the concepts. It 

holds that women naturally embody feminity and men embody masculinity in 

terms of genders without mapping nealty on to material reality. 

Secondly, dualism is a binary concept having two components of which one is 

the superior to the other. Dualism is understood as a system of domination and 

subordination. Any form of dualism becomes hierarchical in context to the 

domination and subjugation of one class over the other class. 

Thirdly and finally, many forms of dualism are rooted in a scientific view of 

the world that favours the simplest explanations consistent with the previous 

findings of science over more complex explanations. Truly speaking, it is 

difficult to find a world full of phenomena and possibilities beyond dualisms. 

Ecofeminism, however, rejects the scientific approach of dualism towards a 

simplest explanation. But Sober argues that parsimony, in and of itself: cannot 

make one hypothesis more plausible than another and that 'the philosopher's 

mistake is to think that there is a single global principle that spans diverse 

scientific subject matters. It is wrong to think that humans can comprehend the 

complexity of the universe. As poet A Rich Writes, "There is not "The truth," 

"a truth," truth is not one thing or even a system. It is an increasing 

complexity." 76 

It has been claimed by many ecofeminists that Western ideologies are 

completely based on hierarchical dualisms in which whatever is masculine, 

demanding, aggressive, competitive, rational and analytic is dominant over that 

which is 'feminine, responsive, cooperative, intuitive and sympathizing.' 

76 Rich, A. Of Women Born: Mother as Experience and Institution, New York, Mortan, 1976, P-77. 
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According to D' Souza, an eminent ecofeminist, favouring the 'made mode of 

aggression generates the militaristic mindset, the nuclear mentality and war 

culture that promote the degradation of anything perceived or marked as 

feminism. Thus D' Souza like many other feminists do not recommend an 

outright rejection of dualistic thinking, but pleas for an integration of the 

masculine and the feminine with a reminder that rationality and intuition are 

two modes of perception, two ways'of knowing that are not independent of 

each other. They are not oppositional as mainstream holds, but two points of a 

single whole. Thus one should not interpret gender as a starting point of 

dualism through which the domination of one gender over the other has been 

justified; rather one should integrate both forms of gender as a single whole. 

Unlike men, women traditionally listen to other inner voice. It is a kind of 

women's habit, which is thought to be symptomatic, hormonal and anatomic. 

Women have always thought like mountains. Like Leopold's model of sound 

ecological thinking many other ecofeminists too plea for an integration of this 

womanly thinking with linear male thinking. Doubiago himself admits that this 

'female trait' is considered an essential part of what constitutes women. There 

is no question of doubt that most recent ecofeminists are of the opinion that 

feminists critique gender to be the central. Dinnerstein himself inclines to say 

that our traditional uses of gender form part of an endemic mental and social 

disorder, part of taken for granted misuses that is killing our world. 

Deforestation is another point of concern of ecofeminism. There is no question 

of doubt that even in India any form of deforestation tends to be the 

exploitation and extinction of both females and nature. In her book Staying 

Alive Vandana Shiva herself raises this point. Here Shiva illustrates the 

instrumentality of a feminine principle of ecofeminism in empowering rural 

India women and enabling them to sustain their livelihood by interrupting 
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deforestation. One cannot however deny the uplitlment of women-centered 

environmental activism in communities which has heartily suffered under 

western initiated maldevelopment. To speak in the language of Shiva, "There 

informal forestry colleges of the women are small and decentered, creating and 

transferring knowledge about how to maintain the life of living resources. The 

visible forestry colleges by contrast are centralized and alienated: they 

specialize in a forestry of destruction, on how to transform living resources into 

a commodity and subsequently cash."77 We do not however rule out the 

positive impact of women centered environmental activism, even though it is 

predomipantly based on essentialist notions instead of rigorous conceptual 

analysis. 'Ecofeminist criticism, we think, should take seriously the reasons why 

certain simplistic theories and rhetoric, which do':.·. not thoroughly reject the 

status quo, are able to inspire social change and changes in the ways women 

interact with each other, their environments and systems of domination. 

