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“ANTHROPOHOLISM” AS AN AUTHENTIC TOOL FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
MANAGEMENT

Ever since nonhuman entity and the environment became a major ethical issue, anthropocentric
wortldviews have been blamed for all that is morally wrong about our dealings with nature. Those who
regard themselves as non-anthropocentrists /holistic scholars typically assume that the West’s
anthropocentric axiologies and ontologies stir all of the environmental degradations associated with
human species. In contrast, a handful of environmental philosophers aver that anthropocentrism is
entirely acceptable as a foundation for environmental ethics as human’s perspective cannot be entirely
removed from the decision-making process. They often argue that is it possible for the man to act
responsibly towards the environment for human’s sake and its future generation. Thus there is
an ever-present tension between anthropocentrism and holism, with each side trying to oust talk each
other. In my opinion, those extreme views are lump sided, as such lack room for tolerance. The thrust of
this paper is to bridge the gap within these ethical theories with the theory of “anthropoholism”.
Anthropoholism is a theory in environmental ethics that acknowledges man (anthropo) central role;
perspective, place in eco-system as well as ontology but argues that despite this position, Man is just a part
of nature, such that he cannot exist independently of the environment, or cannot be understood without
reference to the environment. With this, the theory of anthropoholism is able to bridge the gap between
the two extreme views by stating the obvious and explaining the connection between the two extreme
views.
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Introduction

Moditying the relationship amongst humans and nature is standout amongst the basic
issues confronting human societies which must be managed properly. With the expanding decay
of our ecological world, coupled with the recent disturbing report released by the UN’s IPCC
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) on a new level of global warming caused by
climate change in the year 2018, an environmental emergency is now required [Watts, 2018].
Most individuals now understand that we can’t depend on financial and legal techniques alone to
tackle the issue of environmental decadence; this implies that people now have to be morally
responsible towards the environment. It is only after we have embraced a proper disposition and
mindset towards nature and have also set up the right moral relationship between individuals and
nature, that can we have the capacity to love and regard nature with honesty.

Humans could now boast of space travel, internet, cars and other kinds of unimaginable
technological achievement that once seems unachievable, however, these technological
breakthroughs somewhat pose dangers to human life as well as other beings within
the environment, and as well caused environmental degradation. Humans now find himself trying
to solve the catastrophic in which he brought upon himself through his ingenuity.

This could explain why Heidegger is so critical of Western metaphysics and thinks
questioning the essence of technology will actually help us as Dasein have a free relationship with
technology as well as the environment. The understanding of this free relationship requires that
humans first re-examine what it means to be human and how it is that humans come to
understand the world around him through his practical experience and mindset. Ultimately, by
grounding his notion of ethics within the sphere of ontology, Heidegger envisioned human as
Dasein in a free relationship with modern technology and the environment at large as one that will
require a completely different attitude of being-in-the-world [Heidegger, 1993].
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However, I think such “attitude” should not be on one embed in strong anthropocentric
connotations, because of its supremacy and dominating mentality towards technology and
the environment. “Strong Anthropocentricism” acknowledges man at the center of the universe
and further allude that other beings within the environment are of instrumental value to man.
Strong anthropocentric attitude has been blamed for man’s dominant tendencies towards other
beings within the environment, which have in turn led to environmental decadence. A similar
view is seen in Eurocentric attitude, a belief that Europeans are supreme, which in turn led to
racism, colonialism, and subjugation of other human persons. However, if man endeavors to live
in peace and fulfill his potentials with his fellow species being as well as other beings within the
environment, there is a dire need to reject every supremacy ideology, enact ethics advocating
tolerance within human society and the environment large.

We cannot deny human role within environmental ethics; be it human perspective,
ideology or rather man central position within the environment, which could easily be translated
to “anthropocentrism”. Nevertheless, this paper argues that it will be a futile venture to attempt
a strict non-anthropocentric environmental ethics as human point of view will always play in.
Furthermore, one thing that makes environmental ethics possible is man’s obligation towards
the community and the environment. This implies that if a particular ethics requires a being to
put other beings into consideration, if an ethic is a guide to action, then that become the beings
own ends. This is what Frederick Ferré called “perspectival anthropocentrism”; which for me
represents weak anthropocentrism.

