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&5 STUDY QUESTIONS

1. Compare Dobel’s account with White’s critique.
Which account do you think is closer to the
truth? Explain your answer.

If human beings do not own Earth, what is our
role, according to Dobel? Do you agree? Explain
your answer.

b

3. If one does not accept a theistic version of cre-
ation, does the stewardship model make any
sense? A steward is one who manages the house-
hold affairs of another person. If there is no
God, Earth is not God’s household. But then
whose is it? To whom are we stewards?

5 The Power and the Promise
of Ecological Feminism

KAREN J. WARREN

Karen Warren is the editor of several books and the author of numerous articles in environ-
mental philosophy. She is professor of philosophy at Macalester College. In this reading
she examines the connections between the domination of nature and the domination of
woman, suggesting that ecofeminism, a feminist ethic of nature, holds great promise for devel-

oping humanity on both accounts.

Ecological feminism is the position that there are
important connections—historical, symbolic, the-
oretical—between the domination of women and
the domination of nonhuman nature. | argue that
because the conceptual connections between the
dual dominations of women and nature are
located in an oppressive patriarchal conceptual
framework characterized by a logic of domina-
tion, (1) the logic of traditional feminism requires
the expansion of feminism to include ecological
~ feminism and (2) ecological feminism provides a
- framework for developing a distinctively feminist
~ environmental ethic. | conclude that any feminist
i theory and any environmental ethic which fails to
g take seriously the interconnected dominations of
. women and nature is simply inadequate.

INTRODUCTION

Ecological feminism (ecofeminism) has begun to

s receive a fair amount of attention lately as an alter-

native feminism and environmental ethic.! Since

Francoise d’Eaubonne introduced the term eco-
feminisme in 1974 to bring attention to women’s
potential for bringing about an ecological revolu-
tion? the term has been used in a variety of ways.
As I use the term in this paper, ecological femi-
nism is the position that there are important
connections—historical, experiential, symbolic,
theoretical—between the domination of women
and the domination of nature, an understanding
of which is crucial to both feminism and environ-
mental ethics. I argue that the promise and power
of ecological feminism is that i provides a distinc-
tive framework both for reconceiving feminism and
for developing an environmental ethic which takes
seriously connections between the domination of
women and the domination of nature. 1 do so by
discussing the nature of a feminist ethic and the
ways in which ecofeminism provides a feminist
and environmental ethic. I conclude that any fem-
inist theory and any environmental ethic which
fails to take seriously the twin and interconnected
dominations of women and nature is at best
incomplete and at worst simply inadequate.

Reprinted by permission of the publisher from Environmental Ethics, v. 12, Summer 1990.
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FEMINISM, ECOLOGICAL
FEMINISM, AND CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORKS

Whatever else it is, feminism is at least the move-
ment to end sexist oppression. It involves the
elimination of any and all factors that contribute
to the continued and systematic domination or
subordination of women. While feminists dis-
agree about the nature of and solutions to the
subordination of women, all feminists agree that
SEXist oppression exists, is wrong, and must be
abolished.

A “feminist issue” is any issue that contrib-
utes in some way to understanding the oppres-
sion of women. Equal rights, comparable pay
for comparable work, and food production are
feminist issues wherever and whenever an under-
standing of them contributes to an understand-
ing of the continued exploitation or subjugation
of women. Carrying water and searching for fire-
wood are feminist issues wherever and whenever
women’s primary responsibility for these tasks
contributes to their lack of full participation in
decision making, income producing, or high sta-
tus positions engaged in by men. What counts as
a feminist issue, then, depends largely on context,
particularly the historical and material conditions
of women’s lives.

Environmental degradation and exploitation
are feminist issues because an understanding of
them contributes to an understanding of the
oppression of women. In India, for example,
both deforestation and reforestation through the
introduction of a monoculture species tree (e.g.,
eucalyptus) intended for commercial production
are feminist issues because the loss of indigenous
forests and multiple species of trees has drastically
affected rural Indian women’s ability to maintain a
subsistence household. Indigenous forests provide
a variety of trees for food, fuel, fodder, household
utensils, dyes, medicines, and incomc—gcncrating
uses, while monoculture-species forests do not.>

Although T do not argue for this claim here, a
look at the global impact of environmental degra-
dation on women’s lives suggests important
respects in which environmental degradation is a
feminist issue.

Feminist philosophers claim that some of the
most important feminist issues are conceptual
ones: these issues concern how one conceptual-
izes such mainstay philosophical notions as rea-
son.and rationality, ethics, and what it is to be
human. Ecofeminists extend this feminist philo-
sophical concern to nature. They argue that, ulti-
mately, some of the most important connections
between the domination of women and the dom-
Ination of nature are conceptual. To see this, con-
sider the nature of conceptual frameworks.

A conceptunl framework is a set of basic
beliefs, values, attitudes, and assumptions which
shape and reflect how one views oneself and
one’s world. It is a socially constructed lens
through which we perceive ourselves and others.
It is affected by such factors as gender, race, class,
age, affectional orientation, nationality, and reli-
gious background.

Some conceptual frameworks are oppressive.
An oppressive conceptunl framework is one that
explains, justifies, and maintains relationships of
domination and subordination. When an oppres-
sive conceptual framework is patriarchal, it
explains, justifies, and maintains the subordina-
tion of women by men.

I have argued elsewhere that there are three
significant features of oppressive conceptual
frameworks: (1) value-hierarchical thinking, i.e.,
“‘up-down” thinking which places higher value,
status, or prestige on what is “up” rather than
on what is “down”; (2) value dualisms, i.e., dis-
junctive pairs in which the disjuncts are seen as
oppositional (rather than as complementary)
and exclusive (rather than as inclusive), and
which place higher value (status, prestige) on
one disjunct rather than the other (e.g., dualisms
which give higher value or status to that which
has historically been identified as “mind,” “rea-
son,” and “male” than to that which has histor-
ically been identified as “body,” “emotion,” and
“female”); and (3) logic of domination, ie.a
structure of argumentation which leads to a justi-
fication of subordination.*

