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Ostensibly diverse and competing theoretical perspectives in sociology are alike in their shared
anthropocentrism. From any of these perspectives, therefore, much contemporary and future
social experience has to seem anomalous Environmental sociologists attempt to understand
recent societal changes by means of a nonanthropocentric paradigm Because ecosystem
constraints now pose serious problems both for human societies and for soctology, three
assumptions quite different from the prevalent Human Exceptionalism Paradigm (HEP) have
become essential They form a New Environmental Paradigm (NEP). Sociologists who accept
this New Environmental Paradigm have no difficulty appreciating the sociological relevance of
variables traditionally excluded from soctology. The core of environmental sociology 1s, in fact,
study of interactions between environment and society Recent work by NEP-oriented
sociologists on issues pertaining to social stranfication exemplifies the utility of this paradigm

Sociology appears to have reached an
impasse. Efforts of sociologists to assimi-
late into their favorite theories some of the
astounding events that have shaped
human societies within the last generation
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Tremblay, Jr., Kent D Van Liere, John M
Wardwell, and Robert L. Wismewsk1 We are espe-

have sometimes contributed more to the
fragmentation of the sociological commu-
nity than to the convincing explanation of
social facts. But as Thomas Kuhn
(1962:76) has shown, such an impasse
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often signifies ‘‘that an occasion for re-
tooling has arrived.”’

The rise of environmental problems,
and especially apprehensions about ‘*lim-
its to growth,’” signalled sharp departures
from the exuberant expectations most
sociologists had shared with the general
public. Environmental problems and con-
straints contributed to the general uneasi-
ness in American society brought about
by events in the sixties. Sociologists, no
less than other thinking people, are still
grappling with the dramatic shift from the
calmer fifties, when the American dreams
of social progress, upward mobility, and
societal stability seemed secure.

In 1976 the American Sociological
Association, following precedents set a
few years earlier in the Rural Sociological
Society and in the Society for the Study of
Social Problems, established a new ‘‘Sec-
tion on Environmental Sociology.”’! In
this paper we shall try to account for the
development of environmental sociology
by showing how it represents an attempt
to understand recent societal changes that
are difficult to comprehend from tradi-
tional sociological perspectives. We con-
tend that, rather than simply representing
the rise of another speciality within the
discipline, the emergence of envi-
ronmental sociology reflects the de-
velopment of a new paradigm, and that
this paradigm may help to extricate us
from the impasse referred to above.

The ‘‘New Environmental Paradigm’
(NEP) implicit in environmental sociology
is, of course, only one among several cur-
rent candidates to replace or amend the
increasingly obsolescent set of ‘‘domain
assumptions’’ which have defined the na-
ture of social reality for most sociologists.
Environmental sociologists, no less than
the advocates of the very different alterna-
tives Gouldner (1970) has described, are
attempting to come to grips with a
changed *‘sense of what is real.”” Further,
we believe the NEP may contribute to a
better understanding of contemporary and
future social conditions than is possible
with previous sociological perspectives.
To illustrate the power of this paradigm to

! In the late sixties a Natural Resources Research
Group was formed in the RSS, and in 1973 SSSP
established an Environmental Problems Division

shed new light on important sociological
issues, we shall briefly describe some re-
cent NEP-based examinations of prob-
lems in stratification. But first we must
contrast the old and new sets of assump-
tions.

The ‘‘Human Exceptionalism Paradigm”

The numerous competing theoretical
perspectives in contemporary sociol-
ogy—e.g., functionalism, symbolic in-
teractionism, ethnomethodology, conflict
theory, Marxism, and so forth—are prone
to exaggerate their differences from each
other. They purport to be paradigms in
their own right, and are often taken as
such (see, e.g., Denisoff, er al., 1974, and
Ritzer, 1975). But they have also been
construed simply as competing ‘‘pre-
paradigmatic’’ perspectives (Friedrichs,
1972). We maintain that their apparent di-
versity is not as important as the funda-
mental anthropocentrism underlying all of
them.

This mutual anthropocentrism is part of
a basic sociological worldview (Klausner,
1971:10-11). We call that worldview the
““Human Exceptionalism Paradigm”
(HEP). We contend that acceptance of the
assumptions of the HEP has made it dif-
ficult for most sociologists, regardless of
their preferred orientation, to deal
meaningfully with the social implications
of ecological problems and constraints.
Thus, the HEP has become increasingly
obstructive of sociological efforts to com-
prehend contemporary and future social
experience.

