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DEVELOPMENT OF MATERIALISM IN INDIA: 
THE PRE-CĀRVĀKAS AND THE CĀRVĀKAS 

 
Ramkrishna Bhattacharya 

 
 
 
 
 
The existence of more than one materialist school before the Cārvāka 
(eighth century) has been admitted by modern scholars.1 They have used 
different nomenclatures to denote the pre-Cārvāka and Cārvāka materialist 
systems. I prefer to use simpler names, «old materialism» and «new mate-
rialism».2 Unlike them, however, I do not propose to confine the Pre-
Cārvāka materialists to the period before the Common Era. My contention 
is that such schools appeared even in the Common Era and they existed 
side by side for a long time. 

The radical departure made by the new materialists (the Cārvākas) was 
most apparent in the field of epistemology: even though the ontology of 
the old and the new materialists was similar, the partial acceptance of in-
ference as a valid means of knowledge marked off the new materialists 
from the old ones. The sūtra work most probably redacted by Purandara 
seems to have retained the old form of the aphorism: nānumānaṃ 
pramāṇam, inference is not an instrument of valid cognition. Purandara 
and following him Aviddhakarṇa and Udbhaṭabhaṭṭa took pains to assert 
that inference based on perception is perfectly admissible but an inference 
on the basis of verbal testimony or authority was not.3 If we do not want to 
appear uncharitable to Hemacandra and others who continued to ridicule 
the Cārvākas for not admitting inference as such,4 we must say that their 
understanding of «new materialism» was faulty; they failed or more 
probably refused to distinguish between the old and new approaches. 

 
1 Frauwallner (1997, vol. 2: 219) speaks of the oldest Materialistic doctrines of Puraṇa Kāśyapa, 

Ajita Keśakambalin and Kakuda Kātyāyana and (Ibidem: 221) the Lokāyata system (which Frau-
wallner believes «arose in pre-Christian period» and one Cārvāka was its founder).  Franco and 
Preisendanz (1998: 179) call them «Early Materialists» and «the Classical Materialistic Philosophy» 
(sixth century). 

2 In his tenth thesis on Feurbach, Marx distinguishes between «old materialism» and «new ma-
terialism». See Marx and Engels (1957: 72). Similarly, Engels (1966: 255) in his study of Ludwig 
Feurbach branded the whole of pre-Marxian materialism as «old materialism».  

3 For details see R. Bhattacharya (2010a), (2010d) and (2010c). 
4 Cf. AYVD, v. 20; SVM, p. 129; Vācaspatimiśra, Bhāmatī on BS 3.3.53 (tranlsated in Chat-

topadhyaya and Gangopadhyaya 1990: 242-243). 
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To most of the people materialism (some prefer to call it naturalism or 
physicalism) in India means the Cārvāka or what came to be known as its 
namesake, Lokāyata.  Both the words are often used figuratively for mate-
rialism in general without, however, any ulterior motive, but as a matter of 
habit.5 The origin of the Cārvāka/Lokāyata materialist system is thus 
traced back to hoary antiquity,6  at the least to the first millennium BCE.7  

There is enough evidence to prove that the Cārvāka/Lokāyata was not 
the only system of materialism in India. Even if we exclude the early ink-
lings of materialist thought lurking in the Ṛigveda8 and some of the 
Upaniṣads, and in the teachings of Ajita Kesakambala as found in the 
Dighanikāya, there are several indications of the existence of several pre-
Cārvāka philosophical schools that were for all intents and purposes fun-
damentally materialistic, although there were some differences of opinion 
among them  (stated in clear terms in the Tamil epic Maṇimēkalai 27.272-
273, to which I shall soon revert) as there were different interpretations of 
certain sūtras among the Cārvākas themselves.9 

Yet the fact is that we do not come across the name of Cārvāka in the 
field of philosophy before the eighth century.10 Three other words, nās-
tika, lokāyata and bārhaspatya, were already current to designate materi-
alism although the same words, particularly nāstika and lokāyata, were 
also used in other senses too.11 By the eighth century, however, all these 
words have become interchangeable in signification and so used in the 
works of several Buddhist, Jain and Brahminical authors such as Kamal-
aśīla,12 Śīlāṅka,13 Jayantabhaṭṭa14 and others. Hemacandra (AC 3.526-527) 

 
5 Speaking of the adherents of a different school of materialists, Guṇaratna (TRD, p. 300) called 

them cārvākaikadeśīyāḥ, some sections of the Cārvākas. Sadānanda Yogīndra’s Vedāntasāra (124-
127; pp. 70-72) speaks of several Cārvākas professing sthūlaśarīrātmavāda, indrīyātmavāda, 
prāṇātmavāda and ātmavāda, sections. Phanibhushana Tarkavagisa (1982: 69) endorses this view. 
More recently Johannes Bronkhorst (2007: 309) speaks of a materialist Cārvāka (not the demon) in 
the Mbh.  

6 P.L. Vaidya (1962: 703), in his edition of the Rām., even goes to the extent of saying that «the 
tenets of Lokāyata school are as old as humanity itself»! 

7 Sen (2005: 23). 
8 See Del Toso (2012: 138-141). 
9 See Bhattacharya (2010a), (2010d) and (2010c). 
10 Jinendrabuddhi’s Viśālāmalavatī Pramāṇasamuccayaṭīkā, p. 24: atha vā cārvākaṃ pra-

tyetaducyate. For other references see note 11 below. 
11 Bhattacharya (2009a: 187-92), (2009b). 
12 See Haribhadra, ṢDSam, chapter 6. The chapter is devoted to the exposition of Lokāyata (lo-

kāyatā vadanty evam, etc.; 80a), but in 85d we read: cārvākāḥ pratipedire. See also Kamalaśīla who, 
in his commentary TSP on TS, chapter 22, entitled Lokāyataparīkṣā, uses the names Cārvāka and 
Lokāyata interchangeably. See TSP, vol. 2, pp. 639, 649, 657, 663, 665, also 520 
(bārhaspatyādayaḥ), 939 (lokāyataḥ) and 945 (lokāyatam). 

13 On SKS 1.1.1.6-8 (pp.10-11) and on 1.1.1.14 (p.15). 
14 NM, vol 1, pp. 9, 43, 154, 275, 387-388, etc. 
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records all the four words as synonymous in his lexicon. Names like 
dehātmavāda, indriyātmavāda, mana-ātmavāda, prāṇātmavāda,15 etc. ap-
parently refer to some pre-Cārvāka systems of philosophy, for these views 
are discussed separately, unconnected with the Cārvāka/Lokāyata.16 
Sāyaṇa-Mādhava, perhaps following Śaṅkara, mentions dehātmavāda in 
SDS, chapter 1 (p. 6), to mean the Cārvākas.  

It needs to be emphasized that materialism in India, however, did not 
begin with the Cārvāka/Lokāyata. On the other hand, it came as the cul-
mination of a long history of heterodoxy and the attempt to see nature 
«just as it is, without alien addition».17 There are several words in San-
skrit, Pali and Prakrit that bear evidence to the existence of materialist out-
looks, if not of systems, before the Cārvākas. We shall take up two such 
words first. 
 
 
1. Nāstika 
  
The oldest word implying dissidence from the orthodox Brahminical view 
of the world is of course nāstika, the Neinsager (to use a convenient word 
once employed by Bertolt Brecht in his play Der Jasager und der Nein-
sager). The KUp (sometime after the fifth century BCE) is perhaps the 
first attempt to refute the heretical idea, namely, denial of the after-world, 
which characterized the idealists and the materialists in India.  

The word nāstikya, like another such word avaidika, however occurs 
only once in the whole Upaniṣadic literature, and that too in a later text, 
MUp 3.5 and 7.10 respectively. We learn from Vāmana and Jayāditya, 
commentators of Pāṇini’s Aṣṭādhyāyī, that it is the existence of the after-
world that is affirmed and denied by two sets of people; those who affirm 
are known as āstikas; those who deny, nāstikas.18 This was the original 
meaning of these terms. Other meanings, such as the upholder and the 

 
15 In Śaṅkara’s BSB on BS 1.1.1, we find the following expressions: śarīram evātmeti viparyayo 

lokāyatikānām; indriyāṇyevātmetīndriyacaitanyavādīnām; manaścaitanyavādin mana eveti. Vyom 
(vol. 2, p. 126), bhūtacaitanyavādapakṣa. NM (vol. 2, p. 218), also indriyacaitanyapakṣa (Ibidem, p. 
219), yet another view which G. Sastri has called manaścetenatvavāda (Ibidem); Sureśvara’s 
Mānasollāsasaṃgraha 5.14-22; Yāmuna’s Siddhitraya, pp. 19-24; Sadānanda Yogīndra’s Ve-
dāntasāra, pp. 70-72; Sadānanda Kāśmīraka’s Advaitvabrahmasiddhi, chapter 2 (each chapter is 
called mudgaraprahāra), pp. 101-102. 

16 S. Radhakrishnan (1948 : 280) is of the opinion that what is common to all these views is that 
«the soul is only a natural phenomenon». Hiriyanna (1952: 26) thought that such views were vari-
ants of the Cārvākas (26). 

17 Engels (1966: 198). 
18 Kāśikā on Aṣṭ 4.4.60 (p. 396). 
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denigrator of the Veda,19 the theist and the atheist (current in modern In-
dian languages such as Bangla, Hindi, Marathi, etc. even today), etc. came 
later.  

The Jains explain the word somewhat differently: a nāstika is one who 
thinks that there is no virtue and vice, nāsti puṇyaṃ pāpam iti matirasya 
nāstikaḥ.20 To this Malliṣeṇa adds the denial of the after-world21 and 
Guṇaratna, the denial of the self: te (scil. nāstikāḥ) ca  
jīvapuṇyapāpādikaṃ na manyante.22 The opposition is on ethical grounds 
rather than ontological.  

Medhātithi in his commentary on the Manu, explains the word nāstika 
in two senses:  a denier of the after-world (paralokāpavādin; on Manu 
8.22) and as one who hold the  view that the Vedic doctrines are false 
(vedapramāṇākānām arthānāṃ mithyātvādhyavasayaḥ; on Manu 4.163). 
It may be pointed out that the first signification is directly connected with 
ontology (the view rejecting the existence of the extra-corporal and imper-
ishable self distinguishes the materialists from the idealists) while the sec-
ond is more relevant to the domain of epistemology (whether śabda, ver-
bal testimony, is to be admitted as a valid instrument of cognition, and if 
so, if the Veda is to be admitted as the highest of such testimony). The 
materialists are to be called nāstika in the first sense only. In fact Buddhist 
and Jain savants join their voice in condemning the materialists as nāsti-
kas whereas in the second sense the Buddhists and the Jains too are 
branded so. In both senses, however, the approbatory nature of the word is 
obvious. Like another such word, pāṣaṇḍin, it is loaded with an attitude of 
censure and disapproval.   

Nāstika is the commonest word to suggest irreligious attitude. Whether 
in the Mbh 12.36.43 or Vātsyāyana’s commentary on NS 1.1.2, nāstikya is 
used in this sense.23 But Vātsyāyana also employs the word to mean 
materialism (on NS 3.2.61). Similarly the ṇāhiyavādī/natthiyavāī in the 
Saṅghadāsagaṇi’s Vasudevahiṃḍī (pp. 169, 275) and the nāhiyavādī in 
Haribhadra’s Samarāicca Kahā (p. 164) is a materialist. Āryaśūra’s 
Jātakamālā 23.57 employs the work nāstika to suggest a materialist or a 
non-believer. 

A passage from the Vasudevahiṃḍī (p. 275), a Prakrit work written in 
the third century, makes the position of some earlier natthiyavāis 
(nāstikavādins) clear: 
 

 
19 A nāstika is the defiler of the Veda: nāstiko vedanindakaḥ (Manu 2.11). 
20 AC auto-commentary, p. 334. 
21 SVM, p. 130. 
22 TRD, p. 300. 
23 See Bhattacharya (2009b: 227-231). 
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jahā iṃdadhaṇu jahicchāë daṃsaṇīyaṃ uppajjati, puṇo vi jahicchāë 
paviṇassaë;  evaṃ na koï ettha sārabhūö atthi [na koï] jo  sarīrapabheë ï 
parabhavasaṃkāmī (Emphasis added). 
«As the rainbow is seen accidentally and disappears accidentally again, so is 
there no essence, [nothing] that goes through another birth to another body». 

 
E. Frauwallner  (1997, vol 2: 222) interprets a Cārvāka sūtra I.9, jalabudbuda-
vaj jīvāḥ, «Souls are like water bubbles» (see Bhattacharya 2009: 79, 87) as a 
denial of the rigorous law of retribution following from the power of good and 
bad actions. This would make the Cārvāka/Lokāyatas appear as accidentalists 
(yadṛcchāvādins). But E. Franco’s (1997: 99) way of viewing the simile as an 
expression of epiphenomenalism, in my opinion, is more appropriate. The anal-
ogy has nothing to do with necessity and accident.24 
 
 
2. Bhūtavāda 
 
The presence of several groups of pre-Cārvāka materialists is testified by an old 
Jain canonical work, the SKS (1.1.1-20, 2.1.15-16). Śīlāṅka (ninth century) in 
his commentary on the SKS employs the word bhūtavādin along with 
Bārhaspatya, Cārvāka and Lokāyatika (on SKS 1.1. 6-8, pp.10-11). He 
identifies egesā (in Sanskrit ekeṣām) with the bhūtavādins and calls them 
«followers of the doctrine of Bṛhaspati» (on SKS 1.1.7-8). He uses another 
synonym, tajjīvataccharīravādin (on SKS 1.1.11-14; pp. 13-14), «one who 
holds that the spirit and the body are identical» as well as nāstika (on SKS 
1.1.14; p.15). The SKS also refers to several other presumably materialist 
schools that mostly spoke of five elements (1.1.7-8, 15, 20-25) instead of 
four (which the Cārvākas did). Śīlāṅka apparently did not attach any im-
portance to bhūtacatuṣṭayavāda (four-elements doctrine) of the Cārvākas 
and identified even the bhūtapañcakavādins (mentioned in SKS 1.1.7)25 at 
first with the Cārvākas and then as bhūtavādins and Bārhaspatyas! 
Śīlāṅka’s identification of many of the opponents of the Jain creed, how-
ever, is not always convincing. In his comments on the same text (on SKS 
2.1.20) he himself is uncertain about the identity of «the second man» and 

 
24 It may be noted in this connection that the same simile was used in the SKS to uphold the ide-

alist view (1.2.1.26): «As for instance, a water-bubble is produced in water, grows in water, is not 
separate from water, but is bound up in water: so all beings have the Self for their cause and their 
object, they are produced by the Self, they are intimately connected with the Self, they are bound up 
in the Self». 

