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ABSTRACT
MORAL PLURALISM, NONSENTIENT NATURE,
AND SUSTAINABLE WAYS OF LIFE
By
Bruce Keith Omundson

Ecologist Aldo Leopold called for a land ethic in which the entire "biotic
community” has direct moral consideration. A major philosophic barrier to a land ethic
is the interest principle, the notion that only sentient beings have interests whose loss
could be a moral harm to them. Although strict adherents cannot be argued out the
interest principle, a morally pluralistic position based on sustainable ways of life is a
viable way to counter and transcend it.

Recent major approaches to a land ethic are examined. Monistic positions include
J. Baird Callicott’s evolutionary altruism and inherent value of nature, Holmes Rolston
III’s natural value of projective (evolutionary) nature, and Paul W. Taylor’s respect for
nature. Pluralistic approaches include Christopher D. Stone’s mapping of moral planes,
Eugene C. Hargrove’s natural aesthetics, and Jim Cheney’s postmodern bioregionalism.
Ame Naess’s deep ecology is treated as a borderline case.

I claim that Stuart Hampshire’s notion of a way of life, the holistic and
interdependent complex of personal commitments and practices which define and make
meaningful an individual’s existence, provides a grounding for moral intuitions that
nonsentient nature is itself morally considerable. If one values a way of life, one will
want it to be sustainable for future generations; this requires a recognition of one’s
dependence on nature and how nature both limits and gives positive definition to one’s
way of life. The position is exemplified by the works of Wendell Berry and his analogy
between marriage and the farmer'’s relationship to the land.



Giving moral primacy to sustainable ways of life would allow Stone to counter
criticisms that his pluralism (1) merely assumes nonsentient entities are morally
significant, and (2) provides no way for deciding cases of moral conflict. The variety of
gestalts valued in a sustainable way of life meets the first criticism. Stone’s suggestions
of lexically ordering and overlapping moral planes can be supplemented by Martin

Benjamin’s notion of integrity preserving compromise to meet the second.
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INTRODUCTION:
ENVIRONMENTAL PHILOSOPHY AND THE SEARCH FOR A LAND ETHIC

Environmental Philosophy

As an academic discipline environmental philosophy is scarcely two decades old.
It grew out of the widespread concerns of the 1960s about pollution, exhaustion of
nonrenewable resources, overpopulation, increasing rates of species extinctions, and
threats of irreversible damage to the earth’s life support capacity. The term
*environmental philosophy’ is quite broad, ranging from studies in philosophy of
biology to any ethical considerations dealing with the environment. I will use the term
loosely and interchangeably with ’environmental ethics’ which does not directly include
philosophy of biology. In speaking generally, I will freely substitute *moral’ for
*ethical’ and vice versa. On occasions when I use "moral’ with connotations of duties
owed or owing, while reserving ’ethical’ to refer to character development and style of
life, the context will, I hope, make the usageclw

Philosophers who have taken up environmental issues have sorted themselves into
three main groups. The traditional humanists or anthropocentrists insist that only
human beings count morally, have direct moral standing, or are ethically considerable.
They see environmental ethics largely as an applied field where traditional concepts and
distinctions are used to sift through new problems in which we have duties regarding
the nonhuman world to other human beings, but no duties directly o0 nonhumans.
According to this position, it would not be morally wrong to dump raw sewage into a
river because it kills the fish or degrades a natural watercourse. Rather, it would be
wrong because it ruins the sporting pleasures of the fisherman, creates aesthetically
offensive conditions, or endangers the health of people downstream who drink the

water. Nature, including other animals, has no intrinsic value, but only instrumental
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value as a resource for human use. The most that disciplines like evolutionary biology,
ecology, and sociobiology can contribute to traditional humanist ethics is to make us
more factually sophisticated about how our decisions will affect other human beings.
The second group consists of the humane moralists (following Callicott 1980)
sentientists or animal extensionists who extend the concepts used by the traditional
humanists in order to give moral consideration to nonhuman animals (hereafter:
animals) that share certain key ethical traits with humans.! Rather than claiming the
moral concepts of the traditional humanists are flawed, the animal extensionists see the
problem as one of application. They attack the anthropocentrism of the humanists for
being arbitrary, inconsistent, and speciesist (on analogy with racist) in its refusal to
apply the principles evenhandedly by extending them equally to all sentient creatures
who possess the relevant ethical traits. The animal extensionists include both
utilitarians and deontologists.2 The utilitarians, who judge the rightness or wrongness
of an act on the net goodness of its consequences, argue for animals’ moral standing on
the basis of their ability to feel some degree of pleasure and pain (or satisfaction and
frustration); thus animal preferences must be included in calculations as to which action
will produce the best consequences, i.e., the greatest overall preference satisfaction,
happiness, or feeling of well-being. The deontologists argue that we have moral duties
to animals apart from any utilitarian consequences. Usually this is discussed in terms of
moral or natural rights which restrict what can be done to someone no matter how
much utility might be increased. The most common method employed by deontologists
is to argue from cases of marginal human beings and to insist that fairness or parity of
reasoning requires the same treatment and protection for animals. For example, if it is
not morally permissible to do away, however painlessly, with severely retarded humans
because they have a right to life, then nonrational animals (many of whom demonstrate
greater mental competence than severely retarded humans) must also have a right to life.
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Whether for ease of parlance or from conceptual confusion, the utilitarian and
deontological extensionists are sometimes lumped together as "animal rights”
philosophers. Generally, animal extensionists will regard new scientific information in
the same way as the traditional humanists.> Duties regarding the environment are
extended to nonhumans, but nonsentient nature has no nonderivative moral standing. A
prime example of how nonsentient nature might be treated is Joel Feinberg’s suggestion
that wildlife preserves be protected from human development as the rightful property of
the animals who live there (Feinberg 1980, p. 198).

The third group of philosophers insist that nonsentient nature is, at least in some
forms, ethically considerable in its own right; I will refer to them generically as land
ethic phiIosophers.‘ Subgroups include biocentric individualists who assert individual
plants, but not species, are loci of value; and biocentric or ecocentric holists who would
insist that species or ecosystems are not reducible to individuals or component parts,
and who would accept species or ecosystems themselves as loci of value.  In this
position, humans not only owe moral duties to each other, and to (some) animals, but
they also owe moral duties directly to some form of nonsentient nature, whether
individual trees, or species, or ecosystems, or inclusively "the land."> Most land ethic
philosophers have an holistic bent; in their view the moral concepts of traditional
humanism are fundamentally flawed or severely limited because they rely on an
atomistic and reductionistic view of nature which ecology has shown to be false and
practice has shown to be disastrous. They instead look to evolutionary biology and
allied sciences (and sometimes even to subatomic physics) to critique traditional ethical
concepts and to supply us with new conceptual models. They see as arbitrary traditional
philosophical dichotomies of fact and value, is and ought, conceptual problems and
empirical problems.



The Land Ethic

The term ’land ethic’ was coined by forester and ecologist Aldo Leopold who
spent his early days with the U.S. Forest Service exterminating predators to increase
deer herds for sport hunting. The eventual result was habitat destruction and mass
starvation as the herd increased beyond the carrying capacity of the land. Leopold’s
reflections are found in A Sand County Almanac where he espouses an holistic ethic
based on the ecological web of life:

The "key-log® which must be moved to release the evolutionary process for an
ethic is simply this: quit thinking about decent land-use solely as an economic
problem. Examine each question in terms of what is ethically and esthetically
right, as well as what is economically expedient. A thing is nght when it tends
to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community. It is
wrong when it tends otherwise (Leopold 1970, p. 262).

Leopold’s holistic concern for the biotic community is at once understandable and
disturbing, for it sometimes requires sacrificing the welfare or lives of sentient
individuals (like the deer) for the well being of nonsentient nature. _

The idea that nonsentient nature in certain cases should take moral precedence over
sentient individuals often has led to bitter disputes between land ethic philosophers and
animal extensionists.$ The conceptual basis of these disputes is what Joel Feinberg calls
the interest principle. Of the minimal qualifications to be a holder of rights Feinberg
says:

A mere thing, however valuable to others, has no good of its own. The
explanation of that fact, I suspect, consists in the fact that mere things have no
conative life: no conscious wishes, desires, and hopes; or urges and impulses; or
unconscious drives, aims, and goals; or latent tendencies, direction of growth
and natural fulfillments. Interests must be compounded somehow out of
conations; hence mere things have no interests. A fortiori, they have no interests
to be protected by legal or moral rules. Without interests a creature can have no
"good"” of its own, the achievement of which can be its due. Mere things are not
loci of value in their own right, but rather their value consists entirely in their
being objects of other beings’ interests (Feinberg 1980, pp. 165-166).

Interests serve as the moral common denominator for both utilitarian and deontological

defenses of animals. They also serve both traditional humanists and animal
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extensionists as the boundary of moral conceptual coherence beyond which one is
talking nonsense. In the case of Leopold’s deer problem, both groups might advocate
culling the herd, but it would be to save the habitat for human uses, or to minimize
animal suffering with a relatively quick death by hunting (whether humans or
reintroduced predators do the hunting) rather than a slow and agonizing death by
starvation. To these philosophers, saving the nonsentient habitat for its own sake is
nonsense because, having no interests, the habitat has no "sake of its own." Land ethic
philosophers retort that conceptual terms like *good’ and ’sake’ are defined arbitrarily
and are narrowly legalistic in scope; one must consider actual situations, they claim,
rather than excluding nonsentient nature from moral standing by a verbal game of
stipulative definitions.

Monism, Pluralism, and Sustainable Ways of Life

The first order of business for a land ethic is to find a way to argue beyond the
psychocentrism of the interest principle. In the last decade, major positions have been
sketched for defending the moral significance of nonsentient nature, and a split has
occurred between ethical monists and pluralists. The monists seek a single principle
under which to subsume and integrate all ethics whether dealing with rational beings,
sentient life, or nonsentient nature. The pluralists argue that no single principle can
handle the task, especially since the concepts of traditional ethics were developed to
relegate nonsentient nature to the status of instrumental value for rational or sentient
individuals. J. Baird Callicott, Holmes Rolston, ITI, and Paul W. Taylor are pioneering
figures who defend monistic positions. Representative advocates of a pluralistic view
are Christopher D. Stone, Eugene C. Hargrove, and Jim Cheney.7 Ame Naess occupies
a middle ground in which his principle 'Self-realisation!’ (the exclamation point being

Naess’s way of indicating an imperative) functions more like a Kantian regulative
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concept guiding the individual toward--but not dictating--a coherent system of ethical
decision making.
I begin by examining the comparative merits of the monistic positions on four key

points:

1. The method of arguing for the moral significance of nonsentient nature.

2. The manner and degree to which the methodology depends conceptually on

the sciences.

3. The degree of holism and the kinds of entities encompassed.

4, The way in which each is integrated with mainstream or conventional ethics.
The analysis reveals serious shortcomings of the monistic positions because of: (1)
their speculative nature, (2) their attempts at a monolithic hierarchy for decision making
(which seems to be a fantasy even within the limits of traditional humanistic ethics), and
(3) their dependence on a gestalt switch or conceptual shift in which one comes to view
nature in a new and morally significant way. I will refer to this last problem as the
problem of seeing, and claim it is endemic to any land ethic because such an ethic
requires crossing the barrier of the interest principle.

I turn then to pluralistic ways of arguing for the moral status of nonsentient nature.

The chief objection to moral pluralism is that it provides no means to settle disputes
between conflicting moral principles or values. Beyond that, each of the three versions
of pluralism suffers from its own specific limitations. Stone suggests that we treat
ethical principles as different kinds of moral maps depending on our purposes. Just as
we use topographical maps for some situations and road maps for others, so we might
invoke, for instance, utility to deal with animals but not to save rare plant species.
Where there are disagreements about which maps to use, an overlay of maps will often
reveal a common goal arrived at by different moral routes. Traditional humanists,
animal extensionists, and land ethic philosophers frequently agree as to what should be
done, though they justify it in radically different ways (as in the Leopold deer case cited
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above). A major limitation of Stone’s position is the pseudo-pragmatic ease with which
differences can be papered over. A fundamental requirement for being a moral person
is acting from the right motives which in turn requires each moral agent to know
himself. Hargrove simply offers one reason for moral duties to nonsentient nature based
on an argument from positive aesthetics. In addition to the difficulties associated with
positive aesthetics, this provides little guidance in making hard choices between
aesthetic preservation and critical human or animal interests. Cheney argues for
"bioregional narrative" based on the "contextual languages" of whatever group is
establishing some kind of moral relationship with nature. Here, mythmaking may
preclude science and create two major problems: (1) the group’s concerns may contort
the moral and ontological status of nature, and (2) many environmental problems which
have collective and cumulative effects--for instance, global warming--may remain
invisible because they can only be perceived and understood with a combination of high
level scientific theory, sophisticated models, and statistical analysis.

Amne Naess’s view of deep ecology can be seen either as monistic in its attempt to
create a pyramid of norms or pluralistic in the need for each individual work out such a
pyramid based on his own experience. Naess’s primary ontology of simultaneously
- cognitive and affective gestalts bridges the gap between facts and values; his relational
view of self to milieux bridges the gap between the individual as ego-center and the
world as something foreign. Both gestalts and the relational view of self will become
important in understanding how a way of life may include nonsentient nature and give it
direct moral standing. Naess’s ultimate norm ’Self-realisation!’ as an expression of the
total unity of Self and Nature, however, is destructive of the delicate balance which
must be maintained to avoid one extreme of total annihilation by absorption into the
other and the opposite extreme of total alienation from the other.

I conclude that the goals of these various forms of pluralism can be better achieved
by adding a sustainability factor to Stuart Hampshire’s notion of a way of life, the
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holistic and interdependent complex of personal commitments and practices that give
definition and meaning to an individual’s existence. Internally, a way of life is
regulated by the requirement that an individual achieve as much overall coherence as
possible in his commitments. He must have an integrated life that is "of a piece" rather
than a fragmented existence. Externally, Hampshire safeguards a way of life from
becoming degenerately ethnocentric through his side constraint of a thin concept of
justice augmented by considerations of utility.

If one is committed to a way of life, I argue, then one will want it to continue. To
have it continue requires that it be sustainable--and, observing Hampshire’s notion of
justice--without undue infringement on other ways of life. Sustainability requires
knowledge of environmental limits, but the commitment to a way of life also suggests
an appreciation for and dedication to the natural environment for the manner in which it
makes one’s particular way of life possible. The resultant position I call sustainable
ways of life pluralism. 1t is explicated and fleshed in through the paradigm of the
reiationship of the farmer to his land and the mutually reinforcing relationships of
people, land, and community which are found in the novels and essays of Wendell
Berry.

I maintain that the chief objection against pluralism, namely that it cannot settle
moral disputes between different ethical principles, may also be raised against monistic
systems which employ tacit appeals to shared world views or a partisan vocabulary
masquerading as an objective conceptual framework. If such charges can be made to
stick against well established positions like utilitarianism, they can be made more easily
against a land ethic with its wider and more diverse concerns. Though I share Rolston
and Callicott’s hopes that evolutionary biology can ground some universal moral claims
(and would argue for my particular way of life on that basis), there is no conceptual
Archimedean lever by which a land ethic philosopher can move the earth of a traditional
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humanist or animal extensionist (Williams, 1985). Nonetheless, the case for a land
ethic--or different land ethics--under sustainable ways of life pluralism is not as
dismally fractious as it may first seem. There are many noncontroversial basic needs
which humans (and animals) share: clean air and water, nontoxic places to live, global
airsheds in the form of forests, a protective ozone umbrella. Here the disputes between
traditional anthropocentrists and land ethic philosophers are less about what should be
done than why. Concerted action for diverse reasons can be handled by Stone’s
pluralistic method of overlapping moral maps or planes. Personal integrity, however,
still requires one to be clear about his reasons or motives for action. Where there is
serious disagreement about what should be done, Martin Benjamin’s notion of integrity
preserving compromise can be employed (Benjamin, 1990). In cases in which
individuals cannot compromise without losing their integrity, there is no solution, but
that is as problematic for ethical monism as for pluralism. The only response is that we
live imperfect lives in an imperfect world. |

Sustainable ways of life pluralism has several advantages. It forces the individual
to come to a ground level understanding of abstract and theoretical ethical principles by
a living test of their implications. It builds character and mature judgment by requiring
that each individual stand for something and live it. It provides the positive motivation
of upholding a valued way of life in one’s ethical regard for nonsentient nature rather
than merely threatening what will happen if we don’t restrain our actions. It emphasizes
the continuity of the individual by linking him through his way of life to past and future
generations and to a wider community in the present. This is a stabilizing factor against
the vicissitudes of life as well as an antidote to nihilism and alienation. Because its
holism deals with nonsentient nature in terms of experienced gestalts, its primary
ontology is less speculative and its commitments are less sweeping than ethics which

leap to high level complexes like ecosystems. It requires an individual to know himself
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and thus prepares him to compromise with others by clarifying what is and is not crucial
to his own way of life and self respect. It frees one to live an ethic of the real world in
which each of us can choose to be only a few things to ourselves and others rather than
impersonally being all things, or the same thing, to all people. And, for those who value
a tradition of democratic liberalism, its egalitarian recognition of the prima facie right
of each individual to pursue his own way of life maintains a respect for the autonomy of

the individual in what Leopold called the biotic community.



CHAPTER 1:
MONISTIC APPROACHES TO A LAND ETHIC

INTRODUCTION

Monisitic Ethical Systems

Moral monists seek to bring all ethical decisions under the governance of one
master moral principle or a single methodology which yields the best answer for every
problem. A monist may idealize moral theory in such a way that its principles are
understood as a set of axioms from which lower level principles can be deduced until
from these principles, in combination with accurate definitions and empirical
information, one can arrive, theoretically, at the proper solution to any moral problem.
In practice moral monists readily admit that not all problems have a single clear
solution. However, they claim, this is not due to the fault of ethical systems (notably
their own) but to human frailty and limitations of knowledge. Monist R.M. Hare asks
us to consider a thought experiment in which there is an "archangel” with "superhuman
powers of thought, superhuman knowledge, and no human weaknesses.” Of such a
moral agent Hare claims:

He will need to use only critical thinking. When presented with a novel
situation, he will be able at once to scan all its properties, including the
consequences of alternative actions, and frame a universal principle [i.e.,
binding on all moral agents] (perhaps a highly specific one) which he can accept
for action in that situation, no matter what role he himself were to occupy in it
(1981, p. 44).
The grand ambitions of moral monism are seldom overtly articulated with Hare’s
clarity, but they nonetheless remain as unstated goals and standards by which monists
judge the adequacy of any ethical system. Christopher Stone (a recent convert to
pluralism), commenting on competing ethical theories, says:
...[U)nderneath all the rivalry, there is a striking if ordinarily only implicit
agreement on two tenets that together endow moral philosophy with what might

11
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be called its prevailing sense of mission. Each school is monistic, and as a sort
of corollary, each is determinate. By monistic I mean that the enterprise is
conceived as aiming to produce, and to defend against all rivals, a single
coherent and complete set of principles capable of governing all moral
quandaries. By determinate I mean that the ambition of that one framework is to

ield for each quandary one right answer. I suspect that anyone who wavers
l);etween doctrines, or who shows second thoughts about the most ambitious
powers of his selected orthodoxy to solve all problems, would arouse suspicion
of "not taking morals seriously” (1987, p. 116).

