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Society aS the Subject of 
eco-oriented deSign

СуСпільСтво як Суб’єкт екологічно-
орієнтованого проектування

У статті описується порівняльне дослідження, проведене в Москві, 
Санкт-Петербурзі та Сіетлі (США), присвячене вивченню причин при-
дбання домашніх тварин. Дослідження проводилося за допомогою мето-
ду вуличного опитування. Показано, що люди, у яких є тварини, набу-
вають їх з метою задоволення средового, особистісного дефіциту або де-
фіциту взаємодії з природою. Люди, у яких немає тварин, і які не хочуть 
придбати тварин, проявляють більше якостей індивідуалізму, ніж ті, хто 
має тварин або хотів би їх придбати.  

ключові слова: міжвидова комунікація, середовищний та особистіс-
ний дефіцит, дефіцит єднання з природою, індивідуалізм, колективізм.
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общеСтво как Субъект экологичеСки-
ориентированного проектирования

В статье описывается сравнительное исследование, проведенное в Мо-
скве, Санкт-Петербурге и Сиэтле (США), посвященное изучению причин 
приобретения домашних животных. Исследование проводилось при помо-
щи метода уличного опроса. Показано, что люди, у которых есть животные, 
приобретают их с цель удовлетворения средового, личностного дефицита 
или дефицита взаимодействия с природой. Люди, у которых нет животных, 
и которые не хотят приобретать животных, проявляют больше качеств ин-
дивидуализма, чем те, кто имеет животных или хотел бы их приобрести.

ключевые слова: межвидовая коммуникация, средовой и личност-
ный дефицит, дефицит единения с природой, индивидуализм, коллекти-
визм.

The terms “human-animal interaction” and “anthrozoology” 
are often used in a scientific context to describe the area relat-
ing to the study of how humans and other animals affect each 
other. However, it might be argued that these terms reflect an 
anthropocentric bias that has the potential to affect our think-
ing, by contrasting humans with other animals, and perhaps in-
advertently focusing attention on the “human” aspect of the re-
lationship. Indeed, the impact of humans on other species tends 
to be considered more by the discipline of “animal welfare”. 

However, a relationship is the consequence of an interactive 
process, which demands equal consideration of all partners (or 
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actors, as we will call them) and their behavior for the relation-
ship to be understood. In addition, the principles which under-
pin the development of relationships should be universal, vary-
ing only on the basis of individual limitations or environmental 
circumstances. How and why anthropocentricism may have af-
fected scientific endeavor in the life sciences? With special refer-
ence to the study of heterospecific relationships, we shall try to 
lay a clearer philosophical foundation for the approach that we 
propose. Finally we consider the implications of this approach 
in relation to the study and management of human-companion 
animal relationships.  

Anthropocentrism describes the tendency for human beings 
to regard themselves as the central and most significant en-
tities in the universe, or the assessment of reality through a 
biased human perspective. While any species can only perceive 
the world around it through its own perceptual mechanisms, 
it is not difficult to recognize that others may perceive things 
differently. It is perhaps harder to give balanced consideration 
to other world views, although an important first step is to ac-
knowledge that humans are merely part of the earth’s ecologi-
cal system. In cultures with a strong Judaeo-Christian-Muslim 
influence, man is typically seen as the “pinnacle of creation”, 
and these cultures are also the historical home of the scientific 
method. Given the historical importance and influence of reli-
gion in education, it is therefore not surprising that some sci-
entific endeavours have taken an anthropocentric perspective. 
These biases may be quite subtle, but have the potential to af-
fect our thinking about a subject. 