The HEP comprises several assump-
tions that have either been challenged by
recent additions to knowledge, or have
had their optimistic implications con-
tradicted by events of the seventies. Ac-
cepted explicitly or implicitly by all exist-
ing theoretical persuasions, they include:

1. Humans are unique among the
earth’s creatures, for they have cul-
ture.

2. Culture can vary almost infinitely
and can change much more rapidly
than biological traits.

3. Thus, many human differences are
socially induced rather than inborn,
they can be socially aitered, and in-
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convenient differences can be elimi-
nated.

4. Thus, also, cultural accumulation
means that progress can continue
without limit, making all social prob-
lems ultimately soluble.

Sociological acceptance of such an op-

timistic worldview was no doubt fostered
by prevalence of the doctrine of progress
in Western culture, where academic
sociology was spawned and nurtured. It
was under the American branch of West-
ern culture that sociology flourished most
fully, and it has been clear to foreign
analysts of American life, from Tocque-
ville to Laski, that most Americans
(until recently) ardently believed that the
present was better than the past and the
future would improve upon the present.
Sociologists could easily share that con-
viction when natural resources were still
so plentiful that limits to progress re-
mained unseen. The historian, David Pot-
ter (1954:141), tried to alert his colleagues
to some of the unstated and unexamined
assumptions shaping their studies; his
words have equal relevance for
sociologists: ‘‘The factor of abundance,
which we first discovered as an
environmental condition and which we
then converted by technological change
into a cultural as well as a physical force,
has . . . influenced all aspects of American
life in a fundamental way.’’2

Not only have sociologists been too

unmindful of the fact that our society de-
rived special qualities from past abun-
dance:; the heritage of abundance has
made it difficult for most sociologists to
perceive the possibility of an era of uncon-
trived scarcity. For example, ecological
concepts such as ‘‘carrying capacity’’ are
alien to the vocabularies of most
sociologists (Catton, 1976a; 1976b), yet
disregard for this concept has been tan-
tamount to assuming an environment’s
carrying capacity is always enlargeable as
needed—thus denying the possibility of
scarcity.

Neglect of the ecosystem-dependence

2 For an early warning that this exuberance-
producing force could be temporry, see Sumner
(1896) Few twentieth century sociologists have
taken the warning seriously

of human society has been evident in
sociological literature on economic devel-
opment (e.g., Horowitz, 1972), which has
simply not recognized biogeochemical
limits to material progress. And renewed
sociological attention to a theory of
societal evolution (e.g., Parsons, 1977)
has seldom paid much attention to the re-
source base that is subjected to ‘‘more
efficient’” exploitation as societies be-
come more differentiated internally and
are thereby ‘‘adaptively upgraded.” In
such literature, the word ‘‘environment’’
refers almost entirely to a society’s ‘‘sym-
bolic environment’’ (cultural systems) or
“*social environment’’ (environing social
systems).3

It is the habit of neglecting laws of other
sciences (such as the Principle of Entropy
and the Law of Conservation of
Energy)*—as if human actions were unaf-
fected by them—that enables so distin-
guished a sociologist as Daniel Bell (1973:
465) to assert that the question before
humanity is ‘‘not subsistence but standard
of living, not biology, but sociology,” to
insist that basic needs ‘‘are satiable, and
the possibility of abundance is real,”” to
impute ‘‘apocalyptic hysteria’ to “‘the
ecology movement,”” and to regard it as
trite rather than questionable to expect
“‘compound interest’” growth to continue
for another hundred years. Likewise, this
neglect permits Amos Hawley (1975:8-9)
to write that ‘there are no known limits to
the improvement of technology’’ and the
population pressure on nonagricultural re-
sources is neither *‘currently being felt or
likely to be felt in the early future.” Such
views reflect a staunch commitment to the
HEP.