Stone’s acerbic comments are a warning about the potential for hubris in those who
assume monistic moral positions. Generally speaking, land ethic monists are
safeguarded from such insolence by their awareness that they are philosophic underdogs
who must justify their opposition to the entrenched view that only beings with interests
have direct moral considerability. Being on the defensive, iand ethic philosophers are
usually more hamstrung than presumptuous in their monism.

In this chapter, the positions of three monistic advocates of a land ethic are
examined with special attention to their (1) method of arguing for direct moral standing
of nonsentient nature, (2) conceptual dependence on the sciences, (3) degree of
ontological holism, and (4) ways of integrating typical anthropocenu"ic':j concerns of
conventional ethics. Though each position is that of a particular author, it can be
viewed more broadly as a type of response or way of arguing beyond the interest
principle.

J. Baird Callicott argues that we are evolutionarily programmed for altruistic
sentimqnts which allow us to value others for what they are in themselves, whether the
other is a human individual or an holistic and nonsentient entity like an ecosystem.
Value is subjective because it requires a sentient valuer, but what is valued needs
neither itself to possess sentience nor to serve the instrumental purposes of a sentient
being.

Holmes Rolston, III, claims that value is objective in that nature has the ability to
excite nonarbitrary valuational responses in sentient beings, notably humans. Evolution
has so fitted us to our natural environment, that, just as light striking the eye of an
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attentive normal observer will cause a relatively standard response, so the unintentional,
but nonetheless creative, projects of evolutionary nature will cause a relatively standard
response in the attentive normal valuer.

Paul W. Taylor asserts that respect for nature is a fundamental attitudinal stance
(like respect for persons) which occurs when our biological sophistication forces us to
recognize that each living thing has a good of its own. Minimally, a good is a complex
of needs which must be fulfilled for the organism to survive and flourish in its normal
life cycle. Having a good, nonsentient living individuals like plants have direct moral
standing, but holistic and/or nonliving entities do not.

A fourth way of arguing, the extension of the concept of self to include nonsentient
nature, is deferred to Chapter 3 because its representative spokesperson, Arne Naess,
straddles the boundary between monism and pluralism, and because Naess claims to be
interested in ontology rather than ethics.
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CALLICOTT'S LAND ETHIC

Ethics and Community

J. Baird Callicott has been the most devoted philosophic disciple of Aldo
Leopold’s seminal insight that ecology provides a new basis for expanding ethics to
include all of terrestrial nature which Leopold alternately calls "the land" and "the biotic
community." The disastrous results of his early attempts at predator extermination
(discussed in the Introduction) convinced Leopold that symbiosis was the key to
understanding the flourishing of animal and plant life. He found a counterpart to

symbiosis in human ethics:

An ethic, ecologically, is a limitation of freedom of action in the struggle for
existence. An ethic, philosophically, is a differentiation of social from anti-
social conduct. These are two definitions of one thing. The thing has its origin
in the tendency of interdependent individuals or groups to evolve modes of co-
operation. The ecologist calls these symbioses. Politics and economics are
advanced symbioses in which the original free-for-all competition has been
replaced, in part, by co-operative mechanisms with an ethical content (perhaps
in order that there may be a place to compete for).

All ethics so far evolved rest on a single premise: that the individual is a
member of a community of interdependent parts. His instincts prompt him to
compete for his place in the community, but his ethics prompt him also to co-

The land ethic simply enlarges the boundaries of the community to include
soils, waters, plants, and animals, or collectively: the land (1970, pp. 238-239).

Three basic convictions are discernible in Leopold’s definition of an ethic. The concept
of community based on cooperation is fundamental to biological symbiosis and cultural
ethics, and it bridges the supposed gap between them. An ethic is the product of an
historically evolving conception of what constitutes the moral community. The intricate
symbioses discovered by ecologists force the latest (and last?) widening of the moral
community for those who have attained enlightenment.

Were Leopold of more volatile nature than his affable style and common sense
comments indicate, one might describe his ecological conversion as a Eureka!

experience: The awareness of our interdependencies in the ecological web of life
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suddenly made sense of everything! In seeing that the predator was not the enemy of
the hunter--or even, on balance, the enemy of the deer--Leopold was freed from
unnecessary and unprofitable management struggles against nature. Simultaneously he
was freed from the moral hostilities engendered by defining himself as a combatant.
This amounted to a large scale paradigm shift in which (nonhuman) predation, once
envisioned as inimical to the community (of hunters, ironically), becomes understood as
vital and beneficial to the community. As vital to the community, the predator must be
included at least minimally in the community. For Leopold, the predator becomes
synechdochic for the rest of nature. The biological roles have expanded so that they can
no longer be understood in polar absolutes of good (inside and for the community)
versus bad (outside and against the community). The roles are assimilated on analogy
with the limited competition which is a necessity--and, despite some dangers, in the
long run of overall benefit--within a human community. Like Newtonian physics which
opened up new images and ideas for Enlightenment intellectua.lé, ecology hc;ld promise
for a new s;ynthésis of humanity and nature. Leopold was amorig the earliest and most
eloquent prophets of that new synthesis. Turning Leopold’s views into a defensible
philosophic ethic is the task assumed by Callicott.

Ethical Subjectivism and Evolutionary Altruism

Callicott points out two standard philosophic objections to enlarging the
boundaries of the moral community in Leopoldian fashion. The first is that Leopold
provides us only with prudential reasons, not moral ones. The hunter who accepts
animal predators into his community does so, according to Leopold’s critics, not
because he values the predator for what it is in itself, but because the predator serves the
hunter’s purposes of maintaining overall a maximally healthy herd to hunt.

The second objection is that Leopold conflates facts and values and commits the
naturalistic fallacy. David Hume complained of arguments in which philosophers
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suddenly deduced an ought or moral imperative from premisses that only described
what is the case. Unless ’is’ and *ought’ mean the same thing (which is tantamount to
asserting that there have never been any immoral acts), to conclude logically that
something ought to be requires at least one ought-premiss among the factual premisses
of an argument. G.E. Moore observed that whenever presented with some natural
property such as intelligence or pleasure as a candidate for goodness, one could always
sensibly ask whether intelligence or pleasure is (really) good? Goodness, thought
Moore, must be some property other than the natural entity which was judged good.
Moore concluded that goodness was a nonnatural quality which we intuited. To label
anything other than goodness as *good’ is to commit the naturalistic fallacy. If Hume’s
and Moore’s objections hold, then the most we can gain from sciences like ecology is
greater sophistication in understanding how we are affected by the networks of
relationships in nature. We might be provided with prudential reasons for
insmaﬁemally v;zluing natul"e, but no moral reasons for intrinsically valuing nature,

| Caﬁicott’s defense of Leopold from the objections of Hume and Moore is based on
a distinction between intrinsic and inherent value. Something possesses intrinsic value
"if its value is objective and independent of all valuing consciousness.” Something
possesses inherent value if it "is not independent of all valuing consciousness [but] is
valued for itself and not only and merely because it serves as a means to satisfy the
desires, further the interests, or occasion the preferred experiences of the valuers"
(Callicott 1989, p. 161). Callicott thinks that the intrinsic value position must be
rejected, but the inherent value position can be defended rationally through an appeal to
evolutionary altruism.

Anyone who asserts that value is objectively in nature apart from a sentient valuer,

says Callicott, quickly runs into the naturalistic fallacy.

A sincere skeptic is always entitled to ask why reason, pleasure, order, or

whatever is good and/or why rational, sentient, organized, etc., beings should
therefore be intrinsically valuable. In the end, all a naturalistic advocate can do
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is to commend a property to our evaluative faculty of judgment or evaluative
sensibilities (1989, p. 158).

The result of such disputes over intrinsic value is a standoff in which each side can only
assert its position and claim the other side is blind. Unfortunately for disciples of
Moore, intuitionist claims that intrinsic value is due to "primitive or irreducible"”
nonnatural properties likewise come to grief whenever moral intuitions are not widely
shared. There is no way to settle disputes over intuitions. Callicott thinks that the
problems raised by intrinsic value positions can be avoided by turning to a subjectivist
account of value based on Hume's theory of moral sentiments.

According to Callicott, the pattern of argumentation in conventional ethics has
blocked a moral appreciation of nonsentient nature because it begins with a form of
egoism. I claim moral status for myself based on a "psychological capacity” such as
"rationality or sentiency” which is "arguably valuable in itself and which thus qualifies
me for moral standing.” But because I base my moral status on psychological
characteristics not unique to me, I must "grudgingly” grant the same moral standing to
others who share these traits. Having no such psychological capacities, nonsentient
nature is excluded from the moral community at the outset. Callicott finds this
methodology (typical of animal ethics) objectionable both in its exclusiveness and in its
tacit assumption that human nature is basically selfish. The assumption has forced
moral philosophers into accepting a false dichotomy: Either limit the scope of the
moral community to some level of sentience which each of us values in himself, or be
stuck with a shouting match whenever value disputes arise. Fortunately we need not be
saddled with this dilemma.

Hume provided the beginnings of a solution in his theory of moral sentiments by
rejecting the notion that humans were by nature selfish. Augmenting Hume’s position

with the idea that evolution has bred us for altruism, Callicott develops his argument for
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the inherent value of nature:

Hume, [Adam] Smith, and Darwin diverged from the prevailing
theoretical model by recognizing that altruism is as fundamental and
autochthonous in human nature as is egoism. According to their analysis, moral
value is not identified with a natural quality objectively present in morally
considerable beings--as reason and/or sentiency is objectively present in people
and/or animals--it is, as it were, projected by human subjects.

Hume and Darwin, furthermore, recognize inborn moral sentiments which
have society as their natural object (1989, pp. 84-85).

Since moral sentiments attach to holistic and nonsentient entities (society) as well as
individuals, the groundwork is laid for extending the sentiments to ecologically holistic
and nonsentient nature.! _

Callicott goes through a four step process of arguing in defense of Leopold’s land
ethic. The first step is the presupposition that Hume’s theory of moral sentiments is
basically correct. The remaining three steps (here identified by brackets for reference)

are outlined as follows:

...Hume suggests that the values you project onto objects are not arbitrary, but
arise spontaneously in you because of the "constitution of your nature.” [Step
two] The affective constitution of human nature, Darwin plausibly argued, is
standardized by natural selection. Homo sapiens is an intensely social species
and so certain sentiments were naturally selected in a social environment which
permitted and facilitated growth in the size and complexity of society. [Step
three] The social sentiments, however, though fixed by natural selection are
open-ended. There is more than just a little room for the cultural determination
of their objects. Thus, just what is of value, either instrumentally or inherently is

ly determined by what Hume called "reason,” but what might better be
called "cultural representation.” [Step four] Aldo Leopold masterfully played
upon our open social and moral sentiments by representing plants and animals,
soils and waters as "fellow members” of our maximally expanded "biotic
community.” [Conclusion] Hence, to those who are ecologically well-informed,
nonhuman natural entities are inherently valuable—-as putative members of one
extended family or society. And nature as a whole is inherently valuable—as the
one fgggalt&) ily or society to which we belong as members or citizens (1989,
pp- 162-163).

As Callicott notes, ethicists who first encounter Leopold are likely to be horrified
at the prospect of subordinating the interests of sentient individuals to the well-being of
the biotic community, a position Tom Regan refers to as "evironmental fascism" (1983,
p. 362). Callicott claims the problem is defused, however, by paying careful attention
to Leopold. Critics, especially those in the animal welfare camp, can only envision
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horrific scenarios because they impute to Leopold their methodology of taking a single
criterion (e.g., "rationality or sentiency") and imposing it across the board to provide a
base line equality of moral standing. (Consider Singer’s phrase "all animals are equal.”)
The Leopold-Callicott methodology has a built-in safeguard.

From the biosocial evolutionary analysis of ethics upon which Leopold builds
the land ethic, it (the land ethic) neither replaces nor overrides previous
accretions. Prior moral sensibilities and obligations attendant upon and
correlative to prior strata of social involvement remain operative and

preemptive.
Callicott likens this to rings on a tree with those at the core taking precedence over

those farther out.

Family obligations in general come before nationalistic duties and humanitarian
obligations in general come before environmental duties. The land ethic,
therefore, is not draconian or fascist. It does not cancel human morality. The
land ethic may, however, with any new accretion, demand choices which affect,
in turn, the demands of the more interior social-ethical circles. Taxes and the
military draft may conflict with family-level obligations. While the land ethic,
certainly, does not cancel human morality, neither does it leave it unaffected
(1989, pp. 93-94).

Difficulties for Callicott

The Humean/Darwinian altruism with which Callicott begins his argument
(identified above as step one) is relatively uncontroversial as is the claim that natural
selection has standardized the "sentiments” in us (step two).

Step three raises a cluster of questions about the "open-ended” nature of our
sentiments: How much is genetic, how much due to early social imprinting, how much
is under the governance of reason? If, as commonly accepted, what we ought to do
ethically presupposes what we can do, then Callicott is right to regard sociobiology and
allied sciences as a "tremendous resource” for ethics. His position is bold, speculative,
and promissory with a willingness to risk yet-to-be-given scientific answers to some
basic questions which could prove disastrous for his land ethic.
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How widely do our "social” sentiments extend? It is true that people are capable of
intense passion over anything, but are they so in Hume’s "cool hour” of reflection?
Holistic entities like ecosystems and the biosphere are, as wholes, far removed from the
strong parent-child bonding and genetic kinship which serve as Callicott’s model and
reference point. Further, if, as sociobiologists suggest, we are genetically selected for
"altruism” towards kin, are we concomitantly programmed for hostility towards
outsiders, whether of the same or of other species? If so, the land ethic is undone by its
very appeal to our biological sentiments.

Philip Kitcher (1985) has noted the difficulties of separating our genetic from our
cultural heritage, difficulties which are inherent in any sociobiological account of

human behavior.

Our evolutionary heritage surely equips us with something. Perhaps
humans have genes that predispose us, given the environments in which we
typically live, to find certain situations desirable and to avoid others. Yet we
also have extraordinary cognitive abilities which we use to represent to
ourselves many subtle features of the world around us. Furthermore, each of us
is reared in a culture that provides us with a mass of information and
misinformation, that shapes our appreciation of what is desirable and what is
not. So, in our maturity, we make decisions. Those decisions are the products
of many factors: our basic predispositions, our representations and reasonings,
our interactions with the society in which we live (p. 268).

Kitcher’s comments are aimed at the laxity of sociobiological explanations of social
phenomena as part of biological inclusive fitness, but there is a similar laxity in using
sociobiology to support an ethic.

Callicott’s substitution of ’cultural representation’ for Hume’s term ’reason’
creates additional difficulties. Hume clearly meant reason to be selective and
regulatory. ’Cultural representation’—if I understand it rightly--can refer to anything a
group might value collectively, and it opens the door to socialization through
propaganda as well as thoughtful reflection. Without qualification or side constraints,
the bigot would have as much scientific ground to stand on as someone of Leopold’s

moral caliber.
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Moving away from the biological basics, humans vary considerably in world views
and practices. If we must rely on "cultural representation"” it is likely that the land ethic
will fragment into cultural relativism at the very abstract point (step four) where
Callicott needs his strongest argument for adopting--cognitively and affectively--a
common ecological perspective. I think Callicott’s answer would be a typically
Western, liberal, and secular common sense one: In this day and age no rational person
can deny that the physical and social sciences are our best form of knowledge, and they
demonstrate that we are all members of a common biotic community. This may be the
most adequate answer one can give, but it is not nearly as foundationally secure as
Callicott assumes in his espousal of ethical monism. Even granting (a presently
lacking) universal cognitive assent to the sciences, human affective ties remain diverse
and often in conflict with accepted scientific theories.2

The concept of commumty in step four is problematxc What does the biotic
commumty of the ecologlst have in common w1th the moral commumty of the
philosopher, other than the name ’community’? Callicott claims the former becomes
the latter when (1) one is ecologically well informed, and (2) one’s open-ended
sentiments are attached to both individuals and holistic entities (including the whole of
nature). There is a fundamental problem with each part of Callicott’s assertion.

First, why pick the family model rather than, say, the energy flow model of
ecology? Is the family model better on any scientific grounds or can it be better
defended with arguments from philosophy of biology? Obviously, the family model has
great metaphoric power in constructing analogies: it not only fits biological accounts of
strong kinship attachments, it also appeals to our dearest moral intuitions about family
and friends. But can Leopold’s masterful play "upon our open social and moral
sentiments” be defended in a more foundationally absolute and exclusive way than as

poetic insight? Poetic insight might provide good reasons for a pluralist to commit
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herself morally to the biotic community. It might, for instance, make her life more
meaningful and her value commitments more cohesive. As a pluralist, however, she
might not claim that everyone else should employ the poetic insight in exactly the same
way. If Callicott is going to hew to ethical monism, he needs to eliminate the
conceptual competition in a way that a pluralist need not.