For example, it might be argued that the functional approach 
to social behaviour of Hamilton (1932) has overemphasized the 
significance of dominant–subordinate relationships within so-
ciety, and the importance to the individual of achieving status 
over others. When such ideas are applied to human/animal rela-
tions, it tends to emphasize human domination over the animal, 
with humans believing that animals should be subordinate and 
anticipating behavior consistent with this expectation rather 
than the more familial relationship that almost certainly ex-
ists between humans and companion animals. In this respect, 
it is notable that the definition of a family has traditionally ex-
cluded non-human members, although they may exert impor-
tant influence, particularly in child development (A. Nikolskya, 
N. Ulianova, 2009). Similarly, our definition of society often 
fails to appreciate its multispecies nature and the potential 
significance of this feature in social cohesiveness and function-
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ality. This anthropocentric bias is endemic and even cultural 
within the life sciences, (for  example, in the experiments of 
H. Harlow, 1966; R.Woodworths, 1958; R. Beninger, 1974; J. 
Scott, J.Fuller, 1965; Boysen S.,1993; De Waal, 1996; etc.) and 
in many of the life sciences it is common practice to refer to 
“humans” versus “animals” rather than non-human animals, as 
in the term “Human-Animal Interactions.” Within psychology, 
human test subjects are often referred to as participants and 
non-human animal participants as subjects, when there is no 
logical scientific reason for such a qualitative semantic distinc-
tion, when both are reality instruments in the laboratory.

The need to recognize humans as merely part of the biotic 
environment is not a new idea, as is evident from some of the 
traditional teachings of Hinduism and Buddhism. Indeed, from 
a historical perspective humans have a history of considering 
themselves to be an integral part of nature that is far older 
than European culture. Nature was often represented as a liv-
ing being, perhaps due largely to early man’s dependence on 
the natural environment. Thus there were no significant differ-
ences in human and animal behaviour as both were considered 
to share a natural unity (Krementsov, 2010). Perhaps concern 
over anthropogenic causes of global warning and its impact on 
humans have in part fueled a re-evaluation of man’s place in 
nature. The works of Aristotle were the first to argue for a clear 
distinction between plants animals and humans. He argued 
that “plant souls” were focused on nourishing and reproduction, 
while the souls of humans and other animals nurtured aspira-
tions and sensation, while only man had a “rational” soul dedi-
cated to thinking and reasoning. Such a distinction, between 
humans and non-human animals is epitomized in the concept of 
Cartesian dualism, which was challenged to some extent during 
The Age of Enlightenment and the founding of organizations 
like the Royal Society. However, even today, scientific and pop-
ular research, especially in the field of animal cognition, show 
an anthropocentric bias in the form of  sensational headlines 
referring to “human-like abilities” in non-human animals, rath-
er than describing these as shared (as opposed to human-like) 
abilities (for example, R.Khamsi, 2007; S.Savage-Rumbough, 
2001, Draper T., 1995; Ho J., 2005; Murai, C., 2005;  Kaplan K., 
2009, etc).

However, such anthropocentric biases in science are being 
increasingly recognized and rejected in favour of a broader 
“natureсentric” approach, which places human’s and their activ-
ity within a broader biological and ecological context  (V.Panov, 
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2006). It is therefore pertinent to critically appraise the frame-
work used for the study of human-other species relationships. 

If it is accepted that everyday attitudes towards animals are 
formed in line with cultural-historical and social-psychological 
preconditions, then it should also be recognized that the tradi-
tional reductionist scientific approach so widely used in the bio-
logical sciences may not be entirely appropriate. Cultural and 
historical preconditions have an impact on relations between 
humans and non-human animals, and we should recognize the 
social-psychological nature of these relations. Human relation-
ships with other animals are the product of changing concep-
tions, and linked to social constructs peculiar to a given time, 
culture and society. 

Just because of increasing significance of this theme in the 
modern society, the research group of Psychological Institute of 
Russian Academy of Education leaded by professor V.I. Panov, 
set the goal to research heterospecific communication (В. И. 
Панов, А. В. Никольская; А. В. Никольская; А.Nikolskaya; 
E.Lidskaya; М. Mdivani; Sh.Khisambeev; G. Shukova; P.Co-
dess).