25 saṅti paṃca mahabbhūyā ihamege simāhiyā | pudhavī āu teu vā vāu āgāsapaṃcamā || 
(«Some profess [the exclusive belief in] the five gross elements: earth, water, fire, air and space»). 
Mbh 12.267.4 also mentions «five great elements» (mahābhūtāni pañceti) in relation to a similar, if 
not the same, doctrine. 
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proposes two alternatives: either the Laukāyitakas or the Sāṃkhyas. He 
uses all the names of materialists current in his time – Cārvāka, nāstika, 
Bārhaspatya, bhūtavādin (also pañcabhūtavādyādyāḥ and more elaborately 
as pañcabhūtāstitvādivādinaḥ (on SKS 1.1.20-25; p. 19), and Laukāyatikas 
(besides tajjīvataccharīravādins) – interchangeably, as many others such 
as Kamalaśīla and Jayantabhaṭṭa do (see above).  

We do not know whether materialism appeared in south India (as re-
corded in Maṇimēkalai, composed between the third and the seventh century 
CE) quite independent of the developments in the north. Whatever the 
case may be, there can be little doubt that materialism in course of time 
gained adherents even in faraway Kashmir.26 In or around the eighth cen-
tury one such school came to be known as the Cārvāka. Partial acceptance 
of the validity of inference was their hallmark. They distinguished them-
selves from the bhūtavādins and other earlier materialists by declaring 
their view regarding inference in no uncertain terms. Yet a host of their 
opponents, whether they were Brahminical, Buddhist or Jain, continued to 
criticize them for not admitting inference at all as an instrument of cogni-
tion. 

Who are the bhūtavādins? In the list of rival claimants for the first cause 
(jagatkāraṇa) given in the ŚvUp 1.2, bhūtāni (the elements), along with time, 
svabhāva (own nature), niyati (destiny) and others are mentioned. There is no 
way to prove that bhūtavāda was a direct descendent of the doctrine of bhūtāni. 
We first read of the bhūtavādins in the Maṇimēkalai who in many respects 
resemble the lokāyatikas. The bhūtavādin, however, says that on doctrinal 
points they have some differences with the Lokāyatas. This Tamil epic does 
not mention the Cārvākas, but does refer to the Lokāyatas. A bhūtavādin 
is made to declare the basic doctrine of the system he adheres to in the 
following terms (27.265-76; p. 154): 
 

When aathi (?) flowers, sugar and the rest 
Are mixed, wine is made. Life too appears 
By the mixing of elements, vanishes 
When they separate as sounds from a drum. 
Conscious elements produce life within 
And unconscious one produces the body 
Each appearing through their elements. 
This is the truth. Words different from this 
And other facts are from Materialists [Lokāyatas]. 
Sense perception is valid. Inference 
Is false. This birth and its effect conclude 

 
26 Udbhaṭa, who composed a rather unusual commentary on the Cārvākasūtra (now lost), was a 

Kashmirian as was his arch opponent, Jayanta, author of the NM. 
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Now. Talk of other birth is falsity.27 
 
The words of the bhūtavādin have been paraphrased by a late medieval 
commentator in the following way: 

When certain flowers and jaggery are boiled together, liquor is born which 
produced intoxication. Just as when elements combine, consciousness arises. 
Consciousness dissolves with the dissolutions of the elements composing them 
like the disintegration of sound. Elements combine to produce living bhūtas and 
from them other living bhūtas will be born. Life and consciousness are 
synonymous. From non-living bhūtas consisting of two or more elements rise 
non-living bhūtas of the same type. Lokāyata is a variant of this system that 
agrees in fundamental with this system. Observation is the method by 
knowledge is obtained. Inferential thinking is illusion. This worldly life is real. 
Its effect is experienced in this life only. The theory that we enjoy the fruits of 
our action in our next birth or in another world is false.28 

So far as the Maṇimēkalai is concerned, the number of elements admit-
ted by the bhūtavādins is not specified; hence there is no way of ascertain-
ing whether the bhūtavādins spoke of five or four elements. The first 
statement regarding the rise of consciousness is very much similar to the 
Cārvāka aphorism: «As the power of intoxication (arises or is manifested) 
from the constituent parts of the wine (such as flour, water and molas-
ses)».29 The rejection of rebirth is a basic materialist position which can be 
traced back to much earlier sources.30  

 
27 In another translation (or rather a prose adaptation), the distinction between the bhūtavādins 

and the laukāyatikas is somewhat differently explained: «The Bhūta-vādīs hold that the world is 
formed out of the five elements alone, without any divine intervention. We agree with the Lokāyata, 
the sage said, and believe that when the elements combined together, a material and a spirit come 
into existence. That is all. We believe that perception alone is our means of knowledge and nothing 
else. We recognise only one birth and we know that our joys and pains end on earth with this one 
life» (Holmstörm, 1996: 170).   

28  This paraphrase has been translated into English by N. Vanamamalai (1973: 36). The com-
mentator further says (Ibidem) that there were three such schools: Bhūtavāda, Lokāyata and Sarvaka 
(meaning Cārvāka?). If so, the commentator must have flourished after the eighth century, for the 
name, Cārvāka, as has been said before, does not occur in the context of philosophy before then.  

29 See Bhattacharya (2009b: 79, 87; fragment I.5). 
30 The KUp, as said before, is perhaps the first attempt to refute the heretical idea, namely, de-

nial of the after-world. There is, however, no reference to hell in the KUp (as Whitney, 1890: 92) so 
perceptively noted); the deniers of the after-world are forced to repeated redeath and subsequent 
rebirth on earth. It is in Mbh 12.146.18 that we read of the abode of Yama (yamakṣaya) where the 
messengers of Yama (yamadūtas) bring back the deniers of the other-world; such sinners have to 
stay there for a while before they are sent back to earth. The elaborate picture of hell with its eighty 
four pits (kuṇḍas) developed later, mainly in the Purāṇas. 
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The bhūtavādin in the Tamil epic, however, rejects inference as such, 
declaring it to be false. On the other hand, the Cārvākas, as it has been 
pointed out time and again,31 do admit inference in all worldly affairs. 
 
 
3. The Old and the New Materialists: Points of Difference 
 
In view of all this the new materialists (Cārvākas) may be distinguished 
from the old materialists of all sorts in the following respects:  

a) Instead of five elements (including ākāśa or vyoma, space) as their 
principle (tattva), the Cārvākas spoke of four, excluding space,32 
presumably because it was not amenable to sense-perception.  

b) The bhūtavādins believed in two kinds of matter: lifeless and living. Life 
originates from living matter, the body from the lifeless. The 
Cārvāka/Lokāyatas did not believe in such duality; to them all beings/entities 
were made of the same four basic elements.33 

c)  There was another domain in which the two differed more radically. 
Some of the Pre-Cārvāka materialists were accidentalists 
(yadṛcchāvādins); they did not believe in causality. On the other hand, the 
Cārvākas appear to have endorsed causality;34 they adopted the doctrine of 
svabhāva-as-causality rather than the opposite one, namely, svabhāva-as-
accident.35  

d)  The Cārvākas admitted the validity of inference insofar as it was 
confined to the material and perceptible world (hence verifiable), not 
extended to the invisible and unverifiable areas, such as the imperishable 
soul, god, omniscient persons (admitted by the Buddhists and the Jains as 
well), the outcome of performing sacrifices called apūrva (as claimed by 
the Mīmāṃsakas), etc.,36 while some of the old materialists rejected 
inference as such as an instrument of cognition, and clung to perception 
alone. 
 
 
Bibliography 
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32 Bhattacharya (2009b: 78, 86; aphorism I.2). 
33 Bhattacharya (Ibidem: 78-79, 86; aphorisms I.1-3). 
34 See SDS, pp. 12-13. 
35 For a study of the doctrine of svabhāva, see Bhattacharya (2012). 
36 For sources see Bhattacharya (2009: 57-58) and (2010b: 28-30). 
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AC = Hemacandra, Abhidhānacintāmaṇi: 
The Abhidhānacintāmaṇi of Hemachandrāchārya. With His Own Notes (2 vols.), ed. by H.T. 
Seṭha,  B.J. Dośī and M.M. Jayantavijaya, N.L. Vakil, Bhavnagar 1914-1919. 

Āryaśūra, Jātakamālā: 
Jātaka-mālā by Ārya Śūra, ed. by P.L. Vaidya, The Mithila Institute, Darbhanga 1959. 

Aṣṭ = Pāṇini, Aṣṭādhyāyī: 
Aṣṭādhyāyī of Pāṇini, ed. and Engl. trans. by S.M. Katre, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi 1989. 

AYVD = Hemacandra, Anyayogavyavacchedadvātṛṃśikā (see SVM). 
Bṛhaspatisūtra: 

Brihaspati Sutra, Or the Science of Politics According to the School of Brihaspati, ed. by 
F.W. Thomas, Motilal Banarsidass – The Pubjab Sanskrit Book Depot, Lahore 1971 
(rep.). 

BS = Bādarāyana, Brahmasūtra: 
The Brahmasūtra Śaṅkara Bhāṣya. With the Commentaries Bhāmatī, Kalpataru and Pa-
rimala, ed. by A.K. Śāstrī and V.L. Shastri Pansikar, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Of-
fice, Varanasi 1982. 
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FROM THE PROBLEM OF “SECONDARY QUALITIES” 

TO INTRINSICALLY RELATIONAL IDENTITY.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS.  

Elisa Cavazza 

The identification of primary properties with those of objects themselves 
leads to a conception of nature without any of the qualities we experience 
spontaneously. Now, there is no good reason why we should not look upon 
such a bleak nature as just a resource. Every appeal to save parts of nature 
based on reference to sense-qualities of any kind becomes meaningless. 
Every passionate appeal that reveals deep feelings, empathy, and even 
identification with natural phenomena must then be ruled out as irrelevant. 
The sphere of real facts is narrowed down to that of mechanically interpreted 
mathematical physics.

1
 

 
 
1. Assumptions and purpose 

My proposal connects three arguments from Arne Naess, Alfred North 
Whitehead and Hans Jonas, sharing an initial critical reference to the problem of 
“secondary qualities”, from which I draw relevant consequences for 
ecophilosophical thinking.  

“Secondary qualities” and their ontological difference from the so-called 
“primary qualities” are regarded as a token of the necessity of reframing the 
emergence of our worldview and the status of subjectivity. The critique starts 
from the refusal of materialism and dualism as they leave out something 
important in our experience of the world and in the constitution of identity. 
Through relational, processual and organicistic arguments these three authors 
put forth alternative perspectives to the subject-object dichotomy and the 
consequent mentality of domination that belongs to a subject who externally 
observes reality.  

The arguments also include a cardinal critique of constitutional abstractions 
in the fundamental elements of cosmologies. Later, they shed light on the task of 
a more concrete account of experienced reality. I suggest these arguments, in 

 
1 Naess, A., The World of Concrete Contents, «Inquiry», 28, 1985, p. 420. Emphasis in the text. 
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particular Naess‟s and Whitehead‟s, are epistemologically embedded in a form 
of perspectivist and representationalist critique which, in connection to 
relationalism, bears important consequences for a minimal “transcendental” 
anthropocentrism and an egalitarian account of intrinsic value. This also means 
that a pragmatical aspect is included in the very epistemological relevance of 
any environmental ontology discourse and that practical aspects of our 
worldview are originally embedded into it, in various forms. 

By “materialism” I am referring to the meaning accorded to it within the 
proposed arguments. The three authors argue we still dwell in the fundamental 
idea of the Aristotelian substance, which takes its present form within the 
modern scientific paradigm. «Reality», then, is made of separate independent 
«things», merely connected by direct physical external relations, which do not 
change the intrinsic constitution of entities. The counterpart of materialism is 
some form of subjective projection of inexplicable aspects of experience onto 
passive inert matter. 

The purpose of this outline is to put forth a relational perspective on identity 
of selves. Relational identity, inevitably, includes a practical dimension in two 
respects. Firstly, it does so in the epistemic determination of the emergence of 
subject and objects, always conditioned by dimensions of experience, of which 
cognitive mentality is only one aspect, far from being its paramount. Secondly, 
the conjunction of relationalism and perspectivism produces a practical attitude 
of “letting be”, respect of «otherness», openness to dialogue and further 
normative agreement in conflict resolution, and the very possibility of thinking a 
principle of “egalitarianism”. 
 
 
2. A due inquiry into our sense of reality 

Several radical thinkers in environmental ethics and ecophilosophy argue that 
questioning the moral relationship between humans and nature implies deeper 
questioning about our worldview. Solely within the context of an indifferent 
gaze towards a meaningless natural world, may exploitation of the environment 
and dominion over non-human forms of life persist so violently and recklessly. 
The ecological crisis challenges anthropocentrism and the concept of 
independence of the individual as a basis for moral decision making, calling 
instead for an inquiry into deeper assumptions about our perception of natural 
objects, into hidden beliefs about the status of what is other-than-human and 
into our sense of reality as conditions of self-image and practice. This is the 
original task of deep ecology, concerned both with a deeper questioning in 
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terms of ontological prejudice and vested interests,
2
 and the necessity of deeper 

changes in economic and social structures, as well as a relational paradigm shift 
in the ideological orientation of our civilisation.

3
 Others have concentrated on 

the modern definition of an actual epistemology of dominion, where speculative 
roots precede the technological genesis of the ecological crisis and human 
knowledge defines its own nature and methods in accord with the possibility to 
predict, control and exploit a less and less normative nature.

4
  

The ontological dualism between man and nature resulting within a certain 
western anthropocentric humanistic cosmology has been questioned diffusely as 
a foundational inquiry both for the capital problem of intrinsic value of nature 
and for the inauguration of a change in our ethical systems by thinkers diversely 
associated with radical ecology.

5
 Furthermore, an homologous plea has recently 

emerged from fields of inquiry different from the very philosophical one, for 
instance climate change and sustainability research. Karen O‟Brien, as leader of 
the Norwegian project P.L.A.N.,

6
 has lately argued that the most effective 

leverage point for change is the power to transcend paradigms, becoming 
conscious of how our «subjective worlds», interests and perspectives frame 
problems and adaptive solutions. After many years of research in the field, Prof. 
O‟Brien came to the disconcerting verdict that: 
 

 
2 The «rejection of the man-in-the-environment image in favour of the relational, total-field 

image». Naess, A., The Shallow and the Deep Long-Range Ecology Movement. A Summary, 
«Inquiry», 16, 1973, p. 95. 

3 See Naess, A., Deepness of Questions and the Deep Ecology Movement, in Naess, A., Glasser, 
H., Drengson, A. (eds.), The Selected Works of Arne Naess, Springer, Dordrecht 2005, vol. X, pp. 
21-31. 

