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A CANDIDATE PARADIGM FOR HUMAN ECOLOGY

Introduction :

The concern with man-Environment relationship is as old as
man. Human struggle with environment in order to master it has
reached its climax in today’s world. The result has been the
unintended consequence of resource overuse and abuse of the
physical environment, These human actions have had remifica-
tions on all the theories of Science and Humanities. The
scientific theories that are positivistically oriented accept man's
mastery of nature as axiomatic. The theories then propose ways
and means of wnderstanding the Jaws that govern nature s0 as to
manipulate and control it.

The concern of social theories is with the consequences of
these actions on man and his environment. Historically it has
been observed that domination of man by nature bas prompted
technologies that promote domination of some men over others,
In the environmental paradigms as they exist today this
dimension is side-tracked. While the social theories, be it
Marxian or Structural functional, have failed to give environ-
ment its due credit. They have looked upon physical environment
purely as a * nataral resource * a means for producing econoniic
goods and practices. These theories, however, have studied the
effects of such a ** transformation process * on human socicties.
But they have failed to acknowledge epvironment as having a
sepprate identity worth noting,
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Therefore, there is a need to develop a new paradigm to fill
this lacuna. As a first step * adaptive dynamics” paradigm is
identified as a viable environmental theory while Habermas’
critical theory is identified as a viable social theory, This is an
attempt to develop a new paradigm for man-npature relation-
ship by means of a synthesis of these two frameworks. Such a
task would demand a theoretical analysis and critique at three
levels,

As a first step a clear theoretically sensitive discussion of the
basic concepts and propositions of the two theoretical frame-
works is required. Next, it will have to be shown that the
incompatibility between these two frameworks is only apparent.
This will be supplanted with the reasons for a theoretical
synthesis. This final level of analysis relates to the modes of
combination and the appropriate methodology required for such
a combination,

Presuppositions of Adoptive Dynamics Paradigm :

The adaptive dynamics paradigm originates in the general
system theory. The fundamental assumptions of the theory are
as follows :

1. The theory begins with the assumption that socio-cultural
systems are examples of organized complexity.

2. These complexities are to be studied as processes in time
rather than entities, :

3. These processes are determined by various parts in thc
system. ‘ '

4. These processes follow a logic of their own, This logic is
mathematical and formal. It can be explicated through
mathematical modelling. Such an exercise would help man
understand these processes in a better manner, so that they
can be subject to manipulation and comrol ) '
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The socio-cultural systems fall under adaptive systems. These
complex adaptive models are characterized by the elaboration
and evolution of the system., They thrive on disturbances and
variety in their environment. A typical response of an open
adaptive system to its changed environment is chat, the system
changes. These changes can be either ontogenic i.e., ‘ within '
system changes or phylogenic i.c., ‘ of the system changes .

The ccological models that arose from these processual
adaptive dynamic models have guided major studies in man-—
environment relationship. To name a few, models used by the
¢ club of Rome ’* studies, (Medows, 1972, Mesarovic and Pestel,
1975, Tinkerg 1976, Gabor et al, 1976), the system dynamics
(J. J. Forester 1974}, the Ecological carrying capacity models,
by William Stesser of Edinburgh University,

The Adaptive Dynamics Models

The * adaptive dynamics paradigm ' suggested by J. Bennett
(1976) does not deny the systems approach, but Bennett has
asserted the primacy of socio-cultural factors over the environ-
mental. Bennett has defined Human Ecology as an historical
ecological transition in man. It follows the dynamics of adapta-
tion of man to his environment at three spheres: Population,
technology and energy consumption. He goes on to identify the
uniqueness of * Human Ecology ", He identifies two steps that
are unique in Human ecology. Firstly, the symbolic step of
naming certain substances of physical environment as * natural
resources ” and secondly allotting economic value to them. This
is a cognitive step in human interaction with environment. This
step enables man to act upon physical environment and
extract substances from it, that are used to produce and trans-
form energy. : '
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Since assigning economic value to goods is a cognitive step
that arises through and within social organisation, these values
are not determined by biological needs alone; they also have
culturally determined wants for goods and ecnergy. Since there
are no absolute standards for these cultural wants, therc is no
automatic biologically determined control over them; it is, how-
cver, substituted by cultural feedback loops of information flow
and communication, which are cognitive in nature. Because the
control is cognitive in nature, at best it is imperfect, It scrves
both the interests, namely the purpose of action and means for
control of these actions, when they become dangerous. This is
possible through reflection on the meaning of the act and after
reflection, subject it to control.