The goal of ecofeminism is multifaced. It does not simply want to restore the 

integration of both women and nature, the strength of ecofeminist theory and 

practice does not aim only towards totalizing theory, but it also engages in a 

decentered political struggle. That means the objective of ecofeminism can also 

be justified in context of socio-political standpoint, which at the superficial 

levels is difficult to realize. Ecofeminism, Quinby holds, is not single issue 

policy; rather it calls for a plurality of resistance which would target abuses of 

power on a multiplicity of levels and in many locations. While continually 

challenging each other and working to create an ecologically feminist ethic, 

ecofeminism should respect, encourage and learn from a variety of effective 

methods and theories. In this regard, ecofeminism could then become an 

alliance of varied theories and methodologies that share common goals and 

values rather than a unified movement. 

77 Shiva, V. Staying Alive, Published in India by Kali for women, New Delhi, 1989, P-66. 
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, One may however raise a point against ecofeminism by saymg that those 

interest~d in -the ip.tegration of feminist and other social issues with radical 

, . <ecolop , ought to abandon ecofeminism and thereby tum towards social ,, 
1'',': ',!1·:,, 

e~Q.tQgy~, .. 

I'! :&0.oial -~~lpgy, as we have seen, combines an anarchist critique of hierarchy 

'· '·IIUd "e'¢pklitation with an ethic based on biological interdependence. Some 
I 'ii, l,.,<j 

'!' ;'·r·~femi.nists call themselves social ecofeminists identifying their affinity to 
1)!!! -1,1!1'1'11,, ,, ' 

b()th ecofeminism and social analysis as propounded by Bookchin. Biehl, a 

former social ecofeminist, has abandoned ecofeminism because of her 

·· · disappointment over the seeming 'lack of influence of the best of social theory 

on ecofeminism. She severely criticizes most of the ecofeminist concepts such 

as spiritualism, biological determinism, and antinationalism expressed by a 

number of ecofeminists. But we think Biehl's observation against ecofeminism 

is not sound as she lacks or limits her analysis of ecofeminism within a certain 

standpoint. More specifically, her understanding of ecofeminism is in 

criticizing ecofeminism. She does not consider the view of widely known 

ecofeminists such as Warren, Cheney and Plumwood. 

We think the theory of ecofeminism as a whole is remarkable in the context of 

global scenario and it is praiseworthy on many vital contexts. It opens up a new 

vision in the domain of ethics in particular. By keeping all these things in mind 

we do not think to say that ecofeminism is beyond criticisms. We have 

examined and pointed out m~ny possible but may not be tenable negative sides 

of this theory. But what we would say at this juncture that barring a few bad 

remarks, this theory in general is sound for many reasons. Truly speaking, 

alongside the examples of disappointing theory, there is also truly insightful, 

moving carefully argued work. As for the less promising work, it seems 

inevitable that some disappointing theory will emerge out of relatively new 

fields of inquiry. Since ecofeminism is a very young field of inquiry, it is 
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preferable that some conflicts may arise within it. However, some thinkers may 

, be heartened by the wealth of disagreement or diversity evident within 

ecoferninism. But ecofeminism as a whole is very much promising in itself. We 

also think that the essentialist underpinnings of some ecofeminist discourse are 

less problematic than the simplicity of some of its arguments. To put the anti

essentialist point differently, concepts like women, feminity, motherhood, 

diversity, unity have been used far simplistically by a number of ecological 

feminists especially those writing on spirituality. But we think that does not 

mean to say that there are not important ontological, ethical and political 

connections among these entities. 

Anti Essentialism Criticism 

It has been observed that ecofeminism being a key issue of environmental tries 

to establish essentialism within women and nature by drawing a parallelism in 

between them. Undoubtedly, the theory of ecofeminsim being a global 

environmental issue draws significant attention not only in the domain of 

feminism~ it equally holds a key position in recent bio-ethics or bio-philosophy. 