4 See Tallacchini, M., Etiche della terra, Vita e Pensiero, Milano 1998.  
5 Some of the most influential philosophers addressing this problem, among others: the 

conservationist Aldo Leopold; the Norwegian founder of the philosophical tenets of deep ecology, 
Arne Naess; Eugene Hargrove, creator in 1979 of the journal «Environmental Ethics»; Paul Taylor 
in his inquiry on intrinsic value; Freya Mathews, Paul Shepard and J.B. Callicott diversely arguing 
on the problem of ontologies and scientific paradigms; M. Zimmerman in his analysis of 
worldviews‟ ecological critique in light of postmodern topics. Radical ecology is a label usually 
classifying the three movements of deep ecology, social ecology and ecofeminism. There can, 
however, be found no uniformity and harsh debates have taken place among these three main 
approaches, diversely oriented in purpose and argumentation. For a further analysis: Eckersley, R., 
Environmentalism and Political Theory. Toward an Ecocentric Approach, UCL Press, London 
1992; Zimmerman, M.E., Contesting Earth‟s Future: Radical Ecology and Postmodernity, 
University of California Press, Berkeley 1994. 

6 «Potentials and Limits to Adaptation in Norway». Interdisciplinary social science-based 
research project funded by the Research Council of Norway's NORKLIMA program to investigate 
how individuals and communities in Norway adapt to climate change. 
<http://www.sv.uio.no/iss/english/research/projects/plan/>. 

http://www.sv.uio.no/iss/english/research/projects/plan/
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Norway is a small country with a high capacity to adapt to climate change, at 
least according to objective indicators such as wealth, education, institutions, 
technology, social equity, etc. Yet our research shows that this capacity 
alone is not enough: there is a need to look at the challenges posed not just 
by climate change, but by change itself.

7
 

 
In her argument, the challenge has to do with experiencing the danger of an 
irreversible climate change as real, acknowledging the dependence of the 
perception of our societal risk on cultural interpretations, for example taking 
into consideration the dysfunctionality of our western, post-illuministic 
dichotomous ideologies. Irrelevant to the agreed upon rate of climate change, 
adaptive significance should be accorded to the expansion of our worldview in 
order to include environmental changes as relevant in our policies and choices. 
However, in the meantime, climate change is largely denied any «objective» 
place within our paradigms and it is widely perceived as an externally separate 
process. This is reductionist of the complexity of the human-environment ever 
evolving relationship, within which even doing nothing is choosing by default. 

Needless to say, the question about the status of the natural world, and how 
we should adjust our picture of it, is not independent from the emergence of 
ecological science. According to Callicott, the description offered by New 
Ecology puts forth an organic and holistic concept of nature and ecophilosophy 
is called to deal with the «metaphysical implications of ecology».

8
  

Although the ecosystemic picture of the living world proves to be very 
different from the paradigms of physics, it does not necessarily contrast with 
materialism nor with anthropocentrism, and most importantly, it does not imply 
any ethical considerations: as Callicott himself emphasises, «the philosophical 
interpretation of the new ecology is quite another thing from its agronomic and 
managerial applications», considering that «the quantitative precision of which 
Tansley‟s energy circuit model was capable», potentially would have made 
ecosystems more «productive and efficient so as to yield a higher caloric crop».

9
  

The factor bringing ecophilosophers face to face with ecological science lies 
in its historical potential to raise questions about our paradigms of nature. For 

 
7 O‟Brien, K., The Courage to Change: Adaptation from the Inside-Out, forthcoming in Moser 

and Boykoff, eds., Successful Adaptation: Linking science and Practice in Managing Climate 
Change Impacts. Personal communication, Oslo, 14 September 2012. O‟Brien also makes wide use 
of the complex system thinking in transition and sustainability studies from Donella Meadows, one 
of the authors of the 1972 M.I.T. report for the Club of Rome, The Limits to Growth. 

8 Callicott, J.B., The Metaphysical Implications of Ecology, in Keller, D.R., ed., Environmental 
Ethics. The Big Questions, Wiley-Blackwell, Malden 2010, p. 404. 

9 Ibidem. 
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instance, they provide descriptions of interconnectedness and totality.
10

 I defend 
a perspective in which ecology provides important conceptual tools and 
descriptive knowledge that can inspire ecophilosophical reflection, as they 
become part of our world experience and transformative knowledge. Arne Naess 
himself includes diversity, complexity and symbiosis within his ecosophical 
system and transforms their maximisation into established ethical norms. What 
makes Naess‟s position remarkable in this respect, however, is his warning to 
avoid any naive direct derivation of any ecosophical thinking from ecological 
descriptions. Not only is he academically concerned about the naturalistic 
fallacy, but he sees several dangers in «ecologism». The universalisation of 
scientific descriptions misses the crucial point of the inquiry into our broader 
and spontaneous knowledge and access to the world.

11
  

An important point is raised, according to Naess, when it is said that 
«ecology changes our values by changing our concepts of the world and of 
ourselves in relation to the world. It reveals new relations among objects which, 
once revealed, stir our ancient centres of moral feeling».

12
 But this disturbance 

in our value priorities, this «stirring», is only understandable in terms of 
perturbation in our «experienced totalities» of the world, occurring within the 
question of «what kind of change in concept of the world and status of the 
subject is at issue».

13
 Ecosystem models are abstract accounts of certain natural 

structures. Setbacks emerge when we forget that, in the words of Naess: 
«„Objective descriptions of nature‟ offered us by physics ought to be regarded 
not as descriptions of nature, but as descriptions of certain conditions of 
interdependence and thereby can be universal, common for all cultures».

14
 

 
10 According to Tansley, ecosystems «are the basic units of nature on the face of the earth». See 

the entry «Ecology» in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 
<http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/ecology/>. 

11 Naess, A., Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1989, 
pp. 39-41. «Ecosophy» is the term Naess conceived in order to denote «a philosophical world-view 
or system [or “total view”] inspired by the conditions of life in the ecosphere», in which insight is 
«directly relevant for action». For a terminological distinction between ecology, ecophilosophy, 
ecosphy and Ecosophy T, see ivi, pp. 35-38. On the risk of ecologism, see also Naess, A., A Defense 
of the Deep Ecology Movement, «Environmental Ethics», 6, 1984, p. 269. Zimmerman remarks the 
point, contextually to his interpretation of Naess‟s position as «ontological phenomenalism»: «some 
ecologists say that organisms and ecosystems are constituted by interrelated energy flows. Yet 
calculations of such flows may be used either by environmental groups to justify preserving a forest, 
or by timber companies to justify logging it. Though scientific assertions may provoke prudential  
concerns about poisoning our own nest, they provide no immediate guideline either for metaphysics 
or for moral behavior». Zimmerman, M.E., op. cit., Kindle edition, loc. 1354-1358. Emphasis in the 
text. 

12 Callicott, J.B., quoted in Naess, A., The World of Concrete Contents, cit., pp. 424-425. 
13 Ibidem. 
14 Naess, A., Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, cit., p. 50. 

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/ecology/
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Hence the matter in question is not the replacement of one out-of-date scientific 
«Truth» with another more agreeable one (to say, offered by ecology as ultimate 
science or by any other «noumenal discourse»). 

Understanding the emergence of ecological issues within a certain historical 
self-representation of man, and within a certain cosmology is a necessary step in 
the ecosophical reflection, inasmuch as the critique highlights how our 
worldviews affect practical attitudes through a predetermination of what is real. 
Nevertheless, the emergence of a transformative critique of our concept of 
nature leading to a mature change of attitude towards the ecosphere, seems not 
to bear much result if we simply try to argue against «wrong» historical western 
cosmologies, in favour of the «right» cosmologies offered by New Physics and 
New Ecology (or by any mythical primitive connection with nature, nor by any 
exotic wiser culture). The centrality of the point leads Naess to argue that, 
despite his interest in philosophy of science, the high level of specialisation of 
contemporary physics, which makes the discipline impossible to understand by 
non-professionals, can even be considered «the most positive thing that has 
happened for a long time [...] [as] it makes clearer to all concerned that any 
account we offer about the world we live in (Lebenswelt) must be independent 
of the ontology of modern physics».

15
 

I wish to defend an approach in which the act of fully taking on, both 
personally and philosophically, the task of a critical questioning on our 
prejudices and presumed generalisations about the world we live in, our 
experience of it in relation to our identity – without ceding the task advocating 
any comforting ready-made objectivity – does not just represent a general 
prerequisite, but is already the first systemic and practical step of any 
transformative environmental thinking, without which effective change can 
hardly be implemented nor convincingly moralised. A picture of an atomistic, 
materialistic, post-dualistic ontological separation between man and 
environment is no longer suitable nor functional, considering the gravity of our 
present situation. Philosophical interpretations of ecology express the same 
doubt. Our experience tells us that this picture simply leaves out something 
important based on its irrelevance or irrationality. The approach I propose could 
profit from taking the upstanding vocation of philosophy avowed by Alfred N. 
Whitehead seriously:  
 

The disadvantage of exclusive attention to a group of abstractions, however 
well-founded, is that by the nature of the case, you have abstracted from the 
remainder of things. In so far as the excluded things are important in your 
experience, your modes of thought are not fitted to deal with them. You 
cannot think without abstractions; accordingly it is of the utmost importance 

 
15 Naess, A., The World of Concrete Contents, cit., p. 428. Emphasis in the text. 
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to be vigilant in critically revising your modes of abstraction. It is here that 
philosophy finds its niche as essential to the healthy progress of society. It is 
the critic of abstractions. A civilisation which cannot burst through its 
current abstractions is doomed to sterility after a very limited period of 
progress. An active school of philosophy is quite as important for the 
locomotion of ideas, as is an active school of railway engineers for the 
locomotion of fuel.

16
 

 
The foundational leverage of this approach is unequivocal in Naess‟s idea of 
ecosophy. Indeed, he argues that at the root of confrontations about 
environmental policies lies a different sense of reality in regard to those natural 
objects in discussion. For this reason, we must acknowledge a primacy of 
environmental ontology over ethics, and a critique into ontological premises 
needs to be undertaken as a first step. In his renowned example of 
environmental conflict between the anthropic development and the conservation 
of «the heart of the forest», Naess asserts that, in the eyes of the developer, «[...] 
ethics in environmental questions is based largely on how he sees reality. There 
is no way of making him eager to save a forest as long as he retains his 
conception of it as a set of trees. His charge that the conservationist is motivated 
by subjective feelings is firmly based on his view of reality».

17
 Diehm 

paraphrases Naess, saying that «gestalt experience» of nature is structured 
differently in accordance to one‟s ontology.

18
 Bringing to light hidden, implicit 

differences in ontology is necessary, first of all, since we should «get rid of the 
belief that mankind is something placed in an environment».

19
 In Naess, an 

inquiry into our experience of what is real can refute this human-nature 
separation. I argue that it can also highlight how human chauvinism dominates 
and a devastating relation to the natural world emerges and endures within 
ideological drifts of objectivity. 

The issue of secondary qualities has been taken into consideration by Naess 
and several thinkers concerned with the problem of the emergence of objects 
and the modes of access of our subjectivity to the world. Patently, the argument 
bears a reference to the pivotal problem of appearance and reality as it occurs 
repeatedly throughout the history of philosophy. In my reading, the argument 
has several implications for environmentalism. It offers a review of our 
experience of natural objects in the attempt of putting forward a more concrete 

 
16 Whitehead, A.N., Science and the Modern World, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 

1953, p. 73. Emphasis in the text. 
17 Naess, A., The World of Concrete Contents, cit., p. 424. 
18 Diehm, C., Arne Naess and the Task of Gestalt Ontology, «Environmental Ethics», 28, 1, 

2006, p. 28. 
19 Naess, A., The World of Concrete Contents, cit., p. 424. Emphasis in the text. 
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and relational account of the self-world relationship, rejecting the subject-object 
dualism and the theory of subjective projection of qualities. It can also help to 
cast light on the emergence of dominion of man over nature within the 
reproduction of an ideological violence occurring every time we forget that our 
theories still select main abstract features from the richness of the world we live 
in, although they can be perfectly functional. Both the implications can 
contribute to the discussion on the key ecophilosophical issues of 
anthropocentrism and intrinsic value, as well as offer a basis for practice and 
environmental ethics. I will begin with an account of how the argument appears 
in Naess‟s «gestalt ontology». Later I will mainly refer to Whitehead‟s 
suggestion of abandoning the modern categories of Being, namely «substance 
and quality», and to Hans Jonas‟s organicism as a way of thinking the relational 
identity of self.

20
  

 
 
3. Secondary qualities in our experience of nature: gestalt ontology 

Is not the value-laden, spontaneous and emotional realm of experience as 
genuine a source of knowledge of reality as mathematical physics? If we 
answer “yes!”, what are the consequences for our description of nature?

21
 

 
According to Naess, a materialistic and mechanistic approach to nature is still 
predominant, at least in our western cultures, in influencing decision making 
processes and general policies. Sustainability and environmentalist efforts are 
continuously under attack as their supporters are accused of lacking objectivity. 
This perspective on the natural world leads back to the modern concept of 
nature and is labeled by Naess as «galilean ontology», according to which 
primary qualities only belong to entities, where all other qualifications are to be 
regarded as «relative» and subjectively projected (sensual properties, emotions, 
values).  

Traditionally, «primary qualities» are the expression of a theory developed 
by Locke and Descartes to indicate geometrical-mechanic qualities unanimously 
considered as part of physical bodies. While «secondary qualities» instead 
denote sensual properties, and are regarded as effects of physical processes 

 
20 Main references: Naess, A., Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, cit.; Naess, A., The World of 

Concrete Contents, cit.; Whitehead, A.N., op. cit.; Jonas, H., The Phenomenon of Life. Toward a 
Philosophical Biology, Harper & Row, New York 1966. When referred to Naess‟s gestalt ontology, 
I use the word «gestalt» in the same way Naess does: as naturalised in his vocabulary, without the 
German capital letter nor any indication of foreign derivation. 

21 Naess, A., Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, cit., p. 32. 
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through which the outer world generates feelings in the perceiver.
22

 Naess also 
adds a third category of «tertiary qualities», explained as «perceptually 
complex» or having a «complex gestalt character», which also includes 
emotions and values.

23
  

Primary qualities are the basis for the definition of objects as things in 
themselves. They are elevated to the very structure of Being: the clever result of 
a reduction to the «irreducible and stubborn facts», as Galileo insists on.

24
 This 

representation of objectivity is still so strong that everything else is ruled out as 
nonessential or irrational, without much effort towards even offering an account 
of how secondary and tertiary qualities come into being as part of the richness 
of human experience. Any scientific progress in our contemporary knowledge of 
the nature of colour, or about other sensual aspects of phenomena, certainly 
does not change much in the general attitude from the seventeenth century. 
Therefore Naess shares Whitehead‟s sad irony about poets, who are «entirely 
mistaken»: 
 

They should address their lyrics to themselves, and should turn them into 
odes of self congratulation on the excellency of the human mind. Nature is a 
dull affair, soundless, scentless, colourless; merely the hurrying of material, 
endlessly, meaninglessly. However you disguise it, this is the practical 
outcome of the characteristic scientific philosophy which closed the 
seventeenth century.