Weak anthropocentrism acknowledges human central position in thought process,
obligatory position, but advocates that human alludes to moral dispositions and theory as to not
transgress this position into the egoistic and dominating tendency on the environment. This is
plausible for environmental ethics but incomplete if it does not attempt to look at
the environment holistically. This is because it is only within holistic environmental ethics we can
understand the interdependence of being and the significance of all beings to the environment; as
such the existence of any being is hinged on the whole.

Also, extreme holistic position would be one-sided if it does not acknowledge the role of
man (a part) in the holism. This is also because the interests of a whole are reducible to the
interests of its parts, as such the collective responsibility of the whole is also the responsibility of
the part in that whole. This as such explains that the part has an important role to play within
the whole.

To explain the above vividly, this paper presents a theory called “anthropoholism” which
attempts to bridge the gap between both anthropocentric as well as the holistic environmental
ethic. The theory accommodates the role of “human” (the individual” as well as “individuality of
persons”) within the thought process, environment as well as ontology but also accommodates
the communal holistic spirit of man being a part of the whole as such cannot exist independently
of the whole or fulfill any potential outside the whole. This paper avers that such disposition
should be an underlying rationale behind man’s actions and deliberations as far as
the environment is concerned.

The Notion of Anthropoholism

The concept Anthropoholism is made of two words: From the Greek word anthropos
“man, human being” and also “Holism” which is often used to represents all of the wholes’ in
the universe. Holism is a concept defined by Alfred Adler, in philosophy the theory implies
the “parts of a whole are in intimate interconnection, such that they cannot exist independently
of the whole, or cannot be understood without reference to the whole, which is thus regarded
as greater than the sum of its parts” [Barney & Perkinson, 2016, p. 292].

The theory arose from the fact that human ought to protect nature because we depend
upon it, because it is beautiful and full of life, because it has intrinsic worth, because of history,
ontology, because of its complexity. Or, conceivably we ought to protect nature because of some
responsibility we hold, a duty regarding the natural world. One or more of these reasons are
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shared by different theories in environmental ethics. Whichever reason it could be, it is evident
that it all involves human’s perception, values, and action towards the environment. To this,
the human’s role and perception will always be an important factor in environmental ethics and
conservation.

Human beings are an integral part of nature and are tied to it through a series of
interactions and interconnectedness. From an ecological standpoint, Homw sapiens is part of the
environment (whole) — its evolutionary success is primarily dependent on factors such as climate,
resource availability, and other being within the environment. The biblical book of Genesis also
confirms that in the Garden of Eden, God did create the environment, and then placed man as
part of it. However, the story highlighted that the environment existed in a perfect state of
harmony, as man and animal coexisted without death or threat.

However, in the environment, human, as well as other beings, occupy a position which
accounts for its responsibility towards ecological balance. This position within both ontology and
ecosystem cannot be taken for granted as there is no way environmental ethics will be fashioned
out without alluding to it. Man’s role as a part of the whole (environment) and their attitude
towards the same, however, has changed with the passage of time. As human existence and
the existence of all other species within the environment are now been threatened by human
blind technological progress and unrestrained appetites for luxury, profit, and power. It is been
claimed that “for modern man, nature has become like a prostitute — to be benefited from
without any sense of obligation and responsibility toward her. The difficulty is that the condition
of the prostituted nature is becoming such as to make any further enjoyment of it
impossible” [Hossein, 1968, p. 18]. Man problem started when he began to think that he could
act independently against the harmonious relationship which was inherent in the environment for
his own selfish use. He began seeing other beings from an instrumental end.

From these respective, Man envisaged the environment as a storehouse of materials for mere
use and exploitation. This dominating and egoistic attitude of man towards nature has now led to
the environmental degradation of great magnitude. Since human is a part of the environment and
not independent of it, his actions are now affecting every member of the environment; as what
affects the parts affects the whole and vice versa. Man is gradually realizing his misdeeds and
fallacious treatment of nature and therefore seeks a drive to solve the crisis.