The objective of ecofeminism as we have noted is very precise and clear. It 

tries to restore the dignity and integrity of the whole biotic community by 

emphasizing the women-nature relationship as a whole. In this regard, it can be 

said that the theory of ecofeminism is praiseworthy. This does not, however, 

make sense to say that ecofeminism is uncritical in its own standard. We think 

that some ecofeminist effort to build upon connections and thereby articulate 

feminist environmental ethics, which are supposed to be problematic. One may, 

however, take a different stance by saying tha.t any attempt to glorify the 

motherhood or feminity is stemming from rceliance on essentializing concepts. 

It may be extendedly criticized by saying that any attempt of equalizing women 

with mother, women with feminine, and mother with nature, feminine with 
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caring is not at all good ide~ either theoretically or practically. Ecofeminism 

holds that women's soci~l position is closer to nature and hence oppression of 

wo~n jn any :fprm,.i$ ~-~~Uy oppression of nature. This parallelism of women 
' ', I 1 ' , ~ 

, and' natp.:I:e. • hinges. on essentialism. This essentialistic approach of 

criticized by many what we call the anti-essentialist 

~~~n1ftal1St1tc approach of ecofeminism actually goes against anti

feminist attack. In discussing women nature 
?\, .... · • 
':'the basis of having the same real qualities such as embodiment 

l!IIJ>Qtiicm:Y possessed by women and natural world, ecofeminism thereby 

~~~~~:s .one dimensional approach of feminism which actually goes against 

modernism. Thus, it is obvious that the most forceful attack may arise 

·. 'against ecofeminism from postmodemists' approach. There is no question of 

.·doubt that ecofeminist thinkers such a Warren and Plum Wood have outlined, 

though explicitly, more complex, constructivist interpretation of women and 

nature and the essential connections between them, still ecofeminism is 

primarily associated with the kind of feminist thinking that is preceded by 

powerful markers. It is, therefore, criticized by saying that any thinking that 

hinges on universalizing concepts or gestures towards essentialist notions of 

women cannot be teq,able. By anticipating essentialist approach, ecofeminism, 

it is claimed, is turning dangerous, historically and culturally bound, universal 

conception of women. Therefore, ecofeminism is summarily rejected as 

regressive. Such approach, according to Diana Furs, gives rise to terms of 

infallible critique. Echols says, "Ecofeminists and feminists pacifists have 

argued that women by virtue of their closeness to nature are in unique position 

to avert ecological ruin or nuclear annihilation. This thinking marks a farther 

departure from radical feminism, which maintained that the identification of 

women with nature was a patriarchal concept. Radical feminists defined 
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ecology and militarization as human rather than feminist issues."78 

Ecofeminists cannot be detached from radical feminists and even it has been 

claimed by roqpy ecofeminists that the identification of women with nature is 

patriarchal. 

The chief argument by means of which ecofeminist essentialism has been 

· criti~ized is called ant essentialist argument. It holds that there underlies no 

essence in context of eternal, universal and hence no truth about women relies 

• <m ~ssence. That means women is a fiction and the concept of women and 
I ' ', 

. 1gender are nothing but social constructions and in no sense metaphysical truths, 

!.ii:!,: :! !tile so-called domination and oppressions that act on or bear upon women are 
'I J 1111

1
'.' I.':'. ~ ,! '· 

:[lll]!lii!, :,lil]::,cctWilty enforced through a definition of women and therefore essentially 
!::1:!:1]1:: •:!··· 
li!!li::i:,i!•!!>d~tierent from man. Since feminisms are based on the notions that there exist 
11,1 ,. I 
1:,1 T, 

essential features of women, hence women are naturally different from men. It 

holds further that women's universal similarities supersede their differences 

from each other. Thus the claim that women are closer to nature than men 

attributes essential feature to women. But it has been criticized by saying that 

to realy on the notion that there is an essential female nature by means of which 

women are identified with nature is not tenable. Anti essentialists hold that 

there underlies no essential women's nature and any "_ attempt to equate 

women's essential nature with nature is not welcomed. 

Thus any form of ecofeminist argument, which relies on foundation, or mere 

nature of women ought to be ruled out. We ought to rule out theories and 

practices based on false perceptions of women or other distorting ontologies. 

