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ching the breath, is that it is alive. . . . Ithas the orga-
i of a live creature.” Lovelock has attempted
ntific substance by developing the hypothe-

to gt

s that the earth is, in fact, an autonomous system that can literally be
st

considered Alive; “The entire range of living matter on Earth, from
whales to viruses, and from oaks to algae, could b.e regarded as consti-
uting @ single living entity, capable of manipulating the Earth's atmo-
sphere to suit its overall needs and endowed with facilities and

owers far beyond those of its constituent parts.” For Lovelock, the
ipiosphere is 2 self-regulating entity with the capacity to keep our

lanet healthy by controlling the chemical and physical environ-
ment.”* Rather than being a delicate and static balance of natural rela-
tionships, the biosphere is actually a very “tough, robust, and adapt-
able entity” that is constantly evolving and adjusting to new
conditions within the overall system.®

Sale sees Lovelock's scientific work as a reinforcement for the an-
cient appreciation of the earth as a living being—a confirmation of a
deep environmentalist morality. In light of Lovelock’s and Thomas'’s
work, Sale concludes his book by arguing that “we must learn to
make the idea of the goddess Gaea an intimate part of—no: I want to
say, in some sense the whole of—our lives, 50 that there is n0 moment
of our passage, N0 point in our decisions, when We are not conscious
of her imperatives, her needs, her treasures.”” In gale's view, Love-
lock's Gaia thesis suggests that there s an intrinsic value and moral
integrity to the natural world that we have too frequenﬂy ignc?red, bu't
that can now be rediscovered to inform a new and progressive envi-
ronmentalist lifestyle, commitment, and social order.

Unfortunately, it is not at all clear that Sale has drafvn the correct
moral lesson from Lovelock's postulate. In fact, Sale’s arguﬁ}ent is
startlingly at odds with the ecological views of I‘Jovelock himsel.
Lovelock not unreasonably concludes that his own ideas .Ll;uggest -lhat
human degradation © the environrlnent is not an fas;_)ecxally_ -senofxs
threat to the overall health of the living eart}}. If Gaia is @ ‘re'sEhenT liv-
ing system, “the evidence for accepting that industrial activities enth.er
at their present Jevel or in the immediate f'uture may enda_nge_r the life

{ Gai whole, is very weak indeed.” The earth, quite simply, is
SfiGiun:as & re of jtself. Lovelock argues that the concept of

aking €& s ;
c;;{f::;: i; “ am%mpocentric and may even be irrelevant in the Gaian
0
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' A number of different approaches have emerged to demonstrat th

inherent value of nature. We have already examined the goal of fleee
ecologists to develop an understanding of the moral status of namrz
that breaks qualitatively with the view found in the Progressive con-
St?waﬁon tradition—as they see it, to replace anthropocentrism with
biocentrism., Although the core of their project is to discover 4 deeper,

=
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noninstrume'ntal Vall..le in nature, 1;he afterr.\pt is man-e‘d by 1ts appar-
ent primary interest in human se -reahza.hon and by its ultimate ap-
eal not to reason or argument but tq the incommunicable experience
of nature. Both of these problems, it should be remembered, arose
when deep ecology secularized and modernized Muir's essentially re-
ligious worship of the natural world.

Although deep ecology gets sidetracked in its effort to discover the
intrinsic value of nature and the philosophical structure of a biocentric
worldview, these questions have been investigated much more rigor-
ously by other environmental philosophers. Recently, for example,
Eugene Hargrove has suggested that the intrinsic value of nature is to
be found in its aesthetic qualities: “The duty to promote and preserve
beauty arises out of the recognition that beauty, whether experienced
or not, is a good.”” Hargrove's argument is that contemporary atti-
tudes toward wilderness preservation have evolved from the aesthetic
sensibilities of nineteenth-century scientists, and this intellectual

heritage provides the foundation for a satisfactory environmental
ethic. If we regard natural objects similar to the way we regard works
of art, we will avoid the crudely utilitarian understanding of nature
found in the progressive conservation tradition. “If natural objects
are once again treated like art objects, as intrinsically valuable enti-
ties, the dilemma of whether or not to consume natural beauty disap-
pears.”®
Hargrove's substantive project is twofold. First, he wishes to dem-
onstrate that our intuitions about the importance of preserving
natural objects are part of a long and respectable intellectual tradition.
Second, he hopes to provide atleast a preliminary philosophical justi-
fication for these aesthetically based sentiments. For the purposes of
this study, however, it is sufficient to note thaf even if Hargrove's the-
ory is persuasive, it is quite limited in its apphca}mns. 1t has the most
potential when addressing cencerns about umque.and spectacular
natural objects—the Grand Canyon, for example: 1t is much less use-
ful when applied to the common and r.nul"\dane in the natural world.
Although Hargrove makes an unlconmc.lng. attempt to demonstrate
that there are no negative aesthetic c!uahne.s in n:e.ture,‘“ and thu's that
all natural objects fall under the aegis of his em.nro.nmental ethics, he
also concedes that there are quahtatwe. ae.sthehc'dl.fferenCes betw?en
various natural objects, leading to qualitatively different moral obliga-
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ge to Our philosophical inheritance. Rolston writes that en-

g ental ethics “is both radical and revolutionary,”= and Callicott
fronim

ues that envirom‘.nental Philosophers are er'lgaged in ‘ nothing less
ceping phxlosophlcal overhaul—not just of ethics, but of the
ipana SHEP jew.” Their goal “is to build, from th
whole Western world view. Tl’IIEII goal “is to LS m t' e gro.und
up, TEW ethical (and Pmetaphysmal) parad{gms. . T}}e task is to give a
reasoned, philosophical account of the biocentric views presented in
sssentially religious terms by Muir (and more recently by the deep
ecologists)-

The authors’ first concern is to defend the notion of the intrinsic

value of nature. Callicott and Rolston are both hostile to the extension
of liberal protections (such as rights) to the natural world, and they are
equally suspicious of sentimental appeals for the humane treatment
of nonhuman life.* Rather than attributing human value to nature,
these theorists argue that the issue is, in Callicott's words, to discover
. .. the metaphysical foundations for the intrinsic value of other spe-
cies.”® Rolston likewise asserts that he will derive his notions of duty
toward nature from the discovery of the values in nature.” 1t is of su-
preme importance for both writers to locate and corroborate the
grounds on which the natural world is to be seen as valuable in its
own right, apart from its usefulness to people and without anthropo-
morphizing it.