In this regard, it is very necessary for man to change his attitude towards the
environment. Human has been the cause; however, the same human will be the solution. There is
no new theory needed, other than re-imbibing an attitude of respect for nature and
understanding that he is just a mere part of the whole (Anthropo-holism). It is therefore high
time for human beings to realize and be conscious that he is a part of the biotic community and
every member of that community, be they plants, animals, insects or birds have a right to survive
and deserve respect from every other member of the community. But one thing which must be
remembered is that all species of the biotic community survive through the prey—predator
relationship amongst them. It is a natural process and therefore has to continue. Thus, it should
be taken for granted that human beings to a certain degree are predators, i.e. they are dependent
on other species for their survival. This role of predatorship of human beings is permissible as far
as their survival is concerned but not beyond that, as long as it does not translate to egoist and
dominating tendencies. Human beings, apart from being a predator for their survival, need to act
justly and humanly towards all other species of the biotic community. What ought to be our
attitude towards nature can be put down in the following manner:

“...if we can bring ourselves fully to admit the
independence of nature, the fact that things go on in their
own complex ways, we are likely to feel more respect for the
ways in which they go on. We are prepared to contemplate
them with admiration, to enjoy them sensuously to study
them in their complexity as distinct from looking for simple
methods of manipulating them” [Passmore, 1995, p. 141].
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To develop such an attitude nature, Man must see the environment as something less
“strange” which could enable human to be concerned or take interest or even care for it.

From the above reasoning, anthropoholism can be defined as a theory in environmental
ethics that acknowledges man (anthropo) central role; perspective, place in eco-system as well as
ontology but avers that Man is just a part of nature, such that he cannot exist independently of
the environment, or cannot be understood without reference to the environment (holism).

Problem with anthropocentric environmental ethics

Many environmental philosophers point to anthropocentrism as the major cause
of our environmental troubles. The term anthropocentrism comes from the Greek phrase
“Anthropos” and “kentron”. “Anthropos” means “human being” and “kentron”
means “center” [Ascott, 2009]. Inferring from it etymologically, anthropocentrism means
human-centredness. However, this definition has been improved upon over time by different
scholars to reveal different variant.

Aldo Leopold and his supporters hold that anthropocentrism is unacceptable as a source
for an environmental ethic because it unavoidably leads to the exploitation of nature; it also turns
nature into a means of satisfying trivial human desires [Frierson, 2013]. Anthropocentrism
is also discarded by Tom Regan, Peter Singer and others in the animal liberation
movement [Remele & Tutu, 2013]. They often argue that it is simply an unwarranted prejudice or
bias, analogous to racism or sexism, which cannot be rationally defended. To them all,
anthropocentrism is rooted in supremacy attitude towards nature, which is the major reason for
our ecological problem. This criticism is also shared by many environmentalist worldwide
echoing same sentiments. Nevertheless, the difference variance of anthropocentrism shades more
light on what is actually wrong with the theory.

Bryan G. Norton articulate two versions of anthropocentrism, which he called; weak and
the other strong anthropocentrism [Norton, 2005]. For Norton, the “weak anthropocentrism”
necessitates that human beings endeavor to control their decision making process by carefully
examining their felt and considered preferences while taking into cognizance a world view
derived from sound aesthetic, moral ideals, sound scientific theories as well as a metaphysical
framework that interprets these theories [Norton, 2005]. The keywords within this definition
are “human” and “control”. These keywords acknowledge “human” at the center of
the decision-making process while also attempting to “control” his/her biases against other
beings within the environment. To this, weak anthropocentrism seems to be environmental
friendly based on its mutual consideration as well as tolerance with other beings in
the environment. Light and Rolston III echo the same sentiment when they aver that “weak”
anthropocentrism or stewardship is using a human-centered perspective to indirectly conserve
and protect the natural environment [Light & Rolston III, 2003].

The use of the adjective “weak” further suggests that there exists a version called, strong
anthropocentrism which is typified by uncontrolled destruction and exploitation of nature to
serve the human interest. This implies that strong anthropocentrism transgresses from mere
man-centered perceived perspective to egoistic and dominating perspective; hereby perceiving
other beings within the environment as mere instrumental end to human. Many human practices,
like the destruction of habitats, cruelty to animals, endangered species, and disturbing
eco-systemic balances are now being criticized based strong anthropocentrism. From the above
analysis, it is evidence that the problem with anthropocentrism in environmental ethics lies with
the strong version because of its egoistic, supremacy and dominating tendencies towards
the environment and not weak anthropocentrism.

