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Abstract 
This paper examines Arne Naess's deep ecology as a distinctive philosophical methodology that transcends 
traditional environmental ethics by integrating theoretical rigor with practical environmental protection activism. 

Rather than functioning as a static theoretical framework, deep ecology represents an evolving methodological 

approach that challenges anthropocentric worldviews and promotes ecological identification through systematic 

philosophical inquiry. The study explores Naess's innovative use of the Apron Diagram as a conceptual tool that 

bridges pluralism and unity, enabling diverse philosophical foundations to support common environmental goals. 

Central to this methodology is Naess's rejection of reductionist thinking and absolute certainty, instead embracing 

provisional conclusions that emerge from continuous questioning and refinement. The paper investigates how 

deep ecology's methodological framework facilitates the development of "ecosophies"—total worldviews that 

foster understanding of humanity's relational position within the natural world. Through concepts including 

Gestalt thinking, normative systems, and biocentric egalitarianism, Naess created a sophisticated integration of 

philosophical methodology with environmental praxis. Rothenberg's reconceptualization of deep ecology as a tree 
structure further illuminates its dynamic nature, where core principles form the trunk while branches extend into 

political engagement and roots draw from diverse traditions. This methodological approach offers valuable 

resources for addressing contemporary ecological crises through philosophically grounded, comprehensive 

responses. 

 

Keywords: deep ecology philosophical methodology, ecosophy, Apron Diagram, ecological identification 

 

Introduction 

The last three decades of the twentieth century marked a pivotal epoch in environmental 

philosophy, characterized by the emergence of influential theoretical frameworks that 

fundamentally reshaped ecological discourse. This transformative period, distinguished by 

heightened environmental consciousness and the escalating severity of global ecological crises, 

created an intellectual landscape conducive to the development of innovative philosophical 

paradigms designed to address these increasing challenges. Among the most significant and 

enduring contributions to emerge from this era is deep ecology, a philosophical movement that 

has profoundly influenced both theoretical understanding of ecological relationships and 

practical approaches to environmental activism. 

The environmental philosophy debates of this period constitute a watershed moment in 

ecological thought, representing a fundamental shift in how scholars, practitioners, and 

theorists conceptualize the human-nature relationship. These discussions encompassed critical 

examinations of nature's intrinsic worth, the interconnected nature of ecological systems, and 

the philosophical foundations underlying environmental stewardship. Within this intellectual 

milieu, the deep ecology framework developed by Norwegian philosopher Arne Naess 

emerged as a foundational paradigm that has continued to shape contemporary environmental 

discourse and activism. 

Naess's contribution extends beyond conventional environmental ethics by establishing 

a comprehensive methodological approach that bridges theoretical sophistication with practical 

environmental engagement. This integration represents a distinctive philosophical innovation 

that transcends traditional academic boundaries, offering both conceptual frameworks for 

understanding ecological relationships and actionable principles for environmental practice. 

The significance of this methodological approach becomes particularly evident when 
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considered within the context of contemporary environmental crises, which demand both 

rigorous philosophical analysis and effective practical responses. 

This paper examines deep ecology not merely as an environmental philosophy, but as 

a distinctive methodological framework that demonstrates Naess's successful integration of 

theoretical rigor with environmental praxis. By analyzing this methodological dimension, the 

study illuminates how deep ecology functions as both philosophical inquiry and practical guide 

for ecological engagement in an era of unprecedented environmental challenges. 

Research Objectives and Significance 

This research aims to examine deep ecology as a distinctive philosophical methodology 

that integrates theoretical foundations with practical environmental engagement. The primary 

objectives include: (1) analyzing the methodological framework developed by Arne Naess that 

bridges philosophical inquiry with environmental activism; (2) investigating the unique 

characteristics that distinguish deep ecology from other environmental philosophical 

approaches; (3) evaluating the practical applications of deep ecological principles in 

contemporary environmental discourse; and (4) assessing the continuing relevance of Naess's 

methodological innovations for addressing current ecological challenges. 

The significance of this investigation extends beyond historical analysis to address 

contemporary environmental imperatives. Deep ecology's enduring influence within 

environmental philosophy stems from its successful synthesis of rigorous theoretical analysis 

with actionable environmental principles. This dual approach positions it as a particularly 

relevant framework for understanding ecological sustainability in an era of escalating 

environmental crises. 