Although the details of their theories differ, Callicott and Rolston
agree that the basis for a theory of the intrinsic value of nature must
be the contemporary science of ecology. “The philosophical context of
the land ethic and its conceptual foundation,” states Callicott, “is
dearly the body of empirical experience and theory which is summed
up in the term ecology.” Likewise, Rolston explains the method of his
study by arguing that “we move from believed facts to believed evalu-

ations and thence to believed duties.”® Rolston and Callicott concur

that any satisfactory environmental ethic must be constructed on a

generally recognized body of scientific knowledge, because, as 1}01—

ston puts it, they are searching for an ethic that "appropr}ately fol-

lows nature.’” If these theories are to succeed, they will have to
demonstrate that the values of nature can actually be deduced from

the facts of nature as we understand them. .

Although Callicott seeks to establish a metaphysical foundation for
the intrinsic value of other living things, his theory is actually more
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f environmental ethics and ecological sci-
same character. Rolston, like Callicott, at-

encé: 7 orive ethical principles from ecological knowledge. For ex-
jempts t}?e pelieves that based on our knowledge of the character of
ample eve that humans must refrain from inflicting

ature, it is wrong t0 beli : i
: innocent suffering on nonhuman life. Such a humane ethic is ac-
1 . i
l:ally “contrary to nature.” He asserts (without really arguing the

oint) that what we do learn from nature is that “culture ougl}t not to
amplify the cruelty in nature, certainly not without showing tl-.lat
greater goods come of doing so.”* For Rolston, environmental ethics

Jive in harmony with ecological principles. “Ecology,
s the benchmark or, at least, the floor”

Jopment O
en the deve
petwe it has roughly the

requires that we
not charity or justice, provide
for such an ethic.®

The necessary assumption on which Rolston constructs this view is

that what is found in nature is not only empirically real but also mor-
ally good. Rolston argues that the intrinsic value of living things is
demonstrated by the fact that there is an objective good for all orga-
nisms. Although they may lack a subjective recognition of this good,
this does not mean that the good is without value. For Rolston, the
very fact that any living thing has an intrinsic good suggests that it
also has an abjective intrinsic value. And again, although he offers no
real argument to support this claim, his rhetorical question appeals to
his own (and, he hopes, our own) intuition on the matter: “Such or-
ganisms have no envisaged goals, but why should we restrict value to
mentally guided behavior when much behavior is guided by genes
and instincts—and we do value this kind of behavior even in our-
selves. Is there no reason to count this ethically, unless and until it is
accompanied by sentience? Is not obijective life too among the arche-
types on which the world is built?”®
For Rolston, it makes perfectly good sense to say that trees are
“valuable in themselves, able to value themselves; they stand on their
own.”* Although he does not state precisely what it would mean fora
tree to value itself, he presumably hasin mind the tree’s objective pur-
suit of life and health. This indicates, for Rolston, both the goodness
of spontaneous life and its inherent value.
Rolston clearly believes that the more we learn about nature, the
more we will recognize it as a good in itself. Although Rolston’s envi-
ronmental ethic is more specifically aimed at living things than Calli-
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trated . , | by Rolston’s failure to complete an argument.”*

In addition, not only does Rolston fail to argue the principles he ad-
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n notices this trend in Callicott’s views but fails to see
pature: Rolsto s in his oWn work. Rolston claims that his theory re-
fhat it reaP_Pi:;S.lc value of nature more than Callicott’s because it is

ects lﬁmc“that is, it acknowledges that there are independent

5P
more biocE whether or not they are recognized by humans. He

lues in nature, -
‘h s contends that he has developed a stronger and more attractive
thu

thic than lue in nature is just a matter of human

Callicott. While va
psychology for Callicott, in Rolston’s view it is something actually lo-
cated in nature,

distinct from our subjective cognizance of it.*
The difficulty for Callicott is that his theory shifts its ground. While
it initially undertakes to elucidate the intrinsic value of nature, it in-
stead becomes an argument about the interests shared by all members
of the community of living things and their ecological support sys-
tems. Callicott’s entire theory is based on the claim that the science of
ecology teaches the unity of all the components of the biosphere. “As
one moves, in imagination, outwardly from the core of one’s orga-
pism, it is impossible to find a clear demarcation between oneself and
cne’s environment.” This is why Callicott believes that ecological ed-
ucation will promote the development of environmentalist sentiments
or, in Leopold’s phrase, the land ethic. As evidence, Callicott recalls
standing on the banks of the Mississippi and experiencing a personal
hurt at seeing the pollution of the river. His ecological study had
taught him the degree to which his own fate was tied to the fate of the
river and the environment generally. He concludes by observing that
“ecology thus gives new meaning as well as a new substance to the
phrase ‘enlightened self-interest.’”* The lessons of ecology reveal the
community of all living things and give rise to environmental ethics.
This community of self-interest is designed such that a harm to any
member is a harm to all. Consequently, Callicott’s theory is less about
the intrinsic value of nature than the true nature of human interests.
Rolston makes similar claims—and he is thus also guilty of realign-
ing his theory from “intrinsic value” to #community of life” argu-
ments. He writes that “duties arise in encounter with the system that
projects and protects, regenerates and reforms all these member com-
ponents in biotic community.”* Ot again, “We start out valuing na-
ture like land appraisers figuring out what it is worth to us, only to
discover that we are part and parcel of this nature we appraise.”® The
point is the same as the one Callicott has defended: Our ethical rela-
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This theoretical retreat from their initial goal can be seen ull t::e :tl:;
tude toward nature that both writers advocate. Bot?l cont.eczln " a o
pasing their views on scientific knowledge, the;{ will avoid the sen
mentalism OF condescension toward nature typical of‘cfther environ-
mentalist writings- Callicott’s early works are highly critical of the ani-
mal rights literature, and Rolston defends hunting on ‘ecologlcal
unds; both are unsympathetic to vegetarianism. Each aims to fos-
ter an almost hard-boiled understanding of the “facts of nature.”
Nonetheless, Rolston concludes that the sensibility we need to culti-
vate is “a sense of aristocratic responsibility for the natural world,”*
and Callicott’s own theory is of an “athics grounded in altruistic feel-
ings.”® These sensibilities seem &

far cry from the biocentric respect
for the independent integrity of nature, or from the rejection of a sen-
timental attitude toward the environment. Their views have not
moved as far as they suppose from the caretaker or #gtewardship” im-
age found in more conventional conservationism.