To support the above statement, it is important to note that our mentality
about the world is limited and shaped by our position and way of being within it. From
the angle of any particular being or species in the environment, there are some respects
in which they are at the center of it. This is what Frederick Ferré called “perspectival
anthropocentrism” [Crowther, 2019, p. 239], which is a version of weak anthropocentrism.
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It appears to be inescapable, unavoidable that we as human should be interested in ourselves and
our own species think like humans and see things through human eyes. Ferré in supporting this
view writes, “We have no choice but to think as humans, to take a human point of view even
while we try to transcend egoism by cultivating sympathy and concern for other centres for
intrinsic value” [Crowther, 2019, p. 239]. Also, Mary Midgley avers, “We need <...> to recognize
that people do right, not wrong, to have a particular regard for their own kin and their own
species <...> I don’t, therefore, see much point in disputing hotly about the rightness of
‘anthropocentrism’ in this very limited sense” [Midgley, 1994, p. 111]. Mary Anne Warren also
avers that:

“We are not gods but human beings, reasoning about how

we ought to think and act. Our moral theories can only be

based upon what we know and what we care about, or

ought to care about. If this makes our theories

anthropocentric, then this much anthropocentrism is

inevitable in any moral theory that is relevant to human

actions” [Warren, 1997, p. 43].

From the above argument, it is evidence that it is a needless attempt to wipe out any level
of “selthood” from environmental ethics altogether; because what is inevitable about “weak
anthropocentrism” is precisely what makes ethics possible. It is a basic element of obligation:
if a particular ethics requires a being to accommodate other beings into consideration, if an ethic
is a guide to action, then they becomse the beings own ends. This becomes a limitation on any attempt
to construct completely non-anthropocentric ethics. To explain this in simple terms Hayward
asserts that, “Values are always the values of the valuer” [Hayward, 1997, p. 51].

In support to this, Norton and Hayward argue differently that the inevitability
of a human reference point makes it impossible to create a totally non-anthropocentric value
system that has no basis in the human experience and existing human values. The notion that
values can simply be recognized and selected without any need to refer to human interpretation is
a delusion. Even the natural balance advocated by eco-centrism is a human perception of what
balance ought to look like. One perspective of balance might also be that human beings do not
interfere in the workings of nature so that nothing will be disturbed.

It is important to note that it is only on “weak anthropocentrism” that we can situate
anthropocentric environmental ethics which requires human to act responsibly towards
the environment for man’s sake. However, one problem with anthropocentrism is how to
maintain the weak version and not make it transgress into strong anthropocentrism. This is the
major reasons for Socrates assertion “Man know thyself”. Which is to say, understanding and
control of oneself, leads to a possible mastery and development of self for the promotion of self,
others, society and the environment at large. In addition, the imperative of zbuanyidanda
philosophy demands that we as human should: “Allow the limitations of being to be the cause of
your joy” [Asouzu, 2005, p. 281]. Since existential human nature is said to be ambivalence,
adhering to the warning of those two moral philosophers can help tame this irrational element of
the egoistic and supremacy tendencies of strong anthropocentrism.

Furthermore, to support weak anthropocentrism postulations, it is widely accepted that
self-love can be considered a precondition of loving others, as such; nobody can give what he or
she does not have. The biblical scripture “love your neighbor as yourself” [Haas, 2005] further
highlight this claim. All these considerations are not projected to show that anthropocentrism is
not a problem at all; rather they lead us to spell out more carefully what is wrong to hold
a “strong anthropocentric” mindset and not “weak anthropocentric” mindset.

This is the major reason while the theory of “anthropoholism” takes cognizance of
man’s (anthropo) central role both as a reference point, as the center of ontology and ecosystem
while also alluding to holistic environmental ethics. However, weak anthropocentrism and
“anthropoholism” are two different theories altogether, but both views share some similarities.
While “weak anthropocentrism” attempts to consider human preferences while taking into
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consideration ethical, aesthetic and scientific theories as well as metaphysical framework in
fashioning environmental ethics, it does not necessarily imply holistic philosophy.
“Anthropoholism” on the other hand takes a holistic approach; all species-being, animate as well
as inanimate, including man is considered to be the integral part of the environment,
interdependence on one another and cannot exist without the environment as a whole.

Also, Anthropoholism does not necessarily consider moral worldview as a reason for
man’s responsible behavior towards the environment as in the case of “weak anthropocentrism”.
Anthropoholism attempts to explain the actual interconnectedness and interdependence of man
with nature, this as such should be the driving rationale behind man’s endeavor as far as
the environment is concerned. This is because Man is one with nature, not over nature and not
supreme over nature. Nevertheless, both “weak anthropocentrism” and “anthropoholism” sees
human at a central stage of thought process, decision making as well as the eco-system.