By examining deep ecology's methodological dimensions, this study contributes to ongoing 

scholarly discourse regarding the relationship between environmental theory and practice. The 

research provides insights into how philosophical frameworks can effectively inform 

environmental activism while maintaining intellectual rigor. Furthermore, understanding 

Naess's methodological approach offers valuable perspectives for developing comprehensive 

responses to contemporary ecological challenges, potentially informing the creation of more 

integrated and effective environmental strategies that combine philosophical depth with 

practical applicability. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

This paper addresses four central research questions: (1) What constitutes deep 

ecology's methodological framework? (2) How does Naess integrate philosophical theory with 

environmental practice? (3) What distinguishes deep ecology's approach from conventional 

environmental ethics? (4) How can deep ecological methodology inform contemporary 

environmental challenges? These questions examine deep ecology's unique contribution to 

environmental philosophy through its systematic integration of theoretical rigor and practical 

activism. 

Literature Review  

The Development of Deep Ecology of Arne Naess 

The emergence of Deep Ecology as a distinct philosophical framework in 

environmental discourse can be traced to Arne Naess's foundational 1973 publication, "The 

Shallow and the Deep, Long-Range Ecology Movement: A Summary," which appeared in the 

journal Inquiry (Naess, 1973). This seminal work established what White (1996) characterizes 

as "one of the most influential frameworks in environmental philosophy" through Naess's 

differentiation between shallow and deep ecological approaches (p. 45). Subsequent 

elaborations by Naess (1988) expanded upon core concepts including "biospherical 

egalitarianism," "principles of diversity and of symbiosis," and "intrinsic value of nature" (pp. 

28-32). 
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Beyond its theoretical foundations, deep ecology functions as an environmental 

advocacy movement characterized by its "revolutionary" approach, which seeks to establish "a 

new metaphysics, epistemology, cosmology, and environmental ethics of person/planet" 

(Devall & Sessions, 1985, p. 85). This paradigmatic shift is further articulated by Sessions 

(1987), who identifies deep ecology as representing "a fundamental shift from 

anthropocentrism to ecocentrism" (p. 144). Naess (1989) contextualizes this movement within 

broader patterns of contemporary crisis, observing "a convergence of three areas of self-

destructiveness: the self-destructiveness of war, the self-destructiveness of exploitation and 

suppression among humans, [and] the self-destructiveness of suppression of non-human 

beings, and of degradation of life conditions in general" (p. 164). According to Naess (1989), 

while "the two first gave rise to the global peace movement and the global social justice 

movement, the third gave rise to the much younger global movement, that of deep ecology" (p. 

164). This perspective aligns with Capra's (1996) assessment that "the ecological crisis is 

essentially a crisis of values" (p. 12). 

The terminology surrounding deep ecology encompasses various designations, 

including "New Natural Philosophy," "Eco-philosophy," and "Foundational Ecology" 

(Drengson & Inoue, 1995, p. 8). Naess employs these terms strategically, articulating his vision 

as "transcending ecology as a science, looking for wisdom through the study known as 

ecophilosophy, striving for an ecosophy - a total view inspired in part by the science of ecology 

and the activities of the deep ecological movement" (Naess, 1989, p. 38). Mathews (1991) 

interprets this approach as representing "an attempt to integrate scientific understanding with 

philosophical wisdom" (p. 102). 

The philosophical framework developed by Naess promotes a reconceptualization of 

human-nature relationships, encouraging individuals to perceive themselves as integral 

components of nature rather than external observers. This approach establishes "an alternative, 

metaphysical world-view" that provides "a radical way to make one understand one's real place 

in the total scheme of things" (Naess & Rothenberg, 1989, p. 74). As Roszak (1992) observes, 

"Deep ecology challenges the fundamental assumptions of industrial civilization" (p. 201). 

