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In the passage below, Bookchin demonstrates his agreement with Marx’s

historical-materialist approach to history.

Until very recently, human society developed around the brute
issues posed by unavoidable material scarcity and their subjective
counterparts in denial, renunciation and guilt. The great historic
splits that destroyed early organic societies, dividing man from
nature and man from man, had their origins in the problems of
survival, in problems that involved the mere maintenance of
human existence. Material scarcity provided the historic rationale
for the development of the patriarchal family, private property,
class domination and the state.®”

Within limits, Bookchin confirms his acceptance of Marx’s predominately
instrumentalist view of human/nature relations® during the course of human history:
Since the rise of patriarchy, humanity has used non-human nature to survive and
dominant groups within human society have used other human beings to satisfy their
objective, natural needs.

For Marx, the dialectic of history was a material one, having sprung from the physical

unity of human beings with nature. From that “natural base” human social relations, in

interaction with nature, developed into an antithesis based on the material conditions and

“ Bookchin, Murray, Post-Scarcity Anarchism, (Berkeley, California: Ramparts Press,
Inc.) 1971,p. 9.

" Bookchin interprets Marx through the Orthodox Marxist tradition, which holds that
Marx’s emphasis on material relations indicates his exclusion of non-material aspects of
human consciousness and activity. (A position challenged in Chapter One: see claim that
Marx is not strictly empirical, p. 25) Under the Orthodox interpretation, “‘material
scarcity provide{s] the historic rationale,” and Marx’s philosophy begins with historical
interpretation. However, this interpretation differs from the one presented in Chapter
One, wherein Marx merely isolated material need as natural need. Labor, understood as
hwman activity in broad sense, includes the development of language, religion and culture
and is more than mere economic ‘production relations’. See Marx, Karl, The German
Ideology, Op. Cit. Discrepancies among the various interpretations of Marx’s early
works of philosophy is not the subject of this thesis.
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activity (activity for survival) of human beings. Bookchin deviates from this Marxist,

labor-based conception of the dialectic in history in two ways.

First, Bookchin expands the time frame of human history, beginning philosophical
analysis of human life at a time before the human opposition with nature occurred (that
is, during Marx’s stage of unity between “man” and “nature™). By contrast, Marx begins
human history and philosophical analysis with the human/nature opposition in the second
stage of self-conscious, perceived production. For Bookchin, the human subject exists as
subject prior to what Marx considers as the emergence of humanity.

Second, Bookchin regards the future transition to the third and highest stage of
dialectical development to be contingent upon changes in human consciousness, instead
of upon changes wrought by human labor as it moves from Marx’s capitalist to
communist stage. Bookchin, unlike Marx, locates the origins of society in “early
organic” human communities that existed prior to any split in opposition to nature.
Bookchin’s reference to the “great historic splits that destroyed early organic societies”
indicates that he understands societies, and therefore human history, to have existed as
human societies prior to the occurrence of divisions that stemmed from material
conditions and property relations of domination. Therefore, for Bookchin, self-conscious
material activity is not necessarily linked to a dialectical opposition to nature and to labor,
as it is for Marx. From this germ of an idea, Bookchin’s analyzes “early organic
societies” in search of the material source of a dialectical development in society which
encompasses the value of harmony with nature. He does so by reworking Marx’s own

analysis.
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Although their [preliterate peoples] logical operations may be identical to
ours formally, their values differ from ours qualitatively. The further back
we go to communities that lack economic classes and a political State —
communities that might well be called organic societies because of their
intense solidarity intemally and with the nature world — the greater
evidence we find of an outlook toward life that visualized people, things,
and relations in terms of their uniqueness rather than their ‘superiority’ or
‘inferiority.”*
In contrast to Marx, Bookchin asserts that not only the physical aspect of humanity’s
direct unity with nature is carried forward into society, but humanity’s consciousness has
a direct link with nature, at an ethical level and not merely at a productive one. Further-
more, while Marx only considers the impact of human activity on nature, and humanity’s
ability to impart value to nature, Bookchin considers the impact of natural activity on
humanity® and claims that nature has the ability to impart value to humanity.