The third feature of oppressive conceptual
frameworks is the most significant. A logic of
domination is not just a logical structure. It also
involves a substantive value system, since an
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ethical premise is needed to permit or sanction
the “just” subordination of that which is subor-
dinate. This justification typically is given on
grounds of some alleged characteristic (e.g.,
rationality) which the dominant (e.g., men)
have and the subordinate (e.g., women) lack.
Contrary to what many feminists and eco-
feminists have said or suggested, there may be
nothing inherently problematic about ‘‘hierarchi-
cal thinking” or even ‘‘value-hierarchical think-
ing” in contexts other than contexts of
oppression. Hierarchical thinking is important
in daily living for classifying data, comparing
information, and organizing material. Taxono-
mies (e.g., plant taxonomies) and biological
nomenclature seem to require some form of
“hjerarchical thinking.” Even “‘value-hierarchical
thinking” may be quite acceptable in certain con-
texts. (The same may be said of ‘“‘value dualisms”
in non-oppressive contexts.) For example, sup-
pose it is true that what is unique about humans
is our conscious capacity to radically reshape our
social environments (or ‘‘societies’’), as Murray
Bookchin suggests.® Then one could truthfully
say that humans are better equipped to radi-
cally reshape their environments than are rocks
or plants—a “value-hierarchical” way of speaking.
The problem is not simply that value-hierar-
chical thinking and value dualisms are used, but
the way in which each has been used in oppressive
conceptual frameworks to establish inferiority and
to justify subordination.® It is the logic of domi-
nation, conpled with value-hierarchical thinking
and value dualisms, which ““justifies” subordina-
tion. What is explanatorily basic, then, about
the nature of oppressive conceptual frameworks
is the logic of domination.
‘ For ecofeminism, that a logic of domination is
' explanatorily basic is important for at least three
‘reasons. First, without a logic of domination, a
escription of similarities and differences would
€ just that—a description of similarities and dif-
cnces. Consider the claim, “Humans are differ-
it from plants and rocks in that humans can (and
ts and rocks cannot) consciously and radically
Shape the communities in which they live;
ans are similar to plants and rocks in
they are both members of an ecological
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community.” Even if humans are “better”” than
plants and rocks with respect to the conscious abil-
ity of humans to radically transform communities,
one does not thereby get any morally relevant dis-
tinction between humans and nonhumans, or an
argument for the domination of plants and rocks
by humans. To get those conclusions one needs
to add at least two powerful assumptions, viz.,
(A2) and (A4) in argument A below:

(A1) Humans do, and plants and rocks do not,
have the capacity to consciously and radi-
cally change the community in which they
live.

(A2) Whatever has the capacity to consciously
and radically change the community in
which it lives is morally superior to what-
ever lacks this capacity.

(A3) Thus, humans are morally superior to
plants and rocks.

(A4) For any X and Y, if X is morally superior to
Y, then X is morally justified in subordi-
nating Y.

(A5) Thus, humans are morally justified in sub-
ordinating plants and rocks.

Without the two assumptions that humans are
morally superior to (at least some) nonhumans,
(A2), and that superiority justifies subordination,
(A4), all one has is some difference between
humans and some nonhumans. This is true even
if that difference is given in terms of superiority.
Thus, it is the logic of domination, (A4), which
is the bottom line in ecofeminist discussions of
oppression.

Second, ecofeminists argue that, at least in
Western societies, the oppressive conceptual
framework which sanctions the twin dominations
of women and nature is a patriarchal one charac-
terized by all three features of an oppressive con-
ceptual framework. Many ecofeminists claim that,
historically, within at least the dominant Western
culture, a patriarchal conceptual framework has
sanctioned the following argument B:

(B1) Women are identified with nature and the
realm of the physical; men are identified
with the “human” and the realm of the
mental.
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(B2) Whatever is identified with nature and
the realm of the physical is inferior to
(“*below”) whatever is identified with the
“human™ and the realm of the mental;
or, conversely, the latrer is superior to
(“above™) the former.

(B3) Thus, women are inferior to (“below”)
men; or, conversely, men are superior to
(“above”) women.

(B4) For any X and Y, if X is superior to Y, then
X is justified in subordinating Y.,

(B5) Thus, men are justified in subordinating
women,

If sound, argument B establishes patriarchy,
L.e., the conclusion given at (B5) that the system-
atic domination of women by men is justified.
But according fo ecofeminists, (B5) is justified
by just those three features of an oppressive con-
ceptual framework identified carlier: value-hierar-
chical thinking, the assumption at (B2); value
dualisms, the assumed dualism of the mental
and the physical at (B1) and the assumed inferior-
ity of the physical vis--vis the mental at (B2); and
a logic of domination, the assumption at (B4),
the same as the previous premise (A4). Hence,
according to ecofeminists, insofar as an oppres-
sive patriarchal conceptual framework has func-
tioned historically (within at least dominant
Western culture) to sanction the twin domina-
tions of women and nature (argument B), both
argument B and the patriarchal conceptual frame-
work, from whence it comes, ought to be
rejected.
Of course, the preceeding does not identify
which premises of B are false. What is the status
of premises (Bl) and (B2)? Most, if not all, fem-
inists claim that (B1), and many ecofeminists
claim that (B2), have been assumed or asserted
within the dominant Western philosophical and
intellectual tradition.” As such, these feminists
assert, as a matter of historical fact, that the dom-
inant  Western philosophical tradition has
assumed the truth of (B1) and (B2). Ecofemi-
nists, however, either deny (B2) or do not affirm
(B2). Furthcrmorc, because some ecofeminists
are anxious to deny any ahistorical identification
of women with nature, some ecofeminists deny
(B1) when (B1) is used:to Support, anything.

other than a strictly historical claim about what
has been asserted or assumed to be true within
patriarchal culture—e.g., when (B1) is used to
assert that women properly are identified with
the realm of nature and the physical.® Thus,
from an ecofeminist perspective, (B1) and (B2)
are properly viewed as problematic though hjs-
torically sanctioned claims: they are problematic
precisely because of the way they have functioned
historically in a patriarchal conceptual framework
and culture to sanction the dominations of
women and nature,

What a/l ecofeminists agree about, then, js
the way in which e logic of domination has func-
tioned historically within patriarchy to sustain
and justify the twin dominations of women and
nature.” Since a// feminists (and not just eco-
feminists) Oppose patriarchy, the conclusion
given at (B5), all feminists (including ecofemin-
ists) must oppose at least the logic of domination,
premise (B4), on which argument B rests—
whatever the truth-value status of (B1) and
(B2) ourside ofa patriarchal context.

That all feminists must oppose the logic of
domination shows the breadth and depth of the
ecofeminist critique of B: it is a critique not
only of the three assumptions on which this argu-
ment for the domination of women and nature
rests, viz., the assumptions at (B1), (B2), and
(B4); it is also a critique of patriarchal conceptual
frameworks generally, i.e., of those oppressive
conceptual frameworks which put men ‘“up”
and women “‘down,” allege some way in which

women are morally inferior to men, and use
that alleged difference to justify the subordina-
tion of women by men. Therefore, ecofeminism
Is necessary to any feminist critique of patriarchy,
and, hence, necessary to feminism (a point I dis-
cuss again later).