Second, how strong is the analogy between our ties and obligations to the human
community and those of the biotic community? The tree ring image of ethical
expansion suggests severely attenuated obligations and duties to the biotic community.
As long as "moral sensibilities and obligations” to inner rings ("strata of social
involvement") are "preemptive,” duties to outer rings are likely to diminish
progressively. In that case the duties fo the biotic community based on inherent value
may be so weak as to be ineffectual (though one may still argue for strong duties
regarding the biotic community based on instrumental value).3 Recently, Callicott
(1990a, p. 123) has endorsed the notion of a "mixed community” in which the innermost
tree rings already include interrelationships among humans, animals, plants, and the
land.* This goes a long way toward resolving the problem of the disparity between
moral duties to the human and to the biotic communities. For the bulk of humanity, the
human community was never as exclusively human as the idealistic fictions of
philosophers and the legalistic fictions of the courts would have it. But, the holistic
understanding of the mixed community at the personal level also permits a range of
moral choices and commitments which Callicott as a monist would probably regard as

promiscuous.
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ROLSTON AND NATURAL VALUE

Natural Value

Holmes Rolston, III, argues that the conventional wisdom that values are felt
subjective preferences is an inadequate account of valuation. Though some values may
be subjective preferences, that is not the whole story. The conventional account rests on
an epistemology which draws a Lockean distinction between primary (objective, i.e., in
the object itself) and secondary qualities (subjectively in the mind, but the same in all
normal observers) with values being relegated to a tertiary status (subjective and
relative, differing from individual to individual). This epistemology was used as a
foundational basis for building up knowledge of the world from sensation; facts were
ultimately reducible to sensory data. But modern science, especially since Einstein and
Heisenberg, can no longer be epistemologically undergirded so simplistically. The
micro-world of the physicist looks quite different from the middle-level world of daily
experience, if it can be said to "look" at all. (What color is an electron?) The
understanding of the sciences as paradigms of knowledge must include high levels of
theory which are mind-dependent and cause us to interpret our observations differently,
perhaps even to have different observations or see differently. Rolston says:

World building does go on in the mind of the beholder, as we shape up theories
over experience. But world building also takes place out there. We find the
information or energy flow only by attending with deliberate focus of mind. But
the mind does not contribute these features because it must model them by
careful attention and decision. To the contrary, we discover richer qualities in
nature (Rolston 1982, p. 131).

Rolston claims we go through this same process in valuation. The knower and valuer

both play a role in the process, but the subject depends on what is already there in the
world.

The ownership feature in value judgments is important, but we need to think of
value judgments as genuine, involved, if limited, claims about the world....
They do not attach to bare primary and secondary [quality] levels, but to high
level constructions of matter with which we are in exchange--initially in
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common experience and afterwards in the sciences of natural history. Just as we
are getting incoming commands from "out there" about length, color, hawks,
and trees, so too we are getting some commands about value. We start with
these as native range judgments, not as absolute ones.... This much makes them
l%%ally objective, although it leaves unresolved how deep they run (1982, p.
130).

Rolston proposes testing the theory that value is in part objective by using the
hypothetical deductive method just as it might be used to test a scientific theory.

...[V]alue is not the sort of thing one would expect to know without excitement.
If there is objective value in nature...then one would predict it to stir up
experience.... But sometimes too that experience fails..., and we must presume a
faulty registration and/or valueless parts of nature (1982, p. 144).

One may suspect the usefulness here of the hypothetical deductive model of reasoning.
A positive consequent (i.e., the excitement) does not guarantee the truth of the
antecedent (i.e., the theory predicting objective value); to claim otherwise is to commit
the fallacy of affirming the consequent. Nor does a negative consequent automatically
disconfirm the antecedent, since it is virtually impossible to specify all and only the
jointly necessary and sufficient conditions in the antecedent. Still, given the
indispensable need for induction to make claims about the world, one may allow
Rolston some credibility from successful applications of the test.

The cards are not nearly stacked so much against Rolston as one steeped in value
subjectivism might first assume. Rolston emphasizes the fact that valuing subjects are

themselves objectively in nature and the products of a long evolutionary process.

Some natural values are of the common-sense kind and nearly universal to
cultures, as with the taste of an apple, the pleasant warmth of the spring sun, the
striking colors of the fall. Even though these experiences come culturally
bound, some natural impact here is shared by Iroquois and Nobel prize winner.
Experience is required, but something is there which one is fitted for and fitting
11n3t‘<4>), some good is transmitted and is productive of the experience (1982, p.

Thus the "tertiary quality” characterization of value as subjective and relative appears to
have counter examples at least as far as relativity goes. What can Rolston do in the case
of one who does not so react, who, for instance, feels melancholia instead of pleasure in

the spring sun? He can seek a reason just as one would for anomalies in conventional
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accounts of sensation. If a reason can be found—perhaps the death of a loved one in a
previous spring--one can fairly say that but for this event the person would be enjoying
the pleasant warmth. A cultural overlay obscures the natural value.

One cannot as easily appeal to evolution to explain higher level value experiences,
and disputes over these kinds of value are more difficult to adjudicate. Here Rolston
would claim that the anomalous reaction is due to the valuer being uninformed or ill-
informed. For instance, one gazing at a road cut through a hill may see only a rock
embankment. But a little geological knowledge, i.e., awareness of what really happened
according to our best estimates, might arouse valuational excitement at the sequence of
events—seas and sediments and tectonic thrusts and struggles for life--that took place
there. Rolston often presents his reader with the rich panoply which scientists have
discovered in nature, and—on a simplistic reading—waits for him to be overwhelmed by
the wonder of it all. The philosopher looking for a series of clean arguments and
applications of conventional distinctions will be driven to distraction by Rolston’s
lyrical descriptions of the way nature functions and his multifarious uses of *value’. But
there is a method in Rolston’s style.

Method and Style

As an empiricist claiming that there is objective natural value, Rolston is ultimately
forced to presenting a picture of nature and then awaiting the reader’s verdict. He
points out the connections to things conventionally valued and how they are part of a
larger processes in a way that only a naturalist intimately acquainted with his subject
can.¥ Out of the many examples which permeate his writings, consider his generic case
for projective nature. ’Projective nature’ is Rolston’s term for the organized way matter
and life have evolved and continue to evolve in the universe. He chooses it deliberately

for its etymological sense of "throwing forward,” and it undergirds his many



26

discussions of natural value. In the extinction of species, for instance, Rolston sees a
vast difference between natural extinction, which is part of the forward thrust of
evolution, and human-caused extinction, which shuts down the generative pmc&ss.‘s To
fail to feel valuational excitement at the whole process is, for Rolston, either a failure of
knowledge or a failure of moral character. As an empiricist testing his theory using the
hypothetical deductive method, Rolston must first show us verbally what we cannot see
literally by our stepping outside. He gives us a summary-with-commentary of scientific
discoveries. Moving from the mundane to the less familiar, he quotes E.O. Wilson on
the "richness of structure” in an ordinary clump of earth and gives a capsule

characterization of stages of evolution of life on earth, concluding:

The whole storied natural history is little short of a series of "miracles,"”
wondrous, fortuitous events, unfolding of potential; and when Earth’s most
complex product, Homo sapiens, becomes intelligent enough to reflect over this
cosmic wonderland, we are left stuttering about the mixtures of accident and
necessity out of Wthh we have come (1988, pp. 194-195).

He then cites astronomers and physxclsts on the fortuitous coincidences among physxcal

constants which not only allowed, but seemingly guaranteed, the formation of life, the

"anthropic principle." He qualifies this by setting it into an environmental context.
For environmental ethics, "anthropic principle” is an unfortunately chosen term,
one that no ecologist would have selected. We wish to avoid associating
anthropocentrism with the process, especially any suggestion that everything in
the universe is arranged to produce and serve humans. But what the anthropic
principle points to is important--a rich, fertile nature that is energetic and
creative, so much so that at length nature evolves life and mind. That may
involve some accident, but it cannot be all accident; it is in some sense a

;l>19'o7;)>erty a potential of systemic nature that it projects natural history (1988, p.

One key point is that nature and its processes are not completely and chaotically
accidental with no rhyme or reason on a micro, mid-level, or macro scale; it can thus be
appreciated for what it is. Another key point is that our sciences have opened up the
possibilities of appreciation far beyond the direct range of our senses over our short

lives (even when our living experiences are pooled with those of the rest of the human
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race). Modern natural science is critical for Rolston (as it is for Callicott) to get us to
see nature in the proper way. The order of discussion is a technique for moving the
reader from a narrow focus to a wider vision by going from the known (the clod of
earth) to the less familiar (evolution of life) to the most theoretical and encompassing

(the whole of projective nature).

From a short-range, subjective perspective we can say that the value of
nature lies in its generation and support of human life, and is therefore only
instrumental. but from a longer-range, objective perspective systemic nature is
valuable intrinsically as a projective system, with humans only one sort of its
projects, though perl{aps the highest. The system is of value for its capacity to
throw forward (pro-ject) all the storied natural history. On that scale humans
come late and it seems shortsighted and arrogant for such latecomers to say that
the system is only of instrumental value for humans, who alone possess intrinsic
value, or who "project” intrinsic value back to nature [e.g., Callicott and inherent
value]. Both of these are inappropriate responses. The only fully responsible
behavior is to seek an appreciative relationship to the parental environment,
which is projecting all this display of value....

Nature is not inert and passive until acted upon resourcefully by life and
mind. Neither sentience nor consciousness are necessary for inventive processes
to occur. The inventiveness of systemic nature is the root of all value, and all
nature’s created products have value so far as they are inventive achievements....

A "mere thing" can...be something to be respected, the project of
projective nature. Crystals, volcanoes, geysers, headlands, rivers, springs,
moons, cirques, paternoster lakes, buttes, mesas, canyons--these are also among
natural kinds. They do not have organic integrity or individuality; they are
constantly being built, altered, their identity in flux. But they are recognizably
different from their background and surroundings. They may have striking
particularity, symmetry, harmony, grace, story, spatiotemporal unity and
continuity, even though they are also diffuse, partial, broken. They do not have
wills or interests, but rather headings, trajectories, traits, successions,
beginnings, endings, cycles, which give them a tectonic integrity. They can be
projects (products) of quality. The question now is not "Can they suffer?” or "Is
it alive?" but "What deserves appreciation?” (1988, pp. 198-199.)

The final sentence is a parody of Bentham’s summation of his argument for the moral
standing of animals: "[T]he question is not, Can they reason? nor, Can they ralk? but,
Can they suffer?"’ The quote is often cited by moral philosophers in defense of
animals, and the parody is Rolston’s way of chiding them for the narrow scope of their
moral concerns. Rolston’s conclusion may strike one as a breathtaking insight, or as a
frustrating consequence of a confusing rhetorical appeal to emotion rather than an
informative account of valuational excitement. The issue of Rolston’s prose will be

examined later.



28

One cannot argue the value subjectivist out of his position, Rolston admits, but one
can supply several criticisms of what he is doing. First, one can accuse the value
subjectivist of argument by stipulative definition: Values cannot be objective because
values are felt subjective preferences. The alleged argument is simply a tautology.

A second criticism is that the value subjectivist’s understanding of nature is naive,
simplistic, shortsighted, and/or factually wrong. He suspects no intricacy and has no
wonder because he isn’t looking and is focused on other things, for instance, the use of
nature to alleviate the suffering of humans or animals. Urban life with its dependency
on others to take care of nearly all our survival needs can lead one to think of nature
simplistically in the most vague and anthropocentric of ways, economically as a
resource. Natural science can cut through the cultural overlay (often relativistic) and
show us nature as it really is (or a good approximation thereof).

A third criticism comes in an observation by Thomas E. Hill discussing human

excellence:

A person who [intellectually] understands his place in nature but still
views nonsentient nature merely as a resource takes the attitude that nothing is
important but human beings and animals. Despite first appearances, he is not so
much like the pre-copernican astronomers who made the intellectual error of
treating the Earth as the "center of the universe” when they made their
calculations. He is more like the racist who, though well aware of other races,
treats all races but his own as insignificant (1983 p. 219).

Both Hill and Rolston would claim that a factually well informed person who is
functioning on the level of someone considering the significance of what he knows—as
opposed, say to someone loaded down by a bunch of facts--will have some kind of
valuational response. An attitude of "So What?!" from the racist or natural resource
ideologue indicates a lack of sympathy or ability to appreciate, something undeveloped
or dead at the core of the person.
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Nature and Culture

Integrating environmental ethics with conventional ethics is, for Rolston, largely a
matter of constraining action so that ecosystems are not severely impaired or shut down.
Much of ethics will be traditional duties humans have to each other, sometimes
modified to accommodate the new moral insight the natural sciences have given us.
Many of the values "carried by nature”--an ambiguous phrase deliberately chosen to
cover the whole range of degrees of value subjectivity/objectivity-—-are highly subjective
with some applying only to rational creatures (e.g., the American eagle as an example of
"cultural-symbolization value"). In practice, a biologically well-informed ethical
anthropocentrist might countenance pretty much the same decisions as Rolston, though
justifying them on the basis of prudence and duties to other humans.

Animals fare worse in Rolston’s scheme of things. They are pressed from both
sides. Lacking the range and degree of human awareness, they do not value as fully as
we do. Lacking rational self-control they threaten ecosystems when predation (animal
or human) is disallowed. Rolston appeals to a strict nature/culture distinction and to a
characterization of domestic animals as artifacts to justify his position.

Domestic animals are breeds no longer natural kinds. They are "living
artifacts,” kept in culture for so long that it is often not known precisely what
their natural progenitors were. They fit no environmental niche; the breeding of
them for traits that hxgnans desire has removed them from forces of natural
selection (1988, p. 78).
Against the vegetarian’s Benthamite appeal to pain as an egalitarian moral criterion,
Rolston says:

[SJuch argument fails to distinguish between nature and culture, between
environmental ethics and human ethics. We simply see ourselves in fur. But
there are morally relevant differences that distinguish person in culture from
food animals in agriculture, where quasi-ecosystemic processes remain.
Whether or not there are differences in pain thresholds between sheep and
humans, the value destruction when a sheep is eaten is far less, especially since
the sheep have been bred for this purpose and would not otherwise exist.
Because animals cannot enter culture, they do not suffer the affliction (a
heightened, cognitively based pain, distinct from physical pain) that humans
would if bred to be eaten....
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[Elating is omnipresent in spontaneous nature; humans eat because they are in

nature, not because they are in culture. Eating animals is not an event between

persons but a human-to-animal event, and the rules for it come from the

ecosgstems in wh;ch humans evolved and which they have no duty to remake

(1988, pp. 80-81).
Rolston would allow the killing both of domestic animals in agriculture and wild ones
in hunting, though he would agree that animals should be spared unnecessary pain.
Beyond that, being artifacts domestic animals play no role in projective nature and we
are not obligated to them. Rolston speaks almost as if domestic animals, had they the
awareness, should be grateful that we bring them into the world at all, even if our
purpose is to slaughter them. The attitude verges on contempt. In contrast, he often
speaks admiringly of wild animals which have adapted and survived on their own. As
part of a functioning ecosystem, they should not be hunted to extinction.

Species endangered as a result of human interference (rather than natural

processes) deserve more protection than plentiful species regardless of sentience.

Rolston would have no moral qualms about shooting deer to save the rare Furbish

lousewort.

Subjects count, but they do not count so much that they can degrade or shut
down the system, though they count enough to have the right to flourish within
the system. Subjective self-satisfactions are, and ought to be, sufficiently
contained within the objectively satisfactory system. The system creates life,
selects for adaptive fit, constructs increasingly richer life in quantity and quality,
s:gports myriads of species, escalates individuality, autonomy, and even
subjectivity within the limits of decentralized community. If such land is not an
admirable, satisfactory biotic community, why not (1988, p.190)?

Rolston’s position may be rejected as panglossian because it ignores the amoral
lack of intention and awareness in nature and the vast amount of pain and death which
drive evolution. Rolston’s answer would be that the pain is not gratuitous and that it
takes a mature person to accept it. There is a gently worded dare implicit in Rolston’s
rhetorical question: Given that sentience, rationality, and autonomy are all products of
evolution, could you accept the consequences if there were no pain for sentient creatures

(or "affliction” for humans)? Considering what we know of possible worlds given the
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constraints of biological evolution, is this pain-filled world a better one than a world on
which no sentient life has evolved? Logically possible worlds and biologically possible
worlds are very different. A moral theory not fitted to the latter is built on metaphysical
fancy rather than solid ground. It is not he, Rolston may claim, but his critic, who is

panglossian.

Difficulties for Rolston

The most fundamental problem for Rolston is whether he can make the case for
objective intrinsic value. Can value stand on its own as something which a sentient
valuer merely discovers? Rolston rejects a purely conceptual analysis of ’value’
because it boils down to stipulative definitions worked out by scientifically myopic
anthropocentrists. His case rests on an empirical test: Does the scientifically informed
person feel "excitement" in the presence of the alleged value? How and how well one is
informed scientifically are crucial. Consider Rolston’s lengthy case for the objectivity
of projective nature, the long natural history and evolutionary process in which
nonsentient nature "throws forward" diverse and complex projects. Buried in the
seemingly neutral descriptivist language is a strong subjective component. Why does
nature throw forward? The projects develop in nature, or are caused by nature, or are
thrown off by previous stages of complexity. But where does the directional language
come from? It seems to come from a subject or mind supplying Cartesian valuational
coordinates for what is happening in natural history. There is a tendency to see more
complex projects of evolution as better or richer or more interesting, and it may be
perfectly natural for us to do 50.1 But while these projects are complex, to consider
them better is the subjective valuation of the mind interacting with the complexity it
meets. Rolston speaks freely of situations like a predator devouring its prey as an

example of values being captured and recycled in the ecosystem. A simple answer is
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that such cases can be handled by descriptive language: nutrients are captured and
recycled. To speak of nutritional values (apart from a sentient valuer) is to mistake
properties for values; the term 'values’ does no useful work and adds nothing but
linguistic confusion to the situation.!

Weaknesses in the hypothetical deductive method of reasoning as a value litmus
test have already been mentioned above. The case for it would be strengthened if there
were near universal value agreement. In the absence of such consensus, however, it
allows us to account for any number of anomalies, and nothing like any moderately
strong case of confirmation or disconfirmation can be made (above immediate
physiological reactions such as enjoying the pleasant warmth of the spring sun).
Anthropocentrist critics can charge Rolston with confusion; Rolston can charge them
with failing to see. There is no way to settle the issue between them.