Marx tried to root humanity’s identity and self-discovery in its

productive interaction with nature. But I must add that not only

does humanity place its imprint on the natural world and transform

it, but also nature places its imprint on the human world and

transforms it.**

In addition, Bookchin regards consciousness, not material conditions, as the key to
ushering in the post-capitalist phase of the historical, dialectical transition. He seeks to
reinterpret Marx’s material dialectic because the material abundance of capitalism, and
the Soviet experiment with communism, did not lead to a state of harmonious

human-nature or of human-human relations, as predicted for the third stage of

communism by Marx. Bookchin argues that if the material activity of production drove

> Bookchin, Murray, The Ecology of Freedom, Op. Cit., p. 44.

®  See discussion, Chapter One, page 20, regarding the single direction
or source of activity yielding the penetration of value and human
self-consciousness into nature.

o Ibid., p. 32.
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When we begin to consider socialization from an in-depth viewpoint, :
what strikes us is that society itself in its most primal form stems very
much from nature. Every social evolution, in fact, is virtually an extension
of natural evolution into a distinctly human realm.™

Contrast Bookchin’s position with Marx’s claims about the human-nature
relationship.  Marx clearly thought that humanity was responsible for its own
development, as well as that of nature — in the sense that nature becomes more than
physically unified with humanity because of human efforts to express itself through the
manipulation of nature, thus giving nature ‘intrinsic’ value. For Marx, consciousness is
only part of ‘humanized nature’ because of humanity’s labor. Humanity is the focal point
for Marx’s philosophy, and so Marx’s analysis of nature does not proceed beyond
nature’s relationship to humanity. For Bookchin, on the other hand, humanity neither
creates its social self nor creates a ‘humanized nature’ strictly through its own efforts.
Both stage one communities (and ethical sensibility) and stage two societies (and abstract
consciousness) are products of the evolution of consciousness in nature into the particular
form of human consciousness.

To support this claim, Bookchin relies upon anthropological studies of pre-literate,
pre-hierarchical communities, which show that the “early social sensibilities” were
internally related to nature.”” Notions of equality, kinship and usufruct (the individually
free choice to use community resources) demonstrated that primitive social communities,

like natural systems and animal communities, displayed an ethic and social structure that

mirrors nature itself. Prior to the rise of artificial hierarchies and abstract rules, human

" Ibid, p. 25.
7 Bookchin, Murray, The Ecology of Freedom, Op. Cit., p. 44.
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society over ages of animal evolution, but in the daily recreation of

society in our everyday lives.”
Thus human socialization, including intelligence and the ethics of caring for members of
the community and society, is grounded in the emotionally rich experiences of infant
nurturing. In turn, fetal gestation and infant nurturing are social, conscious and ethical
traits which exist throughout the mammalian class, emerging from nature and, more
specifically, from female biology.”

According to Bookchin, the role of nature as the biological source for all aspects of
human development and culture operates independently of the self-conscious, intentional
activity of human beings. This is a reversal of Marx’s position on human-nature
relations, in which human society imprints itself on nature, and not vice versa. Most
importantly, while Marx regards contemplation about the origins of consciousness as
speculative, Bookchin claims to have understood the material/natural origins of human
consciousness.

In the sense of operating independently from human consciousness, the
developmental consciousness of nature, or “reason” (in the sense of encompassing both
abstract and sensible aspects of consciousness), is a process govermned by an abstract

1

(historical-dialectical) concept. However, “reason,” as the advanced development of

® Ibid., pp. 27.

™ Thus, the overcoming of sexism plays a critical role in the overcoming of all ‘isms’ in
hierarchical society, as women are naturally in closer touch with the “repressed intuition”
of the victims of capitalist and communist societies. “Hence the revolutionary core of
the women'’s liberation movement, which has brought the very syntax and musculature of
domination into public view. [sic.] In so doing, the movement has brought everyday life
itself, not just abstractions like ‘Society,” ‘Class,” and ‘Proletariat,” into question.”
Bookchin, Murray, Post-Scarcity Anarchism, Op. Cit., p. 18.
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sensibility and analytical thinking in Bookchin’s stage two of the dialectic, occurs only in

human beings; likewise, human beings possess the ability to reason (ethically and
analytically} through their physical link to nature.