Third, ecofeminism clarifies why the logic of
domination, and any conceptual framework
which gives rise to it, must be abolished in
order both to make possible a meaningful notion
of difference which does not breed domina-
tion and to prevent feminism from becoming a
“support” movement based primarily on shared
experiences. In contemporary society, there is
no one ‘““woman’s voice,” no woman (or
human) simpliciter- €very woman (or human) is
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a woman (or human) of some race, class, age,
affectional orientation, marital status, regional
or national background, and so forth. Because
there are no ““monolithic experiences’ that all
women share, feminism must be a “solidarity
movement”” based on shared beliefs and interests
rather than a ““unity in sameness’ movement
based on shared experiences and shared victim-
ization.!® In the words of Maria Lugones,
“Unity—not to be confused with solidarity—
is understood as conceptually tied to domina-
tion.”*

Ecofeminists insist that the sort of logic of
domination used to justify the domination of
humans by gender, racial or ethnic, or class status
is also used to justify the domination of nature.
Because eliminating a logic of domination is part
of a feminist critique—whether a critique of patri-
archy, white supremacist culture, or imperialism—
ecofeminists insist that maturism is properly
viewed as an integral part of any feminist solidarity
movement to end sexist oppression and the logic
of domination which conceptually grounds it.

ECOFEMINISM RECONCEIVES
FEMINISM

The discussion so far has focused on some of the
oppressive conceptual features of patriarchy. As I
use the phrase, the “logic of traditional feminism™
refers to the location of the conceptual roots of
sexist oppression, at least in Western societies, in
an oppressive patriarchal conceptual framework
characterized by a logic of domination. Insofar
as other systems of oppression (e.g., racism, class-
ism, ageism, heterosexism) are also conceptually
maintained by a logic of domination, appeal to
the logic of traditional feminism ultimately locates
the basic conceptual interconnections among a//
systems of oppression in the logic of dominaton.
It thereby explains at a conceptual level why the
eradication of sexist oppression rcqmrcs thc erad-
lication of the other forms of oppression.'? It is by
clarifying this conceptual connection between sys-
tems of oppression that a movement to end sexist
Opprcssmn—tradltlonallv the special turf of femi-
i5t theory and practice—leads to a reconceiving
f feminism as o movement to end all forms of
)ppression.
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Suppose one agrees that the logic of tradi-
tional feminism requires the expansion of femi-
nism to include other social systems of
domination (e.g., racism and classism). What
warrants the inclusion of nature in these “social
systems of domination”? Why must the logic of
traditional feminism include the abolition of
“naturism” (i.c., the domination or oppression
of nonhuman nature) among the “‘isms”” femi-
nism must confront? The conceptual justification
for expanding feminism to include ecofeminism is
twofold. One basis has already been suggested:
by showing that the conceptual connections
between the dual dominations of women and
nature are located in an oppressive and, at least
in Western societies, patriarchal conceptual
framework characterized by a logic of domina-
tion, ecofeminism explains how and why femi-
nism, conceived as a movement to end sexist
oppression, must be expanded and reconceived
as also a movement to end naturism.”” This is
made explicit by the following argument C:

(C1) Feminism is a movement to end sexism.

(C2) But Sexism is conceptually linked with
naturism (through an oppressive concep-
tual framework characterized by a logic of
domination).

(C3) Thus, Feminism is (also) a movement to
end naturism.

Because, ultimately, these connections between
sexism and naturism are conceptual—embedded
in an oppressive conceptual framework—the
logic of traditional feminism icads to the
embracement of ecological feminism."

The other justification for reconceiving fem-
inism to include ecofeminism has to do with the
concepts of gender and nature. Just as concep-
tions of gender are socially constructed, so are
conceptions of nature. Of course, the claim that
women and nature are social constructions does
not require anyone to deny that there are actual
humans and actual trees, rivers, and plants. It
simply implies that how women and nature are
conceived is a matter of historical and social real-
ty. These conceptions vary cross-culturally and
by historical time period. As a result, any discus-
sion of the “oppression or domination of nature”
involves reference to historically specific forms of



38 CHAPTER ] Perspectives

social domination of nonhuman nature by
humans, just as discussion of the ““‘domination
of women” refers to historically specific forms
of social domination of women by men.
Although I do not argue for it here. an ecofemi-
nist defense of the historical connections between
the dominations of women and of nature, claims
(B1) and (B2) in argument B, involves showing
that within patriarchy the feminization of nature
and the naturalization of women have been cru-
cial to the historically successful subordinations
of both.1*

If ecofeminism promises to reconceive tradi-
tional feminism in ways which include naturism as
a legitimate feminist issue, does ecofeminism also
promise to reconceive environmental ethics in
ways which are feminist? I think so. This is the
subject of the remainder of the paper.

CLIMBING FROM ECOFEMINISM
TO ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS

Many feminists and some environmental ethicists
have begun to explore the use of first-person nar-
rative as a way of raising philosophically germane
issues in ethics often lost or underplayed in main-
stream philosophical ethics. Why is this so? What
is it about narrative which makes it a significant
resource for theory and practice in feminism
and environmental ethics? Even if appeal to
first-person narrative is a helpful literary device
for describing ineffable experience or a legitimate
social science methodology for documenting per-
sonal and social history, how is first-person narra-
tive a valuable vehicle of argumentation for
ethical decision making and theory building?
One fruitful way to begin answering these ques-
tions is to ask them of a particular first-person
narrative,

Consider the following first-person narrative
about rock climbing;:

For my very first rock climbing experience, I chose
a somewhat private spot, away from other climbers
and on-lookers: After studying “the chimney,” I
focused all my energy on making it to the top. I
climbed with intense determination, using what-
ever strength and skills T had to accomplish this
challenging fea. By midway I was exhausted and
anxious. I couldn’t see what to do next—where

to put my hands or feet. Growing increasingly
more weary as I clung somewhat desperately to
the rock, I made a move. It didn’t work. I fel].
There I was, dangling midair above the rocky
ground below, frightened but terribly relieved
that the belay rope had held me. I knew I was
safe. T took a look up at the climb that remained.
I was determined to make it to the top. With
renewed confidence and concentration, I finished
the climb to the top.