From the aforementioned, it is evidence that “anthropoholism” as a theory seeks to
bridge the gap between anthropocentric views as well the holistic views in other to solve
the long-lasting debates between the anthropocentric and non-anthropocentric environmental
ethicists. Even within African holistic environmental ethics, it is acknowledged that man is
at the center of the ecosystem as well as ontology, while still maintaining its holistic view.
The understanding of man’s center position can help human live responsibly within
the environment since this position demands a sense of duty and responsibility. This can even
foster what I called “environmental nationalism”.

Also, strong anthropocentric assumptions have now gradually been challenged
by the findings of the modern science of ecology, which challenges humans’ distinct and
supremacy mentality within the environment, explaining man to be a product of natural
evolutionary processes. These researches point to the fact that all being within the environment is
related to each other and that we have a crucial interdependence with each other.

The arguments possess above suggest that the aim of fully overcoming anthropocentrism
in environmental ethics will be a futile one. The proposals for a total rejection of
human-centeredness are not helpful as this could miss the real problem which is in strong
anthropocentrism; having a supremacy mentality as well as dominating tendencies against other
beings.

African Environmental Ethics (Holistic Environmental Ethics)

Many scholars have developed some important views about rejecting strong
anthropocentric attitude and adopting holistic environmental ethics. For this reason, many
African environmental scholars began explaining African environmental ethics from African
communitarian perspective which is sometimes referred to as; holistic environmental ethics.
Holistic environmental ethics is viable environmental ethics as it preaches interdependence and
interconnectedness of humans and nature. From Christian perspective, in the book of Genesis,
God created Adam and Eve and placed them in the Garden of Eden, where they lived in
harmony with nature until they disobeyed God’s instruction and ate the forbidden fruit.
This shows that the interconnectedness and interdependence of humans and nature is
not only unique to traditional Africa societies, it is also evident in the Christian God
original intention. Nevertheless, Africans have been said to be deeply communal; this
implies that they acknowledged the interconnectedness and interdependence of humans
to human (in a community setting) and Man to nature (in an environmental setting).

African communalism can simply be understood using Mbiti’s statement “I am because
we are since we are therefore I am” [Mbiti, 1970, p. 35]. What Mbiti means here is that the reality
of the community takes precedence over the reality of individual life. Relating this communal
position to environmental ethics, it therefore means, the environment takes precedence over
“individual” or “individual of persons”. That is, without the environment, the individual
cannot be. Menkiti, went further down to aver that the community takes epistemic
and ontological precedence over the individual [Menkiti, 1984, p. 170]. From the logic of both
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Menkiti’s and Mbiti, the individual must of necessity be subject to the normative power
of the community (in this case environment) and is thus not seen as the primary reference point
for moral actions.

From both Mbiti and Menketi’s view, it seems the African system of thought rejects every
form of “individualism”. However, it is true that we cannot isolate ourselves outside
the community and environment at large, that individuals are largely interdependence, and that
the moral self develops within a social context where culture and history play crucial roles.
However, the self is important because it is through individual self-perspective (perspectival
anthropocentrism) that communitarian views can be foster.

This view is also shared by Gyekye’s version of communitarian which he called
“moderate communitarianism” [Gyekye, 2003, p. 42]. In moderate communitarianism, Matolino
argues that Gyekye accuses both Mbiti and Menketi for failing to accommodate the rights and
freedom of individuals within the community [Matolino, 2008, p. 75]. Accordingly, Gyekye
regards Mbiti and Menkiti’s version as radical and philosophically indefensible. In his moderate
communitarianism, Gyekye sees the community as a reality in itself and not as a mere association
of individuals. He, however, stresses that individual right and capacities should be recognized for
they define who a person is. But he carefully concedes that these capabilities should be realized
within the context of a community [Gyekye, 1997, p. 49]. However, it is evidence that Gyekye
saw the mistake and misinterpretation of many holistic scholars on not recognizing the
importance of the “individual” within a holistic/ communal thought system. Gyekye’s position is
very vital as it provides a strong case for “Anthropoholism”.

From the aforementioned communal background, many African environmental ethicists
took the communal values inherent in African communalism to explain African environmental
ethics. For instance, Tangwa describes it as eco-bio-communitarianism against the western
perspective he called anthropocentric, Segun Ogungbemi called African traditional ethics “ethics
of care” and later proposed “ethics of nature relatedness”, while Mogobe B. Ramose
called it ecology Ubuntu et cetera. The driving rationale behind these postulations is to show
the importance of African communal value to environmental ethics.