Rolston’s heavy reliance on the biological sciences is both conceptual and
empirical. But the sciences are not objective in the sense of being free of the interests
and values of scientists; themselves. He claims above that sentient beings "do not count
so much that they can degrade or shut down the system...." What counts as an
ecosystem, and how would we know it was shut down? What counts as an ecosystem
will depend on the focus of interest of the person making the judgement. Whether one
speaks of the entire biosphere as an ecosystem, or the Great Lakes Basin, or Lake
Superior, or a stretch of shoreline will be determined by the problem(s) at hand,
problems selected as important or significant by a sentient—to say nothing of a rational—
observer. Rolston admits that hard boundaries are difficult to draw, but generally takes
(naturally adapted) species diversity and species complexity as a sign of ecological
health. Is there any way to make this judgment without a presupposition that diversity
and complexity are better? If not, then he must tacitly rely on a subject/evaluator to talk
about the health of ecosystems.
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The absolute nature/culture distinction with which Rolston draws an almost
Kantian boundary between homo sapiens and other animals is yet another problem.
This is an attempt to justify the saving of species (whether sentient or not) at the
expense of individual sentient animals. To avoid sacrificing individual humans, Rolston
uses the nature/culture distinction to set off our special moral duties to, and only to,
other human beings. Given our evolutionary kinship with other animals, the many
interdependencies we have with them, the fact that although we have altered species in
domestication we have not rendered all of them helpless without us, and the fact that
they are subjects-of-a-life, Rolston’s distinction seems more than a little severe and
simplistic. Bernard Rollin (1989), for instance, argues that (some) animals are capable
of thought and points out that the value of certain animals, notably primates, in
psychological research is because they are so much like us psychologically. Mary
Midgley (1983) comments on the importance of animal play as a learning device and
the resultant cross species emotional bonding. Rolston’s nature/culture distinction is
not as fully grounded empirically as our many similarities and relationships with
animals suggest.

There is a more deep-seated issue here characteristic of ethical monism. Where
Rolston as an environmentalist may be faulted in this is not in his acceptance of the
whole consequences of evolution with its omnipresent pain and death. Nor is it in his
wanting to ascribe some intrinsic value to projective nature as opposed to relegating it
to instrumental value status as a necessary evil. Rather, it is his acceptance of what
Stuart Hampshire calls "the doctrine of moral harmony,” the position that "a morally
competent and clear-headed person has in principle the means to resolve all moral
problems as they present themselves, and that he need not encounter irresoluble
problems..."(1983, p. 144). The resolution of all problems eliminates a moral tension
which is essential to prevent philosophical systems from degenerating into doctrinaire
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justifications. All things considered, one may accept the pain of sentient creatures (and
the affliction or suffering of humans) as an unavoidable consequence of one’s ethical
position, but the biological necessity of pain does not make pain something laudable or
ethically irrelevant. In an imperfect world with limited knowledge and power, one is
forced to be a meliorist and to try to balance conflicting claims, whether in theory or
practice. Not to acknowledge this, along with awful doubts about one’s own choices, is

to court callousness and risk dogmatism.
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TAYLOR AND RESPECT FOR NATURE

Goods and Inherent Worth

Paul W. Taylor claims that his ethics of Respect for Nature (hereafter RFN) is the
only ethical system that (1) meets the formal requirements for an ethic, and (2) is
consistent with a biocentric outlook on nature. Taylor is at pains to make clear that
RFN is respectable as an ethic because it is parallel to, but more widely informed than,
traditional anthropocentric ethical systems. The first aspect of this parallelism is in the
formal criteria any ethic must meet. Taylor lists five: It must be general in form,
universally applicable to all moral agents, applied disinterestedly, have normative
principles for all to adopt, and override all nonmoral norms (1986, p. 27). The
impartiality required by the formal criteria means that there must be a common factor
which gives all things which are morally considerable this special standing.

A‘isecond point of parﬁielism between RFN and traditional éthics is Tas'l;)r’s
mepﬁnce of the fact/value distinction. The common factor which makes anything
morally considerable thus must have both a factual and an valuational component. For
Taylor, the former is found in the concept of a good of a thing while the latter is
characterized by inherent worth.

The commonly assumed baseline criterion for moral standing of a thing’s having
interests is too narrow to fit a biocentric outlook on life for it excludes life forms which

do not have (so far as we know) any subjective experiences such as plants.

There are some entities that have a good of their own but cannot, strictly
speaking, be described as having interests. They have a good of their own
because it makes sense to speak of their being benefitted or harmed. Things that
happen to them can be judged, from their standpoint, to be favorable or
unfavorable to them. Yet they are not beings that consciously aim at ends or
take means to achieve such ends. They do not have interests because they are
not interested in, do not care about, what happens to them (1986, p. 63).

Here some may want to draw the line in terms of moral vocabulary and claim that, by
definition, things which do not have interests cannot be harmed (Cf. Feinberg 1974).
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Taylor’s phrase about judging benefits and harms to nonsentient things "from their
standpoint” is unfortunate because ’standpoint’ implies conscious perspective. That is
not what he means, however, nor is it necessary to so phrase it. Unless one wishes to
make the problem purely one of definition, it seems clear that some non-subjects-of-a-
life can be harmed and benefitted with regard to their biological functioning. Why else
would one fertilize a lawn or refrain from pouring salt on it? Even one who thought the
grass had only instrumental value for its human owner has to recognize that the grass
can be benefitted and harmed in order to get instrumental value from it. For Taylor the
notion of "entity-having-a-good-of-its-own" is purely an objective, factual matter.

This means that unless is-statements about objective goods with objective benefits
and harms are coupled to ought-statements about promoting or protecting those goods,
no moral conclusions follow. Taylor’s notion of inherent worth supplies the ought: If

anything X has mherent worth, then:

A state of affairs in which the good of X is realized is better than an otherwnse
similar state of affairs in which it is not realized (or not realized to the same
degree), (a) independently of X’s being valued, either intrinsically or
instrumentally, by some human valuer, and (b) mdependently of X’s being in
fact useful in furthering the realization of some other being’s good, human or
non human, conscious or nonconscious.

This generates prima facie duties for all moral agents to "promote or preserve the

entity’s good as an end in itself and for the sake of the entity whose good it is” (1986, p.

75).

Taylor contrasts inherent worth with intrinsic value and inherent value. Intrinsic
value is the value conscious beings place on "an event or condition in their lives which
they directly experience to be enjoyable in and of itself, and when they value the
experience (consider it to be good) because of its enjoyableness...." Intrinsic value thus
requires a conscious valuer who appreciates not the good of the object (whether sentient

or not) of experience, but his own experience. Inherent value is

the value we place on an object or a place (such as a work of art, a historical
building, a battlefield, a "wonder of nature,” or an archaeological site) that we
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believe should be preserved, not because of its usefulness or its commercial
value, but simply because of its beauty, or historical importance, or cultural
significance (1386, p. 73).
The inherent valuer is not focused on his own subjective pleasure as the intrinsic valuer
is, but rather on some property of the object valued. Like the intrinsic valuer, however,
the inherent valuer fails to appreciate the good of the object valued.

These distinctions mark some great differences between Taylor and ethicists like
Rolston and Callicott. First, by focusing on an animal or plant’s good as objectively
understood in the biocentric outlook, Taylor denies inherent worth and thus--in his
system-—-moral standing to nonliving nature. One may intrinsically value the thrill of
watching Yosemite Falls, or inherently value the beauty or power of Yosemite Falls, but
Yosemite Falls itself (having no good of its own) is not a proper moral patient/recipient.
It is either a means to a purely subjective experience or an entity which has aesthetic,
rather than moral, standing.

Second, only individuals can have goods and hence inherent worth and hence
moral standing. Rolston and Callicott (with qualification) consider the proper moral
focus in the case of wild animals and plants to be on the species rather than the
individual. Instead of the term ’species’, which Taylor sees as a classificatory

abstraction, he uses the term ’species-populations’ to denote groups of similar
individuals.

Just as it makes sense to speak of the good of a whole species-population, so it
makes sense to talk about the good of a whole biotic community. It should be
emphasized that there is no individual physical entity referred to by the term " a
whole biotic community.” There is only a set of organisms, each a physical
reality, related to one another and to their nonliving environment in various
ways. The good of a biotic community can only be realized in the good lives of
its individual members. When they fare well, so does the community.
Nevertheless, what promotes or protects the good of an individual organism may
not promote or protect the good of the community as a whole, and what harms
an individual may not harm but actually benefit the community. Consider, for
example, the predator-prey relationship in a well-functioning ecosystem. The
fact that individual members of the prey species are killed and consumed by
individual predators is consistent with the good of the whole life community in
the given ecosystem (1986, p. 70).
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The familiar litany of uncontrolled prey species destroying habitat not only imperils the
existence and well being of the prey species-populations, but that of other animals and
plants, each of which has a good of its own which is to be respected morally.

Respect for Nature

What can cause us to have Respect For Nature? For Taylor it is a fundamental
stance (analogous to respect for humans in traditional anthropocentric ethics) which is
informed by a more sophisticated biocentric outlook that has replaced the naive
anthropocentric outlook. There is no higher level (set of) moral principle(s) from which
RFN can be derived. RFN is a fundamental attitude.

The only way [to justify RFN] is to set forth the belief system that underlies and

supports the attitude and show that it is acceptable to all who are rational,

gacs)t.ually informed, and have a developed capacity of reality-awareness (1986, p.
By reality-awareness Taylor means "a moral agent’s capacity for heightened awareness
of the reality of individual orgénisms’ lives” (1986, p. 164). A reality-aware person
would not only be vaguely aware that animals and plants are alive, but that each (kind
of) animal or plant has its own biological-teleological program with its own good
(which defines its needs, benefits, and harms). The reality-unaware person presumably
would see, for example, mosquitoes as pests and quackgrass as weeds, and use his
biological knowledge to exterminate them. The more sophisticated the reality-unaware
person’s biological knowledge, the more effective the extermination. The reality-aware
person would be acutely cognizant of destroying these teleological centers of life (a
factual awareness), and, not being able to gloss the destruction, is then faced with
claiming that the destruction is morally insignificant or adopting something like RFN.
Just as Kant’s whole ethical system depends on an individual’s willingness to respect
persons because they are autonomous rational agents who can act out of duty rather than

inclination, so Taylor’s system depends on a willingness to respect centers of life.
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Integrating RFN and Human Ethics

Although Taylor does not think it conceptually incoherent to claim that animals
and plants have moral rights, he thinks that everything such rights can do can be
accomplished by RFN. He draws a conventional distinction between moral and legal
rights.

Generally speaking, to have a right is to have a legitimate claim or entitlement

to something, the recognition of the legitimacy of that claim or entitlement being
(morally or legally) required of others. For a moral right, the requirement of
recognition is imposed by valid moral principles on all moral agents. For a legal
right, it is imposed by a given system of law on all members of the legal
community in question (1986, p. 219).
Though plants and animals can--and in Taylor’s view should--have legal rights, he
prefers a conservative interpretation of moral rights which restricts the moral rights-
holder to rational moral agency, a capacity for self-respect, ability to choose to exercise
the right, and "second-order entitlements” like the ability to seek redress (1986, p. 246).
The "equality among rights-holders...does not imply any [moral] inequality between
rights-holders and other living things," for moral equality is based on the common
concept of having a good (1986, p. 261).

The integration of the human rights-based ethic with RFN is accomplished by five
principles for settling claims: self-defense, proportionality, minimum wrong,
distributive justice, and restitutive justice. Since only humans are moral agents, the
principles are binding only on humans. Self-defense is handled pretty much as it is in

conventional law with stipulations authorizing only minimum necessary use of force

after reasonable precautions to avoid conflict have been taken.

The principles of proportionality and minimum wrong apply to cases in which
there is a conflict between the basic interests of animals or plants and the
nonbasic interests of humans. The principle of distributive justice...covers
conflicts where the interests of all parties involved are basic. Finally, the
principle of restitutive justice applies only where, in the past, either the principle
of minimum wrong or that of distributive justice has been used. Each of those
principles creates situations where some form of compensation or reparation
mmi;‘:eb 1madc: to nonhuman organisms, and thus the idea of restitution becomes
app. e.
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...[T]he term "interests" [refers] to whatever objects or events serve to preserve

gl’; f)l:otect to some degree or other the good of a living thing (1986, pp. 270-
Taylor goes to some length discussing the practical implications of these principles. He
acknowledges that they will not settle all disputes and they "do not function as
premisses in a deductive argument.” That does not make them deficient as ethical
principles, however, for the principles of any exclusively anthropocentric ethic can do

no better.

Difficulties for Taylor

A basic problem arises from Taylor’s claim that a fundamental attitude of respect
for nature rests on showing that it is acceptable to anyone with reality-awareness, a
*heightened awareness of the reality of individual organisms’ lives.” Why should this
help produce an attitude of respect given Taylor’s maintenance of the fact/value
distinction? Rolston claims that being factually informed will also give rise to values,
and the many examples in his prose are not intended as mere descriptions of natural
phenomena but as prods to a valuational excitement. Often, he does not so much argue
as bombard the reader with nature’s intricacies in hope of triggering a valuational
response. But this method is closed to Taylor. So long as he maintains the fact/value
distinction, his reality-awareness will simply remain detailed factual knowledge. The
alternative is to admit a valuational component, but then his distinction between
inherent value and inherent worth collapses while his argument becomes trivial: reality-
awareness includes valuing/respecting nature, and therefore once one has reality
awareness one will have respect for nature.

Taylor’s bottom line criteria for moral standing, his concepts of goods and needs,
are also problematic. Critics have pointed out that cars also have "goods" and "needs."
To prevent respect for nature from degenerating into respect for everything, Taylor
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draws a distinction between *goods’ and 'needs’ of organisms as opposed to artifacts:
All organisms, whether conscious or not, are teleological centers of life in the
sense that each is a unified, coherently ordered system of goal-oriented activities
that has a constant tendency to protect and maintain the organism’s existence....
The goal-oriented operations of machines are not inherent to them as the
goal-oriented behavior of organisms is to them. To put it another way, the goals
of a machine are derivative, whereas the goals of a living thing are original....
. Although they manifest goal-oriented activities, the machines do not, as
independent entities, have a good of their own. Their "good" is "furthered” only
insofar as they are treated in such a way as to be an effective means to human
ends (1986, pp. 122, 124).

Partisans of the interest criterion will detect subjective language creeping into the
distinction with a tacit appeal to the interest principle: How can an entity be
"independent”--in any sense other than "separate”--without having at least a will of its
own? How can it have "goal-oriented activities” in any sense other than "genetically
programmed processes,” and how can they be "original” in any sense other than "not
assigned” by humans? The problem is exacerbated when Taylor talks about judging
from the "standpoint” of a nonsentient entity, all the while denying that consciousness is
necessarj for moral consideration. If one grants Taylor latitude to speak
metaphorically, there’s trouble from the other side. In the case of nonconscious life
forms, Taylor’s claims about "teleological centers of life” with "goal-oriented activities”
are an updated version Aristotelian zelos genetically explicated. Rolston has noted how
easily genetic sets become normative, but this way of making sense of Taylor’s
terminology is blocked by his adherence to the fact/value distinction. If we allow
"originality” and "independence” some valuational force, why then exclude the law-
governed processes of Rolston’s "projective nature” which function without human
instruction or intervention? The answer for Taylor presumably is that they are not
living individuals with goods of their own, but the criteria to which he makes appeal do
not require individuality. The criteria might require life if there is something special
about having genes or about having what Aristotle called nutritive soul. One answer

Taylor could give would be that nature is not "teleological” in the same way as an
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individual plant. Biological evolution and natural history shaped by geological
processes have no goals, they just change. But the same can be said of an individual
plant. We can discover its biological blueprint from its genetic code and thereby
characterize it intellectually. We can, in principle, do the same kind of thing by
discovering the "natural laws" that govern geological change. Taylor might claim that
in this sense we understand the telos of individual organisms because we can grasp the
whole of their life cycles, but we are largely ignorant of the telos of nature on a wider
scale (despite much speculation on the route from "big bang" to a universal entropic
"heat death”). This is not his claim, however, and if it were it would undermine his
position. The only remaining criterion to which Taylor can appeal is that of entities
having goods of their own. Granted that nonsentient entities can be harmed in the sense
of interfering with them or diminishing them or destroying them, how do these criteria
fail to fit, say, a river which has been dammed or whose waters have been siphoned off
for irrigation to the point of reducing the flow entirely?

A conceptual problem of the relationship of zelos to an entity’s good comes to the
fore in the integration of RFN into human ethics. Aristotle, reasonably enough,
identified the telos of biological organisms with an idealized version of the appropriate
adult form for each type of organism. But what would Taylor do in severely marginal
cases like that of an anencephalic infant or an individual in a persistent vegetative state
(PVS)? Not having anything approaching a functioning human brain, would the infant
or PVS victim still have a good based on a degenerative form of human telos? Would it
have a good despite lack of a relos? Would it have neither a good nor a telos? What
sort of respect—if any—should we have for it? Are we bound out of respect for what the
infant should have become, or what the PVS victim was, to maintain--or, for that
matter, to terminate--the (non)person’s remaining life processes?12 The questions are
not idle or mischievous, because in Taylor’s system the notion of a good must bear the

entire moral weight of RFN.
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The underlying problem—and not just for Taylor—is not that moral distinctions
cannot be drawn, but that Taylor’s hard-line interpretation of *goods’ is metaphysically
and morally dogmatic. Environmental philosophers can gain more ground by taking a
Wittgensteinian tack of pointing out "family resemblances” between entities
traditionally granted moral standing and those traditionally excluded, and by showing
the arbitrary nature of the criteria employed. A bottom-line single criterion--whether
ability to reason, sentience, or having a good--is convenient for legal decision making
and preventing courts from being overwhelmed by case loads. No responsible moral
philosopher would identify what is moral with what is legal, yet many are willing to
adopt the legalistic methodology. Single criteria work well only in closed conceptual
systems where there is little change and where the group under consideration is
arbitrarily limited either by consent or by fiat. The weakness of the methodology is
exemplified in Peter Singer’s Animal Liberation (1975) where we are informed that "all
animals are equal” (in having interests) only to have further distinctions (the fact that all
animals do not have the same interests) so erode the "equality” as to render some
animals usable for virtually any human whim. It is one thing to use a conventional
moral criterion to demonstrate the arbitrariness of its application in order to awaken
morally those grown soporifically comfortable with it. It is something quite different to
adopt the criterion oneself or to be bewitched into thinking the problems are solved by
substituting a different one.

Taylor’s exclusive individualism is a problem for his ethic being environmental in
the sense that he wants it to be. There are both ontological and moral reasons for
Taylor’s individualism. Ontologically, he claims that species are really collections of
individuals and better labelled ’species-populations’. The issue of ontological holism,
whether (in this case) species are more than or differeat from the sum of the individuals
who make them up, is a complex one on which biologists disagree. It cannot be settled
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here. However, it is possible to sketch some factors which demonstrate the simplicity of
Taylor’s view.

It should be noted that calling species ’species-populations’ is something with
which environmental holists could agree since no one is peddling a Platonic position
that there are species without individuals that make them up. What is at issue is
whether the individuals can stand alone, in what ways, and to what degree. Biologist
Ernst Mayr draws a distinction between species as taxa and species as categories. The
species category is an abstraction or class or set.

A taxon is a concrete zoological or botanical object. Groups of individuals like
wolves, bluebirds, or houseflies are species taxa....