On my second day of climbing, I rappelled

down about 200 feet from the top of the Palisades
at Lake Superior to just a few feet above the water
level. T could see no one—not my belayer, not the
other climbers, no one. I unhooked slowly from
the rappel rope and took a deep cleansing breath.
I'locked all around me—really looked—and ljs-
tened. I heard a cacophony of voices—birds,
trickles of water on the rock before me, waves lap-
ping against the rocks below. I closed my eyes and
began to feel the rock with my hands—the cracks
and crannies, the raised lichen and mosses, the
almost imperceptible nubs that might provide a
resting place for my fingers and toes when I
began to climb. At that moment I was bathed in
serenity. I began to talk to the rock in an almost
inaudible, child-like way, as if the rock were my
friend. I felt an overwhelming sense of gratitude
for what it offered me—a chance to know myself
and the rock differently, to appreciate unforeseen
miracles like the tiny flowers growing in the even
tinier cracks in the rock’s surface, and to come
to know a sense of being in relationship with the
natural environment. It felt as if the rock and I
were silent conversational partners in a longstand-
ing friendship. I realized then that T had come to
care about this cliff which was so different from
me, so unmovable and invincible, independent
and seemingly indifferent to my presence. I
wanted to be with the rock as I climbed. Gone
was the determination to conquer the rock, to
forcefully impose my will on it; I wanted simply
to work respectfully with the rock as I climbed.
And as I climbed, that is what I felt. I felt myself
caring for this rock and feeling thankful that
climbing provided the opportunity for me to
know it and myself in this new way.

There are at least four reasons why use of
such a first-person narrative is important to fem-
inism and environmental cthics. First, such a nar-
rative gives voice to a felt sensitivity often lacking
in traditional analytical ethical discourse, viz., a
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sensitivity to conceiving of oneself as fundamen-
tally “in relationship with” others, including
the nonhuman environment. It is a modality
which takes relationships themselves seriously. It
thereby stands in contrast to a strictly reduction-
ist modality that takes relationships seriously only
or primarily because of the nature of the relators
or parties to those relationships (e.g., relators
conceived as moral agents, right holders, interest
carriers, or sentient beings). In the rock-climbing
narrative above, it is the climber’s relationship
with the rock she climbs which takes on special
significance—which is itself a locus of value—in
addition to whatever moral status or moral con-
siderability she or the rock or any other parties
to the relationship may also have.'®
Second, such a first-person narrative gives
expression to a variety of ethical attitudes and
behaviors often overlooked or underplayed in
mainstream Western ethics, e.g., the difference
in attitudes and behaviors toward a rock when
one is ‘““making it to the top” and when one
thinks of oneself as ““friends with” or “‘caring
about” the rock one climbs.?® These different
attitudes and behaviors suggest an ethically ger-
mane contrast between two different types of
relationship humans or climbers may have toward
a rock: an imposed conqueror-type relationship,
and an emergent caring-type relationship. This
contrast grows out of, and is faithful to, felt,
= lived experience.
The difference between conquering and car-
ing attitudes and behaviors in relation to the nat-
“ural environment provides a third reason why the
~use of first-person narrative is important to femi-
- nism and environmental ethics: it provides a way
= Of conceiving of ethics and ethical meaning as
" enmerging out of particular situations moral agents
find themselves in, rather than as being imposed
Lon those situations (e.g., as a derivation or instan-
L tiation of some predetermined abstract principle
O rule). This emergent feature of narrative cen-
1zes the importance of voice. When a multi-
liSity of cross-cultural voeices are centralized,
RETAtive is able to give expression to a range of
udes, values, beliefs, and behaviors which
¥ be overlooked or silenced by imposed ethical
aning and theory. As a reflection of and on
lived experiences, the use of narrative in
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ethics provides a stance from which ethical dis-
course can be held accountable to the historical,
material, and social realities in which moral sub-
jects find themselves.

Lastly, and for our purposes perhaps most
importantly, the use of narrative has argumenta-
tive significance. Jim Cheney calls attention to
this feature of narrative when he claims, ‘“T'o con-
textualize ethical deliberation is, in some sense, to
provide a narrative or story, from which the solu-
tion to the ethical dilemma emerges as the fitting
conclusion.”!” Narrative has argumentative force
by suggesting what counts as an appropriate con-
clusion to an ethical situation. One ethical con-
clusion suggested by the climbing narrative is
that what counts as a proper ethical attitude
toward mountains and rocks is an attitude of
respect and care (whatever that turns out to be
or involve), not one of domination and conquest.

In an essay entitled ““In and Out of Harm’s
Way: Arrogance and Love,” feminist philosopher
Marilyn Frye distinguishes between ‘‘arrogant™
and “loving” perception as one way of getting
at this difference in the ethical attitudes of care
and conquest.'® Frye writes:

The loving eye is a contrary of the arrogant eye.

The loving eye knows the independence of
the other. It is the eye of a seer who knows that
nature is indifferent. It is the eye of one who
knows that to know the seen, one must consult
something other than one’s own will and interests
and fears and imagination. One must look at the
thing. One must look and listen and check and
question.

The loving eye is one that pays a certain sort of
attention. This attention can require a discipline
but not a self-denial. The discipline is one of self-
knowledge, knowledge of the scope and boundary
of the self.... In particular, it is a matter of being
able to tell one’s own interests from those of
others and of knowing where one’s self leaves off
and another begins.. ..

The loving eye does not make the object of
perception into something edible, does not try
to assimilate it, does not reduce it to the size of
the seer’s desire, fear and imagination, and hence
does not have to simplify. It knows the complexity
of the other as something which will forever pre-
sent new things to be known. The science of the
loving eye would favor The Complexity Theory
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of Truth [in contrast to The Simplicity Theory of
Truth] and presuppose The Endless Interesting-
ness of the Universe,!?

According to Frye, the loving eye is not an inva-
sive, coercive eye which annexes others to itself,
but one which “knows the complexity of the
other as something which will forever present
new things to be known.”

