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ABSTRACT

This review article posits that the contemporary crises of environmental degradation
and social anomie are rooted in a pervasive anthropocentric worldview. It argues
that the philosophy of Deep Ecology, pioneered by Arne Naess, offers not merely
a policy adjustment but a fundamental reorientation of human consciousness and
identity from a narrow, egoic self (the ‘ego-self’) to a expansive, ecological self
(the “Ecological Self’). This shift is presented as the critical fulcrum upon which
a genuinely sustainable and welfare-oriented human destiny hinges. The article
systematically reviews the core principles of Deep Ecology, contrasting them with
dominant ‘shallow” environmentalism and exploring their implications for social
welfare paradigms. It engages with existing literature to situate Deep Ecology
within broader ecological and philosophical discourses. A unique personal
statement articulates the argument for Deep Ecology as an essential, yet often
overlooked, dimension of sustainability. Furthermore, the article draws parallels
between the principles of Deep Ecology and the ancient wisdom of the Bhagavad
Gita, suggesting that its teachings on non-attachment, duty, and the unity of
all existence provide a timeless template for the lifestyle practices necessary to
embody the Ecological Self. The conclusion asserts that the realization of human
destiny is inextricably linked to the recognition of our intrinsic belonging to the
ecosphere, necessitating a transformation in management, welfare, and personal
conduct. The article concludes by outlining a scope for further research into the
practical application of these principles in socio-economic systems.
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INTRODUCTION

Humanity stands at a precipice of its own
making. The 21st century is defined by
a paradox: unprecedented technological
advancement  coexists ~with  escalating
ecological ~ collapse,  profound  social
inequality, and a widespread sense of
spiritual ~ disconnection. Climate change,
biodiversity loss, ocean acidification, and
resource depletion are not isolated technical
problems; they are symptoms of a deeper,
systemic malaise a fundamental disconnect
between human activity and the ecological
systems that sustain all life (Meadows et al.,
1972). Conventional approaches to these
crises, often grouped under the banner of
‘sustainable development” or ‘green growth,’
primarily address symptoms through
technological fixes, market-based instruments,
and regulatory frameworks. While necessary,
these approaches, which Arne Naess (1973)
critically termed ‘shallow ecology,’” operate
within the same anthropocentric paradigm
that caused the crises. They seek to manage the
environment for the continued, uninterrupted
benefit of humans, particularly those in
affluent societies.

This article proposes that navigating
away from this precipice and towards a
viable, flourishing human destiny requires
a transformation more profound than
policy or technology alone can deliver. It
requires a philosophical and psychological
metamorphosis. This is the territory of Deep
Ecology. Deep Ecology moves beyond the
instrumental view of nature as a mere resource
to ask deeper questions about the value of
non-human life, the nature of human needs,
and the very meaning of ‘quality of life. It
challenges the dominant worldview that places
humans at the apex of creation, separate from
and superior to the rest of the natural world.

The central thesis of this article is that the
concept of human destiny is inextricably
linked to the realization of what Naess and
later Warwick Fox (1990) called the “Ecological
Self” a self whose identity expands to include
the broader natural world. When the well-
being of a forest, a river, or an ecosystem is
felt as personally as one’s own well-being,
destructive exploitation becomes a form of
self-harm, and conservation becomes an act of
self-preservation. This shift from an isolated
‘ego-self’ to a relational “Ecological Self” is, we

argue, the cornerstone of genuine sustainability
and the foundation for a reimagined social
welfare that encompasses the well-being of the
entire planetary community.

This article will explore this thesis through
a comprehensive review of Deep Ecology’s
principles, a critical engagement with existing
literature, a personal articulation of its
necessity, and an exploration of its resonance
with the perennial wisdom of the Bhagavad
Gita. By weaving together philosophy, ecology,
and spirituality, we aim to provide a robust
framework for rethinking human destiny in
the Anthropocene epoch.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

This review article aims to achieve the
following specific objectives:

1. To elucidate the core principles of Deep
Ecology, distinguishing it from “shallow’
environmentalism and highlighting its
critique of anthropocentrism.

2. To explore the concept of the “Ecological
Self’ as the psychological and ethical
foundation for a sustainable human
destiny.