Environmental Sociology and the ‘‘New
Environmental Paradigm’

When public apprehension began to be
aroused concerning newly  visible
environmental problems, the scientists

3 Even sociological human ecologists have limited
therr attention primarily to the soctal or spatial
environment, rather than the physical environment
(see Michelson, 1976°17-23), reflecting their adher-
ence to the HEP

4 See Miller (1972) for a lucid discussion of these
laws
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who functioned as opinion leaders were
not sociologists. They included such indi-
viduals as Rachel Carson, Barry Com-
moner, Paul Ehrlich and Garrett
Hardin—biologists. Leadership in high-
lighting the precariousness of the human
condition was mostly forfeited by
sociologists, because until recently, most
of us had been socialized into a worldview
that makes it difficult to recognize the
reality and full significance of the
environmental problems and constraints
we now confront. Due to our acceptance
of the HEP, our discipline has focused on
humans to the neglect of habitat; consid-
eration of our social environment has
crowded out consideration of our physical
circumstances  (Michelson, 1976:17).
Further, we have had unreserved faith
that equilibrium between population and
resources could and would be reached in
noncatastrophic ways, since technology
and organization would mediate the rela-
tions between a growing population and
its earthly habitat (see, e.g., Hawley,
1975).

But, stimulated by troubling events,
some sociologists began to read such
works as Carson (1962), Commoner
(1971), Ehrlich and Ehrlich (1970), and
Hardin (1968), and began to shed the blind-
ers of the HEP. As long-held assump-
tions began to lose their power over our
perceptions, we began to recognize that
the reality of ecological constraints posed
serious problems for human societies and
for the discipline of sociology (see, e.g.,
Burch, 1971). It began to appear that, in
order to make sense of the world, it was
necessary to rethink the traditional Durk-
heimian norm of sociological purity—
i.e., that social facts can be explained only
by linking them to other social facts. The
gradual result of such rethinking has been
the development of environmental sociol-
ogy.

Environmental sociology is clearly still
in its formative years. At the turn of the
decade rising concern with ‘‘environ-
ment’’ as a social problem led to numer-
ous studies of public attitudes toward
environmental issues and of the
“Environmental Movement’ (see Al
brecht and Mauss, 1975). A coalition
gradually developed between sociologists

with such interests and sociologists with a
range of other concerns—including rather
established interests such as the *‘built”
environment, natural hazards, resource
management and outdoor recreation, as
well as newer interests such as ‘‘social
impact assessment’’ (mandated by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969).
After the energy crisis of 1973, numerous
sociologists (including many with prior
interests in one or more of the above
areas) began to investigate the effects of
energy shortages in particular, and re-
source constraints in general, on society:
the stratification system, the political or-
der, the family, and so on. (For an indica-
tion of the range of interests held by
environmental sociologists see Dunlap,
1975, and Manderscheid, 1977; for re-
views of the literature see Dunlap and Cat-
ton, forthcoming, and Humphrey and But-
tel, 1976.)

These diverse interests are linked into
an increasingly distinguishable specialty
known as environmental sociology by the
acceptance of ‘‘environmental’’ variables
as meaningful for sociological investiga-
tion. Conceptions of ‘‘environment’
range from the ‘‘manmade’ (or ‘‘built’)
environment to the ‘‘natural’”’ environ-
ment, with an array of ‘‘human-altered™’
environments—e.g., air, water, noise and
visual pollution—in between. In fact, the
study of interaction between the environ-
ment and society is the core of
environmental sociology, as advocated
several years ago by Schnaiberg (1972).5
This involves studying the effects of the
environment on society (e.g., resource
abundance or scarcity on stratification)
and the effects of society on the environ-
ment (e.g., the contributions of differing
economic systems to environmental deg-
radation).6

The study of such interaction rests on
the recognition that sociologists can no
longer afford to ignore the environment in

*This does not mean that environmental
sociologists focus only on bi-variate relationships be-
tween social and environmental variables, as
illustrated by Schnaiberg's (1975) *‘societal-
environmental dialectic’” (to be discussed below)

¢ For an alternative and narrower view of the do-
main of environmental sociology see Zeisel (1975
Chap 1)
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their investigations, and this in turn ap-
pears to depend on at least tacit ac-
ceptance of a set of assumptions quite
different from those of the HEP. From the
writings of several environmental
sociologists (e.g., Anderson, 1976; Burch,

1971, 1976; Buttel, 1976; Catton, 1976a,

1976b; Morrison, 1976; Schnaiberg, 1972,

1975) it is possible to extract a set of

assumptions about the nature of social

reality which stand in stark contrast to the

HEP. We call this set of assumptions the

““New Environmental Paradigm’’ or NEP

(see Dunlap and Van Liere, 1977 for a

broader usage of the term, referring to

emerging public beliefs):
1. Human beings are but one species
among the many that are interdepen-
dently involved in the biotic com-
munities that shape our social life.