When one climbs a rock as a conqueror, one
climbs with an arrogant eye. When one climbs
with a loving eye, one constantly “must look
and listen and check and question.” One recog-
nizes the rock as something very different, some-
thing perhaps totally indifferent to one’s own
presence, and finds in that difference joyous occa-
sion for celebration. Ope knows “the boundary of
the self,” where the self—the “I,” the climber—
leaves off and the rock begins. There is no fusion
of two into one, but 3 complement of two entities
m;’muwlm{ch as separate, different, independent,
vet in velationship; they are in relationship i only
because the loving eye is perceiving it, responding
to it, noticing it, attending to it,

An ecofeminist perspective about both women
and nature involves thjs shift in attitude from
“arrogant perception” to “loving perception” of
the nonhuman world. Arrogant perception of non-
humans by humans presupposes and maintains
Sameness in such a way that it ¢xpands the moral
community to those beings who are thought to
resemble (be like, similar to, or the same as)
humans in some morally significant way. Any envi-
fonmental movement or ethic based on arrogant
perception builds a moral hierarchy of beings and
assumes some common denominator of moral
considerability in virtue of which like beings
deserve similar treatment or moral consideration
and unlike beings do not. Such environmental eth-
ics are or generate a “‘unity in sameness.” In con-
trast, “loving perception” presupposes and
maintains djfference—sq distinction between the
self and other, between human and at Jeast some
nonhumans—in such 4 way that perception of
the other as other an expression of love for one
who /which is recognized at the outset as indepen-
dent, dissimilar, different. As Maria Lugones says,
in loving perception, “Love is seen not as fusion
and erasure of difference but as incompatible

with them.”’20 “Unity in sameness” alone is an
erasure of difference,
“Loving perception™ of the nonhuman natu-
ral world is an attempt to understand what jt
means for humans to care about the nonhuman
world, a world acknowledged as being indepen-
dent, different, perhaps even indifferent to
humans. Humans a7, different from rocks in
important ways, even if they are also both mem-
bers of some ecological community. A moral com-
munity based on loving perception of oneself
relationship with a rock, or with the narura) envi-
ronment as a whole, is one which acknowledges
and respects difference, whatever “sameness’
also exists.*! The limits of loving perception are
determined only by the limits of one’s (e.g., a per-
son’s, a community’s) ability to respond lovingly
(or with Appropriate care, trust, or friendship }—
whether it is to other humans or to the nonhuman
world and elements of j¢ 22
If what I have said so far is correct, then there
are very different ways to climb g mountain and
how one climbs it and how one narrates the expe-
rience of climbing it matter ethically. If one
climbs with “arrogant perception,” with an atti-
tude of ““conquer and control,” one keeps intact
the very sorts of thinking that characterize a logic
of domination and an Oppressive conceptual
framework. Since the oppressive conceptual
framework which sanctions the domination of
nature is a patriarchal one, one also thereby
keeps intact, even if unwittingly, a patriarchal
conceptual framework. Because the dismantling
of patriarchal conceptual frameworks is a feminist
issue, how one climbs a mountain and Aow one
harrates—or tells the story—about the experience
of climbing also are feminist dssues. In this way,
ecofeminism makes visible why, at a conceptual
level, environmenta] ethics is a feminist issue. T
turn now to a consideration of ecofeminism as a
distinctively feminist and environmental ethic,

ECOFEMINISM AS A FEMINIST
AND ENVIRONMENTAL ETHIC

A feminist ethic involves a twofold commitment
to critique male bias in ethics wherever it occurs,
and to develop ethics which are not male-biased,
Sometimes this involves articulation of values
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(e.g., values of care, appropriate trust, kinship,
friendship) often lost or underplayed in main-
stream ethics.?® Sometimes it involves engaging
in theory building by pioneering in new directions
or by revamping old theories in gender sensitive
ways. What makes the critiques of old theories
or conceptualizations of new ones “‘feminist™ is
that they emerge out of sex-gender analyses and
reflect whatever those analyses reveal about gen-
dered experience and gendered social reality.

As I conceive feminist ethics in the pre-
feminist present, it rejects attempts to conceive
of ethical theory in terms of necessary and suffi-
cient conditions, because it assumes that there is
no essence (in the sense of some transhistorical,
universal, absolute abstraction) of feminist ethics.
While attempts to formulate joint necessary and
sufficient conditions of a feminist ethic are
unfruitful, nonetheless, there are some necessary
conditions, what I prefer to call “‘boundary condi-
tions,” of a feminist ethic. These boundary condi-
tions clarify some of the minimal conditions of a
feminist ethic without suggesting that feminist
ethics has some ahistorical essence. They are
like the boundaries of a quilt or collage. They
delimit the territory of the piece without dictating
what the interior, the design, the actual pattern of
the piece looks like. Because the actual design of
the quilt emerges from the multiplicity of voices
of women in a cross-cultural context, the design
will change over time. It is not something static.

What are some of the boundary conditions of
a feminist ethic? First, nothing can become part
of a feminist ethic—can be part of the quilt—
that promotes sexism, racism, classism, or any
other “‘isms” of social domination. Of course,
people may disagree about what counts as a sexist

L act, racist attitude, classist behavior. What counts

as sexism, racism, or classism may vary cross-
culturally. Still, because a feminist ethic aims at

® climinating sexism and sexist bias, and (as I

B

i

P have already shown) sexism is intimately con-

nected in conceptualization and in practice to
facism, classism, and naturism, a feminist ethic
Ust be anti-sexist, anti-racist, anti-classist, anti-
fiturist and opposed to any “ism’” which presup-
POses or advances a logic of domination.
.Sccond, a feminist ethic is a contextnalist
MC. A contextualist ethic is one which sees

ethical discourse and practice as emerging from
the voices of people located in different historical
circumstances. A contextualist ethic is properly
viewed as-a collage or mosaic, a tapestry of voices
that emerges out of felt experiences. Like any col-
lage or mosaic, the point is not to have one pic-
ture based on a unity of voices, but a pattern
which emerges out of the very different voices
of people located in different circumstances.
When a contextualist ethic is feminist, it gives
central place to the voices of women.

Third, since a feminist ethic gives central sig-
nificance to the diversity of women’s voices, a
feminist ethic must be structurally pluralistic
rather than unitary or reductionistic It rejects
the assumption that there is ‘“‘one voice” in
terms of which ethical values, beliefs, attitudes,
and conduct can be assessed.

Fourth, a feminist ethic reconceives ethical
theory as theory in process which will change
over time. Like all theory, a feminist ethic is
based on some generalizations.>* Nevertheless,
the generalizations associated with it are them-
selves a pattern of voices within which the differ-
ent voices emerging out of concrete and
alternative descriptions of ethical situations have
meaning. The coherence of a feminist theory so
conceived is given within a historical and concep-
tual context, i.e., within a set of historical, socio-
economic circumstances (including circumstances
of race, class, age, and affectional orientation) and
within a set of basic beliefs, values, attitudes, and
assumptions about the world.