It is these cognitive steps in the ecological paradigm, that are
parallel to Marxian theory. The ability of man to extract natural
resources and subject them to forces of production, the ability
of self—reflection of human—-beings, is finding added emphasis in
interpretative theories of today, These cognitive steps that make
Human Ecology unique are correctly identified and given their
central position in the Paradigm proposed by Bennett. Thus, he
is able to rise above the deterministic processual model of sys-
tems approach partially,

But he still adheres to the systems approach when he posits
an external origin to ‘change’ when he traces the causes of
ecological transition in man, Bennett goes on to trace the peculiar
problems faced by human societies, when he seeks to answer the
following questions :

1.  How human societies maintain short term equilibrium ?

2. What causes disequilibrium in such societies ?

3. What kind of adaptive strategies are used to restore
equilibrium ?
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The maintenance of short term equilibrium is attributed to
what Bennett calls as subliminal controls that exist in primitive
societies, These controls are exercised traditionally through
rituals and work practices in these societies. When such societies
come in contact with other societies, which have larger resource
consuming instrumentalities, which innitiate a higher technical
development, the sublimial controls tend to break down. This
transition from equilibrium to dis-equilibrium is demonstrated
in the highly generalized adaptive dynamics paradigm for human
Ecology. The paradigm includes the socially problematic aspects
of mau’s relations with nature. The basic component of the
paradigm is the transformation process, or the social production.
Beneath the transformation process are two terms technology
and social organisation, that are considered as means to futher
the process of production. The processes signify one generalized
motive force that defines the reasons for action, the desires,
needs and wants of people involved. These processes can function
to limit or enhance the operations of energy processes. The
formal controls below processes indicate that sublimial regulations
have not been historically sufficient to preserve the system from
over use and abuse of resources, Therefore, formal controls
based on information and feedback become necessary. Finally,
human biology is inserted in order to indicate that output of
encrgy and social organization will have an influence on human
physiology and gene pool.

Points of Disagreement :

Thus, the paradigm is based on the premise that the social
processes have a primacy over the individual ‘self’. Infact the
systems follow a logic of their own, over which man has no
control, This is in line with one possible interpretation of Kant.
Kant argues that the basic mode of human action is ¢ freedom ’.
But because humans are posited within causal laws of nature,
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this struggle for freedom remains unexercised, This forces buman
beings to return to the © inner—self ’ i.e., to subjectivity, in order
to attain transcendence. There is always a discrepancy between
“what is” and “what ought to be" in today's world. The attempt
of any theory ought to be towards ‘ freedom of self’,

Habermas also agrees with this enlightenment doctrine which
assumed human-enstrangement. He proposes (Giddens, 1977)
that understanding human conduct is not only a causal cndea-
vour, but it also consists of uncovering its inteliigibility by relat.
ing it to the rules that constitute form of life. Habermas stresses
the point that the generalizing sciences, that dictates the system
approaches in positivistic sociology and hermeneutics have for a
long while gone their separate ways. The problem is to show
that logical relations connect them on the level of epistemology;
Science can only be comprehended epistemologically, which
means as one—category of possible knowledge and the evolution
of scientific disciplines have led to “ scienticism . This has resul-
ted in the conviction that we can no longer understand science
as one form of possible knowledge, but rather identify know-
ledge with science. Thus, it conforms to only one type of know-
ledge constitutive interest, that of prediction and control of
occurances, or technologically exploitable knowledge. This kind
of knowledge denies the diachromic process of social systems,
The systems theorists advocate a synchronic dimension. The
chess game is usually cited as an example. Just as in a chess
game there are various elements, so do social systems have vari-
ous elements, If the relationship between these elements and the
rules of the game are known, then anyone can play the game,
from any point, within the game. The system theorists argue
that similarly social systems follow a logic of their own.
These rules and relationships between social elements can be
erplicated. Just as in a chess game a present permutation and
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combination of elements that exist at any one point of time
are a-historic i.e., the present situation may be arrived at by
any possible earlier moves and thus they have no bearing on
how the game can proceed, or the further course of events,
Similarly, the present social situation cannot be used to predict
future evolution.