Why does African communitarianism correspond to environmental ethics? This is
because it is a theory that reflects African thought and worldview. It is hinged on aspects such as
the holistic approach, African morality, African traditional religion, African ontology, the idea of
the common good, respect for nature and more importantly the interdependence and
harmonious relationship between Africans and the environment. Tangwa had summed it up
when he avers that within the African worldview, the distinction between plants, animals, and
inanimate things, between the sacred and the profane, matter and spirit, the communal and
the individual is a slim and flexible one [Tangwa, 20006, p. 389].

This is can also be explained using Ogwuanyi’s notion of traditional personification of
natural forces and phenomena, in which he states that whatever Africans believe to be
the home of sacred spirits, that thing becomes sacred: hills, mountains, rocks, trees, thick
forests [Ugwuanyi, 2011]. Kaoma explains further that Africans believe that God, ancestors and
other spirits can manifests in nature [Kaoma, 2010, p. 88]. These show the connection that exists
between African religion and the environment. This bond is very significant in the sense that it
shapes African people’s approach towards nature and further help Africans imbibe what Tangwa
called “live and lets live” attitude towards nature. Because of this theological link between beings
in African ontology (God, ancestors, man, and other lower forces, i.e. other being in the
environment), Africans are careful on how nature is been approached and treated.

For example, since sacred forests are seen as places of memorty, it is a taboo to harvest
goods from such groves. Doing so is considered an attack on God, ancestors and other spirits.
From this perspective, people are likely to conserve nature out of reverence for spiritual forces
resident in nature as opposed to instrumental reasons alone. A totemic animal which is identified
with each tribe in Africa has taboo attached to it, as such that the locales are forbidden to eat
such animal. Infringement of this taboo has some severe implication, which could be a form of
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sickness, diseases or even death. What this entails is that since Africans are religious people,
infringement of such a taboo is not an option. It can, therefore, be argued that totemism does
not only name or point to a natural relationship that exists between human beings and
non-human animals, it also points to a spiritual or rather metaphysical relationship. Creation
myths also point to a mutual relationship between humans and non-humans in Africa. However,
despite the difference variance of creation myth within African cultures, it is been observed that
most creation myths show the connection between God, human, land, animals, mountains, and
forests. This cosmic relationship between the supernatural, humans and the environment shaped
African people’s understanding of traditional religion as well as their encounter with nature and
environment at large.

From the aforementioned, it is evidence that African communal and ontology worldview
helps African to conserve the environment holistically. Nevertheless, Temples, Mbiti’s and many
other communal scholars agree that man is at the center of the ontology, although, Mbiti caution
that this does not imply that man should harm the natural environment. Rather, the man should
seek coexistence with nature. Also, it is also agreed among these scholars that human has
a central role within the environment. For instance, Mbiti explains that human is one with nature,
able to communicate with nature, responsible toward nature and the chief priests
of nature [Mbiti, 2001]. This position is also echoed by Ekwealo who argues that human being’s
special position is rather more that of a caretaker of the universe, a task which goes with
appropriate responsibility and consequences [Ekwealo, 2014, p. 197]. The postulations above are
simply an explanation of what Frederick Ferré calls “perspectival anthropocentrism”. The details
and the explanation above from this African scholars fall into the category of weak
anthropocentrism. It is weak anthropocentrism because they admit man’s central position to both
African ontology and eco-system while advocating for tolerance.

This is the major reason while there has been a lot of confusion surrounding
the classification of African environmental ethics. Many have banded it as holistic environmental
ethics, due to the interdependence of beings within the environment. To some other, it is another
anthropocentric environmental ethics, because it sees man central to both ontology and
ecosystem. However, with the theory of “anthropoholism”, African environmental ethics can be
explained vividly as it accommodates both weak anthropocentricism and well as holistic
environmental ethics within its speculation. “Anthropoholism” bridges the gap between
long-standing debates between anthropocentric and holistic environmental ethics in
environmental discussions. “Anthropoholism” acknowledges human central role within thought
process as well as ecosystem and ontology, but admits that human is just a mere part of
the environment as such is in mutual interdependence with other beings within the environment
and it is only within the environment potentials can be fulfilled.