Fifth, because a feminist ethic is contextualist,
structurally pluralistic, and “in-process,” one way
to evaluate the claims of a feminist ethic is in
terms of their inclusiveness: those claims (voices,
patterns of voices) are morally and epistemologi-
cally favored (preferred, better, less partial, less
biased ) which are more inclusive of the felt expe-
riences and perspectives of oppressed persons.
The condition of inclusiveness requires and
ensures that the diverse voices of women (as
oppressed persons) will be given legitimacy in
ethical theory building. It thereby helps to mini-
mize empirical bias, e.g., bias rising from faulty or
false generalizations based on stereotyping, too
small a sample size, or a skewed sample. It does
so by ensuring that any generalizations which
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are made about ethics and ethical decision mak-
ing include—indeed cohere with—the patterned
voices of women,2®
Sixth, a feminist ethic makes no attempt to
provide an “objective”’ point of view, since it
assumes that in contemporary culture there really
is no such point of view, Ag such, it does not
claim to be “unbiased’ in the sense of “valye-
neutral” or “objective.” However, it does
assume that whatever bias jt has as an ethic cen-
tralizing the voices of oppressed persons is a berter
bias— ‘better” because it is more inclusive and
therefore less partial—than those which exclude
those voices.?¢
Seventh, a feminist ethjc provides a central
place for values typically unnoticed, underplayed,
or misrepresented in traditional ethics, e.g., val-
ues of care, lovc‘,'fricndship, and appropriate
l‘rust.‘??r\g:{in, it need not do this at the exclusion
of considerations of rights, rules, or utility. There
may be many contexts in which talk of rights or of
utility is useful or appropriate. For instance, in
contracts or property relationships, talk of rights
may be useful and appropriate. In deciding
what is cost-effective or advantageous to the
most people, talk of utility may be usefu] and
appropriate. In a feminist qua contextualist
ethic, whether or not such talk is useful or appro-
priate depends on the CONTEXt; other values e.g.,
values of care, trust, ﬁ'icndship) are not viewed as
reducible to or captured solely in terms of such
talk. 28
Eighth, a feminist ethijc also involves a recon-
ception of what it is to be human and what j¢ is
for humans to engage in ethical decision making,
since it rejects as cither meaningless or currently
untenable any gender-free -or gender-neutral
description of humans, ethics, and ethical deci-
sion making, It thereby rejects what Alison Jaggar
calls ““abstract individualism,” L.e., the position
that it is possible to identify a human essence or
human natyre that exists indcpcndcutly of any
Particular historica] context.*® Humang and
human mora] conduct are properly understood
essentially (angd: not merely accidﬁnrally) in
terms of networks or webs of historical and con-
crete relationships.
All the Props are now in place for seeing how
ecofeminism Provides the framework for a

i

distinctively feminist and environmental ethic. It
is a feminism that critiques male bias wherever
It occurs in ethijcs (including environmental eth-
ics) and aims at providing an ethic (including an
environmental ethic) which is not male biased—
and it does so in a way that satisfies the prelimi-
nary boundary conditions of a feminist ethic,

First, ecofeminism is quintessentially anti-
naturist. Its anti-naturism consists in the rejection
of any way of thinking about or acting toward
nonhuman nature that reflects a logic, values, or
attitude of domination. Its anti-naturist, antj-
sexist, anti-racist, anti-classist (and so forth, for
all other “isms” of social domination) stance
forms the outer boundary of the quilt: nothing
gets on the quilt which is naturist, sexist, racist,
classist, and so forth.

Second, ecofeminism Is a contextualist ethic.

It involves a shift from a conception of ethics as
primarily a matter of rights, rules, or principles
predetermined and applied in specific cases to
entities viewed as competitors in the contest of
moral standing, ¢ a conception of ethics as grow-
ing out of what Jim Cheney calls “defining rela-
tionships,” ie;, rciationships conceived in some
sense as defining who one jg 30 As a contextualist
ethic, it is not that rights, or rules, or principles
are not relevant or important. Clearly they are
in certain contexts and for certain purposes.®! Ir
is just that what makes them relevant or impor-
tant is that those to whom they apply are entities
in relationship with others,

Ecofeminism also involves an ethical shift
Sfrom granting moral consideration to nonhumans
exclusively on the grounds of some similarity they
share with humans (&g, rationality, interests,
moral agency, sentiency, right-holder status) zo
“a highly contextual account to see clearly what
a human being is and whar the nonhuman
world might be, morally speaking, JSor human
beings.””32 For an ecofeminist, how a mora]
agent is in relationship to another becomes of
central significance, not simply that a mora]
agent is a moral agent or is bound by rights,
duties, virtue, or utility to act in a certain way.

Third, ecofeminism is structurally pluralistic
in that it Presupposes and maintains difference—
difference among humans as wel| a5 between
humans and at least some elements of nonhuman
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nature. Thus, while ecofeminism denies the
“nature/culture” split, it affirms that humans
are both members of an ecological community
(in some respects) and different from it (in
other respects). Ecofeminism’s attention to rela-
tionships and community is not, therefore, an
erasure of difference but a respectful acknowl-
edgement of it.

Fourth, ecofeminism reconceives theory as
theory in process. It focuses on patterns of mean-
ing which emerge, for instance, from the story-
telling and first-person narratives of women
(and others) who deplore the twin dominations
of women and nature. The use of narrative is
one way to ensure that the content of the
ethic—the pattern of the quilt—may /will change
over time, as the historical and material realities of
women’s lives change and as more is learned
about women-nature connections and the
destruction of the nonhuman world.*?

Fifth, ecofeminism is inclusivist. It emerges
from the voices of women who experience the
harmful domination of nature and the way that
domination is tied to their domination as
women. It emerges from listening to the voices
of indigenous peoples such as Native Americans
who have been dislocated from their land and
have witnessed the attendant undermining of
such values as appropriate reciprocity, sharing,
and kinship that characterize traditional Indian
culture. It emerges from listening to voices of
those who, like Nathan Hare, critique traditional
- approaches to environmental ethics as white and
B bourgeois, and as failing to address issues of
tblack ecology” and the “ecology” of the inner
ty and urban spaces.®* It also emerges out of
€ voices of Chipko women who see the destruc-
on of “‘earth, soil, and water”” as intimately con-
giccted with their own inability to survive
onomically.>® With its emphasis on inclusivity
nd difference, ecofeminism provides a frame-
Ik for recognizing that what counts as ecology
id what counts as appropriate conduct toward
h human and nonhuman environments is
gely-a matter of context.

“Sixth, as a feminism, ecofeminism makes no
CIMpt to provide an “objective” point of
1t is a social ecology. It recognizes the
dominations of women and nature as social
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problems rooted both in very concrete, historical,
socioeconomic circumstances and in oppressive
patriarchal conceptual frameworks which main-
tain and sanction these circumstances..