" But this approach is unable to adequately explain the newly
emergent social elements beyond those assumed earlier. It por-
trays a static image of society. It is a fact that social system do
undergo change and evolve, over time. This the synchronous
approach is unable to account for (Gouldner, 1970). It is this
crisis that has led to the emergence of hermeneutics and critical
theories. Habermas has stated that such a synchronic approach
is only one possible logical form in which discourse can take
place and is directly connected to instrumental or purposive
ational action.

The second type of knowledge constitutive interest is emancie
patory. This communicative interest assumes interaction. Inter-
action is dialogical rather than monological. A dialogue assumes
a degree of normative concensus between communicating indi-
viduals. One cannot, therefore, be concerned with interaction
without being able in principle to enter into a dialogue. This is
the locus of hermeneutics, which confirms to knowledge consti-
tutive interest in understanding. Hermeneutic problems relate to
to inter-twining of language and experience in different forms of
life, which ordinary language both expresses and mediates.
Habermas takes reflexivity to be fundamental to the interest in
emancipation, just because it is in the course of self-reflection
that the subject is able to grasp and transform, the conditions
under which he acts, through embodying his knowledge of these
conditions within the rationalization of his uaction. Thus, the
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shift ‘to historicity is a necessary condition for self-reflection and
emancipation, for a critical theory.

The adaptive dynamics paradigm, though rooted in systems
approach, does recognize the importance of historicity and there-
fore trancends the purely instrumental interest. It attempts a
theoretically generalized history of human Ecology, even as it
maintains its systems approach. Therefore, the paradigm can be
retained with modifications,

The second reason to retain the paradigm is because this is
the only paradigm that recognizes the ‘social production’ as
well as environmental dimension, The alternate Marxian theories
are not adequate to explain environmental domination by man,
This is elaborated by Issac Bulbus (1982), when he considers
Marxian Structuralist theory of production. Bulbus points out
that both the optimistic and pessimistic theory of technology is
unable to serve the emancipatory interest of man, Thus, contrary
to Marx, the social relations of production possess a partially
autonomous logic of development, This takes us back to Marx’s
Instrumental theory coupled with the insistence that the logic
of technological development is repressive which is what Weber
and Ellul argue, that there is an inherent identical logic under-
lying industrial production as such and this logic is repressive.
Bulbus answers this problem by identifying and promoting
technologies that are not distructive to the environment, But this
only partially solves the problem i.e., the domination of nature,
the problem of domination of man remains.

A way out is to develop a theory that is rooted in the emani-
cipatory theory and is able to adopt an ecological dimension,
The adaptive dynamics paradigm (Bennett 1978) is identified
as an ecological theory, to be modified, to suit emancipatory
interests of man, mainly because it adopts a historical perspec_
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tive. But this paradigm alone is not sufficient for two reasons.
Firstly, it ignores the socio-political dimension. Secondly; it
posits an external point of origin to change. This is because it
lacks a grounded theory of learning process, to locate the origin
of change within Human Social Systems, Such a theory of
learning would adequately explain the origin of change that is
responsible for the ecological transition from one stage to another,
The emancipatory interest would thus have to be a central
concern of a * Theory of Human Ecology .

This emancipatory interest also provides the guiding inspira-
tion for critical theory. ¢ Held, 1980) The theory aims at the
liberation of human being from being dominated by forces
constraining their rational autonomy of action.

The Presuppositions of Habermas’ Critical Theory :

Habermas has developed a research programme which is at
once philosophical, critical and pragmatic, all at the same time.
Habermas’ critical theory has three major concentrations, which
have relevance to ecological attitudes and ethics.

1. as a philosophical theory i.e., an epistemic problem,

2.  as a meta-scientific mode i.e., critical theory as a philosophy
of social sciences.

3. as a substantive social theory i e., hermeneutic dimension,

These are rooted in various ways in which ¢critique ’ can be
interpreted.