We think that the concept of essentialism in its true sense is not inherently 

problematic and specific grounds or reasons should be framed in order to 

consider it as problematic. Even despite the fact that anti essentialist arguments 

against ecofeminism are careful and well founded, still the wholesale rejection 

78 Echol, A. 'Daring to be Bad: Radical Feninism in America', Unjversity of Minnesota Preass, 1989, 
P-288. 
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of the ecofeminist project is hard to come by. This is simply for the fact that 

although ecofeminism pleas for essentialism, yet there we have found some 

conceptual connections and practical relationships articulated by ecofeminists 

which are certainly not based upon essentialism. There underlies some 

connections between women and nature which are not immutable or necessary, 

and hence are not dependent on the. essential features of nature. Even, we have 

' found some $~ia1, contingent and contextually embedded specificities of the 
I . 

ret~tionship$ ibcr~een women and nature may be compelling, but they are not 
' ' II '•I 

suppos~f.i. tO W'inec~ssary. Women and nature are interwoven though cultural 
: '>: ., : ;: ': 

··.·:c.,p$truqtioris, ~tactices and biological matter. 
: : I : : : : ,' ,' f ' ' ; ' ,. . ~ ~ -

. ·.l~oriicatly·tbere: we have seen many feminists' schools currently working to 
' .' :" : ,, 

., 

.maintain the feminist issue in the face of the demise of universal women. They 
. . : . ·:· . ; .. 
' are wilh:n:g to nlle out the natural attachment between women and nature. Like 

Aristotle, they incline to say to save the appearance instead of metaphysical 

reality which is the outcome of essentialism. When ecofeminists hold that 

women's nature and aspects of feminity are superior to ruling patriarchal 

systems of thought, they actually commit essentialism which totally falls under 

the category women. One cannot, however, rule out the spiritualistic approach 

of ecofeminism in th~ regard. Here we can particularly mention the name of 

Charlene SpreJltnak who inclines to say that "there are many moments in a 

women's life wherein she gains experiential knowledge, is a powerful body, 

mind union of the holistic truths of spirituality .... females are predisposed from 

a very early age to perceive the connectedness in life, for example, females are 

more emphatic, and they remain more aware of the subtle, contextual data in 

interpersonal contacts through adulthood." 79 

79 Spretnak, C. Statics of Grace: The Recovery of Meaning in the Postmodern Age, New York, Harper 
Collins, 1991, P-35. 
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If we are much more careful regarding the apprehension of Spretnak's remark 

cited above regarding ecofeminism, it appears to us that she too assumes 

universal, natural, physical and metaphysical aspects of female experience. 