25
 

 

 
22 The historical debate is far richer and and even the different modern approaches to the 

argument are not completely equivalent. However I think that Naess‟s portrayal can be considered a 
good functional generalisation for the purpose of this paper. For a very detailed exposition see 
Nolan, L., ed., Primary and Secondary Qualities. The Historical and Ongoing Debate, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford 2011. 

23 «Tertiary qualities» appeared in Locke with a different meaning, as the power of a physical 
body to change its secondary qualities so that it operates «on our senses, differently from what it did 
before». See ivi, p. 306. 

24 See Whitehead, A.N., op. cit., p. 10. See also Galileo quoted in Nolan, L., ed., op. cit., p. 308: 
«I say that upon conceiving of a material and corporeal substance I immediately feel the need to 
conceive simultaneously that it is bounded and has this or that shape; that it is in this place or that at 
any given time; that it moves or stands still; that it does or does not touch another body; and that is 
one, few, or many. I cannot separate it form these conditions by any stretch of my imagination. But 
that it must be white or red, bitter or sweet, noisy or silent, of sweet or foul odor, my mind feels no 
compulsion to understand as necessary accompaniments. Indeed without the senses to guide us, 
reason or imagination alone would perhaps never arrive at such qualities. For that reason I think 
that tastes, odor, colors, and so forth are no more than mere names so far as pertains to the subject 
wherein they reside, and that they have their habitation only in the sensorium. Thus, if the living 
creature were removed, all these qualities would be removed and annihilated». My emphasis. 

25 Whitehead, A.N., op. cit., p. 69. See the reference in Naess, A., The World of Concrete 
Contents, p. 420. 
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The price of galilean ontology is high. It consists of a sharp subject-object 
dichotomy and a necessary duplication. Naess considers for example the 
experience of a tree: one will have to admit a «real» spatial, chemical, tree-in-
itself in the external world, and one mental representation of the tree inside his 
mind. The mental copy‟s rules of optical resemblance will undress it of all its 
experienced characters. The two trees will become so different, that they would 
hardly be recognised as the same tree.  

In opposition to the «galilean ontology», according to which water is neither 
warm, nor cold, Naess puts forward what he calls the «Protagoras‟s both-and» 
position, an objectivist regard of properties, in which the warmth and the 
coldness of water are not projected by the subject onto felt surface of water, but 
they both can be saved as they belong to the reality phenomena. Although 
hardly intuitive, a non ingenuous understanding of the position is possible. It is 
not a matter of perceptive faith in a Being all-in-itself. The point is expanding 
our idea of water: the properties «should be related not to water as a separable 
object, but to constellations corresponding to concrete contents».

26
  

Experience, indeed, occurs in holistic forms. Although, in communication, 
we need to separate and identify objects, these are entia rationis. Their 
emergence as relevant structures from the totality of our experience is an act of 
abstraction from their internal relatedness which constitutes the concrete content 
of experience itself. This is «gestalt ontology», which, in the interpretation of 
Zimmerman, is a form of «ontological phenomenalism».

27
 There are no primary 

qualities, at least no ranking can be made between qualities. That is to say, there 
are no «things» as separable, permanent entities. The subject-object distinction 
itself, is one of the elements in the configuration, but it is not primary. 
Phenomena occur in totalities in which subjectivity is internally connected. 
Gestalts are not constellations of objects in external relation. They designate 
«objects» themselves, as totalities of higher or lower order (or width). Naess 
operates an inversion exposing the abstract character of those which we consider 
the most objective and real features of the experienced world. As a matter of 
fact they are less concrete, and their high level of abstraction has been the very 
proof of their truth and universality for a long time. As he states, «the 
importance of abstract structural considerations cannot be overestimated, but, 

 
26 Naess, A., ivi, p. 419. This is a reference to Protagoras as interpreted in Sextus Empiricus‟s 

Outlines of Pyrrhonism. See ivi, p. 427: «Now, this man says that matter is a state of flux [...] and 
the senses undergo transformation and alteration in accordance with both one‟s age and other 
conditions of the body. He says also that the grounds of all appearances lie in the matter, so that in 
itself its power enables it to be all those things which appear to all beings capable of apprehension. 
And men apprehend different things at different times because the conditions they are in differ». My 
emphasis. 

27 Zimmerman, M.E., op. cit., loc. 1348-1529. 
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like maps, their function is not to add to the territory, the contents, but to make it 
more visible».

28
 

«If “cheerful tree” and “dark and threatening tree” are two spontaneous 
expressions - writes Naess - analysis in terms of relations may lead one to 
conclude that they refer to “the same” tree».

29
 But this «sameness» is defined 

through abstract structures, mainly presupposing a location in space, which, let 
us not forget, is still a man-made theory. Although it is an important reference, it 
does not tell us everything important about that tree.  

In my reading of Naess‟s attack on the primary-secondary quality separation 
and gestalt ontology, several consequences for environmentalism can be 
outlined, all of which are deeply entangled. 

First of all, the perspective is meant to provide an account of those 
experiences of nature, such as aesthetic value, which are usually considered 
subjective and superfluous. These aspects, or qualities, shape our experience in 
a meaningful way. Tertiary qualities do not belong to a world of external 
geometrical objects, but they are part of the essence of relata. The argument 
also provides a basis for an objectivist exposition of the intrinsic value of nature. 
Value can be seen as a highly complex «quality» and nothing can be said to 
emerge as neutral objects within the concrete contents of our experience. The 
fact-value dichotomy, again, arises only if we draw a radical separation between 
a subject who projects value onto a meaningless object in itself. Hence the 
attribution of value to non-human entities, as well as all those non-economic and 
non-materialistic qualities, is not a matter of subjective preference, but emerges 
as part of our worldview. Assertions of irrelevance are always related to certain 
historically, personally and interest determined ideological assertions of 
objectivity. 

Second, the critique offers a basis for a relational account of nature. Objects 
as insubstantial relata implies a concept of internal relations, so that the very 
definition of one «entity» cannot be separated from the constitution of what, 
once, were «others».

30
 The idea of humanity unfolding its history on the 

background of an inert environment is simply an ideological, violent, and 
chauvinist version of humanism (in the most innocent of the cases). This idea is 
also gravely self-delusional, ending up endangering human interests and 
subjecting humans themselves as victims of the same logic and the same 
consequences of domination. 

 
28 Naess, A., Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, cit., p. 67. 
29 Naess, A., The World of Concrete Contents, cit., pp. 422-423. 
30 «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». Naess, A., The Shallow and the Deep Long-Range 
Ecology Movement. A Summary, cit., p. 95. 
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As a result, gestalt ontology can be considered both holistic and relational. 
This perspective also bears relevant consequences for anthropocentrism. The 
spatial position and extension qualifies the tree in the previous example by 
indicating the primary properties of its very being. Spatiality is theorised in 
relation to the human size, perspective and theorisation of space itself.

31
 By 

recalling that all theories are man-made, Naess implies that, although man 
measures the world, relying on primary qualities as the only locus of real objects 
is a strongly anthropocentric operation. As a trivial example, just consider that, 
from a non-human perspective, that tree could be a shelter, or a source of food. 
Opening to diversity, to other sources of apprehension and centres of interest 
may have unexpected effects on the quality of our life. A similar argument 
needs to be kept in mind in regard to ethnocentrism. Adopting a standing 
«biospheric egalitarianism in principle»

32
 involves letting the richness of the 

world, be it cultural diversity or non-human diversity, self-unfold and flourish.  
 
 
4. Who experiences value in nature? Perspectivism and anthropocentrism 

Naess maintains that Protagoras‟s homo mensura statement proclaims that man 
holds a measuring rod, but it does not offer any final verdict about what he 
measures, which can be discovered to be even greater than himself and his own 
survival.

33
 What does this mean for appearance and reality, then? Does the 

insubstantiality of things leave «phenomena» as mere appearances? And what 
does this imply for the one who, despite the refusal of the «subject» category, 
still holds the measuring rod, at least in some broad sense? The reference to the 
skeptical interpretation of Protagoras certainly retains, although in the 
background, the suspension of judgment. This seems to incline in favour of 
phenomena over reality. Naess, however, wouldn‟t relinquish a form of 
realism.

34
 He rejects «appearance» because it raises the question of appearance 

«for whom», bringing back the problem of the dichotomy between subject and 
object as a generalised primary distinction. Yet, the question cannot be ruled out 
and he calls for a form of «perspectivism», where the world, immensely 
complex, is brought to actualisation within different perspectives and narrations. 

 
31 Of which not even the history of physics maintain a unanimous account, as Whitehead shows 

in Science and the Modern World. 
32 Naess, A., ibidem. 
33 See Naess, A., A Defence of the Deep Ecology Movement, «Environmental Ethics», 6, 1984, 

pp. 264-270. 
34 See for example Naess, A., Life‟s Philosophy. Reason and Feeling in a Deeper World, 

University of Georgia Press, Athens & London 2002, pp. 38-39; Naess, A., Heidegger, Postmodern 
Theory and Deep Ecology, «The Trumpeter», 14, 4, 1997, 
<http://trumpeter.athabascau.ca/index.php/trumpet/article/view/175/217>. 

http://trumpeter.athabascau.ca/index.php/trumpet/article/view/175/217
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Subjectivity is entangled in experience in so many complex and transient 
configurations (perception, sensations, emotions, past experience, personal total 
views) that a neat cut is not possible without a certain degree of arbitrariness and 
a good amount of abstraction, which will leave out some important conditions. 
However, perspectivism also may be misleading, if it calls into question a 
concept of consciousness that implies cartesian mental representations, with 
which «gestalt-thinking dispenses».

35
 

The «subjective» counterpart to gestalt ontology can be explored through the 
Naess‟s concept of ecological self, a processual relational self, of which 
consciousness is only one of the possible elements, and the cognitive dimension 
is only one among a manifold of conditions of experience. The expansion of the 
very definition of self identity among the lines of its relations corresponds to an 
expansion of its very interests, the fulfilment of which comes to include the self-
realisation of others. The act of centring gestalt ontology in an extended 
relational concept of self is one of Naess‟s most important philosophical merits, 
considering that a major part of the deep ecology movement would not easily 
abandon realist accounts of holism, by fear of sacrificing a foundation for nature 
conservation in the name of the critique to representationalism (often suffering 
from the accusation of philosophical naivety).

36
 Certainly, after criticising the 

ideology of primary qualities, there remains no more room for a noumenal 
description, even if we advocate one of a more agreeable organicistic tone. This 
raises the risk of relativism. Naess would answer that relationalism should not 
be mistaken for relativism. Selves are centres of relations, and their perspectives 
leave room for «possibilism»: the idea that the future is always open in 
principle.

37
 Perspectivism and possibilism are then grounded in relationalism 

because if everything is interconnected, investigation is an infinite, partial, 
contingent task which continuously opens unexpected possibilities. 

In regards to anthropocentrism, the ecological self cannot be accused of 
being anthropocentric, since its conclusion is of a process of dismantling human 
centrality in history and in nature. Nevertheless, it seems a residual dimension 
remains: it is what Prof. Schmithausen calls «transcendental anthropocentrism» 
in the exposition of his approach to ecological issues in early Buddhism.

38
 This 

corresponds to an ineradicable anthropogenic position, the recognition of which 
does not compromise the understanding of an intrinsic value of natural objects, 
nor a mature step back, making room for other selves‟ realisation. Naess would 

 
35 Naess, A., The World of Concrete Contents, cit., p. 426. 
36 See Zimmerman, M.E., op. cit., loc. 1088. 
37 See Naess, A., Life‟s Philosophy. Reason and Feeling in a Deeper World, cit., pp. 4-5. 
38 Schmithausen, L., Buddhism and Nature. The lecture delivered on the occasion of the EXPO 

1990, Studia Philologica Buddhica, Occasional Papers Series VII, The International Institute for 
Buddhist Studies, Tokyo 1991. 
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accept this interpretation, considering that all his ecosophical work begins with 
taking charge of a biological and historical responsibility of human kind in the 
face of ecological crisis.

39
 

Even after these considerations, the task of offering a clearly developed 
account of Naess‟s perspectivism is not easily achievable. In my interpretation, 
it implies a different conception of objectivity, and a constant exercise to keep 
the dangers of ontological sclerosis in the perspectival character of truth in 
mind. I suggest a better way to its understanding through an enquiry into 
Whitehead‟s processual conditioned and «provisional realism», by which, I 
believe Naess has been deeply influenced. 
 
 
5. Whitehead‟s organicistic critique to substance and quality 

In the past, the objectivist position has been distorted by the supposed 
necessity of accepting the classical scientific materialism, with its doctrine 
of simple location. This has necessitated the doctrine of secondary and 
primary qualities. Thus the secondary qualities, such as the sense-objects are 
dealt with on subjectivist principles. This is a half-hearted position which 
falls an easy prey to subjectivist criticism. If we are to include the secondary 
qualities in the common world, a very drastic reorganisation of our 
fundamental concept is necessary.

40
  

 
The reorganisation of our fundamental interpretation of nature is the core 
intention of Whitehead‟s original synthesis of an organicistic and relational 
concept of nature. The dualism of matter and spirit, constituting the direct 
outcome of the materialistic point of view which permeates our culture, is 
unequipped to give expression to the concrete character of nature. In his 
wording, somewhere between these two extremes, «the concepts of life, 
organism, function, instantaneous reality, interaction, order of nature» form a 
true «Achilles heel»

41
 of scientific materialism. A philosophy of nature, instead 

should assert a more concrete intuition of our universe, dealing with the 
problems of «value» and «internal relation», attempting to displace scientific 

 
39 «Humankind is the first species on earth with the intellectual capacity to limit its numbers 

consciously and live in an enduring, dynamic equilibrium with other forms of life. Human beings 
can perceive and care for the diversity of their surroundings. Our biological heritage allows us to 
delight in this intricate living diversity. [...] A global culture of a primarily techno-industrial nature 
is now encroaching upon all the world‟s milieux, desecrating living conditions for future 
generations. We - the responsible participants in this culture - have slowly but surely begun to 
question whether we truly accept this unique, sinister role we have previously chosen.» Naess, A., 
Ecology, Community and Lifestyle, cit., p. 23. 

40 Whitehead, A.N., op. cit., p. 113. My emphasis. 
41 Ivi, p. 71. 



Cavazza / From the Problem of “Secondary Qualities” to Intrinsically Relational Identity. 