The first clue to the notion of a critique is as associated with
“crisis *. This relationship of association was found by Hypo-
cratis. Hypocratis regards, in an individual organism, a f crisis
situation’. This is determined byan up or down in the body
of an organism. Thus, a disorder or a structural imbalance in
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an organism is identified as a root to ‘crisis’. But merely a
disorder is not a sufficient condition for the need of a ‘critique”, .
This systemic disorder has to be identified as such, by the orga-
nism itself, through its perception of the malice. Thus, Habermas
suggests that such a sitnation has an objective structure and a
subjective hermeneutic dimension, The significance of the crisis
is not because it represents a structural disorder but that this
disorder is precieved as such by the organism.

The person who is capable of recognizing a system of crisis
and to prescribe remedial steps becomes a ‘critique’, In case of
an organism it is a healer,

In ecological context, the environmental crisis is identified as
a problem of pollution resource over use and abuse by all. Here,
apart from other notions, the central idea is that a physician, in
diagnosis of the disease, is guided by the conception of * well-
being *. This normative idea is a guiding principle and a goal
for medical practice, Thus, the activity of the critique is to talk to

the patient for understanding of what an illness means to the
pafient.

Therefore, the investigations besides being subjective and
objective, will have to be normative in nature. Michel Foucault
(Dreyfus & Robinow 1987) suggests a methodology for identify-
ing the concept of ‘well-being . His methodology states that in
order to find out what our society means by environmental
* well-being ', we must investigate what is happening in the field
of environmental * crisis’. Roughly this boils down a commit-
ment to ‘ deep ecology * or ecological egalitarianism. The nor-
mative principle of sustained yield can become the guiding
principle.

Thus, a critical theory as a philosophical theory ought to
enumerate the conception of what is ‘ normal ' in a society, if a
¢ crisis ' has to be identified,
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The second meaning of a critique as understood by Habermas,
pertains to Aristotle. In socio-political context Aristotle observed
that a state has certain multiplicities leading to a system. Thus,
these various structures would at some time indicate certain
structural imbalances over what is just and right. A social system
can encounter a period of crisis which is exprsssed as conflict,
The critique is a person who is able to identify disorder and take
corrective measures,

[n environmental context this crisis is manifest in the nature
important problems existing in human ecology today. The present
way of techno-ecological exploitation raises certain problems,
with increasing knowledge about environment,

1. The mastery of some men over others as a consequence of
technical interest in resource exploitation conflicts with the
egalitarian principles accepted as a * world view '. (Bennett,
1976)

2. ‘Economic growth’ as a criterion for development is increa-
singly questioned as against ‘quality of life’. This is because
there are limits to growth in material spheres, due to
environmental constraints. At the same time, increasing
material standards does not guarantee distributive justice.
(Jenning & Hoebel, 1955)

3. The technical interest dictates that nature be treated as an
instrumentality, but increasing knowledge about nature
dictates that nature be treated as a system of great com-
plexity not fully understood. (Schroyer, 1988)

The critique is the environmental scientist who brings up these
issues, and takes corrective measures.

wor 19
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The third meaning of critique originates in the Roman medie-
val periods. During the renaissance period, the Romans depended
on Greek Scriptures for the borrowed civilization they recons-
tructed. This was a literary critique whereby alien meanings had
to be a hermeneutic activity. This notion of critique as a her-
meneutic activity is important. For proper understanding of
scriptures the appeal had to be to human reasons, for re-inter*
pretation. When this happens the appeal is only to faith and
reason. Thus, reason was not just a tool but the final arbitrator.
At this final stage reason is public. But for Kant a critical
reason had to bea critique of pure reason. Thus, for him
critique becomes a self-critique and reason becomes ‘ a-public’,

In case of human ecology the need for a self-critique is
obvious, If the present techno-ecological path of instrumental
use of nature is followed toits logical extreme, it will lead to
self-destruction, Therefore, a reflexive and hermeneutic methodo-
logy is needed for deciding on corrective measures.