3. To review and synthesize existing
literature on Deep Ecology, situating
it within broader discourses on
environmental  philosophy,  social
welfare, and management.

4. To articulate a personal perspective on
why Deep Ecology’s transformative
potential is a critical, yet neglected,
component of mainstream sustainability
dialogues.

5. To draw key lifestyle lessons from the
Bhagavad Gita that align with and
support the practical embodiment of the
Ecological Self.

6. To propose a reconceptualization of
social welfare and management that is
informed by the ecocentric values of
Deep Ecology.

7. To identify promising avenues for
further theoretical and empirical
research in this domain.

EXISTING LITERATURE REVIEW

The philosophy of Deep Ecology was
first formally articulated by Norwegian
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philosopher Arne Naess in his seminal 1973
paper, “The Shallow and the Deep, Long-
Range Ecology Movement.” Naess’s central
contribution was to frame the environmental
debate not as a monolithic movement but as
two distinct strands. The ‘Shallow” movement,
he argued, is characterized by a fight against
pollution and resource depletion, but its
primary objective is the “health and affluence
of people in the developed countries” (Naess,
1973, p. 95). It is technocratic, reformist, and
works within the established economic and
political order.

In contrast, the ‘Deep’” movement is
characterized by its willingness to question
fundamental premises. It rejects the human-
in-environment image in favor of a relational,
total-field image, where organisms are knots
in the biospherical net of intrinsic relations.
This foundational shift leads to the principle
of biospherical egalitarianism the idea that all
living beings have an equal right to live and
blossom. This is not a claim of literal equality
in function but of intrinsic value independent
of human utility. As Devall and Sessions (1985)
later elaborated in their book Deep Ecology:
Living as if Nature Mattered, this intuition of
intrinsic value is central to the deep ecological
worldview.

Naess systematized his philosophy into a
platform of eight key principles, developed
in collaboration with George Sessions (1984).
These principles serve as a common ground
for a diversity of ‘ecosophies’ (personal
philosophies of ecological harmony). They
include: (1) The flourishing of human and
non-human life on Earth has intrinsic value;
(2) Richness and diversity of life forms
contribute to the realization of these values; (3)
Humans have no right to reduce this richness
and diversity except to satisfy vital needs; (4)
The flourishing of human life and cultures
is compatible with a substantial decrease of
the human population; (5) Present human
interference with the non-human world
is excessive; (6) Policies must therefore be
changed to account for the well-being of the
non-human world; (7) The ideological change
required is primarily one of appreciating life
quality rather than adhering to an increasingly
higher standard of living; and (8) Those
who subscribe to the foregoing points have
an obligation to directly or indirectly try to
implement the necessary changes.
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Deep Ecology has been situated within,
and has contributed to, several related
philosophical  fields. Its critique of
anthropocentrism aligns it with Land Ethics,
as proposed by Aldo Leopold (1949), who
argued for an ethical extension of community
to include soils, waters, plants, and animals.
It also shares affinities with the Gaia
Hypothesis of James Lovelock (1979),
which views the Earth as a complex, self-
regulating system, thereby reinforcing the
interconnectedness Deep Ecology emphasizes.

However, Deep Ecology has not been without
its critics. A major line of criticism, notably
from social ecologists like Murray Bookchin
(1987), accuses it of being misanthropic and of
overlooking the social origins of the ecological
crisis, particularly hierarchy and capitalism.
Bookchin argued that dominating nature
stems from the domination of human by
human. Ecofeminists, such as Val Plumwood
(1993), have made similar critiques, linking the
domination of nature to patriarchal structures
and the domination of women. They argue
that Deep Ecology’s focus on ‘Humanity’
as the problem can obscure the specific
responsibilities and power dynamics within
humanity.

More recently, the discourse has evolved to
engage with the concept of the Anthropocene
the proposed geological epoch where human
activity is the dominant influence on climate
and the environment. Scholars like Clive
Hamilton (2017) explore the profound
implications of this new reality, questioning
whether a “good Anthropocene’ is possible or
if it represents a tragic rupture. Deep Ecology’s
call for a radical humility and a contraction
of the human sphere offers a stark counter-
narrative to the techno-optimistic visions of
‘managing’ the planet that often accompany
Anthropocene discussions.