Seventh, ecofeminism makes a central place
for values of care, love, friendship, trust, and
appropriate reciprocity—values that presuppose
that our relationships to others are central to
our understanding of who we are.®® It thereby
gives voice to the sensitivity that in climbing a
mountain, one is doing something in relationship
with an ‘‘other,” an ‘“‘other” whom one can
come to care about and treat respectfully.

Lastly, an ecofeminist ethic involves a recon-
ception of what it means to be human, and in
what human ethical behavior consists. Ecofemi-
nism denies abstract individualism. Humans are
who we are in large part by virtue of the historical
and social contexts and the relationships we are
in, including our relationships with nonhuman
nature. Relationships are not something extrinsic
to who we are, not an “‘add on” feature of human
nature; they play an essential role in shaping what
it is to be human. Relationships of humans to the
nonhuman environment are, in part, constitutive
of what it is to be a human.

By making visible the interconnections
among the dominations of women and nature,
ecofeminism shows that both are feminist issues
and that explicit acknowledgement of both is
vital to any responsible envirenmental ethic.
Feminism must embrace ecological feminism if
it is to end the domination of women because
the domination of women is tied conceptually
and historically to the domination of nature.

A responsible environmental ethic also must
embrace feminism. Otherwise, even the seem-
ingly most revolutionary, liberational, and holis-
tic ecological ethic will fail to take seriously the
interconnected dominations of nature and
women that are so much a part of the historical
legacy and conceptual framework that sanctions
the exploitation of nonhuman nature. Failure to
make visible these interconnected, twin domina-
tions results in an inaccurate account of how it
is that nature has been and continues to be domi-
nated and exploited and produces an environ-
mental ethic that lacks the depth necessary to
be truly inclusive of the realities of persons who
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at least in dominant Western culture have been
intimately tied with that exploitation, viz.,
women. Whatever else can be sajd in favor of
such holisti¢ ethics, a failure to make visible eco-
teminist insights into the common denominators
of the twin oppressions of women and nature is
to perpetuate, rather than overcome, the source
of that oppression.

termination of patriarchy. Thus, because it has
critical bite in contemporary culture, it serves a5
an important reminder that in contemporary
sex-gendered, raced, classed, and naturist culture,
an unlabeled position functions as a privileged
and “‘unmarked”’ position. That is, without the
addition of the word Jfeminist, one presents envi-
ronmental ethics as if it has ne bias, including
male-gender bias, which s just what ecofeminists
deny: failure to notice the connections between
the twin oppressions of women and nature 5
male-gender bjas.

One of the goals of feminism is the eradica-
tion of all Oppressive sex-gender (and related
race, class, age, affectional preference) categories
and the creation of a world in which difference
does not breed domz'n.ztim_say, the world of
4001. If in 4001 an “adequate environmental
ethic” is a “feminist environmental ethic,” the
word feminist may then be redundant and
unnecessary. However, this is not 4001, and in
terms of the current historical and conceptual
reality the dominations of nature and of

women are intimately connected. Failure to
have shown that the conceptual connections notice or make visible that connection in 1990

between the domination of women and the dom- perpetuates the mistaken (and privileged) view
ination of nature are located in an oppressive and,  that “‘environmental ethjcs” is mot a feminist

at least in Western societies, patriarchal concep-  issue, and that Jeminist adds nothing to environ-
tual framework characterized by a logic of domi- mental ethics.3”

nation. Thus, I have shown that failure to notice
the nature of this connection leaves at best an
incomplete, inaccurate, and partial account of
what is required of 3 conceptually adequate envi-
ronmental ethic. An ethjc which  does oz
acknowledge this is simply ot the same as one

This last point deserves turther attention. It
may be objected that as long as the end result js
“the same”—the development of an environ-
mental ethic which does not emerge out of or
reinforce an Oppressive conceptual framework—
it does not matter whether that ethijc (or the
ethic endorsed in getting there) is feminist or
not. Hence, it simply is not the case that any ade-
quate environmental ethic must be feminist. My
argument, in contrast, has been that it does mat-
ter, and for three important reasons. First, there
is the scholarly issue of accurately representing
historical reality, and that, ecofeminists claim,
requires acknowledging the historical feminiza-
tion of nature and naturalization of women as
part of the exploitation of nature, Second, I

CONCLUSION

I have argued in this Paper that ecofeminism pro-
vides a framework for 4 distinctively feminist and

environmental ethic, Ecofeminism grows out of
that does, whatever else the similarities between the felt and theorized
them. Third, the claim that, in contemporary cul-
ture, one can have an

about connections between
the domination of women and the domination of
hature. As a contextualist ethic, ecofeminism refo-
cuses environmental ethics op what nature might
mean, morally speaking, JSor humans, and on how
the relational attitudes of humans to others—
humans as well a5 nonhumans-sculpt both what

it is to be human and the nature and ground of
human responsibilities to the nonhuman envirop-

ment. Part of what this refocusing does is to take

seriously the voices of Women and other oppressed

persons in the construction of that ethic.

adequate environmenta]
ethic which is not feminist assumes that, in con-
temporary culture, the label feminist does not
add anything crucial to the nhature or description
of environmental ethics. I have shown that at
least in contemporary culture this js false, for
the word Seminist currently helps to clarify just
how the domination of nature is conceptually
linked to Patriarchy and, hence, how the libera-
tion of nature, i conceptually linked to the
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A Sioux elder once told me a story about his
son. He sent his seven-year-old son to live with
the child’s grandparents on a Sioux reservation
so that he could “‘learn the Indian ways.”” Part
of what the grandparents taught the son was
how to hunt the four leggeds of the forest. As
I heard the story, the boy was taught, ““to
shoot your four-legged brother in his hind
area, slowing it down but not killing it. Then,
take the four legged’s head in your hands, and
look into his eyes. The eyes are where all the suf-
fering is. Look into your brother’s eyes and feel
his pain. Then, take your knife and cut the four-
legged under his chin, here, on his neck, so that
he dies quickly. And as you do, ask your
brother, the four-legged, for forgiveness for
what you do. Offer also a prayer of thanks to
your four-legged kin for offering his body to
you just now, when you need food to eat and
clothing to wear. And promise the four-legged
that you will put yourself back into the earth
when you die, to become nourishment for the
earth, and for the sister flowers, and for the
brother deer. It is appropriate that you should
offer this blessing for the four-legged and, in
due time, reciprocate in turn with your body
in this way, as the four-legged gives life to you
for your survival,”” As I reflect upon that story,
I am struck by the power of the environmental
ethic that grows out of and takes seriously nar-
rative, context, and such values and relational
“attitudes as care, loving perception, and appro-
priate reciprocity, and doing what is appropriate
in a given situation—however that notion of
appropriateness eventually gets filled out. I am
also struck by what one is able to see, once
gone begins to explore some of the historical
and conceptual connections between the domi-
hations of women and of nature. A re-conceiving
and re-yisioning of both feminism and environ-
lental ethics, is, I think, the power and promise
f ecofeminism.