One can follow Habermas' logic and attempt to develop a
“ critical human ecology '. Habermas suggests a three tier research
programme to develop a critical theory of society. The ground
level consists of a general theory of communication, at the next
level it serves as a foundation for a general theory of socializa-
tion in the form of a theory of acquisition of communicative
competence; and finally Habermas sketches a theory of social
evolution based on the previous two levels which he views as a
reconstruction of historical materialism.

Contribution of Habermas to the theory of social evolution is
two-fold. He has developed a new theory of learning which
incorporates both communicative actions and instrumental
actions under human action, In re-interpreting the base super-
structure theorem he has stressed the primacy of communicative
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action. Thus, his reconstruction of historical materialism states
that normative structures play an equally important role in
resolving system problems in social evolution,

He then sees systems as life-worlds that are symbolically
structured, social system crises, according to him, arise in econo-
mic, political or socio-cultural sub-systems leading to systemic
changes. For example, in capitalist societies due to internal
contradictions, these societies are endangered from atleast one of
these four possible crises namely economic, ratlonallty, legitima-
tion or motivational crisis.

Habermas, like all Marxists, seems to have given almost no
importance to the ecological crisis. He only states that capitalist
form of society has an established growth mechanism that com-
pels population growth and an increase in production on a world
wide scale. This growth has two limitations—the finite resources
and population, These limits have not yet been reached but one
absolute limit to growth can be specified, namely the limit of
thermal load imposed on the environment by the consumption of
energy ( Connerton, 1976 ).

Thus, Habermas, like all Marxian Scholars, considers ecological
issues as technical issues. This seems to follow necessarily from
his theory of constitutive interests, particularly the interest in
control and domination. If this is so then new levels of social
learning can only be social and inter-human. Such an anthro-
pocentric view would limit the ecological attitudes and ethics.
Such a Habermasian version of critical theory is possible.

In so far as the new levels of normative learning would be
anthropocentric, the prospect of new ecological attitudes and
ethics would imply some modifications in the marxian theory of
technology. As Bulbus (1982) has argued that modification of
just relations ‘of production would not produce technoélogies that
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are less dominating, because domination is internalized in the
very mode of production. Therefore, there is a need for identi-
fying technologies that are non-domineering. Bulbus has pro—
posed the doctrine of * small is beautiful * as presented by Shoe-
maker. This would be a narrow way of solving the ecological
crisis as it proposes a partial solution.

Therefore, the critical paragdigm needs elaboration to encom-
pass the ecological dimension. The adaptive paradigm with its
ecological and historical dimension can be strengthened by the
critical dimention., The mode of combination of the theoretical
frameworks can be now elaborated.

Habermas, in the development of a general theory of commu-
nicative action, gives certain clues to the mode of combination.
He states that in order to arrive at a general theory of commu-
nication certain universal pragmatic rules of communication
need to be reconstructed. In the light of these reconstructed
rules/strategies, the “ communicative competence " of an indivi-
dual can be established. These two would -then form the
foundation for a general theory of communication.

Similar steps can be followed to arrive at a general paradigm
of Human Ecology, We will, therefore, have to reconstruct the
adaptive strategies used by human-beings in their interaction
with nature. In the light of these ‘adaptive strategies' an
‘“ ecological competence” will have to be developed. These
would provide the foundation for the general paradigm, We will
then elaborate on the causes of ecological transition through a
theory of learning and suggest an appropriate methodology for
the same.

Reconstructive Strategies :

Habermas uses the term reconstructive sciences to designate
any undertaking aimed at explicit systemic reconstruction of
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implicit pretheoretical knowledge, In case of human ecology such
an exercise will have to define a guiding principle that is nor-
matively ideal in man-environment relationship. ({This is done
by defining a “ reconstructive adaptive strategy ™).

The methodologs for applying such a theory will have to
incorporate a hermeneutic and historical dimension along with
empirical analysis. This is in order to make a critical social
theory empirical and scientific without being reducible to empiris
cal analytic science.

Therefore, as a first step let an reconstructive adaptive strategy
be defined.