However, a simplistic anti-essentialist critique misses what is most problematic 

in Spretnak's view of women, e.g. when they claim that 'women are the 

mothers of the earth,' they certainly do not take the monolithic stand regarding 

women; rather they intend to have multiple intentions and meanings. By 

.advocating the above slogan they mean to say that all women are, should be 

mothers,, that mothering is necessarily connected to being female and that the 

~~~ ~~~~~onship to the planet and its inhabitants ought to be material. It also 
;, ; : ·; 1 ·: 1• ',J'.IU l.!!i![':'!i' !:' !il:j,: .~~~~~~~!;,. !. ', ,; ' 

, bl-;>cks ,~, ,;,~~~~l~fion of mothers and their care taking activities. Women are 

, \JS}Jally ,,,~bthers who give birth to future generations and also have access to 

information unlike men who are not mothers. This information is uniquely 

relevant to takin.g care of life on earth. This again means that women are 

socially constructed and to be identified with mothering in most cultures, even 

perhaps all. 

Some feminists, however, tried to make clear through their rejections of 

essentialist notions of 'women'. They seem to have conceived that there 

underlies no metaphysical or ontological truths about 'women' and 'nature'. 

They rather incline to say that people, being and stuff are defined and made 

meaningful within discourses which name them as among other things women 

and nature. For them, women and nature are powerful practical categories and 

constructions that cannot be ignored. This is simply for the fact that the value 

and treatment of things and beings depend in part on the ways in which they 

become associated with them. Although anti-essentialists have criticized 

ecofeminism on its essentialistic standpoint, yet the so-called problem of 

essentialism in ecofeminism is actually based on a false universalization of 
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certain conceptions of women. Because, it robs the diversity of women 

experiences as well as the conceptions of women hood resulting from feminism 

theorists, racism, and solipsism. Marilyn Frye acknowledges that there are 

some mistaken generalities that are found in feminist theorizing and hence need 

, to be corrected. Problematic generalizations within ecofeminism are sometimes 

the result , of a the,orist situating herself, though such thinking does not 

necess~ly entail aJ:ommitment to any essence. 

We have: examined ·the view in what sense ecofeminism is at par with Deep 

EOQlQ'gy by means of criticizing anthropocentrism and speciesism. The prime 
,,~~"' 

objective of comparing ecofeminism with Deep Ecology is to substantiate the 

point that women have a more intimate and stable relationship with nature and 

the natural. But at the some time it ignores race and class distinctions in 

between them. This point actually is pointed out by Stabile. She holds that 

women have special links with environment as well as with nature by virtue of 

their anatomical configuration and thereby ignores many ecofeminists attempts 

connected with various points of political alliance. Stabile criticizes a kind of 

ecofeminism which is not representative in society. She asks the point why 

ecofeminist philosophy is not meaningful to working class and poor people in 

the Unites States and why ecofeminism and mainstream environmentalism do 

not address urban ecological issues. Since most ecofeminists theory is written 

by white women, it is confined to the white women and fails to explore race 

and class issues which are very much associated with the third world women's 

movements. 

We think that ecofeminism which discusses women and nature should not be 

apprehended in terms of entities associated with essences. Ecofeminism should 

not be understood on the basis of essentialism. The women nature relationship 

is not the outcome of real universals, rather it is historically determined. We 

think there underlies social and ecological factors subsumed under the 
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categories. The relationship between women and nature can be apprehended 

broadly and pluralistically, instead of monolithic manners. Truly speaking, 

nobody can ignore the relationship between women and nature. Hence, careful 

attention to the insights and methods advocated by ecofeminists can only 

enhance discussion of environmental values and potentially lead us to solutions 

to our environmental crises. If ecofeminists belong on the environmentalists' 

playing field, perhaps they could become the referees- this could at least 

minimize the number of fouls that the traditional players are prone to make. 

Shyamoli Gupta, a feminist writer of great repute is very apprehensive about 

the grip of globalization and its possible impact on women and the others. She 

observes, globalization may affect women economically and culturally through 

its monoculture and fascist nature. Keeping this in view, in recent times, with 

the emergence of global environmentalism, women's role in environmental 

conservation and their close relationship with nature are accepted by all. 

Whatever the theoretical approaches might be, it is a fact that women are 

• increasingly involved with environmental conservation as they are facing more 

and more problems due to its degradation. At this juncture, we must admit the 

ways how subjugating concepts and categories are parasitic and symbolic upon 

each other. They are enacted upon other and become refined through practices. 

They even crisscross in and through people's lines, conceptual schemes and 

political situations. Hence, reconcepulization of knowledge, reality and ethics 

would help one go ahead with ecofeminists' future agenda. 

The intellectual recovery of the feminine principle creates new conditions for 

women and non-western culture to become principal actors in establishing a 

democracy of all life, as countervailing forces to the intellectual culture of 

death and dispensability that reductionism creates. 
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Ecology movements are socio-philosophical and poli~ical movements for a 

', nQD.;yiolent world order in which nature is conserved for conserving the 

' ' '

1

, :~,~~,tor survival. There movements are small, but they are growing. They 

~1i b)Qal, but their success lies in non-local impact. They demand only the right 

' . to ~urvival, yet with that minimal demand is associated the right to live in a 

, p.eaceful and just world. With the success of these grassroots movements is 

linked the global issue of survival. Unless the world is restructured ecologically 

at the level of the world-views and life-styles, peace and justice will continue to 

be violated and ultimately the very survival of humanity will be threatened. 

Hence, it makes sense to say that in a world so saturated with 

an~opocentrism, justifying the domination and exploitation of nature and 

other passive groups, the philosophy of ecofeminism continues to offer a life

line to those seeking an eco-centric alternative . 

•••• 
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