Reason, as 1 have emphasized, has its own natural and social

history that provides a better means of resolving its paradoxes than

does a strictly intellectual strategy.... The formation of the human

mind is inseparable from the socialization of human nature at birth

and its early period of development.”®
Thus, Bookchin views “reason” as non-abstract on the basis of both human socialization
and the physical bond with nature through reproduction. Furthermore, “reason” is
understood as part of nature, and bears the same physical (naturalist) relationship to
human beings that Marx described for the inorganic aspect of nature. Humanity is part of
reason and inorganic nature for Bookchin, and likewise, reason and inorganic nature are
part of humanity.

Bookchin understands the third stage of the dialectic, or the resolution (or higher
unity) of the historical dialectic of reason, as the goal of Western philosophy. The aim of
social human consciousness is the unity of an ethical unity with nature and the analytical
control of (or ability to manage) nature.

The melding of an organic, process-oriented outlook with an
analytical one has been the traditional goal of classical western
philosophy from the pre-Socratics to Hegel. Such a philosophy has
always been more than an outlook or method for dealing with
reality. It has also been what philosophers call an ontology — a

description of reality conceived not as mere matter, but as active,
self-organizing substance with a striving toward consciousness.*’

* Bookchin, Murray, The Ecology of Freedom, Op. Cit., p. 304.
S Ibid., p. 14.
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refinement of the definition of ecofeminism and her review of the inadequacies of

non-ecofeminist feminism, Warren articulates a second set of boundary conditions that
centralizes the importance of women-nature connections and can be applied to a//
feminist perspectives. Both her definition of ecofeminism and her second set of boundary
conditions (for transformative feminism) emphasize diversity and social context {which
in ecofeminist boundary condition {iv) is imited to the context concerning “ecological
problems”).

A distinctive feature of Warren’s ecophilosophic work has been her consistent effort
to define a conceptual and minimal framework for ecofeminism, one which will serve as
a basis for the continued development of a theoretical model that includes the voices of
diverse women. These voices differ in their mode of expression; that is, these viewpoints
are not only analytical, but incorporate other aspects of conscious experience. They
include artistic, conceptual, personal, and spiritual viewpoints. Also, differences in local
cultures across the globe have produced different histories of women over time.

Warren’s concern for diversity, which qualifies her initial definition of the term
‘ecofeminism,’ becomes a component of her formal definition of ecofeminism in the
1990 article, “The Power & Promise of Ecological Feminism.” There, Warren defines
‘ecofeminism’ as “the position that there are important connections — historical,
experiential, symbolic, theoretical —— between the domination of women and the

93

domination of nature.”™ This change reflects the centrality of her tolerance for a

* Warren, Karen J., “Power and Promise of Ecological Feminism,” Op. Cit., p. 125.

See also Warren, Karen J., “Introduction,” Ecological Feminism, Op. Cit., p. 1. for
expanded list, including empirical, religious, literary, political, epistemological, etc.
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which as shown in Chapter 2 is a development based on a revision of the Marxist model.

Second, the multi-cultural/diversity aspect of Warren’s definition of ecofeminism, as well
as the centrality of women 's oppression “within social systems of domination,” is based
on an explicitly feminist perspective.

2. Social context of domination - Warren'’s incorporation of socialist feminism into
ecofeminism expands the pluralism of ecofeminist perspectives. Ecofeminism not only
encompasses the women’s-voice perspective, but includes the perspectives of men who
share subordinate status in the Western patriarchal cultural hierarchy via their class, race,
sexual preference, ethnic, or other subdominant group aftiliation.