Environmental Implications 
 

27 

materialism with «important consequences in every field of thought».
42

 The 
problem is not raised by scientific knowledge tout court, but it manifests itself 
in particular procedures, and thinking is extended out of functional advantage to 
become the «instinctive tone of thought» which forms the unexpressed 
assumptions of a cosmology. Although the cosmology of the west has not been 
brought on untouched from the seventeenth century to the beginning of the 
twentieth century (when this work was written), Whitehead makes an important 
point about the reasons it should still be considered unsurpassed and why 
philosophy still needs to deal with its fundamental elements: 
 

In the first place we must note its astounding efficiency as a system of 
concepts for the organisation of scientific research. In this respect, it is fully 
worthy of the genius of the century which produced it. It has held its own as 
the guiding principle of scientific studies ever since. It is still reigning. Every 
university in the world organises itself in accordance with it. No alternative 
system of organising the pursuit of scientific truth has been suggested. It is 
not only reigning, but it is without a rival. And yet – it is quite unbelievable.  
This conception of the universe is surely framed in terms of high 
abstractions, and the paradox only arises because we have mistaken our 
abstractions for concrete realities.

43
 

 
Something is missed out. This becomes clear as soon as we consider our 
immediate or intuitive life experience. Indeed the materialistic cosmology he 
refers to counts on two main historical axioms: simple location and the 
substance-quality categories. The first one roots its ancient origins in the idea 
that nature is ultimately made of a substance, or matter, whose quality is 
«simple location» in space and time. The fundamental elements of reality are 
theorised differently but still interpreted ultimately as bits of matter just located 
in a definite region of space and in a definite duration of time. Whitehead‟s 
thesis, instead, maintains that «among the primary elements of nature as 
apprehended in our immediate experience, there is no element whatever which 
possesses this character of simple location».

44
 The equalisation of maximum 

abstraction with the maximum of objectivity is what he notoriously terms The 
Fallacy of Misplaced Concreteness.

45
 The first problem springing from simple 

location is that it makes any philosophically significant concept of relation in 
nature unavailing. The second issue is it results in another manifestation of the 
fallacy of misplaced concreteness, namely the categories of substance and 

 
42 Ivi, p. 47. 
43 Ivi, p. 69.  
44 Ivi, p. 72. 
45 See ibidem. 
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quality. These categories subsist the materialist account of experience avoiding 
any vulnerability potentially coming from our concrete intuitive experience, 
through a process of reduction or suppression of what appear to be irrelevant 
details. In Whitehead‟s examination of qualities, then, this disturbing outcome 
becomes clear. More specifically the «simplified editions» through which we 
picture our experience leave out in the world only «entities of a high degree of 
abstraction».

46
 

The real problem is represented by the account of secondary qualities. The 
question of their reality cannot be satisfied by an indication of accidental nature 
which we, as observers, can predicate for the substratum in front of us. The 
debate has been ongoing since early modern times. If Whitehead‟s proposal is 
correctly understood, the argument is still topical not only because it touches a 
fundamental universal philosophical issue, but also because, even in criticism, 
we still think and represent the problem of experience within that very 
cosmology and within that very ultimate conceptualisation. This is a difference 
which is worth pointing out in respect to Naess‟s criticism on the same inquiry: 
while Naess seems to suggest to extend and de-rank qualities (admitting, for 
example, tertiary qualities as extremely complex ones), Whitehead will put 
forward a whole new set of concepts which endeavours to completely avoid the 
usage of the criticised categories in organicism.

47
 

Hence, not many convincing alternatives can help us avoid the task of 
dealing with Galileo‟s exposition of sense-qualities as non existent apart from 
the presence of the observer, or Locke‟s newtonian interpretation of external 
reality as mere motion of material, mysteriously exercising a power to affect the 
subject with resulting blueness or noisiness. Most importantly, we cannot forget 
our obligated confrontation with Descartes‟s idea that «by our senses we know 
nothing of external objects beyond their figure [or situation], magnitude, and 
motion»,

48
 enforcing a subjectivist foundation of experience and the irreparable 

subject-object dichotomy («although the things which I perceive or imagine are 
perhaps nothing at all apart from me, I am nevertheless assured that those modes 
of consciousness which I call perceptions and imaginations, in as far only as 
they are modes of consciousness, exist in me»

49
). 

The point made by Whitehead is not about choosing objectivism over 
subjectivism insofar as the distinction bears the fundamentals of materialism. 
Organicism is, however, an alternative, non compatible position whose 

 
46 Ivi, p. 66. 
47 The outcome is, in my opinion, extremely effortless, plain and convincing. The 

acknowledgement that a greater credit has not been accorded to the depth and originality of this 
thinker is cause of surprise and discomfort. 

48 Descartes quoted ivi, p. 68. 
49 Descartes quoted ivi, p. 175. 
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fundamental starting point refuses the dichotomy of spiritual and material 
substances. Hence, «the technical phrase “subject-object” is a bad term for the 
fundamental situation disclosed in experience»,

50
 implying, again, the reference 

to a metaphysical entity underlying the objects. The alternative proposed by 
Whitehead is far more complex than what is possibly accountable here. We can 
try to understand some important tenets of his organicism beginning with the 
idea that the organism occupies the locus of the fundamental plan of natural 
«reality». Its description includes dimensions of internal relation, 
impermanence, holism and processuality. Instead of objects we should think of 
«actual occasions», as synthetical prehensions or unities of relations, in a 
processual reality, which can contingently include perception and cognitive 
activity (apprehension), but do not need a mind substance to overcome any 
atomistic character. Whitehead‟s activity of prehension in the constitution of the 
actual occasion can be closely associated with Naess‟s concept of «self». In both 
cases, a synthetic centrality is not possible but through the inclusion of aspects 
of «others» in themselves. The content of a prehension is the event whose unity 
is very different from the material object in space, realising its processual life as 
a larger realised concrete space-time unity which has its determinations in time-
and-space relations. The event/organism is the basic unit in nature. Objects will, 
then, be defined not by qualities but by relations: for example «changing», 
«enduring» and «eternal» objects will constitute actual occasions‟s prehensions 
on the time plane. An organic unity represents the key of our access to the 
world, by unifying in its bodily life all aspects of the universe. What organicism 
does is to «edge cognitive mentality away from being the necessary substratum 
of the unity of experience. That unity is now placed in the unity of an event. 
Accompanying this unity, there may or there may not be cognition».

51
 The 

previously called secondary qualities, then, certainly affect «subjects». «They 
are modifications of the subject, but only in their character of conveying aspects 
of other subjects in the community of the universe. Thus no individual subject 
can have independent reality, since it is a prehension of limited aspects of 
subjects other that itself».

52
 It is important that we do not read this account of 

subject as a synonym for «mind» or «consciousness» and take into consideration 
the predominant passive character of the subjective life. Events, be them human 
organisms or far smaller organisms like electrons, have a relational character on 
the space-time reference. They are transient, both in their impermanence as 
inherent transience and in their possession of aspects of other «things» in their 
very constitution. These are not two separate events, a temporal and a space 

 
50 Ivi, p. 188. 
51 Ivi, p. 114.  
52 Ivi, p. 188. 
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linear procession of discrete entities: «however we fix a determinate entity, 
there is always a narrower determination of something which is presupposed in 
our first choice. Also there is always a wider determination into which our first 
choice fades by transition beyond itself».

53
 

Important outcomes can be drawn from Whitehead‟s organicism for the 
purpose of gathering critical elements of the relation between our worldview 
and our attitudes towards nature. I will try to suggest three. 

First of all, materialism bears dualist consequences which develop in a 
unjustifiable and contradictory anthropocentrism. The west, indeed, as 
Whitehead points out, seems to retain a bizarre inconsistency, simultaneously 
retaining two opposite attitudes: 
 

A scientific realism, based on mechanism, is conjoined with an unwavering 
belief in the world of men and of the higher animals as being composed of 
self-determining organisms. This radical inconsistency at the basis of 
modern thought accounts for much that is half-hearted and wavering in our 
civilisation.

54
 

 
A second implication has to do with a definition of the environment as intrinsic 
to organisms. From an understanding of physical objects in terms of 
«endurance» or a process of inheritance of pattern from itself for a certain 
longer or shorter time («permanence»), it is easily concluded that objects can be 
considered independent from the environment, bearing their own principle 
within their own pattern. Whitehead argues, however, that such a conclusion has 
no justification because what is transmitted is not a pure pattern, but a 
«complete pattern which include the influence of the environment on [...] 
antecedents parts of the life of the object».

55
 The life of an object is different 

from its simple duration, and what is permanent, (or less impermanent, I would 
say), is the continued change through transmission of the aspects of antecedent 
life, that are the relations of its life model to other surrounding events. From this 
observation, we must, then, conclude that «a favourable environment is essential 
to the maintenance of a physical object»,

56
 in virtue of relations which endure in 

the very transmission of the object‟s constitution, during the whole duration of 
his «specious present». This is valid both among organisms of shorter 
permanence, interacting and cooperating, but also in respect to organisms of 
great endurance – mountains or other elements of nature we usually consider 

 
53 Ivi, p. 116. 
54 Ivi, p. 94. 
55 Ivi, p. 137. 
56 Ibidem. 
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inert. Consequently, «any physical object which by its influence deteriorates its 
environment, commits suicide».

57
 

A third important outcome is the deduction of the place of value within 
organicism. From a relational theory of organisms as interpenetrating events,

58
  

Whitehead deduces a theory of value as a means of understanding the actual 
concrete relations among realised events. In his system, if we limit ourselves to 
the indication of an event through the characterisation of its transience combined 
with its unity, we are still offering an abstract account of the event itself. The 
full concrete account of the nature of the event, leaving out nothing of its nature, 
is impossible through the use of one single idea, «but conversely, nothing must 
be left out».

59
 Whitehead suggests that through value we can understand an 

important dimension of the event as related to other events or organisms, as the 
characterisations render the actual difference in totality: 
 

Remembering the poetic rendering of our concrete experience, we see at 
once that the element of value, of being valuable, of having value, of being 
an end in itself, of being something which is for its own sake, must not be 
omitted in any account of an event as the most concrete actual something. 
«Value» is the word I use for the intrinsic reality of an event. We have only 
to transfer to the very texture of realisation in itself that value which we 
recognise so readily in terms of human life.

60
 

 
A relational unity, then, differentiates both from a mystical unity and from an 
external purposeless set of things defined by material qualities, through the 
means of value as the record of internal concrete «relational weight». Hence, «in 
abstraction from actuality, the eternal activity is divorced from value. For the 
actuality is the value».

61
 

I believe that this account of relational value in nature does not relieve us 
from the task of ethical reflection on our relation to natural objects. Event, as a 
unit of realised experience, under the aspect of its full concreteness includes: the 
so called subjective life, memories, thinking and imagination.

62
 This is not just a 

 
57 Ivi, p. 138. 
58 «a non-materialistic philosophy of nature will identify a primary organism as being the 

emergence of some particular pattern as grasped in the unity of a real event. Such a pattern will also 
include the aspects of the event in question as grasped in other events, whereby whose other events 
receive a modification, or partial determination. There is thus an intrinsic and an extrinsic reality of 
an event, namely, the event in its own prehension, and the event as in the prehension of other events. 
The concept of an organism includes, therefore, the concept of the interaction of organisms». Ivi, p. 
130. 

59 Ivi, p. 116 
60 Ibidem. 
61 Ivi, p. 132. 
62 See ivi, p. 212. 
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matter of description in philosophy of nature, but an active, practical task 
included in experience. Every description of these cognitive aspects of 
experience make them an abstraction, just as every account of qualities is as 
well. Experiencing value means understanding the actual modes of relation of 
events with the emerging primary event for us, which is our own 
organism.Whitehead‟s organism can offer a strong argument against the 
subjectivism of value and a ground for the understanding of intrinsic value in 
nature on the basis of the very interpenetration of realised events or «actual 
occasions».

63
 

A final remark should be made: Whitehead‟s account of nature is not simply 
interchangeable with the concept of nonhuman nature, wilderness or any other 
determination of the natural «green» environment.

64
 The definition of the 

natural environment is another complex task, which in part overlaps the problem 
of perspectivism as outlined earlier. Whitehead, however, offers an interesting 
perspective through which we can rethink our relationship towards the world 
and a concept of nature in an «environmental» sense could be developed 
beginning with a similar outlook. Objectivist inquiries in nature like the ones 
attempted by Naess‟s gestalt ontology or by Whitehead‟s organicism are 
misunderstood if they are mistaken for appeals to an original, pre-subjective, 
mystical idea of nature.

65
 Appealing to a concrete account of our experience of 

nature deals with a relational definition of both subjectivity and the natural 
world, instead of looking for a noumenal nature onto which value is based. The 
«good» anthropomorphic idea of nature offered by Jonas‟s account of organism 

 
63 An example of Whitehead‟s idea of experience of value can be found at ivi, p. 212: «So far I 

have merely been considering an actual occasion on the side of its full concreteness. It is this side of 
the occasion in virtue of which it is an event in nature. But a natural event, in this sense of the term, 
is only an abstraction from a complete actual occasion. A complete occasion includes that which in 
cognitive experience takes the form of memory, anticipation, imagination, and thought. These 
elements in an experient occasion are also modes of inclusion of complex eternal objects [such as 
qualities] in the synthetic prehension, as elements in the emergent value». This passage can 
exemplify one interpretation of the «objective intrinsic value» to which Naess refers: value is 
patently experienced by a moral subject, but it is as part of the experienced event, in the objectivity 
of the processual actual occasion, instead of being projected from a moral separate dimension onto a 
physical one. 

64 A useful reference may be to Hailwood‟s distinction between “overall nature” and “non-
human nature”, which, in turn, refers to a traditional distinction where “nonhuman nature” is non 
artificial, non transformed for human purposes nature, and “overall nature” is a reference to a wider 
world to which we relate. Hailwood, S., Estrangement, Nature and “the Flesh”, unpublished. 

65 See Naess, A., A Defense of the Deep Ecology Movement, «Environmental Ethics», 6, 1984, 
p. 269. In the article, Naess argues that appealing to categories like equilibrium or harmony is not 
adequate as it does not take into consideration the historical modification to ecosystems which are   
cause by all species, humans included. 
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can be a useful contribution to an ecological consideration of environment and 
personal identity. 
 
 
6. Ipse and relation: the identity of organism in Hans Jonas 

The anathema on any kind of anthropomorphism, even on zoomorphism, in 
connection with nature – this in its absoluteness specifically dualistic and 
postdualistic prohibition, may well turn out to be, in this extreme form, a 
prejudice. Perhaps, rightly understood, man is after all the measure of all 
things – not indeed through the legislation of his reason but through the 
exemplar of his psychophysical totality which represents the maximum of 
concrete ontological completeness known to us: a completeness from which, 
reductively, the species of being may have to be determined by way of 
progressive ontological subtraction down to the minimum of bare 
elementary matter.

66
 

 
Neither Naess and Whitehead seem interested in drawing a primary distinction 
between life and the non-living, and argue for a wider approach to the living, 
and for a gradual difference in nature. Their approaches include elements of 
distinction – «internal structures» of gestalts in Naess; value and endurance in 
Whitehead. Nevertheless Jonas shows a different approach, constructing an 
original idea of organism on the very differentiation of living and non-living. 
His account can cast an interesting light on the understanding of the nature of 
self in relation to nature from the starting point of philosophical biology. 