The core of the Naessian deep ecology is the convergence of several concepts leading 

to a metaphysical understanding of one's role in the universe. As Naess (1988) articulates, "The 

ecological self of a person is that with which this person identifies" (p. 22). It is a purposeful 

attempt to demonstrate one's place in an interconnected web of relations with other beings in 

light of the escalating ecological disaster. Drengson (1989) emphasizes that "deep ecology 

seeks to develop this potentiality by articulating a comprehensive religious and philosophical 

worldview" (p. 231). Naess advises acquiring ecological understanding so that one can 

recognize their place in the natural world and take appropriate action. He presents concepts 

like biocentric egalitarianism, the intrinsic value of nature, and his own ecophilosophy as 

examples to explain this metaphysical stance. Sessions (1987) notes that "biocentric equality 

is the awareness that all organisms and entities in the ecosphere are equal in intrinsic worth" 

(p. 107). To counter this, he presents the deep ecology action plan in the form of platform 

principles that set deep ecology apart from shallow ecology. 

Naess is attributed to the coinage of the term deep ecology, which represents "deep 

thinking to deal with the realized environmental crisis" (Naess, 1973, p. 95). It is deep thinking 

in the sense that the Naessian approach is purely philosophical, differing fundamentally from 

"modern scientific and technological ways to see the environment" (Capra, 1996, p. 6). The 

modern approach of combating environmental degradation is named by Naess as shallow 

ecology. According to Naess (1995), "The shallow ecology movement fights against pollution 

and resource depletion. Central objective: the health and affluence of people in the developed 

countries" (p. 151). He adopts a very radical way to see this problem, believing that "the 
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solution to the problems of environmental crisis lies in identifying oneself with the whole 

system" (Naess, 1988, p. 19). As Mathews (1991) explains, "For Naess, man is an integral part 

in the system, and while protecting his own interests, man also protects the interest of the 

system" (p. 59). 

Naess creates a plan of action to safeguard the entire system. Along with George 

Sessions and others, he promotes a range of policies based on deep ecology concepts that have 

developed over time. Devall and Sessions (1985) document that "when Naess first coined the 

term 'deep ecology' in 1973, it referred to a movement that was defined by seven criteria" (p. 

70). The Deep Ecology Platform, formulated by Naess and Sessions (1985), includes eight 

points that encompass "sociopolitical goals such as living in tiny, basic, and self-reliant 

communities, abandoning the goal of economic expansion in the industrialized world in favor 

of the protection of biotic diversity" (Naess & Sessions, 1985, p. 2). Callicott (1989) notes that 

these platform principles also advocate for "drastically reducing the world's population" and 

aim "to protect and increase wilderness areas" (p. 113). 

According to Naess's "deep ecology," "reality is essentially relational, with each unique 

form of life having its own identity" (Naess, 1989, p. 164). Because of this metaphysical 

realization, Naess came to believe in the interrelatedness ethic, which holds that "all life has 

the same right to exist and flourish" (Naess, 1988, p. 166). As Roszak (1992) observes, "Naess 

thus appeals to our desire to coexist peacefully with the ecosystem of which we are intricately 

linked and in synergy with its other creatures" (p. 203). 

Deep questioning leads to the development of deep ecology principles as opposed to 

superficial ecology. Naess (1989) emphasizes that "realizing one's position in nature comes 

from introspection" and that "deep ecology challenges traditional behaviors, attitudes, and 

ideas that are founded on a human-centric perspective" (p. 28). White (1995) explains that deep 

ecology "makes an effort to make clear the basic assumptions that underpin our economic 

strategy in terms of religious beliefs, philosophical perspectives, and value objectives" (p. 34). 

Deep ecology is based on two levels of ontology and ethics. As Sylvan (1985) notes, 

"These two layers resemble the two sides of a single coin since they are so similar to one 

another" (p. 40). To put it simply, "the ethical layer of deep ecology is ensured by looking for 

intrinsic values of non-natural properties in nature" (Rolston III, 1988, p. 128). The relational, 

overall field image is preferred above the man-in-environment paradigm in the second layer of 

deep ecology. This section belongs to what Capra (1996) calls "a holistic metaphysics" (p. 

298). 

Deep ecology's underlying metaphysics discusses the biosphere, which "is not made up 

of distinct entities" (Naess, 1989, p. 79). According to Naess (1988), "each individual that 

constitutes the biosphere is an ontologically full entity" because "all life is ultimately one" (p. 

85). Fox (1990) explains that "realizing one's place on the earth and its interrelated nature is 

the result of becoming conscious of it" (p. 217). It is possible to understand ontological 

interconnectivity through what Naess (1988) calls "self-realization" or enlightenment, noting 

that "the identification with 'others,' or the nonhuman nature, is the result of this self-

realization" (p. 22). 