Conclusion

This paper has been committed to exposing the source of disagreement between
anthropocentricism and holistic environmental ethics within the environmental debates. It is
apparent that the disagreement is as a result of the debaters’ incoherent, inconsistent and lack of
tolerance to accommodate one another within the environmental framework. As shown with
the African environmental outlook, both anthropocentricism and holistic views are very
important for the articulation of a viable environmental ethics. To propose an explanation, this
paper is hinged on the theory of Anthropoholism. The theory of Anthropoholism bridges
the gap between the two extreme views. The advantage of Anthropoholism over both
anthropocentricism and holistic position is seen in its ability to accommodate both positions.
Upholding this thesis of Anthropoholism does not only dissolve the bogus disagreements
entailed in the entire debate but more importantly, expose the actual aspect of both perspectives
which reveals in simple terms the role of the individual and the environment at larger, their
interconnectedness and interdependency.
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Biatoal, Ak ‘TBapHHHHIT CBIT 1 AOBKIAAS CTAAM TOAOBHOIO CTHYHOIO IIPOOAEMOIO,
AHTPOIIOIICHTPUYHI THUIIN CBITOTASIAY BBA/KAIOTBCA BHUHHEMH B HAITIOMY aMOPAABHOMY CTABACHHI AO
npupoan. Ti, XTO BBaxaroTh ceOC «HE-AHTPOIIOIICHTPUCTAMED 400 K «BYCHIIMU-TOAICTAMI», 3a3BHYAN
IIPUITYCKAIOTh, II[0 AHTPOIOLEHTPHUYHI THIIM 3aXIAHHX aKCIOAOTIH Ta OHTOAOIIN BIAITOBIAAABHI 32
ACIPAAAILIO AOBKIAAA, IIOB’fI3aHY 3 AlAApHICTIO AroanHn. Ha BiaMiHY BIA HHX, HEBEAHYKAa Ipyla
dirocodiB-eKOAOIIB BBaXKAE, 11O AHTPOIOLEHTPU3M € IAKOM IPHHHATHHM fAK OCHOBA AAA €KOAOITIHOL
€TUKH, OCKIABKH AIOACBKHH IOIAfA HE MOMKE OyTH IIOBHICTIO €AIMIHOBAHMI 3 IIPOILIECY NPHHHATIA
pimrens. BoHm wacto apryMeHTyIOTH CBOIO IIO3HIIFO, CIBEPAKYIOUH 3AATHICTD AFOAHMHH AIATH
BIAIIOBIAAABHO IIO BIAHOIIIEHHIO AO AOBKIAAf 3aPaAM CaMOIO AIOACTBA Ta HOIO MaMOYTHIX IIOKOAIHB.
TakuM 9HHOM, ICHYE IIOCTiFiHA HAIIPY/KEHICTh MK AHTPOIIOLEHTPH3MOM Ta IOAI3MOM, KOAHM KOKHA
CTOpOHA HAMATA€TbCA BUTICHHTH OAHAa OAHY. Ha Mifi morasa, 1 kpaiini HOrASAH € OAHOOIYHHMU,
OCKIABKH IM He BucTadae TeprumMocti. CyTh IIPOIIOHOBAHOI CTATT] IIOAATAE B TOMY, IIIOO YCYHYTH PO3PHUB
MIK AAHIMHU €THYHUMH TEOPIAMHU 32 AOIIOMOIOIO TEOPIi «aHTPOIOIOAI3MY». AHTPOIIOTOAIZM — II€ TEOPIf
€TUKH AOBKIAAA, KA BU3HAE LIEHTPAABHY POAb AFOAMH, il IIEPCIIEKTUBH, MiCIIe B €KOCHCTEMI H OHTOAOTI,
aA€ CTBEPAKYE, II[O AFOAMHA, HE AUBAAYHCH Ha TaKy IO3HIIO, € AHIIE YACTUHOIO IIPHPOAH, 2 TOMy HE
MOKE ICHYBaTH HE3AACKHO BiA AOBKIAAA 1 HE MOKEe OYTH 3pO3yMiAOIO O€3 BIACHAAHHA AO HBOTO. Takmm
YHHOM, TEOpifi AHTPOIIOIOAI3MYy 3AATHA IIOAOAATH PO3PUB MIK AHTPOIOLEHTPU3MOM 1 IOAI3MOM,
KOHCTATYIOYH OYEBHAHE T4 IIOACHIOIOYH 3B A30K MK IIUMH ABOMA KPAHHIMU TEOPETUIHHMU IIO3HUIIAMU.