By this inclusion of the oppressed-male perspective, ecofeminism claims that the
‘domination of non-human nature’ is socially linked to the systematic domination of any
oppressed person and to all types of oppression (human and non-human). This claim
parallels Marx’s claim that society’s transition to communism will resolve all conflicts
“between man and nature and between man and man” because the process of the
objectification of humanity in nature (property, under capitalism) is a social process
impacting all humarn/nature relations.” This aspect of inclusiveness, therefore, is a
generalization of ecofeminism in terms of its universal applicability. So, while diversity
allows for expanding the theoretical basis of ecofeminism to all groups, the particular
perspective of a diverse ecofeminism is extended to all oppressed groups. The exclusion
of the viewpoint of the oppressors represents the boundary of, or limits to, Warren’s

theoretical diversity. In this respect, ecofeminism, like Marxism, generalizes its

% See Chapter One, page 20 and 26-27.
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conceptual framework (which accommodates a diversity of theories) across one side of

the social conflict.

Further, Warren highlights the individual and unique perspective of ‘those humans in
subdominant or subordinate positions,’ so that their particular views are included among
the various possible conceptual viewpoints on the connections between human and
non-human oppression. The approach to understanding the individual from the
perspective of his/her social context, which Marx asserts is the only method of
understanding humanity, is also taken by Warren. While Marx approaches individual
experience as particular social facts which emerge in a particular context of social
production, and are thus fit into a unified theoretical context, Warren shares the feminist
perspective that celebrates differences in circumstances and viewpoints (that are not
economic or class based). Feminism and ecofeminism posit these different views and
experiences in a framework which delineates a variety of theoretical perspectives and
even attempts to incorporate the unique and non-generalizable voice.” Warren expresses
this view in a discussion of theory building, focusing on ethical concerns. “When a
multiplicity of cross-cultural voices are (sic.) centralized, narrative is able to give expres-
sion to a range of attitudes, values, beliefs, and behaviors which may be overlooked or

silenced by imposed ethical meaning and theory.” *

o “From a feminist point of view, impartiality ... involves being sure that the felt

experience of women, however diverse those experiences may be, are part of theory
building.” Warren, Karen J., “Critical Thinking and Feminism,” Informal Logic, X.1,
Winter 1988, p. 39.

% Warren, Karen J., “The Power & The Promise of Ecological Feminism,” Op. Cit., p.
136.
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3. Feminist context of oppression - From a feminist perspective, multi-

cultural/diversity and the centrality of women 's oppression “within social systems of
domination” are explicitly linked themes. However, Warren’s particular feminist
perspective is based on 1) socialist feminist theory, with its explicit debt to Marx and
Marxism; and 2) the critique of the patriarchal conceptual framework, with its explicit
foundation “in familiar ecological principles,”™ and implicit parallels to Marxist theory.
Before continuing to compare and contrast aspects of the environmental philosophy of
Karen Warren with the philosophy of Karl Marx, it is important to note that Warren’s
position draws heavily on feminist conceptions which are not present in Marx. Marx did
not engage in gender-based analysis to overcome male-bias, nor did he privilege women
as key to the humanist transformation of nature or to the synthesis of natural intuition.
He merely noted that the closest natural human relation is the male-female relation; and
that therefore the social institutions governing the relation of women to men bear a direct
relation to (or are indicative of) the general level of society’s objective relation to both
human and non-nature. However, many of the criticisms which Marx leveled against the
capitalist system, idealism and abstract materialism are similar to Warren’s criticisms of
patriarchy and of the theoretical foundations of the four leading schools of feminism.

4. Four Schools of Feminist Thought on Nature - In “Feminism and Ecology:

Making Connections,” Warren posits ecofeminism within the “feminist debate over

*  Warrens claims that the “critique of patriarchal conceptual frameworks [a critique

which is “central” to the ecofeminist project] is grounded in familiar ecological
principles: everything is interconnected with everything else; ... healthy, balanced
ecosystems must maintain diversity, there is unity in diversity.” (emphasis mine).
“Feminism and Ecology: Making Connections,” Op. Cit.,p. 7.
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entire philosophy. Naess claims that ethical assumptions are at the base of philosophy

and that this claim is not based on idealist or religious notions, but rather is based on
scientific premises.'”’