It is not an easy task to explain a problem of environmental philosophy with a definite 

method. One may suggest three dimensions of ethical theory as the "3D method," which are 

distinguished as moral considerability, moral significance, and moral practice (Palmer, 2010, 

p. 15). As Sterba (2001) notes, "These three dimensions provide a comprehensive framework 

for analyzing environmental ethical positions" (p. 89). Moral considerability, according to 

Regan (1983), involves "determining which entities deserve direct moral consideration" (p. 

243). Attributing the intrinsic value of nature is considered as the first dimension of deep 

ecology. Of course, it is one of the basic tenets of environmental ethics, as Rolston III (1988) 
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emphasizes: "The central challenge in environmental ethics is to develop adequate accounts of 

the nature and extent of intrinsic value in nature" (p. 116). 

Moral significance lies in grasping the self-awareness of the autonomous subject. Naess 

offers an alternate conception of selfhood, proposing "a self that develops via identification 

with ever-widening circles of being, as opposed to a self that uses the environment as a resource 

for his own ends" (Naess, 1988, p. 22). These stretching circles incorporate aspects of our 

natural surroundings in addition to human sources of identity. As Mathews (1991) explains, 

"Our sense of ourselves is shaped by our birthplace, our current residence, the place we call 

home, the land we consider to be ours, and the planet itself" (p. 108). According to this 

perspective, Naess (1989) argues that "self-recognition signifies the change from an ego to a 

social self as well as a social self to an ecological self" (p. 174). 

According to Naess (1988), "self-realization can help people realize that they are not 

distinct from any other component of the non-human world" (p. 85). As such, this idea serves 

as what Fox (1990) describes as "a tool to help one see the world as a whole, of which they are 

only a part" (p. 217). Self-realization also makes it possible to recognize one's role in the natural 

world. As Naess (1995) states, "Self-realization has the power to alter an individual's 

perspective on the natural world. One's ethics and the morals to be upheld with regard to the 

natural world are determined by what they see" (p. 225). 

The concept of Self-realization, as Naess (1989) defines it, "means to realize oneself" 

in the deepest sense (p. 19). The claim that "every individual is a part of and dependent upon a 

web of relationships, extending beyond the human community to include animals, plants, and 

the entire environment, is accompanied by deep ecological knowledge" (Sessions, 1987, p. 

144). According to Naess (1989), "a more profound and expansive sense of self can give rise 

to a persistent concern for the environment" (p. 164). He argues that "we only undervalue 

ourselves if we have a tendency to confound our sense of self with our limited ego" (Naess, 

1988, p. 22). Capra (1996) reinforces this view, noting that "the idea of ego-selves sets humans 

apart from the rest of nature" (p. 298). 

One can learn the truth about themselves and their genuine essence through self-

realization. As Naess (1995) explains, "One cannot help but feel a connection to the biosphere, 

of which they are a part, during this procedure. It gives the experience that hurting any part of 

nature hurts oneself" (p. 81). Devall and Sessions (1985) observe that "an increased awareness 

of this experience leads a change to live in harmony with the rest of the non-human beings" (p. 

67). 

In order to clarify his concept of Self-realization, Naess introduces the distinction 

between the ego-self, the limited ego, and the ecological self. Naess (1988) defines "self" and 

"uses a small-s to denote the ego-self. Additionally, he defines 'Self' (capital S) as the ecological 

self" (p. 22). As Drengson (1989) explains, "Naess encourages an agent to achieve 'the 

ecological self'" (p. 231). Naess (1989) intends for the ecological self (Self) to refer to "the 

extension of identification" to more expansive things (p. 174). Actually, this extension 

represents what Fox (1990) describes as "a growth from the solitary, limited ego to a more 

expansive biospheric whole" (p. 196). Even though microcellular living forms are distinct from 

one another, it is an expansion to include them. As Mathews (1991) notes, "It is a pragmatic 

appreciation of having a close relationship with all living things in one's immediate 

environment" (p. 59). It is what Naess (1995) calls "a process of transcending the isolated, 

narrow and competing for individual egos to merge with the biosphere as a whole" (p. 225). 