There are other significant issues raised by the way Callicott and
r theories. For example, assuming

Rolston attempt to construct thei

that moral principles can be derived from scientific facts, theories gen-
erated in this manner are subject to continual and potentially radical
altt?ration in the face of scientific developments. Callicott and Rolston
write about the science of ecology as if it were at least in rough outline
a theoretically complete science. In reality there is no reason to think
that it will be less subject to transformations, and perhaps rather fre-
ormations, than other fields of scientific inquiry. Even if
and theory of contempo-
endent grounds for their
g irrelevant in the face of

roblem of env

quent transf
they have correctly interpreted the findings

rary ecology, they have not provided indep
ethical theories to keep them from becomin,
inevitable scientific developments.

In sum, these two major attempts to base a radical pastoral environ-
mental ethic on the findings of contemporary ecology have been no
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t believe ecology is irrel-
hat Taylor does not bell : irrel
wevir,otf devising such an ethic. His theory 15 (.11-
onents, and the first two dra;v qux:ie
2 Ly “” t s
i " information. Described as the "a

-jed into i -5l theory and i L a
Wda ily on bmlto %;ianature" and the “biocentric oulloo.k on nlature,ill
Bt respecnstimte the general ethical basis on \_thch Tay .o; v:he

these Paf‘shcothird component: a set of moral principles to guide

t the

e 2 The fourth major element of the the-

e _elationship with nature.

g f principles to me
ory is another set of princiP

i thics.
. d envﬂonmental e ’ i ‘
e‘}';fcslz:’s #attitude of respect for nature” is premised on the claim
a’

that moral respect is owed to any object that :\;s avgi&:;iel:\iﬁ;oit‘f;“o?r;:
an inherent worth. (Taylor prefers to sp‘eak of thel o ke
object, rather than its intrinsic value, smce_he believes md D
isaless anthropocentric concept.9) An object ha‘s a goo (:1 ; On g
itis possible to say, “truly or falsely, that something is g?'z T}?r aholds
tity or bad for it without reference to z'my oth‘er entity. is ;
true for all individual plants and animals in a manner that dis-
tingushes them from inanimate objects. “Since piles of sand, stm;-nes,
puddles of water, and the like do not pursue ends, they have no mt_er—
ests. Not having any interests, they cannot be benefited by having
their interests furthered, nor harmed by having their interests frus-
trated. Nothing gives them either satisfaction or dissatisfaction.”*

To determine whether an object has a good of its own, we must be
able to take the “standpoint” of this object in our imagination, using
the biological information available to us. “Unless we learn how the
organism develops, grows, and sustains its life according to the laws
of its species-speciﬁc nature, we cannot fully understand what pro-
motes the realization of its good or what is detrimental to its good.”®
Since we have access to scientific descriptions about the vast majority
of living things, it is reasonable to conclude that we can make “factu-
ally informed” and “objective” judgments concerning the well-being
of these organisms from their own perspective.* It is crucial for Taylor
that each living thing has its own individual good. Populations or spe-
cies have no goods of their own, other than the statistical aggregation
of individual goods.”

A host of questions are raised by these preliminary assertions. For ex-
ample, what does it mean for nonsentient creatures and plants to be

diate conflicts between human
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given “satisfaction” or “dissatisfactiop’
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- Sh of all individual organisms. “Whatever its
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rent of Tagto e . él;s ied by refere.nce to the second major compo-
S ry—the underlying biocentric outlook. In order to
. ms about the inherent worth and equality of all orga-
S e ttumn to a defslense of the biocentric worldview. “We
; the truth of the claim by showing that only this way of re-
garding them is col " f 4

terent with how we must und
4 i , understand them when we accept
he belch—systmn of the biocentric outlook on nature."n

Ta ; .

Urm}; llor adm;ts that the biocentric outlook cannot be proved in any

nents Sense,” but he argues that each of its four essential compo-
1S reasonable and that together they constitute a coherent

e four beliefs are: first, “that humans are members of

sing inherent worth » Tay-

worldview, Th
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-« Community of Life in the same sense and on the same
the Ea.rt hsh_Ch other living things are members of that Community";
terms i W tlall living things are interdependent; third, that all living
seconfl' tha;;\re teleological centers of life in the sense that each is a
Org.musrfdjvidual pursuing its own good in its own way”; and fourth,
:T;?:i;nans are not morally 531perior to other liying things.™ Taﬂor’s
defenses of the first three beliefs are based enhn?.ly on observations
sbout the biological nature of life and the ecological interconnected-
ness of humans with the rest of the living world.™ The final tenet is
defended by criticizing conventional claims about human superiority
a5 “an irrational bias in our own favor,”” an “unfounded dogma of
our culture.”” But even this belief ultimately rests on a judgment
about empirical reality: “The similarity between ourselves and other
animals cannot be denied. Although there are differences, they ap-
pear to be a matter of degree, not of kind.”™