Like Marx, Naess is concerned with demonstrating the empirical validity of his
method, a method of deep questioning and of announcing one’s ethical evaluations of
ecological social policies. By his appeal to common sense, Naess claims to have
demonstrated that ethical “value priorities” underlie various arguments in support of, or
in opposition to, various social policies. However, Naess argues that appeals to common
sense do not, and cannot, stand alone as a method for investigating one’s ethical
assumptions. Rigorous logical analysis is required. He also draws a parallel from
mathematical and scientific arguments to show that it is valid for empirically unsupported
claims, such as ethical claims, to serve as the foundation for logically consistent argu-
ments. If ethical theory, he reasons, as well as the values from which ethical theory is
derived, is presupposed in fact-based arguments which include statements of “valued”
change, then values and ethical theory are premises in these arguments. Therefore,
uncovering these values, Naess argues, reveals a priori premises, a class of premises

which is at the basis of all empirical chains of argument.

> Bookchin, intolerant of any position that does not affirm his historical-dialectical

view of the world, vigorously disagrees with Naess’s position. “To declare, as Ame
Naess, the pontiff of ‘deep ecology,’ has done, that the ‘basic principles of the deep
ecology movement lie in religion or philosophy,’ is to make a conclusion notable for its
absence of reference to social theory.” Bookchin, Murray, “Why This Book Was
Written,” Remaking Society, Op. Cit., p. 12. Bookchin’s criticism of Naess (although not
of all ‘deep ecologists’) is, I think, erroneous. Further, unlike Naess, Bookchin regards
ethical sensibility, although historically prior to and necessary for the evolution of
abstract consciousness, as an unacceptable (non-empirical) premise for analytical
argument.
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combination — comprise reality. A non-self-conscious or ‘open’ experience of our

surroundings reveals that values are part of the concrete phenomena comprising the
individual gestalt experience. The immediate experience when one is absorbed in the
world is one of apperception.
When one’s attention is not deliberately focused upon per-

ceptual gestalts, all experience is apperceptive. Its units are

apperceptive gestalts, not sensory elements, not intellectual

elements. The distinction between ‘facts’ and 'values ' only

emerges from gestalts through the activity of abstract thinking.

The distinction is useful, but not when the intention is to describe

the immediate world in which we live, the world of gestalts, the

living reality, the only reality known to us.'*
So for Naess, values arise from concrete qualities that are apperceived in the open
experience of the world. As value necessarily involves both the valuer and the valued,
values are neither objective nor subjective, but emerge in the human relation to the world
from the qualities of the phenomenal world.

Further, in order to argue that characteristics, yielding values within the context of
human relations, are embedded in the concrete contents of the world, Naess rejects the
modem philosophic concept of the thing in itself, which is based in the “strong
philosophical tradition [that] goes from Newton to Kant.”149 Instead he argues that by
reducing the ‘objectivity’ of things to a set of abstract qualities common for all observers,

the ‘thing’ gets stripped of its specific size, shape, color, taste, beauty and the complex of

qualities which generates impressions such as the beautiful, dreary or pathetic.150 Naess

% Jbid., p. 60.

0 Ibid., p. 48.

'** Naess argues that modern philosophy relegates all but the primary qualities of nature
as “objective,” whereas Naess includes the qualities of felt experience in the description
of concrete reality. See Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, pp. 51 - 54.
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claims that the resultant abstract description bears no resemblance to the ‘thing’ in

question. The unique and particular set of qualities that defines a thing in the natural
world is denied.