. Intricate linkages of cause and effect
and feedback in the web of nature
produce many unintended conse-
quences from purposive human ac-
tion.

. The world is finite, so there are po-
tent physical and biological limits
constraining economic growth, so-
cial progress, and other societal
phenomena.

Environmental Facts and Social Facts

Sociologists who adhere to the NEP
readily accept as factual the opening
sentences of the lead article (by a percep-
tive economist) in a recent issue of Social
Science Quarterly devoted to ‘‘Society
and Scarcity’’: ““We have inherited, oc-
cupy, and will bequeath a world of scar-
city: resources are not adequate to
provide all of everything we want. It is a
world, therefore, of limitations, con-
straints, and conflict, requiring the bear-
ing of costs and calling for communal
coordination”” (Allen, 1976:263). Per-
sistent adherents of the HEP, on the other
hand, accustomed to relying on endless
and generally benign technological and
organizational breakthroughs, could be
expected to discount such a statement as a
mere manifestation of the naive presump-
tion that the *‘state of the arts’” 1s fixed
(see, e.g., Hawley, 1975:6-7).

Likewise, sociologists who have been

\

45

converted to the assumptions of the NEP
have no difficulty appreciating the
sociological relevance of the following
fact: the $36 billion it now costs annually
to import oil to supplement depleted
American supplies is partially defrayed by
exporting $23 billian worth of agricultural
products—grown at the cost of enor-
mous soil erosion (van Bavel, 1977).
Environmental sociologists expect mo-
mentous social change if soil or oil, or
both are depleted. But sociologists still
bound by the HEP would probably ignore
such topics, holding that oil and soil are
irrelevant variables for sociologists. How-
ever, we believe that only by taking into
account such factors as declining energy
resources can sociologists continue to
understand and explain ‘‘social facts.”
We will attempt to demonstrate this by
examining some work by NEP-oriented
sociologists in one of the areas they have
begun to examine—social stratification.

Usefulness of the NEP: Recent Work in
Social Stratification

The bulk of existing work in stratifica-
tion appears to rest on the Human Excep-
tionalism Paradigm, as it **. . . does not
adequately consider the context of re-
source constraints or lack thereof in which
the stratification system operates . . .
(Morrison, 1973:83). We will therefore de-
scribe recent work in the area by
environmental sociologists, in an effort to
illustrate the insights into stratification
processes provided by the NEP. We will
limit the discussion to three topics: the
current decline in living conditions expe-
rienced by many Americans; contempo-
rary and likely future cleavages in our
stratification system; and the problematic
prospects for ending self-perpetuating
poverty.

Recent decline in standard of living: A
majority of Americans are concerned
about their economic situation (Strumpel,
1976:23), and in Food, Shelter and the
American Dream, Aronowitz (1974)
exemplifies the growing awareness that
something is not going according to
expectation—that old ideals of societal
progress, increasing prosperity and mate-
rial comfort, and individual and inter-
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generational mobility for all segments of
society are not being realized (also see
Anderson, 1976:1-3). Yet, even a *‘criti-
cal sociologist™ such as Aronowitz seems
impeded by the HEP in attempting to
understand these changes. He views re-
cent shortages in food, gasoline, heating
oil, and so on, entirely as the result of
“‘manipulations’’ by large national and
supranational corporations, and is skepti-
cal of the idea that resource scarcities may
be real. Thus, his solution to the decline in
the American standard of living would ap-
parently be solely political—reduce the
power of large corporations.