KAro4oBi cAOBa: aHTPOIIOLIEHTPHU3M, AHTPOIIOIOAI3M, APPUKAHCHKUN KOMYHAAIZM, AOBKIAASL.
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C Tex mop, KaK KUBOTHBIH MHP M OKPYKAFOIIAS CPEAA CTAAM TAABHOH 3THYECKOH IPOOAEMOH,
AHTPOIOICHTPUYHBIC THIIBI MHPOBO33PEHHA CUYHTAIOTCA BHHOBHBIMHA B HAIIEM aMOPAABHOM
OTHOIIECHUU K IpHpPoAe. Te, KIro CUHTAIOT Ce0A  «HE-aHTPOIOLICHTPUCTAMI»  HAH K
«YYIEHBIMHU-XOAUCTAMI», OOBIYHO IIPEAIIOAATAIOT, YTO AHTPOIIOLEHTPHUYHbIE THIIBI 3AIIAAHBIX AKCHOAOTHI
U OHTOAOIMHA OTBETCTBEHHBI 32 ACTPAAAIIMIO OKPY/KAIOIIEH CPEABI, CBA3AHHYIO C ACATCABHOCTBIO
geAoBeka. B oramume or HHX, HeOOAbImas Ipymma  PUAOCOMOB-IKOAOTOB — CUHTAET, HTO
AHTPOIIOIICHTPU3M BIIOAHE IIPHEMAEM B KA9ECTBE OCHOBBI AAfl 3KOAOTHYCCKOH ITHKH, ITOCKOABKY
YEAOBEUCCKUN B3TAfA HE MOKET OBITh ITOAHOCTBEO 3AUMHHHPOBAH M3 IIPOLIECCA IIPHHATHA PEILICHIUIN.
OHp 3a9aCTyIO apPIyMEHTHPYIOT CBOIO IIO3HIIHIO, VIBEP/KAAS CIIOCOOHOCTH YEAOBEKA ACHCIBOBATH
OTBCTCTBEHHO IIO0 OTHOIICHUIO K OKPY/KAIOIIECH CPEAC PAAM CAMOTO YEAOBEYECTBA M €ro OYAYIIIUX
ITOKOACHHH. Takum 0Opa3oM, CYILECTBYET ITOCTOSHHAA HAIPMKEHHOCTb MEKAY AHTPOIIOICHTPU3MOM H
XOAM3MOM, KOTAA Ka)KAad CTOPOHA IIBITACTCA BBITECHHTB APYT Apyra. Ha MoM B3rafia, o1 Kpaiimme
B3TAfIABI ABAAIOTCA OAHOCTOPOHHHUMH, IIOCKOABKY MM He xBaraeT Teprumoctd. Cyrb IrpeasaraeMoit
CTATBPH 3AKAFOYAETCH B TOM, YTOOBI YCTPAHHUTH PaspblB MEKAY AAHHBIMH STHYCCKUMH TEOPHUAMU C
ITIOMOIIBIO TEOPHH «AHTPOIOXOAN3Ma». AHTPOIIOXOAU3M — 3TO TEOPHs 3THKH OKPYKAFOILEH CPEABL,
KOTOPafl IIPHU3HACT IICHTPAABHYIO POAb YEAOBEKA, CIO IEPCIEKTUBEL, MECTO B SKOCHCTEME U OHTOAOTUM,
HO YTBEP/KAAECT, YTO UCAOBEK, HE CMOTPA HA TAKYIO IIO3HIIHIO, ABASCTCA AMIND YACTBIO IIPHPOABI,
a IIOTOMY HE MOKET CYIIECTBOBATh HE3ABHCHMO OT OKPY/KAIOIIEH CPEABI H HE MOKET OBITH ITOHAT Oe3
OTCBIAKH K Hed. Takum o0Opa3oMm, Teopus aHTPOIOXOAM3MAa CIOCOOHA IIPEOAOACTH PA3PBIB MEKAY
AHTPOIIOIICHTPU3MOM H XOAHU3MOM, KOHCTATHPYSH OYEBHAHOE H OOBACHAA CBA3bD MEKAY ISTHMH ABYMs
KPANHIMI TEOPETIICCKIMHU ITO3UIIHAMEL.

KaroueBnble cAOBa: aHTPOIIOIECHTPH3M, AHTPOIOXOAU3M, a(PHKAHCKUNA KOMMYHAAH3M,
OKPY’KAIOIIAS CPEAQ.
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