This is a very complex job, mainly because the problem with
human-social systems is that they adapt to environment by
changing and not by resisting change, The feed-back is positive
and they do not tend towards any one particular goal. When
the criteria of ¢ what is adaptive ' shifts from an individual to a
group, its welfare and survival, human ecology in the sense of
having a ‘ practical intent * becomes an enquiry into the adaptive
consequences of human activities, Here one factor must be noted,
Adaptive strategy aimed at group survival is given prime impor-
tance and it may be at times mal-adaptive to an individual.
Several concepts of adaptive strategies will have to be examined
in order to justify and define a reconstructive concept,

The adaptive strategies adopted by individual human beings
fall under two spheres (1) the biological (Steward 1978,
Huizing, 1975; Jenning and Hoebel, 1975) (2) socio~cultural
adaptation, between individuals as studied by social psycholo-
gists, (Thomas and Zenneski 1960) and between individual and
groups. (Merton, 1968; Mills, 1960; Peel, 1972).
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The systems theory as suggested by Talcott Parsons (Parsons,
1967) refers to adaptation problem, as problem of providing
facilities for the use of system, i.e. given certain goals to arrange
resources to attain these goals, Thus, it is a means of solving the
problem of self-maintenance. Adaptation as a value-pattern in
societies is also studied by Parsons. From systems theory
this definition of adaptation as a ‘means’ poses a question,
namely which mechanism in the system can create adequatc
adaptation of the system to the environment. Even if we find
the mechanism, at what price ? For, only strategies that have
already proved to be adaptive, can belong to this object domain,
other adaptive strategies not thus proved will be ignored, thus
excluding an independent evaluation of reasons. But can we
ignore the fact that normative validity claims of adaptive strate-
gies meet recongition because they are well grounded ? It can
be decisive for an analysis to know whether a population acted
on the basis of an accurate or false information and opinion.
To make judgement we have to be able to systematically evaluate
adaptation claims in a rational intersubjectively testable way.
To do so, we require a concept of adaption with normative
content, But if philosophical ethics and socio-cultural theory can
know pothing more than what is contained in the everyday
norm consciousness of different populations, and if this cannot
even be known in a different way, it then cannot rationally
distinguish between adaptive and mal-adaptive strategies,

Thus, the empirical concept of social science is not satisfactory
because it abstracts from systemic weight on grounds of validity.
The philosophical is untenable because of metaphysical context
in which it is embedded. A third concept of adaptive strategies
is the ' reconstructive concept . This should satisfy the follow—
ing : A recommended adaptive strategy should be ( 1) in general
interest, (2) as well as satisfy normative validity claims,
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Assuming that idea and reality do not split, the adaptive stratcgy
must fulfil three criteria : (1) It should leave the physical en-
vironment ecologically beneficial ( 2) The adaptive strategy should
be sustained and strengthened by the social organization, so that
it becomes culturally acceptable (3) Finally satisfction of both
these criteria, one at the environmental level and the other at
both individual and group level would lead to the satifaction of
normative validity claims, given the adaptive strategy.

Ecological competence consists of identifying certain prage
matic features of ecological activities which can be logically
reconstructed.

1. Itis the ability of an individual to incorporate environmental
dimension into his every-day life. What is suggested here
is that he should look upon his environment as something
which is a part of himself and any action on his part
would have consequences to himself in the end i.c., to see
the consequences of his actions as having ecological
consequences.

2, This would imply the normative basis which accepts equality,
non-domination and a dialogical approach to differences,
Incorporated in the concept of ecological competence here
are both the physical and social environmental aspects.

3. The human decision to be ‘one’ with nature does not dep-
end upon any epistemic presuppositions or changing con-
texts. Man in any ecological context also is capable of
engaging in this kind of action. Therefore, a universal and
pragmatic investigation can be proposed,

Having defined a reconstructive adaptive strategy and the
notion of ecological competence, we can now review the transi-
tion in human ecology in its light. A theory of _learning will help
to locate the causes of change within human societies.
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Habermas has stated that two series of initial conditions may
appear in a system that stimulates new learning~processes initiat-
ing change in a system. These initial conditions can also explain
the Human Ecological transition. This ecological transition in
man has been from equilibrium to disequilibrium towards larger
resource consuming instrumentalities which are motivated by the
goal to emancipate man from vagaries of nature.

According to Habermas these two series of initial conditions
are :

1. The unsolved system problems. In case of human ecology
this problem takes the form of providing adequate subsis-
tence production in order to cmancipate man from vagarics
of nature.