Moral practice is considered as the most important component of environmental 

philosophy. Although Naess is reputed for his association with deep ecology, his name is not 

new in Norwegian philosophy, for he wrote on a diverse range of areas before inducing a trend-

changing scheme in environmental philosophy. For example, before contributing any repertoire 



LEX LOCALIS-JOURNAL OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT  
ISSN:1581-5374 E-ISSN:1855-363X   
VOL. 23, NO. 11(2025)                  

 

648 

to eco-philosophy, in 1953 Naess published "Interpretation and Preciseness," described by 

Glasser (2006) as "a book on philosophical language, meaning and communication" (p. 45). 

Of course, his first book was published in 1938 entitled "'Truth' as Conceived by Those Who 

Are Not Professional Philosophers" (Rothenberg, 1993, p. 12). He wrote on truth, non-violence 

and worked throughout his life to redefine philosophy. As Drengson and Inoue (1995) note, 

"He theorized life experiences and tried to reformulate everything as a comprehensive world 

view" (p. 8). 

However, Naess was a man of practical philosophy, as his biography reflects that "at 

an age of only 18 he built a small mountaintop hut at Tvergastein" (Rothenberg, 1993, p. 15). 

According to Drengson (2005), "Over his lifetime he has spent years at this hut. It is the place 

where he has done much of his most original creative writing and other work" (p. 3). Moreover, 

he was a mountaineer and loved to visit places. As Glasser (2006) observes, "It was the 

practical foundation to understand one's place in the natural environment. It helped him 

understand the interconnections of the components of nature" (p. 78). It also developed his 

philosophizing of the place of "man in nature" instead of believing in the avowed relationship 

between "man and nature" (Naess, 1989, p. 36). 

Methodology and Systems of Deep Ecology as an Ecophilosophy 

Ecosophy and Gestalt Thinking: 

Naess's ecophilosophical framework enables individuals to articulate a comprehensive 

perspective—a cohesive worldview that constitutes a life philosophy regardless of one's 

conscious awareness of it. According to Naess, "when, applied to questions involving ourselves 

and nature, we call the second meaning of the word 'philosophy' ecosophy" (Naess, 1989, p. 

36). As Pavo (2018) explains, "Ecosophy as a philosophical construct has its origins in Naess's 

philosophy. As a position, it foregrounds humanity's capacity to harmoniously live with the 

environment and see the self within the landscape of a continuously growing and evolving 

milieu" (p. 15). 

In Naess's ecosophical conception, "Gestalt" serves as an explanatory framework for 

his ontology. Gestalt ontology, as Naess defines it, is specifically designed for conscious beings 

like humans, acknowledging that our environment is objective—a genuine universe of 

encounters. The Gestalt psychological principle that "the whole is greater than the sum of its 

parts" is carefully analyzed by Naess. He clarifies: "it is a good slogan against mechanical 

models, but it does not allude to the infusion of the character of the whole into each single part" 

(Naess, 1989, p. 58). As Diehm (2004) notes in his interview with Naess, "We are basically 

gestalt entities experiencing gestalts, rather than particulars... Most philosophers do not see this 

as an opportunity to formulate something rather basic about themselves and the world" (p. 15). 

This gestalt approach allows Naess to transcend the subject-object dichotomy that has 

dominated Western philosophical thought. As he explains, "There is not a subject and an object. 

There is an existence that you do not adequately describe when you say, 'There is Arne Naess 

and there are these flowers'" (Diehm, 2004, p. 11). This perspective fundamentally reshapes 

how we understand our relationship with the natural world. 

Developing Total World-view 

Naess consistently advocates for expanding one's worldview, despite occasionally 

articulating aspects of deep ecology philosophy inconsistently. His concept of a "total view"—

a comprehensive and coherent perspective—encompasses the relationships among all 

philosophical domains. For Naess, the most profound, in-depth, and fundamental questions are 

philosophical in nature. As Elders (1983) observes, "Naess carries on Spinoza's philosophic-

mystical tradition and integrates his experience in nature with an endeavor to transform the 

western dualistic paradigm into a green worldview" (p. 46). 
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This comprehensive perspective encompasses both individual and collective thought patterns, 

taking into account cross-cultural analysis that contributes to Earth's diversity and richness of 

life. When generating deep ecological ideas, Naess feels unable to ignore their contextual 

significance. Thus, organizing one's diverse experiences in relation to logic, epistemology, 

ethics, and ontology becomes the challenge of theorizing deep ecology. What matters in this 

process are synthetic abilities, an open mind, and a generous philosophical spirit—prerequisites 

for clearly articulating one's ecosophy. 