Although many environmental so-
ciologists would not deny that oil com-
panies have benefited  from energy
shortages, their acceptance of the NEP
leads to a different explanation of recent
economic trends. Schnaiberg (1975:6-8),
for instance, has explicated a very useful
‘‘societal-environmental dialectic.’’ Given
the thesis that ‘‘economic expansion is a
social desideratum’ and the antithesis
that ‘‘ecological disruption is a necessary
consequence of economic expansion,” a
dialectic emerges with the acceptance of
the proposition that ‘‘ecological disrup-
tion is harmful to human society.”
Schnaiberg notes three alternative synthe-
ses of the dialectic: (1) an economic syn-
thesis which ignores ecological disrup-
tions and attempts to maximize growth;
(2) a managed scarcity synthesis’ which
deals with the most obvious and perni-
cious  consequences of  resource-
utilization by imposing controls over
selected industries and resources; and (3)
an ecological synthesis in which ‘‘sub-
stantial control over both production and
effective demand for goods’ is used to
minimize ecological disruptions and
maintain a ‘‘sustained yield’’ of resources.
Schnaiberg (1975:9-10) argues that the
synthesis adopted will be influenced by
the basic economic structure of a society,
with *‘regressive’’ (inequality-magnifying)

7 Schnaiberg’s term was *‘planned scarcity, * but
because adherents of the HEP might suppose that
phrase referred to scarcity caused by planners—
rather than scarcities (and their costs) allocated by
planners—we prefer to speak of ‘‘managed scar-
city

societies most lik. to maintain the
“‘economic’’ synthusis and ‘‘progressive’”’
(equality-fostering) societies least resis-
tive to the ‘‘ecological” syntehsis.® Not
surprisingly, therefore, the U.S., with its
‘‘non-redistributive’” economy, has in-
creasingly opted for ‘‘managed scarcity’’
as the solution to environmental and re-
source problems.?®

Managed scarcity involves, for exam-
ple, combating ecological disruptions by
forcing industries to abate pollution, with
resultant costs passed along to consumers
via higher prices, and combating resource
shortages via higher taxes (and thus higher
consumer prices) on the scarce resources.
There is growing recognition of the highly
regressive impacts of both mechanisms
(Morrison, 1977; Schnaiberg, 1975), and
thus governmental reliance on ‘‘managed
scarcity”’ to cope with pollution and re-
source shortages at least partly accounts
for the worsening economic plight of the
middle-, working, and especially lower-
classes—a plight in which adequate food
and shelter are often difficult to obtain.
Unfortunately, these economic woes can-
not simply be corrected by returning to
the economic synthesis. The serious
health threats posed by pollutants, the
potentially devastating changes in the
ecosystem wrought by unbridled eco-
nomic and technological growth (e.g., de-
struction of the protective ozone layer,
alteration of atmospheric temperature),
and the undeniable reality of impending
shortages in crucial resources such as oil,
all make reversion to the traditional eco-
nomic synthesis impossible in the long run
(see, e.g., Anderson, 1976; Miller, 1972).
Of course, as Morrison (1976) has noted,
the pressures to return to this synthesis
are great, and understanding them

® Thus, e.g., among industrialized nations Sweden
appears to have come closest to the ecological syn-
thesis, while China represents the closest approxi-
mation to 1t by any developing nation (Anderson,
1976 242-251) In contrast, highly regressive devel-
oping nations such as Brazil seem strongly commut-
ted to the economic synthesis

°The U S economy is ‘‘non-redistributive’ be-
cause overall patterns of inequahty (1 e., relative
shares of wealth) have been altered very httle by
growth, even though all strata have improved their
lot via growth (Schnaiberg, 19759, Zeithin, 1977.
Part 2)
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provides insights into contemporary and
future economic cleavages.

Cleavages within the stratification sys-
tem: Schnaiberg’s ecological synthesis
amounts to what others have termed a
“‘stationary’’ or ‘‘steady-state’’ society,
and it is widely agreed that such a society
would need to be far more egalitarian than
the contemporary U.S. (Anderson,
1976:58-61;  Daly, 1973:168-170).1°
Achieving the necessary redistribution
would be very difficult, and opposition to
it would be likely to result in serious, but
unstable cleavages within the stratifica-
tion system. In the long run, as
environmental constraints become more
obvious, ecologically aware ‘‘haves’’ are
likely to opt for increased emphasis on
managed scarcity to cope with them. The
results would be disastrous for the ‘‘have
nots,”” as slowed growth and higher prices
would reverse the traditional trend in the
U.S. in which all segments of society have
improved their material condition—not
because they obtained a larger slice of the
“‘pie,”” but because the pie kept growing
(Anderson, 1976:28-33; Morrison, 1976).
Slowed growth without increased redis-
tribution will result in real (as well as rela-
tive) deprivation among the ‘‘have nots,”
making class conflict more likely than
ever before.!' As Morrison (1976:299)
notes, ‘‘Class antagonisms that are
soothed by general economic growth
tend to emerge as more genuine class con-
flicts when growth slows or ceases.”
Thus, in the long run the NEP suggests
that Marx’s predictions about class con-
flict may become more accurate, although
for reasons Marx could not have foreseen.