2. New levels of learning that have alrcady been achieved in
world views, but not yet incorporated into action systems,
thus remaining institutionally inoperative.

In case of human ecology this would mean new value systems
that question various axioms, on normative grounds, in economic,
political and environmental spheres. (Schroyer, 1979).

It is Habermas' contention that human species organizes it
experience in terms of prior interests. That there is a basis for
interest follows from understanding of humans as tool making
and language making animal, The basic interests that mankind
has are :

1. The interest in creation of knowledge which helps him in
controlling objectified processes and to maintain communi-
cation.

2. A technocratic interest in control of nature.
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3. An interest in reflexive appropriation of Human life. This
is the interest in reason, in Human capacity to be self—
reflexive and sclf-determining, to act rationally; This is an
emancipatory interest.

Habermas claims a universality of hermeneutics whereby he
argues that interaction is founded in ordinary language come
munication, which is the organizing mode of intersubjectivity.
The norms governing everyday communication are rooted in
practical demands of sustaining community existence, Language
is a medium whereby an intersubjectively formed social life is
carried out. Language is a medium of doing things through
communication with others. Interaction is, thus, dialogical rather
than monological, as is the case in instrumental actions guided
by technocratic interest. One cannot be concerned with interac-
tion without being able in principle to enter into the dialogue.
This is the locus of hermenutics which conforms to the know-
ledge—constitutive interest in understanding.

Habermas acknowledges that science as understood epistemo-
logically is one category of possible knowledge, which is guided
by the interest in controlling objectified processes and techno-
logical interest dictated by instrumental rationality resulting in
strategic action. The domination of this interest in today’s world
has led to ° Scienticism ’, This has resulted in the conviction
that we must identify knowledge with science. As a result, the
knowledge constitutive interest in understanding and emancipa-
tion has suffered and human ecology is facing a crisis both at
normative levels as well as material levels.

Thus, objectification of nature as a source for drawing
‘ natural resources’ both in Marxion theory and adaptive dyna-
mics paradigm is directed by the technical interest in control
and mastery. This has led to contradictions in human ecology.
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1. Thc objectification of nature severly conflicts with the
assumption of nature as a complex system. This assump=
tion is increasingly supported by knowledge through tech-
nological evidence made available today. (Schroyer, 1983).

2.  The objectification of the subject i.e. human being, which
is necessary for the production process is another contra-
diction, It conflicts with thc emancipatory interest and
belief in dialogue and interaction.

Habermas in his own work in historical materialism bas
criticised Marx for ignoring communicative action which is
equally importont in production processes. He has demonstrated
this through historical studies. In fact it is Habermas' contention
that it is normative structures which determine the rules of com-
municative action. These play an equally important role in
resolving system problems in social evolution. Habermas finally
suggests a reframing of base super structure thcorem. He states
that it is the endogenous learning process that provides growth
of technically useful knowledge. The equilibrium according to
this between forces and relations of production is rare. Hence,
endogenously caused development of productive forces makes
it possible for structural incompatibilities to become obvious and
this causes disequilibrium, It is the development of new norma-
tive learning that may restore equilibrium,

The modified Paradigm :

Following the guidelines stated by Habermas we need to
modify Bennett’s ecological paradigm. Bennett’s paradigm based
on the older Marxian approach shows the primacy of ‘social
production * over socic—political and normative Ssuperstructures.
But if we were to accept the primacy of superstructures, then
the Ecological paradigm needs to be modified.
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The social organization presses, technology and sublimial
controls over resourse usc and distribution i.e,, the normative
dimension should form the basic component of the diagram and
not the °transformation process’ as suggested by Bennett,
Thus, the super-structures guided by the ecological competence
and the reconstructive adaptive strategies follow egaliterianism
as a normative commitment at the level of life world analysis,
It means acknowledging the equality of right to live and blossom-
ing of all forms of life. This primacy of superstructures would
then provide an alternate understanding to the transition of
socicties from ecological equilibrium to ecological disequili-
brium,

This transition and the current ecological crisis could then be
attributed to the change in normative structures due to the
theory of learning suggested by Habermas.