Jonas argues that the spirit-matter dualism «created forever a new theoretical 
situation»,

67
 which dominates still unsurpassed our categories of thinking. 

Questions of being and non-being, life and death, spirit and body are clearly 
accounted throughout the whole history of humanity. Only beginning with 
modern age, however, according to Jonas, dualism fixed in an irreversible 
reduction, an «ontology of death»: the natural world has been stripped of all its 
vital characters. The outstanding development of modern science took 
advantage of the theoretical freedom offered by the res extensa. In materialist 
mechanism, indeed, the beholder subject is free from the pressure and the 
proximity of the world and can freely study his objects. With Descartes, then, 
dualism passed a fundamental threshold in the history of philosophy. 

According to Jonas, this situation is constantly exposed by the experience of 
the living organism, which has always represented a critical and unsolved point 
in the narrations of the philosophy of nature. The problem of secondary 

 
66 Jonas, H., op. cit., pp. 23-24. 
67 Ivi, p. 16. 
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qualities, in Jonas, exposes this difficulty, namely the uneasy reduction of the 
organism: 
 

The scientific advantage of dualism was, at its briefest, that the new 
mathematical ideal of natural knowledge was best served by, and indeed 
required, the clear-cut division between two realms which left science to 
deal with a pure res extensa, untained with the nonmathematical characters 
of being. That reality in toto was not of this one desirable kind had been 
realized by Galileo, whose doctrine of the mere subjectivity of the 
«secondary qualities» (the expression is Locke‟s) initiated the extrusion of 
the undesirable features from physical reality. But subjects themselves are 
objective entities within reality, and the extrusion of features remained 
incomplete so long as their dumping-ground itself was part of the world to 
be described by natural science.

68
 

 
In his account, the unsolved debate about how our mind is affected by external 
bodies raises at least one important issue: the separation of the subjective life 
from our experience of the external world affects at the same time our own 
body. Our organism, instead, is the key to our openness to the world. It is the 
fundamental dimension of our access to reality through the totality of our 
psychophysical experience. Dualism can only offer partial and barely 
convincing accounts of it.  

The first dramatic outcome of dualism is, then, the removal of the relation 
from reality. The expulsion of the subjectivity from a world of discrete entities 
leaves the percepta mute, and their affection to the senses needs to be explained 
through external subjectivist activities. The nature of the removed relations is of 
different kinds: it includes causal, teleological and value relations. They all are 
indeed, practical dimensions which cannot be accounted by a frontal observer 
external to the world. The way Jonas argues about the epistemological and 
cognitive origin of our separation from the natural world is one of the most 
thought provoking parts in The Phenomenon of Life. The enigma of perceptive 
neutrality is accounted through three genetical and phenomenological 
arguments:

69
 

a) Our senses simply operate on a human-organism scale.  
 

The smallness (in dimension, time rate, and energy) of the unit-actions and 
reactions involved in the affection of the senses, i.e., relative to the 
organism, permits their mass integration into one continuous and 
homogeneous effect (impression) in which not only the single impulses are 

 
68 Ivi, p. 54. 
69 See ivi, pp. 26-33. 
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absorbed, but the character of impulse as such is largely canceled and 
replaced by that of detached image.

70
 

 
Experience is reduced to image. The world affects us only externally, in a safety  
feeling that removes the fear of dependence and danger of the worldly 
dimension. The experienced world becomes a world of perceived presences, 
although on a non-human scale we can only find a «world of forces». A form of 
prejudice and anthropocentrism is revealed in the critique, at least an ideological 
version of anthropomorphism: the idea that our reason defines the range of the 
existent. 

b) From the suppression of the causal sense affection of the object on the 
subject (the removal of the object→subject relation), two further relations are 
expelled from experience: the theoretical causal relation between discreet 
objects (object→object) and the practical relation of the agent towards and 
within the world (subject→object). This is how, according to Jonas, the self as 
observer originally separates from the agent self. Here it is also located the 
irreversible dichotomy between (natural) facts and (human) value. 

c) The removal of causality extends the objectification process both to 
knowledge and to reality. Instead of offering an account of the complexity of the 
phenomenon and of its existential risk, experience is appeased in the verifiable, 
comparable abstraction of image. 

Jonas suggests to abandon the metaphysical point of view of dualism and to 
regain the primacy of relation in experience through a rediscovery of our body. 
Our own psychophysical totality is the basic unity of experience and it is the 
only key for a non objectifying access to the world. The proposed critique may 
bear important consequence on our identity, our life and on a different account 
of the dignity of the natural world. Relation is a practical matter in regard to the 
organism, which does not admit the separation between the knowing and the 
acting subject: 
 

[...] without the body and its elementary self-experience [...] there could be 
no idea whatever of force and action in the world and thus of a dynamic 
connection of all things: no idea, in short, of any «nature» at all. [...] But 
whichever causality it be, on his point Hume‟s critique was right that it is not 
met with in any perception, and that the nexus between the data is not a 
datum, but an «actum».

71
 

 
The concrete unity of organism directly experiences the force of causality. 
Organism, in its practical dimension, is continuos activity of self-transcendence. 

 
70 Ivi, p. 29. 
71 Ivi, p. 25. 
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This is shown in Jonas‟s exposition of metabolism as the first irrefutable trace of 
intrinsic relation between selves and nature. Metabolic processes are common to 
all living beings, from the simplest to the most complex. They are accountable 
as a vital and constant exchange of matter and energy with the environment. The 
relation of organism to the surroundings cannot be external because it involves a 
constant and necessary changing of its material identity. Every single cell of its 
body is constantly replaced with external material. It is in no case comparable to 
Descartes‟s «animal automaton». The basic relations of metabolism are 
necessary to the constitution of a more complex dimension: the organic identity.  

Only relations to the natural world provide a solution to the problem of 
identity. The world sets our experience. Identity itself is not the other of 
relation. «Self» is not the other of the world. Jonas defines organic identity 
through the idea of the «antinomy of freedom». The living occupies a 
paradoxical position, where the maximum of freedom – from the active 
manipulation of matter to self conscious existence – corresponds to the 
maximum of need and dependence on the world. Hence organic identity is a 
process made of two simultaneous aspects: the «challenge of selfhood» and 
relation. Life is self transcendent because there can be no life without an 
intrinsic relation to the world. «Selfhood» is being always in the world. It is 
openness to otherness because its very identity is defined within an horizon of 
relations. And the more complex the organism, the more its dependence on the 
world grows. The more one‟s capacities of individualisation and specification 
grow, the more his needs will grow, and the more his relations will multiply in 
order to satisfy his needs. 

Jonas‟s organism, then, opens an understanding of the natural world which 
overcomes the primacy of perception and calls for a more fundamental 
relationality. The cognitive element has been overestimated in the metaphysical 
position of dualism. The body is our basic key of access to the world through 
concrete organic experience. The cognitive experience is not ruled out, but it is 
considered among superior capacities, and in this respect it is not the 
fundamental dimension of our relation to the world. 

The appeal goes to a renewed attention towards our practical and bodily 
dimension in our approach to our identity, which immediately discovers itself as 
relational. From this standpoint, a closer consideration of the natural world is 
possible. 

 
Ontology as the ground of ethics was the original tenet of philosophy. Their 
divorce, which is the divorce of the «objective» and the «subjective» realms, 
is the modern destiny. Their reunion can be effected, if at all, only from the 
«objective» end, that is to say, through a revision of the idea of nature. And 
it is becoming, rather than abiding nature which would hold out any such 
promise. From the immanent direction of its total evolution there may be 
elicited a destination of man by whose terms the person, in the act of 
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fulfilling himself, would at the same time realise a concern of universal 
substance. Hence would result a principle of ethics which is ultimately 
grounded neither in the autonomy of the self nor in the needs of the 
community, but in an objective assignment by the nature of things.

72
 

 
 
7. Practical conclusions 

The problem of secondary qualities, although rising within modern cosmology, 
epitomises the deep chasm between subject and object which results in the 
predominance of a materialistic and dualistic worldview. The authors I 
presented emphasise the necessity of overcoming this fundamental separation 
through an attempt of rethinking nature in relational, processual and organicistic 
terms. Rethinking our experience of nature bears reference both to the nature of 
our identity and the status of the natural world.  

The appeal to a more concrete approach to experience has several 
implications for environmentalism. In lieu of the primacy of «spirit» and purely 
speculative mind, concreteness stands for the complexity, conditionality and 
contextual character of subjective life as the basic reference of our approach to 
the world and our understanding of it. Concreteness also includes a critique of 
representation in terms of constant awareness about the inevitability of abstract 
categories in the analysis and classification of the world, as well as their 
anthropomorphic character.  

The first ethical aspect of an ontological and relational approach to 
environmental issues consists of an exposure of the insufficiency of a direct 
extension of intra-human ethic to non-human nature. Simple moral extensionism 
fails to critically engage with the crisis of the image of a rational, separate and 
independent moral subject, autonomously making decisions over neutral 
objects, basing them on a mastering position (although of humanistic care). The 
crisis of our relation to nature, on the contrary, calls into question the status of 
our very personal identity and the one of the world. The idea of intrinsic relation 
determines a whole new field of interconnections and conditions within our 
sense of reality. 

Furthermore, both the «subjective» and the «objective» sides are interested 
by a double process of weakening and expansion. In place of substances we find 
events, prolonging the relations relevant to their own constitutive identity both 
in time and in space dimensions. On one side our subjectivity emerges as 
conditioned and dependent on the natural world. On the other side, world may 
emerge in different, unexpected and uncontrolled forms if we acknowledge this 
possibility. Expansion of identity corresponds to a weakening of identity itself 
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as fixed, separate, defined and independent: at the centre of the relational knots 
we can find «selves» which can only be understood as relational and processual. 
Individuals will be recognised as centres of interest, declining the idea of a 
neutral position from which they observe the world. At the same time, their own  
interests will be identified as so wide that they non-arbitrarily include others‟ 
interests and the right to flourish. Furthermore, from an organicistic perspective, 
the horizon of the intrinsic relation with others tends towards totality. As 
Whitehead affirms, «[his] theory involves the entire abandonment of the notion 
that simple location is the primary way in which things are involved in space-
time. In a certain sense, everything is everywhere at all times. For every location 
involves an aspect of itself in every other location. Thus every spatio-temporal 
standpoint mirrors the world».

73
  

From a practical point of view, this dimension offers a basis for an 
understanding of value in relational and objective terms. Being always, already, 
intrinsically related includes the experience of value in the very constitution of 
things surrounding us. Moreover, the discovery of this interpenetration offers a 
practical call which is always already there. It revokes the possibility of an idea 
of self-realisation excluding or impeding others‟ flourishing, since every act of 
domination and exploitation extends its consequences over the limits of a 
transcendent world, turning into a self-infliction of the very same abuse. 
Endorsing the denial of this wider idea of conditioning is only possible at the 
price of a removal and reductional operation. The practical call of relationalism, 
then, highlights the non-sustainability of the anthropocentric prejudice. It 
operates a decentralisation of the position of humanity, re-centring subjectivity 
in a net of intrinsic relations. Abandoning the anthropocentric prejudice is an 
immediate counterpart of the critical question about identity. Otherness and 
identification become the two poles of the problem of identity when we discover 
ourselves as entangled, conditioned and conditioning. On one side relationalism 
opens to a feeling of identification, since we discover that «the other» is 
intrinsically constitutive for our identity. In the holistic intrinsic relation, a sense 
of sharing a common destiny is also brought to light, by which «other» might  
not be completely other from us. On the other side, perspectivism and the 
relational self as a centre of expanded interests leave room for the emergence of 
other centres of interest, whose importance and value cannot be resolved by our 
subjectivity. We find ourselves in the position of stepping back, by virtue of the 
very acknowledgment of the finitude of our anthropogenic and particular 
perspective, and accept «otherness» as difference, without manipulating nor 
objectifying its being.  

 
73 Whitehead, A.N., op. cit., pp. 113-114. 
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Taking over the challenge of overcoming the anthropocentric prejudice 
through interconnectedness cannot directly bear standard ethical norms. 
Primarily, it produces a pre-ethical attitude, a practical immediacy, through 
which the different unities of subjectivity and objects can emerge. By virtue of 
this «letting be» a dialogue can be open for further normative agreement and 
decision making. This may become clearer when we take into consideration the 
most delicate issues concerning the human relationship to nature. I am thinking, 
for instance, of the problem of human overpopulation, one of the biggest 
subjects of denial in our present situation. How could we accept any set of 
prescriptions formulated by a task force of rational thinkers? Any of the 
proposed solutions could be liable to be considered either antihumanistic, or 
antilibertarian, or ecofascist. Nevertheless, the problem is there, growing 
exponentially, no matter whether we ignore it or not. Only a deeper awareness 
of our environmental identity and dependance on the natural world can build a 
basis for further normative agreement. This requires the acknowledgment that 
particular prejudices and interests influence our incapacity of even looking at 
the problem. It consequently requires the opening up of dialogue and the 
inclusion of what is different from our restricted ego. The real challenge is the 
development of a pre-ethical attitude towards the world, where respect of 
diversity – due to a modesty of the awareness of our finitude – and feeling of 
nearness – as everything in the world shares a common destiny due to our 
interconnectedness – are not in opposition. If we can do this, some optimism can 
arise in the face of our contemporary environmental challenges. 
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UNA PROSPETTIVA SULL’AGENCY: MICHAEL E. BRATMAN 

Marianna Ginocchietti 

Il lavoro di Michael Bratman ha una forte risonanza nel dibattito contemporaneo 
sulla human agency; la sua ricerca è orientata a comprendere e a sviluppare le 
interrelazioni tra quelle che considera le caratteristiche fondamentali dell’agency 
umana (strong reflectiveness, planning agency, temporally extended agency). 
Riflettendo sul ruolo che giocano le planning attitudes nell’organizzazione delle 
nostre azioni e del nostro pensiero pratico si può arrivare a comprendere il modo 
in cui funziona l’agency autoderminata (self-governed agency). Questa 
convinzione consente a Bratman di adottare una prospettiva sull’agency che 
rende conto sia della sua teoria dell’intenzione, sia delle questioni aperte nel 
dibattito sulla autonomia e sull’autodeterminazione dell’agency. 

In questo articolo cercherò di ricostruire l’elaborazione di Bratman 
dell’agency concentrandomi su quello che è, a mio avviso, l’aspetto più 
interessante della sua teorizzazione e cioè il tentativo di difendere il ruolo 
dell’agente nel contesto di una teoria causale dell’azione basata su una causalità 
tra eventi. 