Are the animals that belong to a species members of a class or are they
not? Ghiselin...has come out quite emphatically in favor of the interpretation...to
consider all the products of the gene pool of a species as parts of the species (not
as members of a class!) and to consider the species as a whole as an individual,
ontologically speaking.... Species taxa are individuals in the sense that each
species has spatiotemporal unity and historical continuity.... Each species has
reasonably discrete boundaries, internal coherence at any one time, and, with
limits, continuity through time. Any aggregate of populations that satisfies the
definition of the species category is a species taxon (1982, p. 253).

An appeal to Mayr as a legitimate authority does not, in the absence of further technical
argument, settle the issue. Other legitimate authorities disagree. However, the ease
with which Mayr applies common criteria of individual identity to species taxa
demonstrates the superficiality of dismissing species as sets of morphologically similar
individuals. There are many complicating factors such as asexual reproduction,
polymorphic and sibling species--both of which are interbreeding populations—-and the
fact that commonality of traits within species is subservient to their relative status with
other species and how these traits relate to reproductive isolation from such species.
The safest thing to say is that some species seem to be more like individuals
ontologically than others.

Taylor’s moral individualism stems from the fact that only individuals have goods

to be respected. If Taylor is to remain true to his system of RFN, he must treat the
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maximizing of goods via protection of their basic interests (in his unconventional sense)
as Bentham does the maximizing of interests with each individual counting for one and
only one. Taylor finds predation in nature morally acceptable because individual deaths
are "consistent with the good of the whole life community” (in a lapse into collectivist
language) and because animals (and plants) are not moral agents. But nature is far more
destructive of individual goods and basic interests than Taylor seems to acknowledge.
In a rebuff to Peter Singer who argues that caring for individual animals is the way to
preserve wild species, Mark Sagoff says:

The ways in which creatures in nature die are typicalli' violent: predation,

starvation, disease, parasitism, cold. The dying animal in the wild does not

understand the vast ocean of misery into which it and billions of other animals

are born onl‘)"ato drown. If the wild animal understood the conditions into which

it is born, what would it think? It might reasonably prefer to be raised on a farm,

where the chances of survival for a year or more would be good, and to escape
from the wild where they are negligible (Sagoff 1984, p. 303).

If one considers the goods and basic interests of plants in addition to those of animals,
the destruction is staggering. How many teloi come to naught at germination? Does
predation destroy more goods than it serves? Consider the simple problem of an
ungulate grazing on grasses with each individual plant having a good of its own. Is
there any reliable indication that the existence of "higher level” organisms like
mammals, consumptive as they are, reduces the total number of goods destroyed in an
ecosystem? Or, more likely—even if all mammals were herbivores and consuming at
the lowest possible trophic level—do individual mammalian goods require destruction of
other goods many orders of magnitude greater than the mammalian population? To
what extent and how are we as moral agents to act on this?

Taylor seemingly wants to distinguish between wild and domestic situations, and
he frequently mentions wild nature, but his ethical system is not set up to handle it.
Rolston draws conceptual distinctions between wild nature (flourishing on its own in

situ) and domestic animals and plants (artifacts); he also claims a moral distinction
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between individuals (which in nature are expendable) and species (which we have
duties to preserve). Such biologically based distinctions are precluded in RFN because
of Taylor’s egalitarianism of goods. Having dedicated his book "To the Earth’s Wild
Living Things," it is ironic that Taylor’s insistence on impartiality threatens to

undermine what he so clearly respects and wants to protect.
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CONCLUSION

Burdens of a Land Ethic

None of the ethical systems we have examined is powerful enough to force
someone into giving up a strongly held belief that having interests is the sine qua non
for direct moral standing. This is because the holder of the interest principle can always
isolate his ethical position from new scientific information by drawing the fact/value
distinction. Taylor’s upholding of the fact/value distinction causes his whole system to
founder because he depends on an attitudinal change in "reality-awareness” which the
fact/value distinction prohibits. What Callicott and Rolston accomplish in different
ways is to cast doubt on the fact/value distinction as anything more than a pragmatic
tool. Epistemologically, facts are not, like Hume’s impressions, the absolute foundation
stones on which we build a house of knowledge. The modern paradigms of knowledge,
our sciences, are neither conceptually absolute nor value free. Evolutionary biology
provides overwhelming evidence that we are creatures who by our very nature make
strong emotional and valuational attachments, in Rolston’s words, "fitted for and fitting
into” our environment.

Where Callicott and Rolston are most venturesome, and argumentatively weakest,
is in moving from our emotional and valuational attachments to our immediate
surroundings (which do include nonsentient entities) to high-level ontological
complexes like ecosystems. Callicott goes further than Rolston by putting great moral
stock in future developments in biological science and related fields, suggesting, in
promissory and hyperbolic fashion, "the rigorous derivation of an environmental ethic
from contemporary sociobiology and ecology” (Callicott 1989, p. 11). A major factor
which impedes the acceptance of a land ethic is not so much a rigid clinging to an

outdated notion of fact/value, but fears that a land ethic is too ambitious, that it goes too
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far too fast and will cost us morally too much. Some environmental philosophers who
share this reservation have scaled down their claims for a land ethic by turning from
moral monism to moral pluralism. In Chapter 2 we will consider how some major

pluralists argue for a land ethic.



CHAPTER 2:
PLURALISTIC APPROACHES TO A LAND ETHIC

INTRODUCTION

Pluralistic Ethical Systems

Succinctly defined by Gary E. Varner, "a pluralist ethical theory [is] one which
acknowledges distinct, theoretically incommensurable bases for direct moral
consideration." Varner’s definition is of theoretical pluralism as opposed to pragmatic
pluralism which is a "strategy for theory construction in ethics rather than a
characteristic of completed ethical theories” (Varner 1991, p. 177). Unlike the
theoretical pluralist, the pragmatic pluralist might hope ultimately to find some single
base for direct moral consideration, but, given practical difficulties, s/he prefers to start
out with several seemingly incommensurate bases and/or sort out different types of
moral quandaries using different criteria for considerability. The most basic monistic
criticism of theoretical pluralists is that they have no theory at all, and hence no rational
way of reaching moral decisions when a conflict arises among two or more different
bases for moral considerability. Whether one accords pluralism the appellation
*theory’—-and whether withholding the term is of serious consequence—-depends on how
logically tight a notion of theory one has, and on whether one thinks that theories can be
applied—-if at all-with equal rigor to all areas of human endeavor.

The criticism that pluralism cannot resolve all moral quandaries rests on a further
distinction between theories that are determinate and those that are indeterminate. A
determinate theory can, in principle, provide a best answer for any problem. Generally,
monists are assumed to have theories which are determinate (see comments of monist R.

M. Hare and pluralist Christopher Stone in the introduction to Chapter 1) while
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pluralists are committed to indeterminate theories. However, indeterminism is certainly
possible in monistic ethics. A hedonistic utilitarian, for instance, might try a computer
calculation of all the pleasures and pains of all the sentient creatures affected by the
logging of old growth forests. It is conceivable, whether the forests are logged and the
spotted owl is lost, or the owl and forest are saved and the loggds’ jobs are lost, that the
computer spews out exactly the same number of pleasure units for both scenarios (and
any compromise scenarios in between). Pluralism, however, by its very nature must be
indeterminate. Were there some theoretical way of resolving all conflicts among
different bases of direct moral consideration, pluralism would collapse into monism.

A related point is whether pluralists may be charged fairly with moral relativism.
Certainly the charge is not legitimate given the contrast Stone draws between his
position and that of a "rank relativist." The rank relativist asserts that there are no
objective standards for right or wrong, good or bad, that there is at most a majority
opinion, relative to the society in question, which differs from majority opinions in
other societies. On the contrary, the pluralist claims that there are nonarbitrary
standards or criteria, but that there is more than one of them, and, in principle, they
cannot always be reconciled with each other or placed in a hierarchy to settle disputes
definitively. Whether one then equates pluralism with relativism will depend either the
form of pluralism used and/or how successful it is at supplying answers even if it is
indeterminate.’

Chapter 1 examined some monistic attempts at a land ethic and the difficulties that
arose. In this chapter, three pluralistic approaches to a land ethic are examined with
regard to (1) their arguments for the direct moral standing of nonsentient nature, (2)
conceptual dependence on the sciences, (3) degree of ontological holism, and (4) ways
of ameliorating conflict. The fourth point of comparison differs from that in Chapter 1
(ways of integrating a land ethic with the typical concerns of anthropocentric ethics),
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because pluralists accept indeterminism and the resulting moral conflict as inherent in
ethics. The conflict, however, need not be vicious or debilitating.

Christopher D. Stone claims that we have many different types of ontological
commitments (e.g., persons, animals, corporate bodies) each of which has its own
special morally significant features which call for different kinds of moral relationships
with us. Mapping these features for each separate domain or moral plane gives us a
truer picture of the moral texture of our relationships. When more than one plane is
involved in a moral decision, we can usually arrive a good moral decision—or at least
avoid the worst decisions—by overlapping the moral maps.

Eugene C. Hargrove utilizes a thought experiment by G.E. Moore to argue that we
have a moral duty to promote beauty in the universe, whether the beauty is perceivable
or not. He then turns to positive aesthetics to make the case that pristine nature is
(almost) always beautiful, and we therefore have a prima facie moral obligation to
preserve nature apart from any instrumental enjoyment of the aesthetic experience.
Hargrove’s pluralism is due partly to his view that moral rules are analogous to the
nonconstitutive or strategy rules in chess. One learns them as "rules of thumb,” but the
chess master (or moral sophisticate) also knows when they should be overridden.

Jim Cheney accepts postmodernist criticism of philosophical searches for a
"privileged discourse” that would give us the true picture of reality, but finds Rorty’s
insistence that all we have is language is an assertion that embodies the same illusion.
A case can be made for the moral significance of nonsentient nature by using a
Heideggerian understanding of language to ground discourse and Being in the context
of place. Cheney’s pluralism takes the form of "contextual languages" within different
bioregions.
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STONE AND MORAL PLANES

From Monism to Pluralism

Christopher D. Stone adopted moral pluralism after rethinking his earlier work
Should Trees Have Standing? In Trees Stone used a legal extensionist methodology
parallel to the moral argumentation of the animal extensionists (see Introduction). Both
accept traditional standards and criteria for direct consideration in human ethics, and
then use marginal cases to establish a "floor” which supports the moral or legal standing
of disenfranchised entities. The courts, claimed Stone, have recognized three criteria
for being a holder of legal rights and therefore having direct legal standing rather than
being treated indirectly by law as, say, a right holder’s property.

They are, first, that the thing can institute legal actions at its behest; second, that

in determining the granting of legal relief, the court must take injury to it into
account; and, third, that relief must run to the benefit of it (Stone 1974, p. 11).

Despite the paradigm of the right holder being a sentient individual, namely an adult
human being, Stone argued there were no insuperable legal barriers to extending legal
rights to nonsentient and/or collective entities such as wilderness areas; there were
ample precedents of well established marginal cases in British and American law.
Corporations, which are neither sentient nor individuals per se, and severely retarded
humans (sentient individuals, but rationally incapable of meeting the first requirement
for a right holder) have long been accorded direct legal standing in the courts through
appropriately designated spokespersons or guardians. On analogy, a wilderness area
could be accorded legal rights with an environmental organization like the Sierra Club
appointed as its legal guardian to exercise these rights.2

Stone’s legal colleagues were disturbed by the practical matter of environmental
suits clogging the courts and immensely complicating the already tangled web of law.
Both legal and moral objectors pointed out that Stone’s legal precedents ignored
significant differences. Corporations are under the control of rational individuals who
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have official duties for which they can be held legally and morally accountable. Who
would take responsibility for an earthquake, a volcanic eruption, or other "acts of
God"? For ethical humanists and animal extensionists hewing to the interest principle,
that was the end of the matter. The disanalogies between corporations and "natural
objects” were regarded as too great to include nonsentient nature in the moral or legal
communities.

There was, however, another faction which admitted the disanalogies but drew a
different conclusion: The very methodology of the extensionists was morally and
ontologically corrupt because it tried to force the entire nonhuman world into a human
mold. In a combined review of Stone’s Trees and Peter Singer’s Animal Liberation
John Rodman attacked the extensionists for their smugness in assuming that all entities
must be judged morally by the same criteria and in seeking a moral bottom line in

marginal cases of severely defective human beings:

Is this, then, the new enlightenment—to see nonhuman animals as imbeciles,
wilderness as a human vegetable? As a general characterization of nonhuman
nature it seems patronizing and perverse. It is not so much that natural entities
are degraded by being represented in human legal actions, or by not having us
attribute to them moral obligations. They are degraded rather by our failure to
respect them for having their own existence, their own character and
potentialities, their own forms of excellence, their own integrity, their own
grandeur--and by our tendency to relate to them by ’giving them’ rights by
assimilating them to the status of inferior human beings. It is perhaps analogous
to regard women as defective men who lack penises, or humans as defective sea
mammals who lack sonar capability and have to be rescued by dolphins

(Rodman 1977, p. 94).
Though Rodman is not cited in Earth and Other Ethics, Stone spends the first half of

the book criticizing the methodological assumptions which so incensed him. In Earth
Stone abandons the legal extensionism of Trees while retaining his moral concern for

nonsentient nature. The result is an elaborate structure for moral pluralism.

Maps and Moral Planes
The opening section of Earth and Other Ethics contains a synopsis of the

controversy over oil exploration in the Beaufort Sea which serves as a paradigm case for
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the kind moral decision making that the growth of technology and environmental
awareness increasingly demands.

The lands over which the U.S. government has dominion include the
submerged bed of the Alaskan Beaufort Sea. The Department of Interior has
proposed to lease the acreage to oil corporations for purposes of exploiting oil
and gas that may underlie the region. To carry out exploratory drilling...drilling
platgorms will have to be constructed in the path that the bowhead whale, an
endangered species, uses to reach its sole known spawning ground. Oil spills
could have disastrous effects on their survival. Also, early-stage oil exploration
often involves dynamiting (the explosions’ echoes are used to map geophysical
structures), and there is evidence that the procedures could destroy the whales’
hearing, and thus their ability to navigate and survive. To make the matter more
complex, if the whales successfully avoid these hazards by adjusting to a course
that takes them somewhat to the north of their present route, they will be out of
the range of a native tribe, the Inupiat Indians, who have long hunted the
bowhead, a custom they claim to be integral to the maintenance of their culture
(Stone 1987, pp. 36-37).

The kind of moral analysis that merely sums utilitarian preferences, or extends rights as
Stone did in Trees, obscures the vast and multifaceted range of ethical concerns. The
insensitivity estranges "moral thought from considered moral intuitions" and the gross
simplification results in rules which carry no conviction. Stone thinks these problems
are endemic to moral monism.

Stone’s pluralistic solution is to divide ethics into different moral planes or
domains, each with its own ontological commitment and governance (set of rules).
Mapping offers an analogy by which to understand the planes and their uses. Different
maps emphasize different features and are chosen according to the concerns and needs
of the user whether it be to find out information on topology, political boundaries,
roads, weather patterns, or whatever.

There is no one map that is right for all the things we want to do with maps, nor
is one map, the topology map, more valid than another, the demographic.
Indeed we do not regard them, because of their variances, as inconsistent. We
may in fact choose to overlay maps, that is, combine salient features (p. 137).

The analogy for moral pluralism is that most significant decisions are not single factor
ones, and an "overlay” of moral planes may be necessary to arrive at an appropriate

decision reflecting the moral richness of the situation.
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Unlike an axiomatic model of ethics in which moral rules are deduced from
general principles, maps (and moral planes) make ethical complexity perspicuous
showing "relations and degrees" rather than dictating a binary right/wrong, standing/no
standing conclusion. As Stone says, "morally salient qualities of the world, including
rationality, sentience, and autonomy, are not qualities that humans, dolphins, or pigs
either possess or do not possess” (p. 140). The provisional nature of maps or planes
encourages an openmiﬂdedness to revisions in a way that ethical principles conceived as
axioms do not. Planar maps, especially when overlaid, also can change the basic
objective because one sees simultaneously many features. One might, for example,
restrict methods of oil exploration after information that dynamiting destroys the
bowhead’s ability to navigate, or, one may decide that, given bowhead pain and the
potential loss of species, oil exploration in the Beaufort Sea should be forbidden
altogether.

The sorts of maps Stone sees as relevant to making a well informed and morally
sensitive decision in the Beaufort Sea drilling case can be presented in outline form:

L. Empirical Maps
A. Natural Features (e.g., whale migration routes)
B. Action-Influence (e.g., drilling alternatives)
IL Utility Plane Maps
A. Person Preferences
B. Extended Utilitarianism (all sentient beings)
C. Temporally and Spatially Remote (whose preferences are not easily known
and who cannot reciprocate actions)
III. Nonutility Plane Maps
A. Persons (appropriate holders of rights)
B. Persons Remote in Time and Space (to whom we have duties even though they
have no binding right claims)
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C. Nonhuman Animals

D. Preferenceless and Nonsentient Entities

E. Membership Entities (e.g., species, corporations, cultures)

F. Qualities
Not all moral decisions would require every map, and the list is open-ended. Other
maps would be a refinement of the system.

The order of listing follows Stone’s order of discussion and is not supposed to
suggest a preordained hierarchy of moral importance. It nonetheless reflects Stone’s
preference for those entities about which we know most and for which we already have
extensive moral and legal conceptual machinery. Consider his distinction between
Persons and everything else conveniently lumped under the term "Nonpersons’:

By definition, I have reserved the term Persons for normal adult homo sapiens
living in a common community. Persons therefore not only have, along with
sentience and intelligence and life plans, a good grasp of one another’s tastes
and preferences. They have the capacity to understand what is happening to
them, to consent, to raise, waive, and trade entitlements; they have some shared
ideas of the Good. The fabric of inter-Person relationships is a product of these
many fine threads: of expectations of reciprocity, of rights that can be waived,
of claims that can be forfeited, or risks that can be accepted, of obligations that
can be earned and discharged. When we move beyond the domain of Persons,
some of these threads simply are not available. If there is to be some moral
fabric between us and them, it has to be woven of another cloth. Any claims we
give animals, future persons, and natural objects will have to be of a sort that
they cannot waive or trade with us. If these are "rights,” they are not identical
with most human rights, which are waivable. Nor can Nonpersons earn
obligations or reciprocate our good acts. They cannot consent to our risky
maneuvers, as we are sometimes wont to do among ourselves...(pp. 143-147).