The solution of these crises have to bec sought through inter-
action. In asserting the claim to universality of hermeneutics
Habermas states that interaction is the locus to hermeneutics,
which conforms to the knowledge constitutive interest in under—
standing and hence emancipatory in nature, Understanding
buman conduct is a causal endeavor and consists in uncovering
its intelligibility by relating it to the rules that constitute a form
of life. The methodology that dictates this kind of analysis will
have to be an interpretative methodology.

There are two sequential aspects of social science methods,
Weber distinguishes them as the difference between the ¢ what’
and the * why ’ of a phenomenon, The ‘what’ questions explicate
adequacy at the level of meaning. The ‘why’ questions give
causal adequacy. Weber goes on to add that causal explanations
are possible in interpretative sociology. Itis, accordiug to him,
wrong to suppose that because human action is subjective and
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therefore unpredictable, human conduct tends to be predicable
to a layman or a scientist to the degree to which it is rational
in terms of selection of means to attain specific ends. Predictabi-
lity is more in actions, free of emotions. Motive explanation is
definitely a causal explanation because it can be attained via a
prior grasp of the subjective meanings that men attached to
their actions. The task of the social scientist is to concern
himself with the interpretative understanding of social action and
thereby supply it with a causal explanation of its course and
consequences. Social action is expressed in terms of the subjec-
tive orientation of the agent. Action js social if the actor takes
account of the behaviour of others. Understanding the problem
of other is problematic. At the core of Weber's analysis is the
distinction between behaviour, Verstehen and action (Habermas,
1988). Each of these can be explained by the observer, but the
first cannot be framed in the subjective intent of the actor
because it is habitual. Action on the other hand has to be
framed in terms of its meaningfulness to the actor.

The possible criticism of an interpretative approach is as
follows. Since interpreting meanings involves an empathetic
experience, meaning has to be understood and described with
the great degree of certainty in the ‘ correctness® of the inter—
pretation. Since there can be on absolute standards for a correct
* description * one can argue that interpretation will always be
subjective. The way out is, one can perceive multiple meanings to
understanding of an act. Alternately, one can study the opposite
in crisis to get clues into the ideal phenomena as suggested by
Foucault.

In ecase of Human Ecology an interpretative methodology
would mean understanding the possible alternate way of per—
ceiving an ecological crisis to draw upon what is meant by
‘ecological well-being ". This has a significance, because various
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groups like administrators, policy planners, the people affected
by it, each will have an alternate understanding of the pheno—
menon. Thus, clues can be drawn to understand what is their
ideal type of * environmental well-being ’.

Towards a *Critical Theory of Human Ecology*

The objective of this exercise was to develop a new paradigm
for man-nature relationship based on omissions and under-
developed implications of the two frameworks of adaptive
dynamics and critical theory.

Finally, such a paradigm will need to be further developed to
create a “ critical theory of Human Ecology’. Sincc the para-
digm recognises an emancipatory interest as fundamental, it
can be considered as a variant of the self-enstrangement theories.
Fay (1987) has suggested that a ¢ critical social science ' can be
developed as a separate discipline (instead of a purely’ critical
theory) which has humanist variant of self-enstrangement
theories as a basic foundation, He has suggested the research
programme for such a Social Science. This can then be applied
to specific instances of Science, say, Human Ecology.

He suggests a humanist variant of ‘self-enstrangement theory’
which will simultaneously explain the social world, criticize it
and empower its audience to overthrow it. The theory would
reveal how a particular social order functions, show the ways
in which it is fundamentally unsatisfactory to those who live in
it, and do it in such a manner that it itself becomes the moving
force, helping to transform this order into something radically
different.

The research programme can be characterized by a complex
of theories that are systematically related to one another, These
theories have to be scientific in the sense of providing compre-
hensive explanations of wide arcas of human life in terms of a
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few basic principles, explanations, subject to public empirical
evidence. They would be critical in the sense of offering a
sustained negative evaluation of social order at hand. Finally,
they would be practical in the sense of stimulating members of
society to alter their lives, This complex of theories will
consists of :

. A theory of false consciousness

A theory of crisis

A theory of education/learning, and
A theory of transformative action.

But the development of such a research programme is beyond
the scope of the present paper. *
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