Dopo aver delineato la sua teoria dell’intenzione (Bratman 1985; 1987), farò 
riferimento a due saggi dell’autore: «Reflection, Planning, and Temporally 
Extended Agency» (Bratman 2000) e «Two Problem about Human Agency» 
(Bratman 2001). Nella terza parte esporrò alcuni aspetti della critica che Jennifer 
Hornsby muove a Bratman in un articolo che ripercorre la standard story of 
action, ovvero quella che Hornsby considera la prospettiva dominante in cui 
questioni specificatamente etiche sono state fatte convergere su tematiche 
ampiamente metafisiche (Hornsby 2004: 1). 
 
 
1.1 Intenzioni e piani per l’azione 

Bratman considera gli agenti come planning agents: i programmi che 
riguardano il futuro orientano e guidano la nostra condotta successiva. In quanto 
planning agents abbiamo due capacità: quella di agire con uno scopo e quella di 
articolare ed eseguire piani. La nostra capacità di articolare piani che riguardano 
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il futuro ha come origine due necessità molto generali: siamo agenti razionali
1
 e 

dobbiamo coordinarci; per raggiungere obiettivi complessi è necessario 
coordinare le attività presenti e quelle future ed è necessario anche coordinarle 
con quelle degli altri (Bratman 1987).

2
  

I piani che articoliamo sono parziali e vengono aggiornati in base ai nostri 
bisogni e alle circostanze. Questo margine di incompiutezza che caratterizza i 
piani è di primaria importanza perchè crea le condizioni per il ragionamento 
pratico

3
 tipico dei planning agents, ragionamento che prende i piani iniziali (e 

parziali) come dati e mira a eseguirli attraverso l’elaborazione di mezzi 
appropriati e l’esecuzione di steps preliminari.  

Le intenzioni sono concepite come elementi di questi piani. Bratman 
distingue tra intenzioni che riguardano il presente (present-directed intentions) e 
intenzioni che hanno a che fare con il futuro (future-directed intentions).  
In questo contesto la portata teorica del problema dell’intenzione riguarda il 
modo di concepire le future-directed intentions:  le intenzioni che articoliamo 
come parti di piani più ampi, quei piani che ci consentono di estendere 
l’influenza della nostra deliberazione presente verso il futuro: «intentions are, so 
to speak, the building blocks of such plans; and plans are intentions writ large» 
(Bratman 1987: 8). 

Se adesso intendo prendere un volo per Milano domani, non sto 
semplicemente esprimendo un desiderio. Nella mia intenzione sembra esserci 
qualcosa di più. L’intenzione diretta al futuro si configura come impegno ad 
agire (practical commitment), una specie di promessa che l’agente fa a se 
stesso, la promessa di realizzare nell’azione il contenuto della propria 
intenzione e del piano d’azione (Bratman 1987).  

Tuttavia le intenzioni (e i piani di cui esse sono gli elementi) sono revocabili 
e adattabili alle necessità contingenti,

4
 Bratman si chiede allora in cosa possa 

 
1 La deliberazione e, più generalmente, la riflessione razionale aiutano a determinare cosa 

facciamo. Se le nostre azioni fossero influenzate dalla deliberazione esclusivamente nel momento in 
cui iniziano, l’influenza di questa deliberazione sulle nostre azioni sarebbe minima (Bratman 1987, 
2007). 

2 Nell’articolo «Shared Intention» Bratman prende in esame i casi di intenzione condivisa che 
coinvolgono due agenti e che non dipendono da strutture istituzionali o da rapporti formali 
(authority relations): uno degli esempi discussi riguarda due persone che condividono l’intenzione 
di pitturare casa insieme. L’intenzione condivisa aiuterà a coordinare l’attività dei due agenti; 
coordinerà le loro azioni rendendoli consapevoli dell’interdipendenza dei loro ruoli nel planning 
orientato a un fine comune; strutturerà un background che consentirà la negoziazione, negoziazione 
necessaria al conseguimento del fine condiviso (Bratman 1993). 

3 Per una problematizzazione del rapporto tra planning agency e razionalità pratica si veda 
Bratman 2009.  

4 Le intenzioni sono sempre revocabili pur essendo tendenzialmente stabili: in assenza di nuove 
rilevanti informazioni, le intenzioni resistono alla riconsiderazione. Sulla stabilità delle intenzioni e 
dei piani per l’azione si veda Bratman 1987: 60-75.  
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consistere questo impegno ad agire e individua due dimensioni dell’intenzione 
come practical commitment: una volitional dimension e una reasoning-centered 
dimension (Bratman 1987: 15-16). La prima riguarda la relazione tra intenzione 
e azione e il ruolo di controllo della condotta da parte delle intenzioni. In 
assenza di qualcosa di rilevante che mi imponga di riesaminare la mia 
intenzione, la mia intenzione odierna di prendere un volo domani controllerà e 
supporterà la mia condotta. 

La seconda dimensione è, invece, più direttamente connessa al planning e 
comprende i ruoli giocati dalle intenzioni nel periodo tra la loro formazione e la 
loro (eventuale) effettiva realizzazione. Nel momento iniziale in cui formiamo 
un’intenzione i nostri piani sono solo parziali, perchè possano diventare azioni, 
devono essere svolti: le intenzioni sono, quindi, anche dei suggeritori del 
ragionamento pratico rispetto ai mezzi necessari per attuare i piani (Bratman 
1987: 17). 
 
 
1.2 Intenzioni, piani per l’azione e ordine causale 

Nelle teorie causali dell’azione
5
 viene presupposto che le azioni sono eventi. Il 

problema sta nel distinguere tra gli eventi in generale e quegli eventi che 
possono essere categorizzati come azioni umane. La distinzione è, in sostanza, 
tra ciò che accade e ciò che facciamo. 

Il principio di base comune alle diverse versioni delle teorie causali è che un 
agente compie un’azione se e solo se un appropriato stato interno dell’agente 
causa un particolare evento fisico, in un certo modo. L’agente x ha mosso il suo 
braccio se e solo se il movimento del suo braccio è stato causato da uno stato 
interno di x o, più precisamente, il muovere il braccio di x è un’azione se e solo 
se è stato causato dallo stato mentale in cui l’agente si trovava al momento 
dell’azione. In questa prospettiva un’azione risulta spiegata quando si 
individuano le ragioni che l’hanno causata.

6
  

 
5 Con «teorie causali» si fa riferimento alle visioni causali dell’azione che si sono sviluppate 

successivamente alla pubblicazione del saggio davidsoniano «Actions, Reasons and Causes» 
(Davidson 1963). Nelle teorie causali la nozione di causa può essere utilizzata con due finalità 
diverse: spiegare le relazioni causali tra eventi (le azioni vengono considerate movimenti corporei 
causati da stati o eventi mentali); oppure definire il ruolo dell’agente nell’azione-evento (agent 
causation). In questo secondo caso il problema principale sta nello stabilire che cosa l’agente causa: 
uno stato del mondo? Un evento? La sua stessa azione? In questa sede, con l’espressione «teorie 
causali dell’azione» mi riferisco alle teorie causali basate sulla causalità tra eventi. Sulla 
problematica dell’agent causation si vedano Alvarez e Hyman 1998, Clark 1996 e O’Connor 2000. 

6 Schlosser chiarisce come quella che viene definita la «teoria causale standard» consiste, in 
realtà, di due parti: una teoria causale della natura delle azioni (in cui le azioni sono eventi in virtù 
della loro storia causale), e una teoria causale della reason explanation che si riferisce 
all’affermazione di Davidson per cui la spiegazione mediante ragione è «una specie di spiegazione 
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Le versioni delle teorie causali divergono su quale sia l’appropriato stato 
mentale dell’agente che causa l’evento fisico che è azione e sul modo in cui ciò 
avviene. 
 

Bratman si pone in una posizione critica rispetto a quel gruppo di teorie 
causali definite standard, ovvero quelle teorie che riducono il concetto di 
intenzione al modello del desire-belief davidsoniano.

7
 Secondo Davidson 

l’intenzione rende possibile che un evento venga descritto come un’azione, ma 
non è causa dell’azione. È unicamente nel binomio formato dalla credenza e dal 
desiderio (o da qualche altro «atteggiamento favorevole») che Davidson 
riconosce la «ragione primaria», la causa dell’azione (Davidson 1963).

8
 

Bratman ritiene, invece, che è l’intenzione a causare l’azione: la sequenza 
causale che conduce all’azione inizia con desideri e credenze che permettono 
l’articolazione delle  intenzioni, intenzioni che causano direttamente l’azione.  

Le intenzioni, quindi, non possono essere ridotte a un insieme di desideri e 
credenze: «intentions are, whereas ordinary desires are not, conduct-controlling 
pro-attitudes. Ordinary desires, in contrast, are merely potential influencers of 
action» (Bratman 1987: 16). 

Se è vero che desideri e credenze hanno un ruolo nella causazione 
dell’azione, è anche vero che  nella catena causale sono anelli più lontani 
rispetto all’intenzione che causa l’azione guidandola, monitorandola, 
correggendola. L’influenza dell’intenzione su ciò che l’agente fa continua fino a 
che continuano i movimenti fisici che realizzano l’azione; questa influenza 
dell’intenzione può essere descritta come guida e controllo dell’azione durante 
lo svolgimento fino alla sua completa esecuzione (Bratman 1985).  Le 
intenzioni coordinano, rettificano, servono a formare nuove intenzioni riguardo 
ai mezzi, condizionano i piani successivi rispetto alla coerenza con i piani 
precedenti, questo significa che hanno un ruolo centrale nei ragionamenti pratici 
dell’agente fino al raggiungimento dell’obiettivo inteso (Bratman 1984; 1985). 
Le teorie causali classiche, concependo il processo di causazione limitatamente 
al momento in cui l’azione comincia, ignorano il concetto complesso di 

 
causale» (Davidson 1963).  Il nucleo della teoria causale può quindi essere schematizzato come 
segue: 

a. Teoria causale della natura dell’azione: un evento agent-involving è un’azione solo nel caso 
in cui è causato dai giusti stati ed eventi mentali, nel giusto modo. 

b. Teoria causale della reason explanation: le spiegazioni delle azioni mediante ragione sono 
spiegazioni in termini di stati o eventi mentali dell’agente che razionalizzano e spiegano 
causalmente la sua performance (Schlosser 2011: 13-31). 

7 Per un’analisi approfondita dell’evoluzione delle teorie causali dell’azione dalla pubblicazione 
nel 1963 del saggio davidsoniano «Actions, Reasons and Causes» fino alla elaborazione di teorie più 
recenti si veda Quartarone 2008.  

8 Sul ruolo dell’intenzione nella teoria dell’azione davidsoniana si veda Rainone 1996. 
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intenzione
9
 e il suo ruolo di coordinamento del comportamento umano (cfr. 

Quartarone 2008). 
 
 
2. Il progetto di una full-blown agency 

Bratman sostiene che nelle teorie causali standard l’agente non ha alcun ruolo, 
se non quello di essere un’arena in cui gli eventi mentali e fisici hanno luogo. Il 
suo intento è quello di provvedere la teoria causale di uno specifico tipo di 
agency: la full-blown agency che produce azioni autonome (Bratman 2001: 91).  
Molti animali sono semplicemente purposive agents, ma gli esseri umani adulti 
non sono agenti che perseguono scopi in modo generale.

10
 

L’agency umana si distingue da quella di agenti come, ad esempio, cani o 
gatti, per tre specifiche caratteristiche strettamente connesse tra loro: una forma 
forte di riflessività (strong reflectiveness), la capacità di articolare piani orientati 
al futuro (planning agency) e la relativa comprensione della propria agency da 
parte degli agenti come temporalmente estesa (temporally extended agency) 
(Bratman 2000: 23).  

Bratman ritiene che una simile caratterizzazione dell’agency consente di 
salvaguardare il ruolo dell’agente, senza per questo dover rinunciare all’idea che 
l’agency umana sia incassata in un ordine causale di eventi.  
  

Gli esseri umani adulti riflettono su desideri e inclinazioni, hanno la capacità 
di fare delle valutazioni e di stabilire delle priorità; queste valutazioni possono 
orientare la deliberazione, la motivazione e la condotta. 

La capacità di riflettere consente agli agenti umani di arrivare a higher-order 
attitudes che riguardano il desiderio o l’inclinazione ad agire in un determinato 
modo (Bratman 1999; 2007).

11
 

Tuttavia la capacità degli agenti di riflettere sulla propria motivazione non si 
esaurisce nell’organizzazione dei desideri, sembra infatti che in quanto agenti 
abbiamo l’ulteriore capacità di prendere una posizione (take a stand) rispetto a 
un desiderio. Se, come Leonzio nella Repubblica di Platone, desidero assistere a 
una scena macabra, ma, allo stesso tempo, desidero che questo desiderio non 
controlli la mia condotta, allora io ho due desideri rilevanti: uno di primo ordine 
(first-order desire) e un altro di secondo ordine (second-order desire). Il 

 
9 La complessità del concetto di intenzione sta principalmente nel suo configurarsi come 

un’attitudine pratica, una disposizione che garantisce più di altri stati mentali la realizzazione del 
proprio contenuto nell’azione (Quartarone 2008: 104- 105).  

10 La capacità di agire perseguendo uno scopo è indubbiamente una caratteristica dell’agency 
umana, ma è una caratteristica che condividiamo con molti agenti non umani. 

11 Sull’organizzazione gerarchica dei desideri si veda The Importance of What We Care About 
(Frankfurt 1988), testo a cui rimanda lo stesso Bratman.  
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desiderio di secondo ordine manifesta un aspetto della mia capacità di riflettere, 
ma da solo non basta a far sì che io aderisca a o rifiuti il desiderio di primo 
ordine.  

La capacità di avere  higher-order attitudes pro o contro un desiderio di 
primo ordine è ciò che Bratman definisce una debole capacità di riflessione 
(weak reflectiveness). La capacità di prendere una posizione in quanto agente 
rispetto a un desiderio di primo ordine viene definita, invece, strong 
reflectiveness. 

 
Questa forma forte di riflessività coinvolge la nostra capacità di articolare 

piani per il futuro (planning agency).
12

 Perchè possano essere attuati i piani 
necessitano, come abbiamo già visto, che, oltre al desiderio e alla credenza, 
subentri una qualche forma di impegno nel futuro da parte dell’agente. Questo 
genere di impegno è costituito da intenzioni il cui contenuto è appropriatamente 
generale. Bratman chiama queste intenzioni policies. Riconoscendo il ruolo di 
coordinamento dei piani e delle policies, Bratman supera il modello di 
spiegazione dell’azione classico (desire-belief model): i piani, le intenzioni e le 
policies sono pro-attitudes in un senso molto generale e si distinguono dai 
desideri ordinari perchè, a differenza di questi, sono soggetti a norme razionali 
di consistenza, coerenza e stabilità. La strategia di Bratman consiste nel far 
giocare ai piani e alle policies un ruolo decisivo nella spiegazione dell’azione 
umana e questo gli consente di rimanere all’interno di una prospettiva causale 
dell’azione e di concepire l’agente come un elemento non distinto dall’eziologia 
dell’azione (Bratman 2000: 27). Quando, nella spiegazione dell’azione, 
facciamo riferimento agli stati mentali dell’agente (siano essi desideri, credenze, 
intenzioni o policies), includiamo l’agente nella storia dell’azione: «The agent 
herself is part of the story: it is, after all, her attitudes that we cite. These 
explanation do not, however, simply refer to the agent; they appeal to attitudes 
that are elements in her psychic economy» (Bratman 2007: 196).  
 