In the realm of social welfare and
management, the influence of Deep
Ecology has been more limited. Mainstream
sustainability management remains largely
anthropocentric and utilitarian, focused
on concepts like ‘ecosystem services’ and
‘natural capital’ (Daily, 1997). While these
frameworks have been instrumental in getting
environmental concerns on the corporate
and policy agenda, they ultimately reinforce
the instrumentalization of nature. A deep
ecological approach to welfare would, instead,
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ask how social systems can be redesigned to
foster the Ecological Self and to ensure the
flourishing of the entire biotic community,
a concept explored by thinkers like Henryk
Skolimowski (1981) in his idea of ‘ecological
humanism.’

My Personal Statement and Focus in Relation
to Sustainability

My engagement with Deep Ecology stems
from a profound dissatisfaction with the
prevailing narrative of sustainability. For
decades, we have been told that we can
achieve sustainability through incremental
improvements: more efficient light bulbs,
electric cars, and recycling programs. While
these actions are not without merit, they create
a dangerous illusion of progress while leaving
the underlying engine of consumption and
growth unchallenged. This ‘greenwashed’
version of sustainability is a palliative, not
a cure. It allows us to feel virtuous while
continuing to erode the very foundations of
our existence.

My focus, therefore, is on the psychological
and cultural dimensions of sustainability
that are systematically ignored in mainstream
discourse. We are treating a cancer of the soul
with band-aids. The crisis is not that we lack
green technology; the crisis is that we suffer
from a pathological sense of separation. We
have been indoctrinated into what philosopher
Alan Watts called the “skin-encapsulated ego”
the belief that we are isolated minds trapped
inside bags of skin, separate from a external
world that is there for our use.

Deep Ecology addresses this root cause. It
posits that sustainability is impossible as long
as we operate from this delusion of separation.
Why would one drastically curtail their
consumption, or make sacrifices for the benefit
of future generations or other species, if they do
not feel a fundamental connection to them?
The answer, from a narrow ego-self perspective,
is that there is no compelling reason, especially
when pitted against immediate economic
incentives and social pressures.

Therefore, the primary focus of a meaningful
sustainability agenda must be on cultivating
the Ecological Self. This involves educational,
spiritual, and experiential practices that
help individuals, from childhood onward,
to rediscover their embeddedness in nature.
It means creating spaces for solitude in wild

places, fostering ecological literacy that goes
beyond facts and figures to include emotional
and ethical connections, and celebrating arts
and stories that reinforce our interdependence.

This perspective also redefines social
welfare. Conventional welfare models aim
to maximize human well-being within a
consumerist framework, often measured
by GDP and material standards of living.
A welfare model informed by Deep Ecology
would prioritize non-material sources of well-
being: community connection, time in nature,
meaningful work, spiritual fulfillment, and
the health of the ecosystems upon which all
life depends. It would ask not how we can
distribute more goods, but how we can create
societies that satisfy fundamental human
needs for belonging, purpose, and connection
without overwhelming the planet. This aligns
closely with the ideas of Manfred Max-Neef
(1991) and his framework of fundamental
human needs, which are constant across
cultures, while the ‘satisfiers’ of those needs
can be sustainable or unsustainable.

In essence, my position is that without the
inner transformation championed by Deep
Ecology, all our external sustainability efforts
will be undercut by a worldview that is
inherently unsustainable. We must shift from
managing a crisis to healing a relationship.

Key Takeaways from the Bhagavad Gita for
Best Lifestyle Practices

The principles of Deep Ecology, while
articulated in modern Western philosophical
terms, find powerful echoes in ancient
wisdom traditions worldwide. The Bhagavad
Gita, a 700-verse Hindu scripture that is part
of the epic Mahabharata, offers a sophisticated
psychological and ethical framework that can
guide the cultivation of the Ecological Self. Set
on a battlefield, the Gita is a dialogue between
the warrior-prince Arjuna and his charioteer,
Lord Krishna, who is an incarnation of the
Divine. Arjuna’s despair and confusion
about his duty (dharma) mirror the modern
individual’'s paralysis in the face of a global
ecological crisis. Krishna's teachings provide
a path to right action grounded in self-
realization. Several key teachings are directly
applicable:

1. The Unity of All Existence (Brahman):
The foundational metaphysics of the Gita is
the non-dual reality of Brahman, the ultimate,
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impersonal ground of all being. Krishna
repeatedly reveals that the true Self (Atman) of
all beings is identical with Brahman. In Chapter
13, Krishna describes the “Field” (Kshetra),
which is the body and the material world,
and the “Knower of the Field” (Kshetrajna),
which is the conscious Self. He states, “I am the
Knower of the Field in all fields” (13.2). This
dissolves the illusion of separation between
the individual and the cosmos. When one
realizes that the same divine consciousness
pervades a human, a tiger, a tree, and a river,
the basis for exploitation vanishes. This is the
spiritual equivalent of Naess’s ‘relational,
total-field” image. Living with this awareness
means seeing the world not as a collection of
objects to be used but as a manifestation of a
sacred unity.

2. Skill in Action (Karma Yoga) and Non-
Attachment: A central teaching of the Gita is the
principle of Nishkama Karma action performed
without attachment to the fruits or outcomes.
Krishna advises Arjuna: “To action alone you
have a right, never at any time to its fruits. Let
not the fruits of action be your motive, nor let
your attachment be to inaction” (2.47). This is
a profound antidote to the consumerist drive
that fuels ecological destruction. Much of
our excessive production and consumption
is driven by attachment to results: wealth,
status, sensory pleasure. Karma Yoga teaches
us to perform our duties with excellence and
integrity, but to remain detached from what
we gain or lose. When applied to modern
life, this means engaging in work that serves
the world (our svadharma, or personal duty)
without being driven by greed. It encourages a
simpler, more mindful lifestyle where actions
are chosen for their intrinsic rightness, not for
the material rewards they may bring.

3. Equanimity (Samatvam): The Gita
repeatedly extols the virtue of equanimity
maintaining a balanced mind in success and
failure, pleasure and pain, praise and blame.
Krishna defines yoga as “equanimity” (2.48)
and describes the sage of steady wisdom
(Sthitaprajna) as one who “is equipoised in
blame and praise, silence and speech, honor and
dishonor, friend and foe, and has abandoned
all enterprises” (12.18-19). This equanimity is
crucial for ecological resilience. The ecological
self, identifying with the whole, does not
panic at every minor fluctuation nor become
arrogantly triumphant. It faces the gravity of

JSWM / Volume 17 Number 3 / September-December 2025

the climate crisis not with despair or denial,
but with a calm, determined resolve to perform
its duty. This mental stability is essential for
sustaining long-term, transformative action in
the face of overwhelming challenges.

4. Simplicity and Contentment (Santosh):
The Gita categorizes the mode of nature
(gunas) that leads to greed, agitation, and
endless desire as Rajas. The path to liberation
involves cultivating Sattva (purity, harmony)
and transcending the gunas altogether. A
key sattvic quality is Santosh, or contentment.
Krishna states that the yogi who is “content
with whatever comes by chance, beyond
duality, free from envy, equipoised in success
and failure, is not bound even when acting”
(4.22). This stands in direct opposition to the
growth-obsessed, consumerist economy that
requires perpetual dissatisfaction. A lifestyle of
voluntary simplicity, rooted in contentment, is a
radical ecological act. It reduces one’s material
footprint and frees up energy for spiritual and
community pursuits, aligning perfectly with
Deep Ecology’s emphasis on ‘life quality” over
‘standard of living.”

5. Seeing the Divine in All Beings
(Vasudeva Sarvam): Perhaps the most direct
instruction for cultivating the Ecological
Self comes in the eleventh chapter, where
Krishna reveals his terrifying cosmic form
(Vishvarupa). He shows Arjuna that he is
Time, the destroyer of worlds, but also the
source and dissolution of all beings. Following
this vision, Krishna explains that the highest
form of worship is to see the divine presence in
everything: “He who sees me everywhere and
sees everything in me, I am not lost to him, and
he is not lost to me” (6.30). To see the sacred in
a mountain, a river, a cow, or a stranger is to
be incapable of desecrating it. This devotional
practice (Bhakti Yoga) fosters a deep, emotional
bond with the natural world, transforming
environmentalism from an ethical obligation
into a loving relationship.