A good deal is common for all dogs, but the attempt to imagine a

dog which has the common, and only the common features of all

dogs overlooks not only colour but everything which distinguishes

a bulldog from a terrier. A nature consisting solely of the features

about which we are continuously in agreement is like such a

spectral dog — therefore any objective notion of nature cannot be

seen as that which we all agree upon as being ‘there.’"*'

Naess asserts that when we are involved in the observation of other objects, ‘we’
seem to disappear and the ‘other’ (a worm, a river, whatever) is valuable in that it
possesses specific, concretely ‘there’ qualities, such as a striving for life, an order, beauty,
strength, grace, etc.'” Through these concretely ‘there’ qualities, the value of concrete
nature is real. It is based on given concrete complexes of independently existing qualities
which are experienced. Thus, it can be concluded that Naess’s rejection of the abstract
modem approach is one that is grounded in the ordinary human experience of the
physical contents of the world — what “we all agree upon as being ‘there.”” Recall that
Marx added human experience (in the form of specific and concretely real labor) to his

understanding of the reality of the thing-itself, thus also rejecting the in-itself and

for-itself distinction. The quality of labor, which when embodied in a thing gives it

Bt opbid., p. 49.

132 Bookchin’s definition of sensibility (the basis for moral value and organic process
thinking in social ecology) also requires that the actual experiencing of moral values
involves a certain ‘openness’ to the world in which we are situated: “such an ethic retains
its openness to the richness of human sensibility as the embodiment of sensibility itself at
all levels of organic and social evolution.” Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, Op. Cit., p.
353.
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value, is really ‘there’ in the thing and serves as the basis for abstraction. For Naess,

these qualities which we perceive as valuable exist in nature and are discovered through
the human experience of nature, while for Marx, the qualities which we perceive as
valuable exist in nature by virtue of human activity. Despite these differences, it can be
concluded that both Naess and Marx reject the modem view of the thing-itself.

Recall that Marx, like Naess, posits intrinsic value as a characteristic of the concrete
world, although indirectly through labor. Marx also combines instrumental and intrinsic
value, conceiving of instrumental value as the intrinsic value of labor embedded in a
natural/material, useful object. In the 1844 Manuscripts, Marx asserts that the instrumen-
tal value of nature exists to the extent that nature has been self-consciously acted upon as
a means to a human end, while its intrinsic value implicitly exists: Human beings are
intrinsically valuable, and they are part of nature. By extension, we can say that nature is
also intrinsically valuable insofar as it is self-consciously acted upon by human beings.
Thus Marx values the humanity that he discerns in non-human nature, yet maintains the
distinction between instrumental value and intrinsic value. In contrast, Naess collapse the
distinction, conceiving of the intrinsic/instrumental value distinction as part of a dualist
division separating value from the valued and the valuer, hence denying the basic
relationality of value. Naess defends his claim of the concreteness of value by
demonstrating how the concrete experience of nature gives rise to the pre-theoretic

perception of value.
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Conclusion: In conclusion, it can be stated that Naess, using the contemporary

153 and Marx, using the language of

language of “systems and relational perspcctives,
dialectics, both conceive of value theory in termis of an interactive relation between the
individual, life-experiencing human and the socio-natural world. In examining Naess’
conception of the value of nature, it can be stated that Marx’s “naturalist” method and
critique of strict empiricism is echoed by Naess. Both philosophers provide a detailed
analysis, based on concrete examples drawn from human experience, to demonstrate the
relationship between concrete reality and the abstract reality of perceptions of value.
Although they differ in which abstract values are added, for Marx it is labor and for

Naess it is ethics, they are kindred in approaching philosophy as a /iving or modified

empiricism.

'3 Naess, Ame, Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, Op. Cit., p. 36.
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CONCLUSION

The naturalist-humanist foundation of Marx’s philosophy is the result of his effort to
base philosophy on the human experience of human/nature unity, a unity which
incorporates consciousness, social relations and value theory into an understanding of the
natural world. Marx’s realism and his turn to human/nature relations as the founding
premises of philosophy form an approach to philosophy that is recapitulated by
Bookchin, Warren and Naess — each of whom furthers Marx’s work. Each continues the
process of removing “idealist” premises from philosophy and probes the human/nature
relation to understand the meaning of human consciousness in its analytical and ethical
aspects.