The imagery of fewer and fewer threads from which to weave moral relationships as we
move away from humans phylogenetically (and beyond) suggests that the strongest
fabric of moral relationships is among Persons. Aside from examples involving animals
and a commentary on Inupiat society, Stone provides few illustrations of what these
particular threads might be, and almost nothing in the way of how they are to be woven.
For the vast majority of Nonpersons our moral relations will simply be "woven of

another cloth.”
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Textural Variables

Stone is a little more helpful at higher meta-ethical levels. The fabric woven for
each moral plane will have a different "texture” dependent on prescriptive variables and
variables of character and other attributes.

Prescriptive variables, so called because they determine the moral prescriptions
which tell us what we ought to do, are divided into grain and mood. The grain is the
descriptive level of ontological focus, for instance, whether we take into consideration
the welfare of individual animals, species, or ecosystems.

Each focus brings along an allied stock of concepts. Focusing upon the
individual animal, one scans for such properties as its capacity to feel pain, its
intelligence, its understanding of the situation, and its suffering....the ecosystem
version brings out stability, resilience, uniqueness, and energy flow. An analysis
that emphasizes species favors concepts such as endangered and adaptive fitness
(relative to a habitat), and requires portrayal of uniqueness, breeding boundaries,
population size, and genetic variability (p. 157).
Mood variables indicate the prescription’s degree of moral obligation. Stone suggests
the use of three logical operators to replace the binary do/don’t logic of traditional
ethics: ’!’ for what is morally mandatory, 'O’ for what one ought to do but would not
be harshly judged for not doing, and P’ for what is permitted.

Within the stated purview of any conventional ethic, one may question (in practice,
if not in theory) how binary moral decisions really are. Supererogation is a concept well
established in philosophical ethics. Stone is correct, however, to attribute much
unwillingness to extend direct moral considerability beyond humans—or beyond sentient
beings—to a binary sort of thinking: Either X shares salient human features or it has no
moral status of its own. This stance downplays a sharing of features in degree and
precludes moral status based on totally different features. Stone also notes that moral
decisions in practice are seldom taken to promote the best alternative, but rather to

avoid the worst ones. A failure to maximize the good might be seen as grounds for

criticism in situations which are thoroughly familiar to, and under the control of, the
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moral agent. But, increasingly we are asked to make moral decisions where our
knowledge is scanty, our control is tenuous, and factors are numerous. This is
particularly true of any ethic which includes Nonpersons and considers long range
consequences of technological change for which we have neither adequate intuitive
models from past experience nor adequate theoretical models from which we can
specify a reliable probability.

Different variables come into play when assessing character (in the case of
Persons) and other attributes (of Nonpersons). Character may be treated as a
"dependent variable" totally determined by whether the moral agent follows the
appropriate prescriptions by performing the right actions. Or, it may be treated as an
"independent variable" still centered on right action but in addition partly determined
"either generally desirable traits or special qualities of the particular actor." Stone’s
preference, however, is to treat character a third way, as an "intrinsic good." To assess
character as an intrinsic good (one separable from action in a moral plane) requires
taking into account (1) life plan information like "the agent’s history [and] ambitions,"
(2) the "intent, motive, and attitude with which something is done," (3) considering
actions "neither good nor bad in themselves" according to the "way the conduct
disappointingly conflicts with or marvelously reinforces the life the person has chosen
for himself within permissible boundaries," and (4) "tolerance, even appreciation for,
qualities that may be uniquely good about the particular person being evaluated” (pp.
191-192). An analysis of character as an intrinsic good serves as a model for moral
treatment of "other attributes” as intrinsic goods. Once any attribute from a moral plane
has been established as intrinsically good, the case has been made for direct moral
consideration of the type of entity in that moral plane. Because a diverse moral
ontology and a modal logic require many fine gradations of distinctions, Stone sees

aesthetics providing a model for ethics, "particularly in this area of grading, where our
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ability to provide criteria wanes and trained intuition dominates” (p. 198). In the case of
nonsentient nature, Stone’s "trained intuition” serves the same function as Taylor’s

"reality awareness” and Rolston’s "value excitement.”

What makes a person or a lake "good" or whatever else may be significant?
Indeed, the analysis suggests that our final appeal may lie, unabashedly, in
apprehension, rather than in anything like formal deduction from general
principles. With the right training we apprehend that a person who cares about
nature is a better person, other things being equal, than one who does not. To so
hold is no more mysterious or doubtful than our apprehension that, other things
being equal, knowledge is better than ignorance, and that a simple explanation
of natural phenomena is to be preferred to one that is complex (p. 199).

One might ask if one is better person "who cares about nature, other things being equal,
than one who does not,” why the same conclusion doesn’t apply to persons who care
about music, books, etc. The best answer open to Stone is that he is focused primarily
on arguing nature’s case, and that other valued things/activities can be handled under
Person Preference maps. Nor does relegating such things to preferences skew the moral
ontology by treating them all equally since the rules/governance of each moral plane
can establish criteria for hierarchies. Stone’s major concern in discussing types of
moral maps, however, is comprehensiveness and ontological sensitivity; he would
object to reductions but not necessarily to expansions or different kinds of divisions.
The required ontological sensitivity in the case of Rolston and Taylor is very closely
tied to an understanding of nature supplied by the natural sciences. Stone’s emphasis on
aesthetics rather than evolutionary biology and ecology may be due to his presenting a
comprehensive pluralistic theory of ethics rather than one to be appended to human
ethics (e.g., Rolston and Taylor). But, it may also be that multi-plane judgments by
their very nature must be "more aesthetic” and less guided by insight from biology or
natural history.

Decision Making and Conflict Resolution
Moral decision making requires (1) a selection of planes and (2) resolving conflicts
among planes. There is no formal procedure for selecting planes; it requires consulting
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both moral intuitions, which Stone calls "hard-to-trace emotions,” and imagination, and,
in turn, it also requires the reasoned examination of intuitions.

[T]he plane must have moral perspicacity; the elements of a situation to which it

turns our attention must "feel right.” It must carry our thought along lines that

feel right to a judgment that feels right—perhaps not so much right to each of us

as individuals but (so far as we can grasp it) right to the collective conscience of

mankind. I do not consider it paradoxical to suggest that the moral feelings

should themselves feel right: consistent, coherent, rational, correct, satisfying

(p. 244).
On a personal level one must strive for affective as well as cognitive coherence. The
potential for vicious forms of coherence--ethnocentric bigotry, religious zealotry,
ideological "purity"-is circumscribed by several factors. Stone’s position is morally
inclusive, not exclusive, and the number of planes one must take into consideration to
"feel right” provides a system of checks and balances. The ultimate appeal to feeling
right is to "the collective conscience of mankind,” not to an individual or group with
partisan axes to grind. The system is open to continual refinement through new
information and correction by others. And, one must understand that the very act of
moral judgment is not a laying down of absolutes, but an ongoing interplay of reason,
intuition and imagination.

Moral thinking (and perhaps all vital and creative thinking) seeks an image, even

to the point of conjuring the object of our imagination as a metaphor. Moral

planes can be conceived, like novels, as providing a sort of “literature” for the

development and play of this image-conjuring imagination. Some such sort of

literature is particularly valuable when we are considering our relations with
Nonpersons and Things (p. 245).

Like maps, moral planes show us what is involved in the actions we are contemplating.
Unlike algorithms which require only mechanical obedience, moral maps require
diligence, intelligence, and imagination on the part of the moral agent who reads them *
The simplest cases of moral decision making involve no planar conflict, either
because only one plane is involved or because multiple planes indicate the same action/s

as morally appropriate.
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When planes do conflict, one might "construct a master rule” such as "weighing
divergent judgments by reference to their respective firmness of mood.”" Or, one might
"work toward some sort of lexical ordering of planes in accordance with general moral
importance.”

Under such a rule, actions indicated on plane B would be suspended until
actions indicated on plane A had been fulfilled up to some point. For example,
our mandatory obligations to Persons might claim priority up to the point where
all Persons had achieved a certain level of life-style, something above
subsistence. But when that level of comfort has been reached, considerations of
animals or of future generations, as per other planes, would be brought into play,
as required by the priority rule (251).
Many conflicts can be adjudicated successfully in ways which are not completely
arbitrary even if there is some arbitrariness in the rules by which we seek to order
planes.

In the insoluble cases of planar conflict, at least it is likely that some alternatives
will be eliminated. Given Stone’s view that ethics often is concerned with eliminating
the worst courses of action rather than selecting the best—a view which seems utterly
reasonable in an imperfect world—this is more of an ethical achievement than it might
first appear.

Under Stone’s form of pluralism an individual cannot always—though s/he can
sometimes--arrive at moral decision in a nonarbitrary way. Still less in all cases will
there be theoretical universal agreement. That does not reduce his pluralism to a "rank
relativism” which claims that the rightness or wrongness of an action is determined by
the general approval or disapproval of the members of the society judging it. Clearly,
Stone thinks that there are, if not ethical universals, at least in some cases a convergence
of moral/aesthetic judgments which "feel right” to the "collective conscience of

mankind.” If that is nebulous, it is so, Stone could insist, because precision in our

judgments is no virtue when it is accomplished at the price of moral insensitivity.
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Difficulties for Stone

Deferring criticisms of pluralism until later, the most basic charge that can be
levelled against Stone is similar to a difficulty encountered by Rolston: The direct
moral standing of nonsentient nature depends on a kind of "seeing” which carries no
argumentative weight with those who do not "see.”" One’s choice of moral planes is
determined by the ontology one takes to be morally significant. Planes have to exhibit
"moral perspicacity” and to "feel right” to "the collective conscience of mankind." As
with literature, we intuitively see or apprehend; the planar map makes the moral
standing manifest. Rolston assumes one will feel "value excitement” once natural
processes are properly, i.e., scientifically, understood. Stone considers the "trained
intuition” of moral apprehension to be more like that in aesthetics where there is less
agreement than in science for mankind’s collective conscience to fall back on. Stone
depends on his criticism of moral extensionist methodology to convince the reader that
traditional ethics has been too narrow.and rigid in its criteria for direct moral
consideration. Stone’s criticism could, however, just as well reinforce the notion that
nonsentient nature is so vastly different from humans and animals that it is futile—and
invites moral chaos—to extend consideration beyond the interest principle.

Stone’s treatment of nontraditional entities often conflates argumentation for their
moral standing with the exposition of the meta-ethical structure of his system. The
foundational claim is not of itself objectionable: Many different types of entities ought
to have direct moral standing based on their own special properties rather than being
ethically assimilated as marginal cases (of defective humans). Stone then cites
significant differences between Persons and a generally accepted anomaly with
entrenched moral or legal standing. This ploy creates a dilemma: We can either (1)
retain traditional criteria for moral/legal standing and give up the direct consideration of
the anomalous case, or we can (2) quit "marginalizing” the entity, appreciate it for what
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it is, and expand and diversify our criteria for direct standing to accommodate it. The
problem occurs when Stone concludes with some generalities about how other
Nonpersons might be so accommodated. The conclusion relies psychologically on a
carry-over of sympathy from the traditionally accepted marginal case to cases which are
not at all marginal and which involve vastly different special properties. These are the
real points of contention and ought to be argued for. Since he cannot argue every case,
Stone should at least provide an extended analysis of a few cases beyond the range of
marginal acceptance. He does not, and the result is a kind of philosophical shell game
played with moral standing. It takes several forms.

One form begins by dividing candidates for direct moral standing into Persons and
Nonpersons. Reasonably enough, Stone assumes we accept traditional characteristics of
Persons, such as rationality, as grounds for such standing. Next he cites significant
differences between Persons and sample Nonpersons, for example, a bison. He counts
on our common sense beliefs that animals are sentient and that pain and pleasure are
criteria for direct moral consideration (or he trusts an acceptance of the literature which
argues the point). But even if we agree that criteria for direct moral standing should be
expanded to include the sample type of Nonperson on its own merits, that does not
justify the inclusion of other types of Nonpersons on theirs. *Nonperson’ is simply a
label of convenience for sorting out types of planes, not the moral counterpart of a
natural kind where key features are shared across the board. Yet Stone tends to treat the
set of Nonpersons as if there were something morally relevant and essentially common
to all its members so that proving the case for one settled the matter for others.

The moral legerdemain takes a second form in Stone’s discussion of character as
an intrinsic good. Allowing that character is an intrinsic good, Stone’s claim that it
serves as a model for analyzing "other attributes” as intrinsic goods is dubious. Stone’s

overt point is that "loosely logical" aspects of prescriptions are different from those of
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attributes (including character), but his use of character goes far beyond that. Because
character is commonly accepted as being morally important, it is easy to assume that the
"other attributes” are also reasonable candidates for intrinsic goods. Character,
however, is part of Person ethics involving issues of choice, responsibility, intent, and
so forth. These "inner” aspects of Persons are thoroughly compatible with strong anti-
environmental positions such as Cartesian dualism, Descartes’ skepticism about the
physical world, and his pernicious belief that animals were merely machines. An
analysis of character used as a paradigm for handling intrinsic goods hardly makes the
case for "other attributes” as intrinsic goods, particularly attributes of nonsentient
nature.

A third form of the shell game involves a movement from what is legal to what is
moral. Noting that individual lawsuits to hunt endangered species have not been
successful, Stone suggests the Inupiat Indians’ claims to hunt the bowhead might gain
legal and mbral legitimacy by showing how whale hunting is vital to the integrity of
their culture based on "attributes!of tribal existence such as tribal rituals, custoins,
location, and laws” (p. 236). Indeed, the Inupiat might win their case as a tribe based on
treaties between membership entities, namely the Inupiat and the United States. The
legal status as tribe, however, says nothing per se about moral status. I happen to agree
with Stone that Inupiat society should be a candidate for moral standing, but I think that
requires more arguing than de jure recognition by the courts.

Problems of argumentation aside, there is a question of just how environmentally
sensitive Stone’s comprehensive pluralism can be. The shift towards aesthetics and
away from close adherence to the biological sciences could diminish the importance of
species, at least as functioning units within ecosystems. The problem arises because an
entity in its own right in one moral plane can become incidental in another plane.

Consider the difference between planar maps of things and qualities. Stone finds it
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"more reasonable for considerateness to attach to the class of all objects that conserve or
carry forward the quality." If this is so, one would not need to preserve all mountains to
maintain the desired quality of grandeur or all species to maintain the desired quality of
variety. Stone himself voices concern over the ease with which on moral plane can be

assimilated by another.

One wonders, too, how strong an argument we can wring out of the derivative
views, which do not value natural objects and so on as ends in themselves, but
only as instruments to human virtue or worthy lives. Confined by that limited
rationale, the preservationist’s argument could not go beyond preserving enough
members of the class to assure that the favored virtue or form of flourishing life
will be a viable prospect for humanity. One might conclude that there ought to
be enough Xs to go around, so that each person will have the opportunity to
develop the right tastes and activities; but that is not the same as to conclude that
each X has a right to endure, or even that the preservation of each X is morally
welcome (p. 239).

One can imagine other nonutility planes being reduced to quality planes and Stone’s
system diminishing to a reliance chiefly on anthropocentric considerations of humanly
perceived aesthetic qualities. Or, an emphasis on quality planes could result in a kind of
evisceration of the natural world by reducing it to a series of museum pieces which no
longer function on their own or retain significant roles in ecosystem:r..s

The objections to Stone’s pluralism can be split into two groups: generic
objections to pluralism and system specific objections applying only to Stone. The
most important generic objection is that pluralists have no decision procedure to decide
conflicts between basic incommensurate principles. The simplest response is that
monistic theories of ethics provide only the illusion of a decision procedure. Stone
notes that any moral theory is hampered by lack of empirical knowledge, inability to
anticipate new situations, failure to foresee consequences of concepts and rules, and
physiological and psychological limitations which prevent us from knowing what
psychic states of other animals are like (pp. 142ff). Given the practical constraints,
there is no empirical way to substantiate the claim that a moral theory could in principle
decide every case. Those who make such claims do so on a dogmatic basis. Moral
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monists are increasingly willing to admit, in response to critics like Bernard Williams
(1985), that ethical theories sometimes underdetermine the proper response. That
leaves the monist to argue either (or any) side(s) of a case. The opportunity for what
Hare calls "cooking," tailoring an ethical decision to our benefit or to fit our prejudices,
is possible in monism as well as pluralism. There is a trade-off between the monist’s
claims to decidability and the pluralist’s claims to intuitive sensitivity. Moreover, it is a
reasonable claim that the appropriate focus of ethics should be on the actual and
probable, not on the possible or conceivable.6 Given these concessions, the theoretic
decidability claimed by monists does not seem to be much of an asset. The force of the
charge that pluralists cannot decide between incommensurate principles can be
maintained only by a straw man caricature of pluralism where there are no decision
procedures at all and pluralists are left to wring their hands at every conflict. Clearly,
Stone has decision procedures and he thinks there are some ethical universals. If the
burden of proof is on the challenger of traditional ethics, Stone’s claims for the greater
moral and ontological sensitivity of pluralism at least make a prima facie case for
reconsidering moral considerability.

There are, however, at least two major system specific objections to Stone’s
pluralism. The first is Gary Varner’s charge that Stone "wavers between a robust
theoretical pluralism and a pragmatic pluralism " (Vamer 1991, p. 177). Recall from
the introduction to this chapter that the latter is a "strategy for theory construction”
which may mean only dividing up types of problems to cope with them more
successfully. The emphasis is on problem solving in applied philosophy. Whether or
not the different planes with their respective ontological commitments and governances
can be knit into a super-theory is left open.7 What supposedly makes theoretical
pluralism "robust” is that it concentrates on meta-ethical structure stating and defending

the incommensurability of its basic principles. In the latter case there may or may not
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be much in the way of applied ethics. Ideally one would want a healthy interaction
where application tested and forced refinement of the meta-ethical structure, and where
the meta-ethical structure provided the most coherent and comprehensive system
possible given the constraints of incommensurate principles or planes. Stone intends
that his pluralism should work in the ideal way described, but sometimes confuses the
two.