Since for Taylor the first element of his theory (the attitude of re-
spect for nature generally, and the recognition of the inherent worth
of each living thing in particular) cannot be fully maintained without
reference to the second (the biocentric outlook), it is clear that th‘e
foundation on which Taylor intends to build his moral principles is
not nearly as independent from biological description as he pre-
sumes. In fact, Taylor's method does not seem to differ fund_amentally
from Callicott and Rolston's attempt to derive moral principles from
ecological facts. Taylor explicitly acknowledges that these two. prelimi-
nary points cannot be formally proved, but so also do Callicott and
Rolston ultimately concede that there is no logical link belweer.u eco-

logical facts and environmental ethics. Although Taylor’s theory 1:5 sig-
nificantly more rigorous and systematic than the othter authors’, hll(sl
initial premises are not as radically different from theirs as he wou

have us believe. As such, he does not escape the obstacles confronting

all such attempts to build ethical principles on empiriFal facts. ’h

There is a noticeable tension in Taylor’s theory tha!: is reveale-d W bfarj
he begins to describe the biocentric worldview. This unde_;lymg" :_:Jl_
centric outlook demands, for Taylor, that j'we see human life as a !
«ral order of the Earth’s biosphere.”™ Humans are to be

tegral part of the natt _ il fe e

equal, valued, and important members of the

th‘ought_"f als\ ;_g our status as an integral element in nature t_h-'lf sug-
ggt: fol "i:_;{lm‘ the reasonableness of asserting our membership in the
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earth's community, with all that this implies aboyy
dence, equality, and shared interest. This
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nisms, as well as a Positive role for humans wigpyir. oo Other
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he begins by observing that “
of the whole realm of life is
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the contemporary world the
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-
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acy from a biocentric view.

distinguish his conception of the com-
munity of life from any “holistic” earth as a superor-
ganism along the lines of the Gaia thesis.® Likewise, he states that in-
voking intuition is a danger for ethical thought. “Such an appeal has
no relevance to the truth or falsity of what is felt and believed so
deeply. Indeed, the search for truth in these matters is seriously hin-
dered by the tendency to rely on our intuitive judgments.”* On both of
these points, however, the biocentric outlook appears to lead in the
Opposite direction.

Fil‘Sl, a_'lt_h()ugh Ta

ylor does not depict the earth as a “superorga-
nism,"

" his biocentric perspective has significant similarities to moral
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we .should do everything in our power to
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nce to Taylor’ ¢ Biocentric Individuali'sm is incgnsis-
grict adhere_ 5 desigﬂed to promote any nonbasic human inter-
fent wit ac?onthose of haute culture. This goes against the grain,
e indul ast. Taylor does not seem to like it any more than I do,
o= “-lses us'the Principle of Minimal Wrong. It permits what
4 he- : tric Individualism, taken seriously, forbids. Thus, bio-
L m is so confining that even Taylor, its foremost

iric egalitarianis _
g ly it consistently.”

Proponent, refuses to app
ds his own principles to0 radical to be accept-
ens the credibility of his conclusion that “the
city to biocentricity is not psychologi-
to accomplish.”” Taylor’s
al and psychological diffi-

Apparently Taylor fin
able. This seriously weak
moral shift from anthropocentri
clly impossible for human moral agents
own inconsistency suggests both the mor.
culty of fully accepting his biocentric theory.

The rejection of the progressive conservation tradition by contempo-
rary radical environmental philosophers has created the need to find
new moral ground for respecting, protecting, and valuing the nonhu-
man natural environment. The results of the search for a convincing
biocentric or ecocentric theory, however, have been disappointing. At
some point, all of these theories end up appealing to human interests
by connecting our interests to the ecological community of which we
are a part, thus undermining the strict biocentrism of the project. At
some point, the biocentrism that is to be defended either Joses its radi-
cal force or is inconsistently applied by the theorist, as a result of its
obviously and unacceptably misanthropic implications and conclu-
sions,

Although these th
figures in the pastoral t
recognized and yet pro
ralism has been unable

seeks to defend. As We have

that their theories offer at appropriat :
ship bet:veen humans and the natural environment and that radical

i rows down a challenge to conventional ethics
vironmenta! ethics throws lle
:nrg;ly \I/‘Vritir\g yery much in the tradition of Thoreau, they argué
e 2

the other major

eorists share with Thoreau and
y un-

cadition the belief that nature has generall
found moral importance, contemporary pasto-
to maintain the severely critical perspective it
seen, both Callicott and Rolston believe

e account of the ethical relation-
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that a proper understandin

] 8 of nature is the key to 5 rad
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: : . complete rej
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consequences. , . , Frq
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m the biosocja] evolutionary analysis of

d ethic, it (the land

i, Ieaving no trace of its
Previous boundaries, so much as like the circumference of a tree,
Each emergent, and larger, social

unit is layered over the more
primitive, and intimate, ones,*

Callicott clear]
within the cont
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Y wants to unite all these different layers of ethics
ext of some overarching sociobiological claims about
ture of ethics. But the relationship between interhuman
environmental ethics nonetheless remains extremely undevel-
—beyond the metaphor of rings in a tree. He does claim that the
r the social connection between individuals, the stronger the eth-
obligations between them. Thus, family obligatio.ns come before
national ones, humanitarian obligations before environmental du-
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lli' Tespanse, Taylm' bravely admits that this is in fact his v;
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formed and guided by their own environmenta]
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Restoring Political Vision

The American impulse—in fact, it can be called our imperative—to reform
the New World landscape.

—Cecelia Tichi

Ecologists strain at the bounds of ordinary political discourse, and in doing
s0 extend it.

— Anna Bramuwell

The challenge for us is to discover a new humility, a recognition that the

overwhelming complexity of nature will never be fully comprehended or
controlled.