In his interview with Diehm (2004), Naess elaborates on his concept of "total view": 

"What I call a 'total view' or 'view of the whole' is always temporary and hypothetical... If you 

have a personal philosophy, a 'total philosophy,' you must ask what it's like in a certain 

situation. What does your philosophy tell us about it?" (p. 8). This approach demonstrates 

Naess's commitment to developing philosophical frameworks that remain responsive to lived 

experience rather than becoming rigid dogmas. 

Given how Naess formulated his "total view" concept, which closely relates to the 

conventional notion of "world-view," one might wonder if Naess belongs in an iconic 

philosophical class. Philosophy is traditionally understood as the study of developing one's 

worldview, with philosophical inquiry characterized by a persistent search for a comprehensive 

perspective. Naess's deep ecology has significantly emphasized expanding one's viewpoint, 

attempting to provide a fresh perspective on its importance for an all-encompassing philosophy. 

Respect of Plurality of Thought 

One defining characteristic of deep ecology is Naess's appreciation for diversity of 

opinion. Pluralism entails accepting multiple viewpoints, concepts, thinking modes, and 

values. However, embracing diversity of opinion doesn't necessarily mean endorsing every 

perspective. As Brennan (1999) argues, "The deep ecology platform gives up the specificity of 

the original position in favor of breadth," acknowledging "the consequences of pluralism in 

political and ethical life" (p. 179). 

Rothenberg (1995) compares deep ecology platform concepts to a tree: its soil consists of 

diverse religious, aesthetic, and philosophical roots, while its branches extend into the world, 

encouraging various forms of political action (pp. 185-190). This metaphor illustrates how 

diverse philosophical foundations can support common principles and actions. 

At the platform principles level, the highest ideals converge. Any underlying 

philosophy found to contradict the platform's tenets is considered untenable. While an 

underlying theological or philosophical concept might be rigid or monistic, leaving little room 

for pluralism, there remains variation in final positions, with pluralists selecting courses of 

action based on circumstances. As Brennan (1999) notes, "recognizing pluralism of underlying 

premises is deep in the sense that it encourages us to think about the environmental and ethical 

situation from a number of perspectives. Those who agree on the need for specific action may 

arrive at that agreement by different routes" (p. 178). 

Naess himself emphasizes this pluralistic approach in "The Basics of Deep Ecology" 

(1986): "One must avoid looking for one definite philosophy or religious view among the 

supporters of the deep ecology movement. There is a rich manifold of fundamental views 

compatible with the deep ecology platform. And without this, the movement would lose its 

transcultural character" (p. 3). This commitment to pluralism is a cornerstone of Naess's liberal 

philosophical orientation, as he encourages individuals to develop their own ecosophy based 

on their perceived cultural or religious beliefs. 

Normative Systems and the Apron Diagram 

The methodology employed in deep ecology is essentially "the systematization of the 

logically ultimate norms and hypotheses of Ecosophy T." Naess presents this systematic insight 

through his paper of the same name. According to him, multiple hypotheses may exist with 
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corresponding norm formulations. For example, regarding identification, the intent to realize 

oneness with other beings leads to deeper identification with others. Taking Self-realization as 

Norm-1, Hypothesis-1 would be: "The higher the Self-realization attained by anyone, the 

broader and deeper the identification with others." Similarly, Hypothesis-2 might state: "The 

higher the level of Self-realization attained by anyone, the more its further increase depends 

upon the Self-realization of others." Hypothesis-3 could be: "Complete Self-realization of 

anyone depends on that of all." From these hypotheses follows Norm-2: "Self-realization of all 

living beings." 