The second system specific criticism is that Stone does not make full use of his
own system. Stone acknowledges that an individual might have nonarbitrary grounds
based in his character that would make us judge him differently than another person
performing the same acts in the same situation. The way of life to which an individual
is committed might provide him with the "lexical ordering” requisite to deciding cases
of inter-planar conflict. In decisions involving more than one individual, a keen self
knowledge would make each moral agent aware of what s/he could compromise on, and
the manner and extent of the compromise. Stone rightly asserts that in many cases
planar conflicts will still allow one to eliminate the worst decisions. The claim is
impartial because it is based on an impersonal view of ethics. But the idiosyncracies of
character and ways of life also make ethics personal. What that might involve will be
taken up in Chapters 4 and 5.
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HARGROVE AND POSITIVE AESTHETICS

Anthropocentric Intrinsic Value

Eugene C. Hargrove argues for a form of moral pluralism in which nonsentient
nature has direct moral standing because of its intrinsic value as an object of beauty.
Hargrove defines ’intrinsically valuable’ as "valuable for its own sake or...without
regard to its use,” and locates intrinsic value

in both the experience and the object itself....[as] the [alternative] that best fits
our basic aesthetic intuitions and practice. Anthropocentrically, it seems correct
to say that the value is in the object as long as we do not make a metaphysical
claim that the value exists as a property of the object itself. Such an attribution
of value to an object does not rule out the possibility that it may also possess
intrinsic value nonanthropocentrically. It only means that humans aesthetically
consider the object to be valuable without regard to its use or instrumental
value.... It is also possible for humans to consider the aesthetic contemplation of
an art object to be intrinsically valuable. There is nothing wrong with this
sition...unless it requires...that we conclude that the art object is merelg
instrumentally valuable as a trigger for the aesthetic experience (Hargrove 1989,
pp. 124, 126).
The characterization of intrinsic value is very close to Callicott’s definition of inherent
value. But, unlike Callicott who denies that any object could possess value "as a
property"” apart from a sentient valuer (the position Callicott calls "intrinsic value"),
Hargrove remains agnostic on this point. To emphasize the distinction, Hargrove calls
his own position "anthropocentric intrinsic value.”

If Hargrove is more willing than Callicott to entertain the possibility of objective
intrinsic value apart from a sentient valuer, he is less tolerant of the type of sentient
being his own system requires. To have an aesthetic experience of nature requires
judging the aesthetic object according to appropriate categories, which, so far as we
know, is an ability restricted to rational human agents. By way of contrast, Callicott
must include among valuers at least other mammals which are capable of altruistic
feelings. Rolston would claim that even plants have certain types of value relationships,

since plants "have,” but do not "take,” an interest in nutritive value.
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Hargrove defends his claim that the preservation of (some) untrammeled nature is
a moral duty by coupling a thought experiment proposed by G.E. Moore with positive
aesthetics which asserts that pristine nature is (nearly) always beautiful. Hargrove
outlines Moore’s thought experiment this way:

In responding to a claim by Sidgwick that it is not rational to aim at the creation
of beauty in external nature apart from any possible contemplation of it by
humans, Moore asks his readers to imagine two worlds, neither of which can be
visited by human beings: an exceedingly beautiful world and the ugliest world
that can possibly be conceived. He then argues that simply on the grounds that
beauty is in itself a greater good than ugliness, the beautiful world is preferable
to the ugly one and that in cases where our actions can affect the unperceived
and unperceivable beauty in such worlds, we have a duty to make such worlds
more beautiful insofar as we can. If we admit such a duty, Moore concludes, we
also admit that the existence of aesthetic value alone, independent of any
knowledge of its existence, contributes to the goodness of the whole in our own
world (pp. 171-172).

This position can be made into a moral argument for the preservation of nature if it can
be shown that nature is beautiful, for if beauty is intfinsically good, then we have a
moral duty to preserve natural beauty where we can. The proof for natural beauty
comes from Alan Carlson.

Positive Aesthetics
Allen Carlson is a major proponent of positive aesthetics which he characterizes as
the view that

..the natural environment, insofar as it is untouched by man, has mainly positive
aesthetic qualities; it is, for example, graceful, delicate, intense, unified, and
orderly, rather than bland, dull, insipid, incoherent, and chaotic. All virgin
nature, in short, is essentially aesthetically good. The appropriate or correct
aesthetic appreciation of the natural world is basically positive and negative
aesthetic judgments have little or no place (Carlson 1984, p. 5).

Carlson thinks that positive aesthetics is defensible when judging nature whereas it
obviously is not so in cases of human produced art. His argument in brief is this. (1)
Aesthetic qualities depend on how objects (human created or natural) are perceived. (2)
To perceive appropriately depends on using the correct categories. (3) Categories of
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man-made art are determined partly by art history, artist intent, etc. (4) Categories of
natural beauty are determined by the empirical sciences. (5) The empirical sciences
have built in aesthetic qualities like balance, harmony, etc. as part of the scientific
theories which make the world intelligible to us. (6) Therefore, in our scientific
findings we simultaneously discover order and beauty in the natural world.

To flesh in the argument, Carlson invites us to consider how we use certain
categories to classify what sort of work we are aesthetically judging in cases of human
produced art.

Categories of art are established in light of certain facts about works of art and
their origins, such as their times and places of creation, their artists’ intentions,
and their societies’ traditions. The determinations of the correct categories for
particular works are also a function of such facts. However, the determinations
of the aesthetic qualities that particular works or kinds of works have, and thus
whether they are aesthetically good or bad, are in part a function of what
categories are correct for them. For example, since it is a post-impressionist
painting, The Starry Night is aesthetically better than it would be were it an
expressionist work. Thus, in the case of art, determinations of categories and of
their correctness are in general prior to and independent of considerations of
aesthetic goodness (pp. 28-29). : o

Natural objects, on the other hand, are not created, but discovered. The categories
by which we perceive them come from the natural sciences such as botany, geology,
and ecology. There are indeed criteria which make natural beauty intelligible to us and
by which we can judge it.

Perhaps this relationship is somewhat like the following: a more correct
categorization in science is one that over time makes the natural world seem
more intelligible, more comprehensible to those whose science it is. Our science
appeals to certain kinds of qualities to accomplish this. These qualities are ones
such as order, regularity, harmony, balance, tension, conflict, resolution, and so
forth. If our science did not discover, uncover, or create such qualities in the
natural world and explain that world in terms of them, it would not accomplish
its task of making it seem more intelligible to us; rather it would leave the world
incomprehensible.... Moreover, these qualities which make the world seem
gc;;nprehensible to us are also those which we find aesthetically good (pp. 30-

Although he does not claim an exact correspondence between scientific discovery and
aesthetic discovery, Carlson thinks that their common guiding qualities will allow the
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claims of positive aesthetics to be unpacked in a way which does not result in begging
the question. If Carlson is basically right, then positive aesthetics can supply the
argument that pristine nature is beautiful. Carlson’s argument appended to Moore’s
argument gives Hargrove his ontological argument for duties to preserve untrammeled
nature.

Hargrove notes that there are additional considerations strengthening the case for
preservation of natural aesthetic objects. Unlike man-made art, natural objects cannot
be as easily copied, repaired, or replaced. Once the beauty is lost, it is lost (totally, or in
significant degree) forever. As an illustration and test case of his position Hargrove
asks us to imagine an alligator in a swamp, one on an alligator farm, and a plastic

alligator at Walt Disney World.

The alligator in the swamp has both a contemporary and historical reality. It is,
first of all, a part of wild nature as it exists today; it is a representative of a
species and an element of a natural ecosystem. Second, it is a direct and
recognizable descendant of a creature that was both a contemporary and

even a predecessor of the dinosaurs. A glimpse of that period of natural history
is stored in that alligator. As a reference to that period, it and other such animals
provide a depth, temporal unity, and an enlarged sense of reality to nature,
aesthetically and ontologically, just as reference to past events in human history
provides, depth, temporal unity, and a sense of reality in a work of literature.
The alligator on the alligator farm is physically identical to the wild alligator and
to this extent is still a "real” alligator. It retains some of the natural history of its
wild counterpart. Robbed of its natural surroundings and deprived of the
opportunity to learn and carry out much of its natural behavior, however, it is a
creature 1n transition, waiting for its transformation into a consumer
product...and ultimately into a biologically restructured human artifact, like the
domestic cow, that can more efficiently and inexpensively yield up its
instrumental value to humankind. With the plastic alligator, the connection with
nature and natural history is completely severed, and no trace of the "real"
alligator remains, even aesthetically. When one sees the alligator open its mouth
as the safari boat turns a corner on the ride, no images of contemporary wild
nature or of the dinosaurs of natural history come to mind. These have been
replaced by another history, evolutionary...but not natural, beginning with the
first experimental Mickey Mouse cartoons.... Like the medieval Christian
looking at a picture of a fish and thinking about the Bible, the amusement park
visitor has dropped the "real” alligator out of his or her aesthetic experience
(1989, pp. 197-198).

Is it aesthetically wrong, then, to indulge in what Rolston calls "cultural-symbolization

value” in his example of the "bald eagle [which] symbolizes American self-images and
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‘aspirations (freedom, strength, beauty...” (Rolston 1988, p. 15)? Only when we confuse
the eagle (or alligator) as a cultural artifact with the eagle in nature. The two must be
judged by different categories, the former by categories of human produced art, the
latter by categories of biological science. For both Rolston and Hargrove the eagle’s (or
alligator’s) cultural-symbolization value is parasitic on the bird’s (or reptile’s) zelos in

its natural environment.

Pluralism

His minimal focus for the direct moral consideration of nature, its intrinsic beauty,
not only differentiates Hargrove from the monists, but also from pluralists like Stone
who claims there are many different kinds of entities deserving direct moral standing,
and for which Stone tries to map different moral planes. Stone’s comprehensiveness as
opposed to Hargrove’s parsimony in moral ontology is also reflective of differing
attitudes towards moral conflict.

Hargrove's pluralism is grounded on his analogy between moral rules and the
nonconstitutive rules of chess. Constitutive rules are rules that define the game of
chess; they govern the way in which pieces can be moved, what checkmate is, and so
forth. Nonconstitutive rules are strategies learned for effective play such as the best

way to counter an opponent’s move. According to Hargrove, the

most important implications of the chess analogy...concern the nature, status,
and value of ethical rules in decision making. Chess theorists over the last 130
years have put together a rather large body of strategic and tactical rules which
seem to improve chess play when studied and which function well in
explanations and justifications of particular moves. This body of rules,
nevertheless, has no ultimate unifying principle, and the principles themselves
are not logically related to one another (the omission of one or the addition of
another in no way effects the group as a whole), they are not organized in any
meaningful hierarchy, they are probably too general to be useful without the
kind of study beginners engage in, and there are innumerable cases which can be
brought forward with regard to each of them in which following the proper rule
leads to disaster in a board situation (1985, p. 22).



73

David Wiggins makes a similar point in emphasizing the range of interests and the finite
knowledge which any moral agent brings to a situation:

No theory, if it is to recapitulate or reconstruct practical reasoning even as well
as mathematical logic recapitulates or reconstructs the actual experience of
conducting or exploring a deductive argument, can treat the concerns which an
agent brings to any situation as forming a closed, complete, consistent system.
For it is of the essence of these concerns to make competing an inconsistent
claims. (This is a mark not of irrationality but of rationality in the face of the
plurality of ends and the plurality of human goods.) The weight of the claims
represented by these concerns is not necessarily fixed in advance. Nor need the
concerns be hierarchically ordered. Indeed, a man’s reflection on a new
situation that confronts him may disrupt such order and fixity as had previously
existed and bring a change in his evolving conceptions of the point, or the
several many points of living and acting (Wiggins 1980, p. 233).
Whereas Stone allows the possibility of resolving all moral conflict within a single
moral plane, and offers strategies for coping with inter-planar conflicts, Hargrove sees
only heuristic guidelines "not logically related to one another” and in no "meaningful
hierarchy” which the chess master, and presumably his moral counterpart, frequently
abandons or ignores. As Callicott wryly says, "Hargrove...is simply willing to live with

more of a mess than Stone" (1990a, p. 112).

Difficulties for Hargrove

So long as it does not commit one to buying into G.E. Moore’s notion that
goodness is a non-natural intuited property, there is nothing objectionable in Hargrove'’s
use of Moore’s thought experiment. Those of positivistic bent may object that beauty is
merely the inner aesthetic experience of the beholder and that "unperceived and
unperceivable” beauty is a contradiction in terms. In the example, the beauty is
"unperceivable” because of the technological impossibility of travel to the distant
planets; neither Moore nor Hargrove is talking about a logically impossible perception
of beauty. With that qualification, the positivistic objection becomes another case of
truth by stipulation (as in the discussion of the definition of ’interest’ in Chapter 1).
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More serious objections can be raised against positive aesthetics. Carlson’s claim
that the empirical sciences supply the proper categories for the aesthetic judgment of
nature involves many assumptions about the sciences. Do all empirical sciences have
built in aesthetic qualities like "regularity, harmony, balance,” or only some, and how
are we justified in picking one science over another? Carlson seems to have in mind a
paradigmatic view of the sciences as axiomatic systems in which simplicity and logical
elegance play an important role. He ignores the immense difficulties posed by
anomalies and the heated arguments among philosophers of science over how they are
to be handled in theory construction (Newton-Smith 1981). Or, perhaps his assertion is
that aesthetic considerations allow us to simplify in theory construction by trading off
empirical accuracy for ease of generalization and intellectual intelligibility. If so, then
positive aesthetics is more about an idealized model of nature than it is about nature.

Aldo Leopold’s ecological claims about the "integrity, stability, and beauty" of
biotic coﬁxmunities do invoke concepts like hz.lrmony, bé.lénce, and order. But, given
the ubiquity of predatioﬁ in nature and its importance in driving evolhtioﬁ, one could
just as well characterize the ecological equilibrium as a kind of homeostatic war. The
aesthetic harmony and balance are perceived because of what Stone would call the grain
of focus, the ecosystem rather than the individuals. Callicott, Rolston, and Stone would
agree that different levels of focus are appropriate in different situations. Rolston and
Callicott try to work out decision procedures for which grain is appropriate and when.
Stone does not think that a thorough systematization of procedures is possible, but he
offers strategies for ameliorating conflict between different planes (which have different
grains of focus). Hargrove has no system at all. His pluralism provides no guidance for
which level of focus will produce the experience of beauty, and the result is deadly for
positive aesthetics.

Biologically, the concept of telos raises special problems as it did for Taylor’s
system of RFN, but for Hargrove and Carlson the immediate question is one of beauty.
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If there are any biological norms for beauty, one of the most promising candidates
would be on the species level using something like Bernard Rollin’s definition of zelos
as "the unique, evolutionarily determined, genetically encoded, environmentally shaped
set of needs and interests which characterize the [type of] animal in question” (Rollin
1989, p. 146). What does positive aesthetics have to say about a parasite infested
animal? Pristine nature is full of starvation, disease, malformation, violence, and death,
things we normally consider productive of ugliness, not beauty. Is there perhaps not
only a telos for healthy animals (and plants), but also a telos for scrofulous ones,
mangled ones, dead ones?® To save pristine nature from charges of ugliness, the natural
sciences will have to supply much more in the way of categories of aesthetic judgment
than either Carlson or Hargrove offer. The proponent of positive aesthetics must either
deny the obvious or justify it by reference to some larger, more harmonious and
beautiful whole. To do the latter still requires an admlsslon of ugliness in our concrete
experience of the world. Perhaps, like viewing a pamtmg, a certain amount of aesthenc
distance is required to appreciate the beauty. If so, however, one must disregard much
of empirical science (to the degree that it is empirical), and in so doing, give up the very
categories that supposedly make the world concomitantly intelligible and beautiful in

positive aesthetics.
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CHENEY AND POSTMODERN BIOREGIONALISM

Postmodernism and Privileged Discourse

Jim Cheney endorses a form of pluralism in which bioregional narratives
incorporate the direct moral consideration of nature. Relying on postmodernist
criticisms of foundational epistemology, Cheney argues that claims to a "privileged
discourse,” one which assumes there is a single correct viewpoint from which all other
standpoints can be judged, must give way to many "voices” each of which is an
articulation of unique and historical circumstances embedded in a particular landscape.
Bioregional narratives integrate self, community, and place so that one can function and
grow in a healthy and satisfying manner.

Cheney accepts Richard Rorty’s (1979) case against foundationalist epistemology
in which the "glassy essence” mind mirrors nature, and on which metaphysical
commitments the correspondence theory of truth depends. Rorty goes wrong, according
to Cheney, in sharing with other postmodernists the belief that language is only "a set of
tools created for various human purposes or...the free creation of conscious persons or
communities,” that we "should practice ontological abstinence in our beliefs about the
relation of language and the world,” and that "’truth’ is simply the result of social
negotiation, agreement achieved by participants in a particular conversation” (Cheney
1989, p. 118). Cheney agrees with Rorty in (1) rejecting the notion that there can be a
foundationalist epistemology which provides criteria for judging the legitimacy of all
other cultural activities, (2) emphasizing the desirability and need for many points of
view, and (3) wanting to keep Rorty’s "continuing conversation of mankind" going.
Cheney differs from Rorty in (1) asserting a limited form of objectivity, and in rejecting
both (2) Rorty’s severance of language from the world and (3) his view of knowledge as
propositional. '
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Following feminist Sandra Harding, Cheney argues that although there is no
foundational and objective privileged discourse, there is a limited form of objectivity
defined negatively in relation to those views which oppositional consciousness
deconstructs. A voice is privileged to the extent that it is constructed from a
position that enables it to spot distortions, mystifications, and colonizing and
totalizing tendencies within other discourses (p. 118).
Whenever a concept or theory is abstracted from its paradigm setting, there is a danger

of colonizing.

[A]bstractions can achieve a life of their own; they can be articulated in
accordance with canons of coherence and made into apparently self-contained
wholes ready for export and application to a variety of situations.... The danger
is that the theory when applied to a situation specified by the theorf' will serve
not to articulate that new situation, that is, bring it to experiential and moral
coherence, but rather will serve as a mechanism of de facto repression of at least
some of the experiential dimensions of the situation and lead to confusion and
bafflement at the level of action and conscious attempts to understand one’s
situation and what one is about (p. 120).
A "voice" of "oppositional consciousness” has limited privilege and objectivity to the
extent that it can discern when concepts or theories do not fit a situation. In Rorty’s
view pértisans of one discourse can only negotiate with partisans of a different
discourse. For Cheney, contextually rooted voices have a kind of veto power over those
exporting abstractions to other situations. This is justifiable because, contra Rorty,
language is rooted in the world even though there is no absolute and single foundation

of "facts" which the mind mirrors.

Language and World

According to Cheney, Rorty’s fundamental error is that he has deconstructed
foundationalist, epistemology only to retain its "transcendental subject.” Rorty dodges a
mind-body dualism by linguistic talk. Gone is the glassy essence mind; gone also is the
world. The net result is "conversations sustained only by the criteria of self-coherence
and adequacy to the purposes for which they were constructed” by human beings
severed from any world but their own talk.
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Rorty dismantles the correspondence theory of truth, with its hope of finding a
way for the transcendental subject to touch the world with its words, only to
leave the transcendental subject in place, freely creating world upon world of
words—finally not taking responsibility for its words, but merely pouring them
forth in conversation after conversation.