— Anita Gordon and David Suzuki

The progressive and pastoral traditions continue to shape philosophi-
cal and political environmental theory. Although these debates have
evolved significantly since Thoreau’s and Pinchot's lifetimes, they
clearly share significant characteristics with the earlier theories. Pin-
chot's progressive conservationism is distinctive for its commitment to
liberal conceptions of equality and justice, its utilitarianism, and its
faith in the bureaucratic and scientific control of the environment.
Contemporary progressive conservationists can be divided, as I have
done, into two camps: those who believe that it is no longer possi-
ble to maintain a commitment to liberal equality but who nonethe-
less place their faith in a generally technocratic approach toward en-
vironmental problems; and those who attempt to reformulate a
liberal approach to environmental issues. The neo-Malthusians have
lost Pinchot's optimism about the compatibility of natural resource
conservation with a democratic political order, but they retain his faith
in the possibility of scientific and bureaucratic protection and wise use
of these resources. Others, rejecting the alarmism of the neo-Malthu-
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_ goes not offer clear pri.nciPleS.forlmefﬁaﬁl’\g conflicts between envi-
ental concerns and_ distributive )us.hce, and Nash, too, has little to
Jbout the relationship between the rights of nature and the rights of
> ividuals in society. In all of this genre, the neat connection found in
in ;hot's writings between conservation and the cultivation of demo-
Erl:tic equality and justice lha-s been severed. No longer is there an ex-
plict argument about the m.tunate .arfd necessary relationship between
these goals. For some theorists, this is the result of their desire to pro-
mote an appreciation of nature apart from its utility for humans—as
more than simply the source of materials that are an economic precon-
dition for liberal democratic politics. For the more apocalyptic neo-Mal-
thusians, the relationship between conservation and liberal justice is re-
jected altogether, on the grounds that extreme ecological limitation is
incompatible with liberal political institutions. In the case of other theo-
rists (such as Nash), a simple lack of attention to the political implica-
tions of their arguments about the moral status of nature has obscured
the linkage between a proper respect for nature and political justice.
The most striking development in the pastoral tradition—as it has
evolved from the writings of Thoreau, through Muir, to contemporary
deep ecologists and biocentric philosophers—is how it too has lost its
original political orientation. In the case of deep ecology, the concern
with political criticism and reform has been replaced by the preoccu-
pation with a quasi-religious and mystical experience of nature. Bio-
centric theorists focus primarily on the question of the independent
moral status of nature and thus forfeit a well-developed perspective
on the relationship between nature and general ethical concerns. For
all of these contemporary pastoral theorists, nature is largely unpeo-
pled, and the preservation of wilderness—defined as the na.ltural
world separated from and relatively untouched by human society—
has all but replaced a vision of a pastoral nature, in which human soci-
ety is realistically integrated into the natural order.* As a.result, tlhe
pastoral vision is in danger of being supplanted by primitivism, which
likewise threatens to lead pastoralism toward an increasingly overt

misanthropy.
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This weakness has not gone unnoticed by all contemporary envi-
ronmentalists. There are, in fact, theorists working in both traditions
who hope to link their environmentalism to an overall political theory
and program, although they are indeed minority voices at present.
Perhaps the most important progressive conservationist to make this
attempt is Barry Commoner, whose socialism can be reasonably
‘_’iEWEd as a contemporary expression of Pinchot’s progressive liberal-
ism. His chief concern is to tie his environmentalism to 2 democratic
program of political justice and economic equality. Although his for-
mulation of this justice and equality i further to the left than Pin-
chot's liberalism, he is still aiming at similar goals for similar reasons.

‘.A‘“dfr as with Pinchot, the central obstacles for Commoner are, first,

Justifying any independent moral value found in nature apart from its

usEE_“I“ESS for an equitable human society, and, second, explaining

the institutional means by which the scientific regulation of the envi-
ronment can be made democratically accountable.
. Among, pa?toralists, it is the Green movement that is atten‘\pting t?

evelop a political theory to complement and guide their radical envi-
ronmentalism. The Greens are still a very small and undeveloped or-
ganization in the United States, and their political theory i also not
well formulated. There are some in the movement, however such as
Mlllrray Bookchin, who are trying to unite their pastoral environmen-

talism with an alternative political vision for American society—a vi-

sion of decentralized and radically democratic communities. What-

ever the problems with Bookchin's political theory, the relationship of

%he Greens with biocentrism and deep ecology is seriously underm'{n_—

ing their ability to develop a consistent, coherent, and powerful politi-

cal ideal.
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pollution, while exceedingly large, complex, and costly,
vertheless capable of correction by the proper technological
o What is lacking is the economic and political will to pursue

these environmentally benign tecthologies.
Although the probllems of polluho‘n are 1argely caused by t'echnol-
ogyand are thus subject to technological solution, Commoner is by no
means a simple environmental technocrat. It may be true, as one critic
has written, that Commoner’s “political program depends less on a
simple commitment to partisan political change than on a deep belief
in technological progress.”® But this belief in technological progress is
itself subordinate to a deeper political analysis. Commoner believes
that the source of our technological mistakes is found in two related
but distinct social problems: the corruption of contemporary science,
and the profit motive in economic production.
The threat to the integrity of science is posed primarily by political
pressures. In Science and Survival, Commoner notes with alarm that
the potentially most environmentally disastrous technology ever
known—nuclear weapons—has been developed under politically con-
trolled and covert conditions. This secrecy prevents open discussion
among scientists and also precludes any dialogue between the scien-
tists and the citizenry at large. “There is, then, a clear connection be-
tV\v'leen our recent technological mistakes and the erosion of the basic
principles of scientific discourse.”* The loss is twofold: open evalua-
tion within the scientific community of the technical consequences of
technological developments is retarded, and the equally important
discussion between the scientific community and the democratic com-
munity as a whole concerning the moral and political consequences of
these developments is also inhibited. Thus, for Commoner, the exist-
ence of nuclear weapons illustrates the need for the scientific commu-
nity to “establish . . . some means of estimating and reporting on the
expected benefits and hazards of proposed environmental interven-
tions in adwance.”® In addition, a new relationship between scientist
and citizen needs to be forged in which this information will be mf'ldﬁ'
available for democratic deliberation.™ Both of these goals are possible
only if “scientists . . . find new ways to protect science itself from the
encroachment of political pressures.””
The second and even more significant factor in the
ronmentally inappropriate technologies is the struc

sgriculturdl

are
means.

creation of envi-
ture of capitallst

A A



140 CHAPTER SIX

decision making. “Dri
g. “Driven by an i
profits, modern priv. Y an inherent ten
technological e Pn\e?te enterprise has seizeq
i, Innovations that promise tg pon those
aware that these same innovations A Oﬁgrahfy this neeq ma
en

vironmental destructi
. ction.”* Tech :
vironmental problem. In a ca nology is not,

dency to

ca
|an be passed on to third parties (i
e
rge or future generations) as exte
" ty at
" » PIIV, i
ider the environmenta] ?n:\e .
pacts of

Public control of the Pl successfully addressed

nomic system which j Ve process is requi
"hic] equired.