By integrating these principles, the Bhagavad
Gita provides a comprehensive guide for
living that naturally fosters the values of Deep
Ecology. It moves the focus from external
compliance with environmental rules to an
internal transformation of consciousness that
automatically results in ecological harmony.
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CONCLUSION

The journey of humanity in the 21st century
will be defined by our collective response to the
ecological crisis. This article has argued that
technical solutions and policy reforms, while
necessary, are insufficient because they fail
to address the root cause: an anthropocentric
worldview that legitimizes the exploitation of
nature. The philosophy of Deep Ecology, with
its core principle of the intrinsic value of all life
and its profound concept of the Ecological Self,
provides the necessary foundational shift.

Human destiny is not a pre-written script;
it is a path we choose through our values
and actions. The destiny offered by the
current paradigm of continued ecological
degradation leading to social collapse and
immense suffering is a dystopian one. The
alternative destiny, one of flourishing for
both human and non-human life, requires
a conscious evolution of human identity. It
demands that we outgrow the immature,
egocentric phase of our development and
mature into a species that understands its

role as a conscious, responsible part of the web
of life.

The practical wisdom of the Bhagavad Gita,
with its emphasis on unity, selfless action,
contentment, and seeing the divine in all, offers
timeless practices for nurturing this Ecological
Self. It teaches us that the battle for the planet
is, first and foremost, a battle within our own
consciousness.

For the fields of social welfare and
management, the implications are
transformative. It calls for a move beyond
human-centric welfare metrics to develop
indicators of holistic well-being that include
ecological health. It demands management
philosophies that prioritize the long-term
resilience of biotic communities over short-
term profit. It suggests that the ultimate form
of welfare is to create societies that enable their
citizens to experience the joy and fulfillment of
a connected, purposeful life lived in harmony
with the Earth.

The path of Deep Ecology is not the easiest
one. It asks for humility, restraint, and a
fundamental reordering of priorities. But it is
the only path that leads to a truly sustainable
and meaningful human destiny. As Arne Naess
(1989) himself noted, the potential for joy and
fulfillment in realizing our deep connection

with nature is immense. The ecological self,
he argued, “tends to be joyful when it can
act beautifully, with grace, and when it can
celebrate the deep connection of all things.”
This joy, born of belonging, is the true reward
of choosing a destiny aligned with, rather than
opposed to, the flow of life itself.

FURTHER SCOPE OF RESEARCH

The theoretical framework presented here
opens several avenues for further research,
both conceptual and empirical:

1. Developing Metrics for the Ecological
Self: Research is needed to develop
and validate psychological scales and
qualitative methods to measure the
development of the Ecological Self in
individuals and communities. How
can we assess the shift from ego-self to
ecological self-identification?

2. Deep Ecology and Economic Models:
A critical area of inquiry is the
development of concrete economic
models (e.g., Ecological Economics,
Degrowth, Doughnut Economics) that
explicitly incorporate the principles of
Deep Ecology. How would a steady-
state or degrowth economy function
in practice, and how would it deliver
social welfare?

3. Pedagogies for the Ecological Self:
Research into educational methodologies,
from early childhood to adult education,
that effectively foster ecological identity.
This includes the role of wilderness

experiences, nature immersion, and
contemplative practices in curriculum
design.

4. Policy Applications: Exploring specific
policy proposals inspired by Deep
Ecology, such as Rights of Nature

legislation, ecological  restoration
covenants, and tax structures that
discourage  overconsumption and
reward ecological stewardship.

5. Cross-Cultural Comparisons: A

comparative study of Deep Ecology with
analogous concepts in other wisdom
traditions (e.g., Buddhism, Taoism,
Indigenous worldviews) to build a
unified, pluralistic framework for
ecological consciousness.
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Corporate Management and Deep
Ecology: Investigating how the principles
of the Ecological Self can be integrated
into corporate governance, leadership
development, and organizational culture
to create genuinely sustainable and
ethical businesses.
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