In the short run, however, a very differ-
ent possibility seems likely. The societal

10 For example, wasteful consumption due to ex-
cess wealth and economic growth stemming from the
investment of excess capital (for profit) would need
to be halted, as would pressure for economic growth
stemmung from the unmet needs of the lower strata
(see, e g , Anderson, 1976:58-61, Daly, 1973-168-
171)

1" Managed scarcity and slowed growth are also
likely to exacerbate tensions between developed and
developing nations This leads NEP-oriented
sociologists (e g., Anderson, 1976 258-269, Morn-
son, 1976) to see the future of international develop-
ment quite differently than sociologists bound by the
HEP (see, e g , Horowitz, 1972).
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pressures resulting from managed scarcity
are such that large portions of both
““haves’’ and ‘‘have nots’’ will push for a
reversion to the economic (growth) syn-
thesis. In fact, Morrison (1973) has pre-
dicted the emergence of a Dahrendorfian
(i.e., non-Marxian) cleavage: ‘growthists
vs. nongrowthists,”” with all those highly
dependent upon industrial growth (work-
ers and owners) coalescing to oppose
environmentalists (who typically hold
positions—in the professions, govern-
ment, education, for example—less di-
rectly dependent on growth). The staunch
labor union support for growth, and the
successful efforts of industry to win the
support of labor and the poor in battles
against environmentalists, both suggest
the emergence of this coalition. Somewhat
ironically, therefore, support for contin-
ued economic growth has united
capitalists and the “‘left” (used broadly to
include most labor unions, advocates for
the poor, and academic Marxists). Not
only does this support reveal the extent to
which most of the left has abandoned
hopes for real redistribution in favor of
getting a ‘fair share’” of a growing pie, but
it also reveals a misunderstanding of the
distribution of costs and benefits of tradi-
tional economic growth.

The ‘‘Culture of Poverty’ solidified:
Sociologists guided by the NEP have not
only questioned the supposed universal
benefits of growth, but they consistently
point to the generally neglected ‘‘costs’™
of growth—costs which tend to be very
regressive (Anderson, 1976:30-31;
Schnaiberg, 1975:19). Thus, it is increas-
ingly recognized that the workplace and
inner city often constitute serious health
hazards, and that there 1s generally a
strong inverse relationship between SES
and exposure to environmental pollution
(Schnaiberg, 1975:19). Further, in his
study of the SES-air pollution relation-
ship, Burch (1976:314) has gone so far as
to suggest that, ‘‘Each of these pollutants
when ingested at certain modest levels
over continuing periods, is likely to be an
important influence upon one’s ability to
persist in the struggle for improvement of
social position . . . These exposures, like
nutritional  deficiencies, seem one
mechanism by which class inequalities are
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reinforced.”” This leads him to suggest
that efforts to eradicate poverty which do
not take into account the debilitating im-
pact of environmental insults are likely to
fail.

Conclusion

We have attempted to illustrate the util-
ity of the NEP by focusing on issues con-
cerning stratification, for we believe this is
one of many aspects of society that will be
significantly affected by ecological con-
straints. As noted above, in the short run
we expect tremendous pressure for revert-
ing to the economic growth synthesis, for
such a strategy seeks to alleviate societal
tensions at the expense of the environ-
ment. Of course, the NEP implies that
such a strategy cannot continue indefi-
nitely (and the evidence seems to support
this—see, e.g., Miller, 1972). Thus we are
faced with the necessity of choosing be-
tween managed scarcity and an ecological
synthesis.!? The deleterious effects of the
former are already becoming obvious;
they help account for the trends described
by Aronowitz and others. However, the
achievement of a truly ecological synthe-
sis will require achieving a steady-state
society, a very difficult goal. As students
of social organization, sociologists should
play a vital role in delineating the char-
acteristics of such a society, feasible pro-
cedures for attaining it, and their probable
social costs. (See Anderson, 1976 for a
preliminary effort.) Until sociology extri-
cates itself from the Human Excep-
tionalism Paradigm, however, such a task
will be impossible.
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