¥athertharsssei) o:e;s. fundamentally base dqo“ p‘:i-v :'ience an eco-
fective in - is no longer 4 . ate transaction

managin P . Ppropriate and i i X S
S~ changeg'!mgfr}tlhm vital social goal. The Systellfr‘leeaslngly inef-
cratic socialism, e change that he re N is therefore in
cialism. commends is toward demo

A political ¢ :

be highly critical of cartenr 1 Tent to socalism has also led hi
movement. Hj certain developments withi el
whom © ) 1S conventional foes 55 B In the environmental
p e has a number of seri e neo-Malthusians, with
his own assessment of 4 rious grounds for disagreement. First
that it is grossly mis] t \e cause of environmental problems Su' est,
Population growth-s ﬁ?r(:]mg to blame environmental deteriorati%gn z:
some kind of espec.iall ; Earth.is polluted neither because man is
of us. The fault lies {1 STETaE DoRE Nt Her TS
ety has elected to 'w" It .hu.man society—with the ways in which soci-
tracted by human ;“i)glsmbute, and use the wealth that has been ex-
abor from the planet’s resources.”® Nor is eco-

~

RESTORING POLITICAL VISION 141

. orowth per ¢ @ threat to the base of nat.ural resources. The
o™ 0 resource supplies i caused by the particular form that eco-
daﬂE"-ecr ansion takes in a capitalist society, rather than by “growth”
. generic sense. Past shortages have been “brought about not by

; gabstmct, mindless force called ‘growth,” but by deliberate hu-

sog:factions, motivated by an economic factor—the desire to mui@e
Commoner is appalled by the politically repressive
;mplications of neo-Malthusianism. Those theorists may be willing to
sacrifice liberty and justice for the sake of preserving the earth from
environmental disaster, but Commoner believes this is both unneces-
sary and politically irresponsible. #This, it seems to me, 15 the main
Jesson to be learned from both the environmental crisis and the popu-
Jation problem—that if we would survive and preserve both our natu-
ral heritage and our own humanity, we must at last discover how to
solve, by social means, the social evils that threaten both.”2 The con-
cern for political justice cannot, for Commoner, be separated either
empirically or morally from environmental reform.

This view makes Commoner uncomfortable with other elements of
contemporary environmentalism as well. Many of the defects in envi-
ronmentalist politics, he believes, can be traced to an unsophisticated
grasp of the economic and political forces responsible for our environ-
mental problems. This failing induces environmentalists to regard en-
vironmental concerns as politically neutral. If it is true, as some think,
that scientific principles of ecology can by themselves guide a pro-

gram of environmental reform, then the temptation is to take the
“soft” political path toward this reform. Thus, established environ-
mental groups resort to conventional interest-group lobbying to pro-
mote environmental protection, in the hope that public policy can be
shaped to be more sensitive to ecological imperatives. The flaw in this
strategy is that it does not confront the actual source of environmental
problems—our productive technologies and the economic system that
promotes and benefits from them. Environmental groups end up pro-
posing and supporting legislation that attempts to control the impact
of pollution, rather than challenging the technologies that produce
this poliution in the first place. This strategy is bound to fail, since it
treats only the symptoms without curing the disease. “There is a basic
flaw embedded in the U.S. environmental laws: they activate the reg-

ofits.” Finaly,
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» But today’s private exploitation of nature is more
and threatening. #This time the world is being
is plundering is systemic, tied to the
alist production, the simple

aled, ervasive,
adered in secret.”” Because th .
d technologies of capit

roceSSES an ) .
ation of capitalism will no longer suffice. If productive technolo-

be altered to conform to environmental needs and natural
he means by which decisions about production and tech-
are made will themselves have to be changed. No longer can
these be private choices, motivated by narro.wll .econonuc 1nte1"est5.
Rather, production decisions must become politicized, democra.tlcally
informed, and publicly accountable. The bureaucratic regulahon. of
capitalist society is no longer satisfactory. Rather, socialist planning
must replace private ownership of productive processes. Only then
will democratic control and protection of natural resources be as-
sured. For Pinchot, private incentives could be combined with public
management of natural resources to prevent the waste of these re-
sources. For Commoner, nothing short of socialist control of the sys-
tem of production can eliminate the structural incentives for pollution
and the destruction of the natural world: “The remedy for our spec-

tacular failure to clean up the environment is public participation in
goods and services are pro-

the until now private decisions about how
duced.”®
No contemporary environmental theorist has been more intent
than Commoner on maintaining the connection, originally found in
Pinchot's work, between conservation and distributive justice. Like
Pinchot, Commoner is committed to an expanding economy. Like
Pinchot, he is confident that there are technical solutions to our re-
source problems, needing only a suitable political environment within
which they can be developed and controlled. And finally, like Pin-
lieves that this political foundation must be com-

chot, Commoner be'
mitted to liberal equity and economic prosperity if it is to be successful

and morally justifiable.