It has been demonstrated that Marx’s philosophical framework and approach to the
issue of human-nature relations has proved to be a source of ideas and direction for those
philosophers faced with the task of expressing a new kind of human-nature relationship.

Marx’s shift away from traditional idealism and matenialism has served as a guide to
Bookchin, as shown by Bookchin’s direct adaptation of Marx’s dialectical-historical
approach both to the progress of humar/nature relations and to structuring the problem of
the origins of human consciousness in nature. In Warren’s case, it has been demonstrated
that the theoretical foundations of ecofeminism rely heavily on Marxist and socialist
traditions and that the feminist pluralist components of ecofeminism can be understood as
an extension of Marx’s emphasis on the particular context of human socio-historical
reality. Arne Naess, whose methods of philosophy bear the least resemblance to those of

Marx, is nevertheless pre-occupied with a problem that was of central concern to Marx:
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the inclusion of the human assessment of the value of nature into the analysis of

human/nature relations and social reality.

While the metaphysical shift from idealism to dialectical materialism led by Marx
serves as a guide to Bookchin, Warren and Naess, Marx’s own view of nature and nature
relations has been modified or in some instance superseded by these ecological
philosophers for a variety of reasons discussed throughout this thesis. Despite differences
of approach to both ecological philosophy and the Marxist heritage, Bookchin, Warren
and Naess agree on the reality of the interrelatedness of the human and non-human
aspects of nature and on the social necessity of recognizing nature as more than of
instrumental value to humanity. All four thinkers unanimously regard as a problem the
lack of recognition given to human needs and values as part of economic
decision-making; such neglect leads in their view to disastrous social policy — with
disastrous ecological consequences as well.

While Marx’s philosophy serves as a model for Bookchin, Warren and Naess, his
work does not reflect a genuine and non-theoretical concern for non-human nature. It is
the task of contemporary social/ecological philosophers to incorporate Marx’s critique of
socio-economic problems within the larger framework of a social-natural environment.

It is hoped that clarifying the relationship between human and non-human nature as
understood by Karl Marx, and comparing his views to three different thinkers with
respect to the concept of human consciousness in relation to intrinsic value, will prompt
further comparisons on topics such as the impact of human/nature relations on the

concept of human identity, social action and the politics of environmentalism.
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APPENDIX

German philosopher Karl Marx (1818-1883) is commonly regarded as the father of
modern communism or scientific socialism. The posthumous discovery of the /884
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts and the German Ideology, and their publication
in 1927 and 1932, respectively, provided the opportunity for a renewed look at Marx’s
thought. These works can be understood as supporting the interpretation of Marx as
opposed to all forms of idealism -- even communist idealism -- as the foundation for
political action and philosophic theory.

American philosopher Murray Bookchin has written extensively over the last forty
years on anarchistic, utopian and environmental philosophy. Dominant themes include
freedom, naturalism and material dialectics. Bookchin cofounded the Institute for Social
Ecology (ISE), based in Plainfield, Vermont. He is the Director Emeritus of ISE and
Professor Emeritus at Ramapo College in New Jersey.

Karen J. Warren is an Associate Professor of Philosophy at Macalester College, St.
Paul, Minnesota. Her teaching and research focus on ecofeminism and environmental
ethics. She has published articles in various philosophy journals since 1987. Recently
she has co-edited two books, Ecofeminism: Women, Culture, Nature and Bringing Peace
Home. She is the editor of “Ecological Feminist Philosophies.”

Norwegian philosopher and world-class mountain climber Ame Naess established a
reputation as a thinker among members of the Vienna circle in the mid-1930’s. Eaming a
doctorate with a thesis on positivism, Naess taught in and for many years chaired the
philosophy department at the University of Oslo, Norway from 1936 through 1970. His
work on the pluralism of meanings earned him a commission by UNESCO in 1949 to
define ‘democracy.” He is active in the ‘deep ecology’ movement, and his remains active

at the university through the Centre for Development and the Environment.
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