According to the expert research there is a steady increase in 
the number of pets all over the world (www.rg.ru, 2010, www.
rkf.org, 2011). At the same time people more often face a prob-
lem of pets’ abnormal behaviour and owners’ failure to cope 
with it (K.  Overall,  1997; Т. Guseva, 2003 et. al.). Why does 
the urge to acquire a pet become increasingly common all over 
the world?  Why do people still keep and acquire animals even 
after having encountered their pets’ aggression towards them? 
Can we, on the basis of this phenomenon, say that people feel 
drawn to nature or does the problem lie within their personal or 
environmental deficiency?

It seems that for the past decades there has been a tendency 
to acquire pets for living together with, i.e. animals start to per-
form functions of a social partner. Moreover, humans start to 
perceive pets as family members (A. Kruger, J.  Serpell,  2006) 
and attribute status of significant others to them (S.D. Deryabo, 
1995). 

 Who does get a pet in the modern society? Why? Does the de-
cision to get a pet help in solving some personal or interpersonal 
problems? Is there a difference in reasons of getting a pet in dif-
ferent countries?  

In previous work it was shown that there are three man rea-
sons why people get pets: environmental deficiency, personal de-
ficiency, and attempt of unity with nature (A.Nikolskaya). That 
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research had been done on the example of population of Moscow 
and S.-Petersburg. 

The similar answerers were obtained in Seattle (USA) where 
43 people (24 females and 19 males of different ages) were in-
terviewed although the answerers connected with environmental 
deficiency sounded much less (3% of total responses in compare 
with 13% of total responses among Russian population).

The street survey in Seattle was organized in such a way that 
it didn’t suppose poll the people with pets only. So, the question-
naire included such the questions as:

Do you have a pet? Have you ever had a pet? Have you ever 
wanted to get a pet?

Such a way, the interviewed people were splatted for two 
groups: those who have, had or want to get a pet; and those who 
haven’t and doesn’t want get a pet. 

Both groups were asked the following questions:
Some people say that people achieve success by their own 1. 
work; others say that luck and help from other people are 
more important. Which do you think is more important?
Do you agree or disagree with the statement: if you work 2. 
hard in this country, eventually you will get ahead?

Among 43 interviewed 11 people don’t have a pet and don’t 
want to have it even if the life conditions would let them get a 
pet. 

Interesting that this group answers the last two questions, 
connected with achieving success in the USA, that it’s necessary 
to achieve success by own work only, and if you work hard, you 
will get success.

The other 32 people says that no one can achieve success alone 
and that they believe in opportunity of luck to open a door for 
them.

It’s clear that the more individualistic a person, the less he/
she needs others including pets for comfortable life. We paid at-
tention that these people don’t need a pet as a method of uniting 
with nature. So the next question that was asked to these people 
was: do you love hiking, traveling to nature reserves, contempla-
tion of nature?  9 of 11 representatives of that group answered 
that they prefer rest with their friend and raveling to comfort-
able sea resorts or historical places, and they have no time for 
contemplating. 

The preliminary conclusion that can be done is getting a pet 
is not enough for ecological orientation of modern society, even 
though quiet often it may be a way  of uniting with nature. 
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Any society biased to individualism in achieving aims is eco-
logically designed in less degree than a society biased to collectiv-
ism. 

Of course, this statement demands the additional research as 
quantitative as qualitative. 

А comparative study conducted in Moscow, S.-Petersburg and Seattle 
(USA) is described. The study was dedicated researcjing of reasons of get-
ting pets. The street survey method was used. It was shown that people 
who have a pet, get it to satisfy environmental, personal deficiency or the 
deficiency of uniting with nature. People who haven’t a pet and who don’t 
want to get a pet, manifest more individualistic traits, than those who 
have pets or want to get a pet. 

Keywords: heterospecific communication, environmental, personal de-
ficiency, deficiency of uniting with nature, individualism, collectivism
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