Of the numerous criticisms leveled at Commoner, two are espe-
cially illustrative of the problems raised by his progressive conserva-
tionism. Eugene Hargrove has criticized Commoner’s “third law of
ecology’—"nature knows best"®—as a form of “environmental thera-
peutic nihilism.” For Hargrove, this “law” is doubly dangerous. First
it suggests that humans should refrain as much as possib%e fron'; inter:
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rocesses, t
nology
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1 of roduction from becoming a bureaucratic Jeviathan are not
ontf® d in his writings. This in fact holds true for many demo-
.alists, who have yet to solve the problems of removing the
ot from the center of economic decision making and re-
ntralized state apparatus that maintains its demo-
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hand, he stands out among contemporary environmentalists for at-

tempting to nk between his environmentalist commit-
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dent worth of natural 0 11 as to the potential political dan-
gers of bureaucratic an cal control of the environment,
that we find in Pinchot. hese virtues and vices
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The current political expression 0
vement. At present, this move

the small but ambitious Green mo
is only a loose affiliation of radical local environmental groups; but

there are hopes for its future growth and an emerging literature that
can be identified with this ambition. Largely inspired by the German
Greens, many environmentalists int the United States have sought to
learn from the German electoral success and perhaps reproduce it in
this country. There are reasons to believe, however, that serious obsta-
cles face the development of any American Green movement—obsta-
cles that reflect the history of the American pastoral tradition.

Fritjof Capra and Charlene Spretnak, in Green Politics, their report
on the German Green movement, argue that there are four “pillars”
to Green politics: deep ecology, “social responsibility” (a basic com-
mitment to equity and justice), decentralized participatory democ-
racy, and nonviolence.® As Capra and Spretnak point out, this set of
values has caused a number of problems within the German Green
movement. For example, the second tenet includes a commitment to

feminism that may potentially collide with the third, such as when a
locality or independent nation chooses to not respect feminist val-
ues.*In the United States, the potential conflict between deep ecology
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and the political values of democ i
threatening to split the movement i:\aict)s, ;ff‘d e s al

In the American Green movement, th, ) &
atten?pt to locate his environmentalis;n i
ory is Murray Bookchin. Like Com on
throughout his career that environmenrtnl0
sequence of unjust social institutions .
we 'face today apart from those cause.d
social problems.”” But unlike Commo

hi(:]st itr’nportant theorig

t a broader Politica] thm

er, Bookchin has 5 3

e problems are the direcﬁ?d
very ecological problem thn-

by nature itself has j :

ner, Bookchin conte

ships between human beings. “

The noti
fabtre S direcﬂy ol otion that man must dominate

e dOmin i y
; : ! . ation of man b man,
BOOkCIIUIS Ellvuorlmentahsm 18 thus fundan‘lentally a social HIEOI Y,

which he calls “soci ”
time in human evo]uatli{f:c\’r]v(;g;] CA Centrf’l_PrEmiSE is that there was a
absence of social hierarchy or s 9a1’l‘f11Uﬂlt1gs were characterized by an
ological and ham'lon.iousyrelatic:)Cl hll'neql'}ahty’ as well as by a more ec-
traditional tribal communities g w“}.‘ the natural world. These
well as environmental models ’sic: ol_fga"‘“‘? SOCIEheS,”‘ are social as
communities there is no dj isi S EuCyilltunte tAh Ao fuskhuman
logical imperatives. Th vision between human interests and eco-
and provide the fz;-lndZt?ounalfl::: ::5 n?ture' are reflected Yvithin tt'lem
ships. Through his EriEifipalogiel liidsoc;al and ecc-)lo.g:cal reIa'twr}-
rect observation of e fure Bogl:chii wyl;:v thesS socll(etxes and his di-
objectively grounded Ethic,s el ISHEs to “evo e nat.ur.e for a(r;
the natural world fro h: is claim is that c:)rg.amc.souetxes, an
hierarchy, spontanei i 'Ch they arise, are distinguished by non-
dtE4he an’h' tI; .ar‘:'t)” and unity in diversity.” These moral qualities
b esis o those found in societies (such as our own) marked
Yy social inequality and human domination—hierarchy, conformity,
and unfreedom.
Imioizk(;:hm therlefore be.h'eves that at its core, the environmental P""},";
g ne of remteg.rahng human society into #natural evolution.
is would not require that humans refrain from altering the natural
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world, but it would dictate a different kind of intervention and part-
nership with nature than is found in all hierarchical human communi-
ties. “What is warped about the human condition is not that people
ntervene in nature and alter it, but that they intervene ac-
tively to destroy it because humanity’s social development has been
warped.”* In an “organic” or ecological society, nature and humans
harmoniously interact, each constructively shaping the other. “Our
reentry into natural evolution is no less a humanization of nature than
a naturalization of humanity.”% Bookchin's clearly pastoral vision is
that human society becomes reintegrated into natural processes, not
as a passive component of the ecosystem, but as an active participant
in the molding of the natural world. This pastoral community stands
chical communities in which nature, like much of
humanity, is simply to be subdued, dominated, and exploi.ted for p.er‘
sonal gain. Bookchin's environmentalist sodial theory provides a fairly
detailed picture of a just political community, deduced from the l:es?-
sons of nature, as well as a theoretical perspective from which to criti-
cize contemporary sodial and political institutions. . .
There are, however, serious objections that cap b.e. raised to socn:.xl
ecology. Empirically, Bookchin's anthropology 51-gmf1cantly ror.nzmtx—
cizes traditional premodern communities, and his understandxnng of
biological and ecological processes will appear Femarkablx benign to
those with a more conventional Darwinian vlew..More lmpc'n'tant,
however, is the philosophical problem tha? Boolfchm sha{es wuh. the
deep ecologists and the biocen}-ric the.onsts dlscussefi.m previous
chapters: how to derive moral imperatives f'rom empirical Obse.r‘va-
i bout nature O premodern “natural” human communities.
Hoks 'a kchin's descriptions of nature and organic societies are ac-
Byen 1'30'0 difficult to understand how they can lead to “objective”
quEas; lt' lsci les for a modern industrial society. Bookchin, as noted
foral pg:mz; that nature can provide the foundation for an “objec-
1:i‘z,fe(;;,e’gmuru:ied ethics.” He then explains that he uses nature as a

amatrix” for ethics, rather than as the direct source of ethics, thus

actively i

in contrast to hierar

ftening and obscuring the original claim.® As Robyn Eck-

tly so " is i
rzlae : hetorically asks, “What is it about Bookchin's evolutionary
;ath of mutuality, diversity, and ‘advancing subjectivity’ that makes it

tne good and true path as compared to, say, Herbert Spencer’s strug-
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.From a historical perspective, Bookchin's di
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ture is Lynn White's claim
sis” that the anthropocen-
e for our abuse of
Il continue until we purge this
place it with entally acceptable reli-
% There is another comment in his essay, however,
ed even though it raises a political ques-
#Qur ecologic crisis is the product of an
e issue is whether a

nvironmentalist litera
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ely responsibl

Historical Roots
Christianity is 1arg
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int and 1€ a more environm

ious perspective.

