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Abstract

Nowadays, we Japanese people are seriously confronted with the unsettled ecological subject. That is to say “How do we continue our lives on the earth?” As for ecologists it had already been crucial in 1950s and yet it remains unsolved in spite of their efforts. It is difficult to have a clear view of the comprehensive thought for the ecological subject, as it forms in multiple layers; it contains political, ethical, economical problems and so on. We therefore need to ask a following question in order to lay a comprehensive philosophical foundation for the ecological subject; whom do ecologists call “we”? What does it mean if they consider “human-beings” to be the plane biological concepts? This is a matter of the definition of “human-beings” behind the ecological subject; it dates back to the origin of ecological studies from 1880s, as a holism of biological science can be seen in the works of Ernst Heckel (1834-1919). Anna Bramwell said that ecological thoughts had been newly compounded of the biological root (biological science of ecology) and the economical root (energy economics) since 1970s; still, it does not mean that they presented any constructive ideas for the philosophical definition of human-beings, rather they mainly as “alternative” plotted to refuse the traditional definitions of Western culture.
 Now we try to describe the hidden source of ecological definition of human-beings from 1880s, tracing the footprints of ecology that appears in the word they adopted; “eco”. The word “eco” is used as an abbreviation of “ecology” in Japanese, and it’s tied up with the Japanese virtue to save resources economically. It is improbable that such a superficial understanding can reach to the original meanings of “eco”. As for E. Heckel (suggested the word “oekologie” in 1866), “eco” has come from ancient Greek, oikos. Under his influence younger ecologists has adopted “eco”, with the image of household, inside which living things live as their instinct demands. They have not paid attention to consider why we should treat “human-beings” as the object of biological science, though oikos meant one side of human-beings in ancient Greek. On this point we can rely on the guidance of Hanna Arendt. It was Arendt who found the borderline between the private realm (oikos) and political realm (polis) in ancient Greece
. The former is the concept for the biological life process, the realm of “needs” to be hidden. The latter is, being no longer bound to the necessities of life, the realm of the appearance in front of the others in the political fellowship. As the time goes by, however, the borderline has declined and the social realm has arisen. “The social” in modern age has forced each person to act “as a member of one enormous family” (HC, p. 38). It was thus kind of “family” which ecologists has called “we”. I suggest that it is important to take notice to the qualitative difference between the idea of the global ecological system and the image of the household of ancient Greece.
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