Naess employs the Apron Diagram to illustrate this methodology. As he explains in 

"The Basics of Deep Ecology" (1986): "The Apron diagram is a premise/conclusion diagram" 

(p. 4). This diagram consists of four levels. Level 1 contains the Ultimate Premises of Naess's 

deep ecology—the expressed core intuitions and ideas from philosophy and religion. Level 2 

represents the Platform Principles of the Deep Ecology Movement. Level 3 shows general 

views largely based on platform principles, lifestyle, and various policies. Level 4 displays 

practical or concrete judgments according to their logical derivation sequence, where real-

world scenarios and sensible decisions are made. 

According to Pavo (2018), "The top portion [of the Apron Diagram] corresponds to the general 

and abstract starting point of Ecosophy T, and the wide horizontal base of the pyramid refers 

to the singular and concrete actions used in particular situations" (p. 21). This structure allows 

for a systematic derivation of practical actions from fundamental principles. 

Naess maintains that platform principles derive from multiple mutually inconsistent 

premises. For instance, these inconsistent premises might include A-set and B-set, where 

Buddhism and Christianity represent premises A and B respectively. Alternatively, Spinoza's 

philosophy could be premise A-set while Ecosophy-T could be premise B-set. The diagram's 

upper portion illustrates this in an apron diagram. Similar to sets A and B, sets C and D might 

be influenced by different forms of Buddhism and Christianity, or D-set might draw inspiration 

from a specific ecological philosophy while C-set derives from Spinoza. 

As Naess (1986) explains: "From the point of view of derivation one may use the 

following diagram, usually called the Apron diagram. The direction of derivation proceeds 

down the page, as is usual, and convenient. But some may prefer the opposite: having the roots 

on the deepest level at the bottom of the page and letting the other levels develop like the 

branches of a tree" (p. 4). This flexible approach to visualization reflects Naess's commitment 

to accommodating diverse thinking styles within his philosophical framework. 

Conclusion 

In contrast to more established environmental philosophies, Rothenberg argues that 

Deep Ecology remains in a state of continuous evolution rather than crystallizing into a rigid 

theoretical system. This ongoing development represents not a weakness but rather the essence 

of sophisticated ecological thinking—an endless process of discovery and refinement. Deep 

Ecology offers what Rothenberg characterizes as prescient "hints" about the authentic 

relationships between nature and human society, functioning much like a living organism with 

interconnected parts. Rothenberg's innovative inversion of the traditional apron diagram 

reconceptualizes Deep Ecology as a tree structure, where the trunk represents core principles, 

while branches extend into various forms of political engagement and roots draw nourishment 

from diverse religious, artistic, and philosophical traditions. This metaphor has generated novel 

insights regarding the limitations of human language and our perceptual frameworks when 

engaging with the natural world. Rather than presenting itself as a completed philosophical 

edifice, Deep Ecology functions as a persistent invitation for the development of ecosophies—

both roots and branches—that incorporate shared non-anthropocentric tenets represented by 

the trunk. Despite its evolving nature, Deep Ecology has undeniably secured a significant 
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position within environmental philosophy, as evidenced by the substantial body of scholarly 

literature it has inspired.  

Central to Deep Ecology is its fundamental challenge to notions of pure objectivity and 

immutable truths. Naess explicitly rejects oversimplified reductionism, maintaining that no 

philosophical position can claim absolute certainty. This perspective suggests that conclusions 

are inherently provisional rather than final. The principles guiding the deep ecology movement 

are not self-justifying but instead emerge from diverse deeper religious and philosophical 

foundations  In this light, Deep Ecology represents not merely a theoretical framework but a 

philosophical methodology—a practical guide for living meaningfully while comprehending 

one's ontological position within the broader context of existence. It offers a pathway toward 

what Naess termed "ecological wisdom" or "ecosophy," a perspective that transcends 

conventional environmental ethics by fostering a profound understanding of humanity's place 

within the natural world. Naess's deep ecology methodology represents a sophisticated 

integration of philosophical rigor with practical environmental ethics. Through concepts like 

Gestalt thinking, total views, pluralism, and normative systems, Naess created a framework 

that transcends traditional philosophical boundaries while providing actionable principles for 

environmental engagement. The Apron Diagram serves as both a conceptual tool and a 

practical guide for deriving specific actions from fundamental principles, allowing for diverse 

philosophical foundations to support common environmental goals. As environmental 

challenges continue to mount in the 21st century, Naess's methodological innovations offer 

valuable resources for developing comprehensive, philosophically grounded responses to 

ecological crises. 
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