{hat has goné largely unnotic
tion of supreme jmportance:
emerging: entirely novel, democratic culture. Th
democratized world can survive its own implications."
The responses given to this question by the two traditions of Ameri-
can environmental political thought are not as completely developed
or satisfactory as we might desire. Nonetheless, the best of the pro-
conservation tradition reminds us that any reform of our rela-
with the greatest of

s

gressive
tions with the natural world must be in harmony
s—equality and freedom. The best of the pastoral
rm must challenge the human ar-

our democratic value

tradition teaches us that such a refo
rogance and crude mat
Whether or not humility before natur
mitment to democratic life is the ques
swered, and we cannot avoid it any longer.

erialism found in much of liberal society.
e can be integrated with a com-
tion that remains to be an-
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gle of the fittest?”"* Bookchi .
iz epestion. kehin has yet to give a Satisfactory o,
Despite these difficulties, Bookchin's s; nifi g
ronmental theorist lies in his consistent e;gttenlic atn tC = S Pastora) eny;
oy he e o i cnvironmenta oy i 1
be separated fro:::sues-' his contention that eﬂvironmema?'\emal con;
ey ;a. critical analysis of the structure of alism canpg,
radicalIPOIih'ca] e;EE-that nature provides the guid Soniemp Orary
temporary A analysis, all make Bookchin the mo e for such
= Ty American environmentalist t ; St importang con.
Yisical Esctis. 0 retain Thoreay’s origina] Pg
Because of this philosophical Y 5
centricitisoris that place}t)he mo%:?z;illngf Bookchin rejects all big.
mans,* 'Afs aresult, he has become invOle gf_nature above that of hy.
?f polemical exchanigaswith otfier 1-adicale uT a rather vicious series
e vl W e e
e W};osselrve wilderness, untouched by human i tEWho.WOUId
t _ € love of nature leads to a misanthropi ntervention, or
]!Sm; voice within the Green movement in the Lrlil;l:datsf;h:de. As a ma-
nxio i : . a i
First! “If P ecology and such groups as
it \reen=adopt deep scology's bioceptram, s deni.
social issues to a rlotir 'y ystical thrust, and its subordination of
‘real world’ o on _that places ‘wilderness’ before society as a
movement."nf: éc;okc?;n‘;ﬂl ey BECRE = cult melfien fu
HiE Boneso Barass as Only.scorn for such biocentrism, and he
Earth First!’s Dave RE:CCHSE certain advocates of these views, such as
Bookchin fears, not 'r}e1man . R LBy of IR Tgitsc sl
i ; cc]i wit OUt_I‘E?SOn, the antihuman, irrationalist, and
cosimenti] mf)v::; et::c‘lae; :uhm these elements of the radical envi-
perspective, has critic;';lllyoolz’sllrEv‘;l:ii:{’BwnltuLg' fr?m ki o
with organic agriculture than with wild o e g c‘?nce‘mgd
fact, is probably true and serves to hi E;‘_I";ISS prese'wahom Thls .
el 1 ; ‘g ig _t the different directions
see y deep ecology and Bookchin's social ecology.® From Book-
hulrl; zfizfglu};?rsge:ﬁv}e], the problem is to ecologically integrate the
i Fiinan Cont:y into the natural world, not to segregate this world
ct and development.
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Green movement, there has been a mixed response to

ack on deep ecology.- One group calling itself the North

within the
rejected Bookchin's critique.

in's att
Bcifil;;?nia Greens has angrily
Mr. Bookchin's assertion in the alternative medi.a that. the Ameri-
‘ Green movement is at a crisis point, struggling with the deci-
Cfi:n to have concern for social justice (that is, follow Mr. Book-
ziﬁn) or have no concern for social justice (that is, follow deep
ecology) is an insulting fabrication. The thousands of G(;ofC
[Green Committee of Correspondence] members hav.e come into
the movement because they care deeply about ecological wisdom
and social justice and peace with real security.”'
n how “ecological wisdom,” by which
sdom of deep ecology, can be reconciled
justice, they clearly reject Book-

Although they do not explai
they presumably mean the wi

with a strong commitment to social :
chin’s claim that the two are incompatible. Other theorists have at-

tempted a more conciliatory approach to the dispute, hoping to seal
the rift between Bookchin and deep ecology and keep t}?em botlh
within the Green movement. Brian Tokar calls for a truce, since he is
fearful that the “emerging Green movement in the United State.s
threatens to pick itself to pieces before it even has a cha.nce to seri-
ously take on the powers that be.”® Kirkpatrick Sale I‘Lke.wse suggests
that “the questions here are ones of emphasis and priority, not of fun-
damental incompatibility.” _ .

Until recently, however, Bookchin has not been interested in a rec-
onciliation with deep ecology. In response to Sah?'s overh.fre, Book-
chin simply reiterated his claim that “deep ecology is becoming one of
the most pernicious ideologies to invade the ecology movement in the
United States.” His censure of deep ecology has exposed a ser}ous
fracture within the Green movement that will not easily mepl.d, given
the appeal that deep ecology holds for a _significant proportion of x.ts
membership. In some recent exchanges with Dave Foreman, Bookchin

has moderated his criticism of deep ecology—presumably because he
political damage to the environmental move-

wishes to minimize any . .
ment that may result from such a bitter division over this issue. It is
clear, however, that the armistice between himself and Foreman is an
unstable and tenuous one at best.®