Transcendental subjects talk, but their talk is only words because they cannot talk
"about" an externalized world of foundational epistemology to which they are
transcendent.  Rorty ignores the possibility that a nontranscendent speaker can speak
"of" an encompassing world in which s/he directly participates.

When this transcendental subject is also deconstructed, we are left with the
world and words in it, emergent from it. Heidegger...opts for a new relation to
language altogether, one which results from a "meditative openness” to the
world. The world speaks through us when we let go of the metaphysical
voice.... The difference in the languages Heidegger describes is said to be a
difference between "primordial” language, as a way in which the world discloses
itself by our being rooted in the world, and "fallen" language, which constructs
itself as a mirror of nature and uproots itself from the world by employing the
criteria of adequacy to human purposes and internal coherence...at the expense
of faithfulness to experiential embedment in the world...(pp. 118-119).

Cheney credits John D. Caputo for the distinction between Heideggerian and

Rortyan views of language. Because the Heidéégérian view is crucial to Cheney’s
position, it is worth turning to Caputo’s own discussion of Heidegger:

[Flor Heidegger thought belongs essentially to Being...we belong to language
and...our belonging to language 1s essentially a way of being bound to Being and
world. These are one and the same for Heidegger, not because Being reduces to
language, but because the event of Being occurs in and through language,
because the world in which we already have our pre-ontological bearings is
always and already linguistic. Language is the house of Being for Heidegger not
in the sense that we are confined to words—-he does not have in mind Rorty’s
linguistic house-arrest--but in the sense that language houses, shelters, and
protects Being. More straightforwardly, language is the way the world is
experienced, disclosed, encountered (Caputo 1983, p. 672).

Caputo admits the "mystifying effect” of Heidegger’s use of the word ’Being’,
preferring his use of "physis, aletheia, event (Ereignis), or world." Nonetheless, Caputo
insists, Heidegger is not really mystical:

Being for him means the world in which mortals...dwell. World is the place of

birth and death, growth and decline, joy and pain, the movement of the seasons,
of the mysterious rhythm of human time.
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What Heidegger and other "edifying philosophers” are saying

is a call, or better a recall, back to the human setting of our lives, back to a sense

of finitude and mortality, to the joy and the tragedy of the human condition, to

21184 |;f1derstanding of ourselves in which we can recognize ourselves (pp. 683-
If one considers Caputo’s interpretation of Heidegger in light of objections by
Maclntyre (1981), Williams (1985), Hampshire (1983, 1989), and other "anti-theorists"
to the impersonal and ahistorical theorizing of traditional ethics, there seems to be a
considerable convergence--however differently stated—-between continental and Anglo
voices.

At the risk of using "fallen" language, the problem might be described in terms of
epistemological distinctions between propositional knowledge, knowledge how, and
knowledge by acquaintance. Propositional knowledge is "about" something, distancing
the knower from knowledge, and knowledge from the known; knowledge itself is
linguistic. Knowledge how is a skill or ability which is "part” of the knower. While one
can use language to expand knowledge by acquaintance, knowledge by acqudimance is
an immediate and pre-linguistic recognition. The latter two kinds of knowledge depend
on a participation or living through of experience; this is where the fact/value distinction
is most artificial. The positivistic heritage of British and American philosophers has
channeled their thinking along the lines of reducing knowledge how and knowledge by
acquaintance to propositional knowledge which then becomes separated from its
generative context and takes on its own signiﬁcmnce.ll Continental philosophers have
objected that this reductive epistemology makes of the knower a bystander who is
alienated from the process of living. As Caputo says, "For Heidegger epistemology is a
kind of hubris according to which human subjectivity presumes to hold court over
Being itself” (p. 664).

The Anglo-American antipathy toward continental philosophy is in large part due
to the primacy it assigns to knowledge by acquaintance. Knowledge which does not
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reduce to propositions seems uncomfortably mystical and intuitive, it cannot be checked
by an objective and external correspondence to data nor by its coherence with other
propositions. It might, however, be checked by agreement or disagreement—especially
within a community--over how one "feels about" an issue or "sees” a situation. This
kind of checking by putting oneself into another’s shoes is basic to maintaining any
community and for civilized relationships among different communities. It has been
denigrated in modern philosophy because it is too protean too handle the admired
epistemological paradigm of theoretical physics, and it has too much primitive raw feel
about it for those intent on exorcising the ghost of mind. Anglo-American empiricism
has striven for clarity by keeping language separated from the world (and thereby, in
Heideggerian terms, reducing Dasein to das Man).

Bioregions and Mythic Narrative

The Heideggerian point which Cheney and Caputo elaborate is that each person
lives a unique life which s/he is constantly transforming. Descriptions in natural and
social science--to say nothing of other cultural institutions--tend to be generic,
universalistic, and static in the sense that they may admit change, but they lay down the
pattern for that change. To understand oneself (Dasein) and the world (Being) only
through such descriptions is to become "essentialized" as a thing and to immerse oneself
in an agenda-ridden, artificial construction rather than the reality of one’s experience.
For Heidegger the awareness of death as one’s "ownmost possibility" forces a person
out of the trivializing mode of das Man (just anyone) to an authentic life of realizing
unique circumstances and potential. For Cheney, bioregional narrative in the form of

myth serves a similar—-but more communal and less anguish-ridden—function.

Narrative is the key then, but it is narrative grounded in geography rather than
in a linear, essentialized narrative self. The narrative style required for situating
ourselves without making essentializing or totalizing moves is an elaboration of
relations which forgoes the coherence, continuity, and consistency insisted on by
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totalizing discourse. Our position, our location, is understood in the elaboration
of relations in a nonessentializing narrative achieved through a grounding in the
geography of our lives. Self and geography are bound together in a narrative
which locates us in the moral space of defining relations (Cheney 1989, p. 126).

The kind of nonessentializing narrative needed is exemplified in Native American
myths which were tied to a particular place (the tribal land) and therefore did not
become colonizing as did myths which severed their geographic roots such as those of
Christianity. Quoting Paula Gunn Allen, Cheney says:

She notes that "myth" is synonymous with "fable,” not "belief,” and that it has
the connotation of "moral story.”" Myth, she says, "is an expression of the
tendency to make stories of power out of the life we live in imagination.” Here
she is noting the intimate connection between myth and ritual--myth as "a
language construct that contains the power to transform.... Of course 1t reflects
belief...but it is at base a vehicle...." Myth, then, is knowledge shaped by
transformative intent: "Mi'th may be seen as a teleological statement, a shaped

system of reference ows us to order and thus comprehend perception and
knowledge..." (p. 123).

Cheney sees this type of mythmaking as serving two basic functions. One is to
integrate the understanding and activities of a people. As defined, myth and ritual are
two a#pects of the same thing; on a very basic level, knowing becomes living. Myths
cannot be reduced to a set of beliefs, propositions, or sentences (whether they are judged
on the basis of correspondence to an external world or coherence with other
beliefs/propositions/sentences). The other basic function is to serve as a tether and
orientation point for the constant "recontextualization” which is necessary to prevent
"essentializing” oneself. Rorty’s cultural "voice" cannot float free of the world, but
must always return to the particular geography which it inhabits.

The result is an ethic considerably different from both the monistic and the
pluralistic positions previously examined. There was in each an attempt to lay claim to
some kind of value or worth on behalf of nonsentient nature. Cheney sees such a move
as wrongly directed and alienating; bioregional narrative has a more comprehensive
and immediate focus.

The reality that is knit together as story and parable carries not the "intrinsic
value” so much discussed in the literature in environmental ethics, but rather
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actual moral instruction. An important aspect of the construction or evolution of
mythic images is their ability to articulate such moral imperatives and to carry
them in such a way that they actually do instruct; that they locate us in a moral
space which is at the same time the space we live in physically; that they locate
us in such a way that these moral imperatives have the lived reality of fact....
For a genuinely contextualist ethic to include the land, the land must speak to us;
we must stand in relation to it; it must define us, and we it (p. 129).

Cheney thinks that myths can only perform this active integrative moral instruction if
we give up the pretense of universally applying them or "meta-myths" from ecology or
other sciences.

The integrity of the objective scientific model must, for [select purposes]..., give

way to the requirement of the health and well-being of individual, community,

and land in the construction of an image of nature (with us in it) which

effectively instructs. If value is implicit in our descriptions of the world and our

ll)gazce in it, then the narratives we construct will embody value and orient us (p.

).

Here again, Cheney is at odds with previous positions, all of which have insisted on
some foundational role for the natural sciences. Neither Rolston nor Callicott would
object to a particular bioregion as a starting point, but only as a starting point, which
must then use natural history, evolutionary biology, and ecology as the correct form of
understanding to expand one’s moral consciousness to include nonsentient nature.
Rolston uses personal history and narrative to move us away from our concrete setting
to value excitement with the vast sweep and drama of geological and biological
evolution. Callicott admits that our strongest moral obligations are at the innermost
"rings" of community, but advocates an expansion of community to include the entire
terrestrial ecosystem. Cheney treats land as the place in which we are "at home"

precisely because it is the home of our community and not that of another.

Difficulties for Cheney

Assuming that his interpretation of Rorty and Heidegger is viable, the kind of
oppositional consciousness to which Cheney grants a limited objectivity creates several
problems. First among them is how such consciousness can spot distortions in other

positions while remaining immune to the charge that the distortion is a projection
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resulting from distortions in the oppositional view. The degree to which a theory or
concept is abstracted from its paradigm setting, including both local history and local
geography, is a warning flag of colonizing and totalizing. That alone is insufficient to
sort out cases of illicit special pleading from genuine cases of distorting and colonizing.
High level concepts like justice and utility are not discussed by Cheney (though he
readily utilizes high level psychological concepts in criticizing Mother Earth imagery).
Even though they are insufficient to "articulate” local experience and to "instruct” us in
what we should do, justice and utility could (1) serve an important refereeing function
among the various local mythologies and (2) set limits to actions within local
mythologies in the same manner that rights can function as side constraints.

The situation is aggravated by the murky role which biological science would play
in Cheney’s environmental ethic or plurality of ethics. The myth-sharing community
needs "a coherent model of health to draw on.”

A Western scientific description of the specifics of the ecosystem within which
one lives is not adequate. It provides the wrong kind of myth. It can and ought
to inform our construction of appropriate mythical images, but it cannot function
as the centerpiece of a viable environmental ethic, much less a mythos for our
times (p.132).
He criticizes the mythos of ecology as "organicism, the ’dream of natural (unforced)
community.’” It would be helpful to know whom Cheney is criticizing here. A desire
to return to a primal paradise is quite rightly rejected as a basis for an environmental
ethic, but to insist that ecology leads to "organicism"” is a very naive view of ecology
and treats the previously examined positions as straw men. Rolston and Callicott, for
instance, would agree to the inadequacy of a "scientific description" because they both
reject the fact/value distinction, though they would not single out "Western" science
because neither thinks it has to be construed in the positivistic fashion to which Cheney
is reacting. Rolston and Callicott are well aware of the death and destruction, growth

and decay, in maintaining the stability and integrity of ecological communities. That
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they try to come to an accommodation with it makes them neither Cheney’s
"organicists” nor its polar opposite, Regan’s "fascists.”

Cheney’s repeated appeals to the "health” of the individual, community, and land
as the goal of bioregional narratives and the proper moral measure of actions earns him
a certain amount of intuitive sympathy. Unfortunately, he gives only hints as to how
this might be done: mythmaking must be local, integrative, and "informed” by ecology.
Clearly the community will have to be satisfying to the individual and give direction
and meaning to personal action. It will also have to be biologically responsible in its
treatment of land so that the land-culture symbiosis can be sustained. Beyond that the
community and individual will have a history and identity uniquely shaped by "their"
land. If setting criteria is too formal a methodology to develop Cheney’s concept of
health, he at least needs to offer an extended analysis of an example which could be
used as a paradigm case.

.. Cheney’s shift from ethics as principles and critique to bioregional narrative as
mythos is understandable in light of the power of myths to integrate cognitive and
affective functions which direct actions and make of life a meaningful whole. Though
Cheney utilizes only snippets of Native American mythmaking, his models have a
certain appeal, even allowing for overgeneralizations about cultures which differed
widely. The myths are rooted in a particular area understood as sacred land beyond the
borders of which they do not apply and cannot colonize. Nonetheless, there are several
unexplored questions which are crucial to Cheney’s position. To what extent are Native
American bioregional narratives altered by Western European culture and artificial
confinement on reservations? The old narratives may have functionally integrated the
lives of the people when they occupied their original homelands and pursued a way of
life possible only when there was no overwhelmingly invasive culture. Can they so

function now, or be modified to so function? If not, they provide a seductive model for
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the illusion of a return to paradise. Though they may lack the proselytizing of
Christianity, were Native American myths any less repressive internally? Warrior cults
tend to create great disparities in the status of men and women; women'’s role is
primarily to produce a new generation of warriors on whom the community’s survival
depends (Tyrrell and Brown 1991). What moral instruction did the myths provide--if
any—for insider treatment of those outside the culture, those who are "not-people"? The
Hopi, for instance, called the invading Navajo "headpounders” for the way they killed
captives. Exterminating is not a morally satisfactory alternative to colonizing.
Somewhere between possibility and probability one may fairly guess that our views of
Native American myths have been molded by the constraining forces of an alien
culture, including its theoretical emphasis--conveniently neglected in practice--on
transcultural moral universals. Native Americans and their cﬁltures have been "made
safe” first by military conquest, then by governmentally mandated programs of cultural
genocide, and now by economic onslaught threatening any communal form of life.
Conquered or threatened peoples have good reason to interpret—or reinterpret—their
narratives in light of notions of tolerance which may have been originally lacking.
Whether Native American myths and rituals would, in their original cultural setting,
have the paradigmatic appeal they now do for Cheney is uncertain.

Finally, there is a danger inherent in "oppositional consciousness” which,
following the Uncle Remus stories, I will call the Tar Baby effect. To catch Br’er
Rabbit for dinner, Br’er Bear and Br’er Fox make a tar figure. When Tar Baby doesn’t
respond to Br’er Rabbit’s greeting, Br’er Rabbit teaches him manners by punching him.
When Tar Baby won’t let go, Br’er Rabbit hits him with the other fist...and so on until
Br’er Rabbit is thoroughly stuck. So long as oppositional consciousness is focused on a
positive integration of its own experience, the Tar Baby effect is avoided. Once
oppositional consciousness begins to define itself mainly by what it is not, it becomes
enmeshed in the very thing it opposes and is as thoroughly stuck as Br’er Rabbit--more
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thoroughly stuck, in fact, because Br’er Rabbit never defined himself by the opposition.
One must live primarily for what one comes to understand as important in one’s life.
As a matter of logical negation, to be against oppression is to be for non-oppression. As
a matter of life, that tells one nothing about what non-oppression is. The ultimate test of
Cheney’s position is whether oppositional consciousness can sustain a positive form of
mythmaking or whether the myths will be flawed by a defensiveness which overrides or
diverts their articulation of the fullness of a way of life.
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CONCLUSION

Alienation and Integration

The major difficulty with the monistic cases for the moral considerability of
nonsentient nature was the argumentative leap from immediate personal land valuation
to high level consideration of ecosystems. The pluralists give up the hope of a single
principle bridging the gap, yet they are in their own ways plagued by the same disparity.
Stone lays out a comprehensive pluralism on the assumption that we do, should, or will
come to value ethically the ontological commitments of each moral plane. Hargrove
offers one argument for the direct moral consideration of natural beauty with no advice
about how we are to juggle this value commitment with others. Cheney’s proposal of
bioregional narratives morally integrates an individual and community with the land,
but leaves us with unresolved questions about the potential for mythic repression of the
individual, and in the dark as to how a mythic emphasis could handle intercommunal,
much less global, environmental problems.

It may be that the best that one can do is to try to strike a balance between the
intuitive value commitment to nonsentient nature at the level of knowledge by
acquaintance and the high level propositional descriptions of it in modern science. To
understand the notion of balance requires both a clear understanding of one’s unique,
historical commitments and an appreciation for disparate views. Two factors become
important in a balancing view of environmental ethics. One is a shift from
understanding ethical principles as strict rules to that of moral guidelines or "rules of
thumb.” The other is an appreciation for compromise as something that does not
destroy one’s integrity. In succeeding chapters we will see how these factors come into
play when experiential gestalts are woven into a way of life.



CHAPTER 3:
DEEP ECOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

Ecology and Moral Philosophy

The complex networks of relationships that define life in the study of ecology
prompted Paul Shepard to dub ecology "the subversive science” (Shepard and
McKinley 1969). Just as the relational field view of Einsteinian physics replaced the
Newtonian atomistic description of nature as bits of matter in motion, so ecology
substituted a web-of-life system for conventional biology’s focus on living individuals
or, in the case of species, groups of individuals. The shift to an holistic ontology was
considered by some philosophers to have broad implications for moral philosophy. The
Enlightenment paradigm of the isolated individual who is to be respected for her
autonomy, or who is to be allowed the rational maximization of his interests, was seen
as a holdover from an atomistic ontology which was no longer tenable either at the
subatomic level or at the level of living thinng..l

In the infancy of environmental philosophy Ame Naess identified two ways of
responding to the information supplied by the new science of ecology. The shallow
ecology movement was a "[f]ight against pollution and resource depletion. Central
objective: the health and affluence of people in the developed countries” (Naess 1973,
P- 95). The deep ecology movement required an understanding of self relationally
integrated with nature, and had a far-reaching set of high level goals, the deep ecology
platform. The aim of deep ecology is both understanding and moral action on the
widest scale. Naess’s view of deep ecology involves several major components: (1) a

relational field-view ontology, (2) careful attention to the content of experience as a
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gestalt of secondary and tertiary qualities inclusive of feelings, (3) a pyramidal view of
norms from low levels based on personal experience to the high levels of the deep
ecology platform and Naess’s ultimate norm "Self-realisation!”, (4) a rigorous
methodology for bridging the mid-level gap between low and high level norms, and (5)
a sense of humility that comes from the awareness that all our knowledge systems are
fragmentary.

Superficially, Naess’s basic argument is that once one understands that one is part
of a larger whole, the small (lower case) self of the isolated individual expands to
include all of nature in a larger (upper case) Self. Self understanding and Self love then
become understanding and lo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>