Nel comprendere la propria agency, un agente concepisce se stesso come 
uno e come lo stesso agente che inizia, svolge e completa attività e progetti 
coordinati ed estesi nel tempo. Secondo quello che Bratman definisce un 
approccio ampiamente lockiano, l’identità di un individuo nel tempo consiste 
primariamente in un sovrapporsi di diverse tipologie di connessioni 
psicologiche, connessioni che aiutano a costituire l’intreccio organizzato nel 

 
12 Secondo Bratman si potrebbe obiettare che un agente non riflessivo può essere in grado di 

articolare piani e che un agente che riflette sulla sua motivazione può non essere in grado di 
pianificare la sua attività nel futuro. Si tratterebbe tuttavia di un’obiezione fuorviante: la relazione 
tra una forma forte di riflessività e la capacità di articolare piani è difesa dalla terza caratteristica 
dell’agency: la nostra comprensione di essa come temporalmente estesa (Bratman 2007: 42). 
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tempo di azione e ragionamento pratico. L’agente non è mai un time-slice agent 
(Bratman 2000: 29) e comprende se stesso come un agente che persiste nel 
tempo la cui agency è caratterizzata dall’essere temporalmente estesa. 

Le strategie che, in quanto agenti, abbiamo a disposizione per organizzare e 
coordinare le nostre attività nel tempo, come è stato già detto, riguardano 
l’articolazione di piani e policies. Nella maggior parte dei casi piani e policies 
riguardano direttamente l’esecuzione dell’azione: il piano di scrivere un articolo 
o la policy di scrivere ogni mattina almeno due ore. In altri casi, invece, un atto 
è causato, guidato e monitorato da un’intenzione che si riferisce a un piano più 
ampio o a una policy in cui esso è incassato: posso considerare il mio scrivere di 
questa mattina come se fosse inserito in un progetto più ampio in cui è compresa 
la mia policy di impegnarmi; oppure posso concepire il mio scrivere un capitolo 
come parte di un piano più esteso come ad esempio scrivere un libro (Bratman 
2000: 33-34). La stabilità di intenzioni e policies istituisce delle continuità 
psicologiche importanti tra intenzione e comportamento. In questo modo i piani 
e le policies giocano un ruolo centrale nel supporto delle continuità che 
caratterizzano l’identità dell’agente attraverso il tempo. Le policies che hanno 
un ruolo specifico nella costituzione dell’identità dell’agente attraverso il tempo 
sono quelle che Bratman chiama self-governing polizie.

13
 Queste policies ci 

dicono anche quale desiderio trattare come ragione per l’azione in una 
deliberazione motivata. 
 

Un problema centrale nella caratterizzazione dell’agency umana è quello che 
riguarda la deliberazione.

14
 Come distinguere tra azioni pienamente determinate 

da un agente e comportamenti meramente motivati?
15

 Come salvaguardare il 
ruolo di un agente che compie azioni autonome all’interno di una teoria causale? 

 
13 Le self-governing policies sono policies di ordine superiore (higher-order policies), inserite 

nella cornice del planning, e giocano un ruolo centrale nella risoluzione del problema della strong 
reflectiveness (Bratman 2007). Queste policies spiegano, infatti, cosa significa per un agente 
prendere posizione a favore o contro una certa motivazione per agire. Per le self-governing policies 
vale quanto è stato detto nel primo paragrafo a proposito delle intenzioni: pur essendo 
tendenzialmente stabili, non sono immuni da revisioni razionali (rational revision). 

14 Nella prospettiva di Bratman, le azioni intenzionali normalmente sono motivate da ciò che 
l’agente vuole o desidera. Bratman ammette anche che, a volte, l’azione intenzionale è il risultato 
della deliberazione nella quale l’agente considera ciò che vede come ragioni pro o contro diverse 
alternative (ragioni normative). Questo solleva il problema di come la motivazione fornita dai 
desideri sia connessa alla deliberazione normativa dell’agente, deliberazione normativa di cui 
l’azione pienamente autonoma è a volte il risultato (Bratman 2007: 90). 

15 I comportamenti meramente motivati sono, per esempio, quelli dei bambini che hanno 
credenze e desideri, ma sono ancora privi delle risorse concettuali per una deliberazione normativa. 
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Per Bratman ciò che rende qualcuno full-blown agent di x è un problema che 
riguarda il tipo di funzione psicologica (psychological functioning) da cui 
scaturisce x.  

L’agency è pienamente manifesta laddove le azioni sono causate da politiche 
riflessive di ordine superiore (higher–order reflexive policies). Ognuna di queste 
policies ha un contenuto del tipo: «trattare un fine desiderato E come ciò che 
fornisce ragioni per una effettiva deliberazione motivata; e trattare E come 
risultato di questa politica» (Bratman 2001: 103). Per Bratman, dunque, quando 
l’azione è il risultato (upshot) di questa policy, allora c’è una forma forte di 
agency e «the agent is the source of, determines, directs, governs the action, and 
is not merely the locus of a series of happenings, of causal pushes and pulls» 
(Bratman 2001: 91).

16
 

 
 
3. La critica di Hornsby  

Nel trattare il problema dell’agency umana è possibile isolare due prospettive, 
quella della filosofia della mente e quella dell’etica. In filosofia della mente la 
questione centrale è stata (ed è tutt’ora) dare un account degli agenti in un 
mondo caratterizzato dal punto di vista strettamente fisico. In etica l’esigenza è 
quella di spiegare la connessione tra la normatività e le capacità deliberative e 
pratiche degli esseri umani. 

La standard story of action è diventata l’ortodossia in cui i filosofi della 
mente che si occupano di questioni ampiamente metafisiche hanno fatto 
convergere problematiche specificatamente etiche. Hornsby ritiene che non c’è 
traccia degli agenti in questa storia (Hornsby 2004: 2).  

 
Hornsby sceglie di discutere la posizione di Bratman per mostrare dove 

conduce la standard story of action nel momento in cui viene presa sul serio. 
Pur concordando con Bratman rispetto all’inadeguatezza della prospettiva 

dominante che menziona solo desideri e credenze in quanto stati mentali 
deputati all’azione, Hornsby nota che chiunque sarebbe disposto ad ammettere 
che un account dell’agency umana include stati mentali molto più complessi di 
desideri e credenze. Accettare questo, però, non comporta l’adesione a ciò che 
Bratman definisce una «psicologia ampiamente naturalistica» in cui i fenomeni 
vengono concepiti all’interno di qualche complessa struttura causale (Bratman 
2007). I limiti dell’approccio naturalistico sono ciò che porta Bratman a ritenere 
che per dare un account dell’agency umana è necessario aggiungere ulteriori 

 
16 Questa soluzione consente a Bratman sia di dare un account dell’azione autodeterminata 

rimandendo all’interno di un ordine causale tra eventi, sia di risolvere il problema del rapporto tra 
motivazione dell’azione e deliberazione normativa.  
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apparati psicologici agli stati mentali già previsti della visione standard 
(Hornsby 2004: 9).  
 

Secondo Hornsby non sembra esserci alcuna evidenza dell’esistenza delle 
policies di cui tratta Bratman e il fatto che i comportamenti umani esibiscano 
coerenza, consistenza e una certa stabilità non può essere una prova della loro 
esistenza. Se diciamo di x che è premuroso, non stiamo sostenendo che le azioni 
di x sono causate dalla presenza di una policy (in questo caso la policy di trattare 
il rispetto per i sentimenti altrui come ciò che fornisce le ragioni nella 
deliberazione motivazionale di x). Non è chiaro cosa dovrebbe indurci a ritenere 
che gli agenti umani seguano le policies di cui tratta Bratman ed è piuttosto 
improbabile che le persone accettino l’idea di possedere tali policies. 

Hornsby ritiene implausibile che gli esseri umani adulti si rivelino full-blown 
agents nell’accezione di Bratman; è invece plausibile che attuino quello che 
Bratman definisce un «comportamento meramente motivato» (Hornsby 2004: 
10). 

Seguendo Bratman, proviamo a supporre che sia possibile definire i fini che 
desideriamo e che possediamo delle policies che ci consentono di attuarli. Se 
fosse così, non saremmo comunque disposti a sostenere che qualcuno è un 
agente autodeterminato solo perchè la presenza della policy spiega cosa sta 
facendo. La proprietà di essere un agente autodeterminato non deriva da 
occorrenze di stati mentali che producono azioni.  

 
Hornsby nota inoltre che per un agente seguire le policies di cui parla 

Bratman sarebbe cognitivamente faticoso e interferirebbe con l’esercizio di 
capacità decisamente più ordinarie, come ad esempio la capacità di reagire 
appropriatamente alle particolarità delle diverse situazioni in cui un agente si 
trova. Queste capacità ordinarie degli agenti devono essere date per scontate nel 
momento in cui si rifuta l’assunto che caratterizzare l’agency autodeterminata è 
un problema che riguarda una specifica classe di eventi.  

Hornsby fonda la sua concezione dell’agency umana sull’idea che gli agenti 
agiscono coscientemente sotto l’influenza di un’ampia varietà di considerazioni 
(incluse le cosiddette ragioni normative); un account degli agenti e delle loro 
motivazioni non può prescindere da molteplici fattori, inclusi tratti caratteriali e 
reazioni emozionali (Hornsby 2004: 11). Riconsociuti gli esseri umani stessi 
come parte dell’argomento nella spiegazione dell’azione, la storia di ciò che un 
agente fa non si concentrerà sulle azioni e sulla loro storia tra altri eventi, stati e 
processi, ma sull’agente e la differenza che egli fa.  

L’idea che gli esseri umani facciano la differenza è, per Horsnby, un’idea 
che appartiene al senso comune. La difficoltà di Bratman nel dare un ruolo 
all’agente nell’eziologia e nella spiegazione dell’azione è una conseguenza della 
sua adesione a un account dell’agency basato sulla causalità tra eventi.  
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La proposta di Hornsby va in un’altra direzione: l’evento di un agente che fa 

qualcosa è compreso ordinariamente come un far sì che accada, come un porre 
in essere. Un guidatore che preme sui freni fa sì che accada che la macchina si 
fermi; nel caso di un bevitore di tè che posa la sua tazza sul tavolo, 
consideriamo come risultato del suo posare la tazza il fatto che la tazza è sul 
tavolo. Gli agenti causano (o pongono in essere) gli effetti o i risultati delle loro 
azioni (cfr. Hornsby 1980). Ciò che gli agenti causano, quindi, non sono gli 
eventi identificabili con le loro azioni, ma effetti o risultati nei cui termini le 
loro azioni possono essere descritte (Hornsby 2004: 12). Quando pensiamo ad 
agenti che pongono in essere cose, non pensiamo ad agenti che si impongono in 
catene causali che terminano nelle loro azioni: effetti e risultati sono posti in 
essere da persone situate in un mondo di relazioni causali in cui esse 
intervengono ed è proprio sulla conoscenza di queste relazioni causali che gli 
esseri umani basano il loro agire per giungere alle conseguenze volute. Il mondo 
che abitiamo e conosciamo, sebbene non sia un mondo da cui gli eventi sono 
esclusi, non è l’ordine causale tra eventi di cui parla Bratman. 
 
 
4. Considerazioni conclusive 

Bratman, elaborando una forma complessa di causalismo, rimane, di fatto, 

all’interno del paradigma causale e incorre nelle stesse difficoltà di quel gruppo 

di teorie da cui vuole emanciparsi.  

Considerare le azioni una sottocategoria degli eventi ha delle conseguenze 

inevitabili nel modo di concepire il ruolo dell’agente in una teoria che voglia 

dirsi dell’azione umana. Se nelle teorie causali standard l’agente è ridotto a 

mera sede di pushes and pulls causali, nella prospettiva di Bratman possiamo 

considerare l’agente come un luogo deputato al manifestarsi di una complicata 

organizzazione di stati mentali, sebbene più elaborati rispetto a quelli concepiti 

dal desire-belief model.  

Rispetto alle teorie causali standard, l’elaborazione del concetto di 

intenzione consente a Bratman di estendere la spiegazione del processo di 

causazione dell’azione nel tempo, al di là del momento in cui l’azione inizia, ma 

non cambia il principio per cui è uno stato mentale dell’agente (l’intenzione o la 

sua complicazione in policy) che causa i movimenti fisici con i  quali l’azione 

viene identificata. Ricondurre l’agire umano a una serie di relazioni causali 

comporta la perdita di centralità del ruolo dell’agente e della sua effettiva 

capacità di agire. In Bratman questa perdita di centralità è il prezzo da pagare 

per dare un account dell’agency umana che sia incassato in un ordine naturale. 

Nella teoria di Bratman la capacità dell’agente di produrre azioni è 

costantemente subordinata alla capacità di formulare piani per il futuro: la 
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dimensione del planning definisce l’agency umana più di ogni altra. Se da un 

lato questo consente a Bratman di conciliare la sua teoria dell’intenzione con la 

sua particolare elaborazione dell’agency autodeterminata; dall’altro pone il 

problema di quanto si perda in termini di complessità dell’idea di agency. Un 

aspetto di questa perdita di complessità emerge dal rapporto tra intenzione e 

pianificazione nell’azione: non tutte le volte che agiamo intenzionalmente, 

infatti, lo facciamo sotto la guida di un piano. Quelle che Bratman definisce 

intenzioni dirette al futuro possono realizzarsi nell’azione anche senza la 

presenza di un piano che le comprenda. 

La dimensione del planning diventa ancora più problematica se considerata 

in relazione a quella che Bratman definisce un’agency pienamente autonoma. In 

Bratman l’account della self-governed agency viene livellato su una spiegazione 

naturalistica, una spiegazione che considera il semplice manifestarsi di una 

policy come ciò che causa un’azione autonoma. 

Tuttavia un agire deliberato non è sempre un agire intenzionale e un agire 

intenzionale può manifestarsi anche senza deliberazione. I concetti di 

«deliberazione» e «intenzione» sono in un rapporto più complesso di quanto non 

risulti dall’analisi di Bratman.
17

 

Inoltre considerare pienamente autodeterminato un agente che produce 

azioni che sono autonome in quanto causate del manifestarsi di una policy non 

rende conto della specificità delle capacità deliberative e pratiche degli agenti 

umani.  

Concludendo, reputo condivisibili le critiche che Hornsby
18

 muove a 

Bratman, sia in merito all’esistenza e alle funzioni attribuite alle policies, sia 

sull’inadeguatezza di un account dell’agency umana basato su una causalità tra 

eventi. 
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