'OTES

I Explicit ecological feminist literature includes
"Works from a variety of scholarly perspectives
tand sources. Some of these works are Leonie
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Caldecott and Stephanie Leland, eds., Reclaim
the Earth: Women Speak Out for Life on Earth
(London: The Women’s Press, 1983); Jim Che-
ney, ““Eco-Feminism and Deep Ecology,” Envi-
ronmental Ethics 9 (1987): 115-45; Andrée
Collard with Joyce Contrucci, Rape of the
Wild: Man’s Violence agninst Animals and the
Earth (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1988); Katherine Davies, ‘‘Historical Associa-
tions: Women and the Natural World,”
Women ¢ Environments 9, no. 2 (Spring
1987): 4-6; Sharon Doubiago, ‘““‘Deeper than
Deep Ecology: Men Must Become Feminists,”
in The New Catalyst Quarterly, no 10. (Winter
1987 /88): 10-11; Brian Easlea, Science and
Sexnal Oppression: Patriarchy’s Confrontation
with Women and Nature (London: Weidenfeld
& Nicholson, 1981); Elizabeth Dodson Gray,
Green Paradise Lost (Wellesley, Mass.: Roundta-
ble Press, 1979): Susan Griffin, Women and
Nature: The Roaring Inside Her (San Francisco:
Harper and Row, 1978); Joan L. Griscom, “On
Healing the Nature/History Split in Feminist
Thought,” in Heresies #13: Feminism and Ecol-
ogy 4 no. 1(1981): 4-9; Ynestra King, “The
Ecology of Feminism and the Feminism of Ecol-
ogy,” in Healing Our Wounds: The Power of Eco-
logical Feminism, ed. Judith Plant (Boston: New
Society Publishers, 1989), pp. 18-28; “The
Eco-feminist Imperative,” in Reclaim the
Earth, ed. Caldecott and Leland (London: The
Women’s Press, 1983), pp. 12-16, “Feminism
and the Revolt of Nature,”” in Heresies # 13:
Feminism and Ecology 4, no. 1 (1981): 12-16,
and “What is Ecofeminism?’® The Nation, 12
December 1987; Marti Kheel, “Animal Libera-
tion Is A Feminist Issue,”” The New Catalyst
Qunarterly, no. 10 (Winter 1987-88): 8-9; Car-
olyn Merchant, The Death of Nature: Women,
Ecology and the Scientific Revolution (San Fran-
cisco: Harper and Row, 1980); Patrick Murphy,
ed., “Feminism, Ecology, and the Future of the
Humanities,”” special issue of Studies in the
Humanities 15, no. 2 (December 1988); Abby
Peterson and Carolyn Merchant, ‘“‘Peace with
the Earth: Women and the Environmental
Movement in Sweden,”” Women’s Studies Inter-
national Forum 9, no. 5-6 (1986): 465-79;
Judith Plant, ““Searching for Common Ground:
Ecofeminism and Bioregionalism,” in The New
Catalyst Quarterly, no. 10 (Winter 1987 /88):
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6-7; Judith Plant,ed., Healing Our Wounds- The

Power of Ecological Feminism (Boston: New

Society Publishers, 1989); Val Plumwood,
“Ecofeminism: An Overview and Discussion of
Positions and Arguments,” Australasian Jour-
nal of Philosophy, Supplement to vol. 64 (June
1986): 120-37: Rosemary Radford Ruether,
New Woman/ New Enrth: Sexist Ideologies o
Human Liberation (New York: Seabury Press,
1975); Kirkpatrick Sale, “Ecofcminism‘;\
New Perspective,” 73, Nation, 26 September
1987): 302-05: Ariel Kay Salleh, “Deeper
than Deep Ecology: The Eco-Feminist Connec-
tion,” Environmenta] Ethics 6 (1984): 339-45,
and “Epistemology and the Metaphors of Pro-
duction: An Eco-Feminist Reading of Critical
Theory,” in Studies in the Humanities 15
(1988): 130-39; Vandana Shiva, Staying Alipe:
Women, Erology and Development (London:
Zed Books, 1988); Charlene Spretnak, “Ecofe-
minism: Our Roots and Flowering,” The Elm;-
wood Newsletter, Winter Solstice 1988 Karen
J. Warren, “Feminism and Ecology: Making Con-
nections,” Environmental Ethics 9 (1987): 3-21;
“Toward an Ecofeminist Ethic,” Studies in the
Humanities 15 (1988): 140-156; Miriam
Wyman, “Explorations  of Eco-feminism,”
Women o~ Environments ( Spring 1987): 6-7; Iris
Young, ““Feminism and Ecology’ and ‘Women
and Life on Farth: Eco-Feminism in the 807,
Environmental Exhics 5 (1983): 173-80; Michael
'/;immcrman, “Feminism, Deep Ecology, and
Environmental Ethics,” Environmental Ethics 9
(1987): 21-44.

2. Francoise d’Eaubonne, I, Feminisme oy I Mort

(Paris: Pierre Horay, 1974), pp. 213-52.

3. Idiscuss this in my paper, “Toward An Ecofem-

nist Ethic,”

4. The account offered here is 3 revision of the

account given

carlier ‘in my paper ““Feminism
and Ecology:

Making Connections.” [ have
changed the account to be about ““oppressive”
rather than strictly ““patriarchal” conceptual
frameworks in order to leave open the possibility
that there may be some patriarchal conceptual
frameworks (e.g., in

non-Western cultures)
which are 07 properly characterized as based on
value dualisms,

Murray Bookshin, “Social Ecology versus ‘Deep
Ecology’)” in Green Perspectives: Newsletter of the
Green Program Project, no. 4-5 (Summer
1987): 9.

6. It may be that in contemporary Western society,
which is so thoroughly structured by categories
of gender, race, class, age, and affectional orien-
tation, that there simply is no meaningfu]
notion of “value-hierarchica) thinking” which
does not function in an oppressive context.
For purposes of this paper, I leave that question
open.

7. Many feminists who argue for the historical point

that claims (B1) and (B2) have been asserted or
assumed to be true within the dominant Western
philosophical tradition do so by discussion of
that tradition’s conceptions of reason, rationality,
and science, For a sampling of the sorts of claims
made within that context, see “Reason, Rational-
ity, and Gender,” ed. Nancy Tuana and Karen J.
Warren, a special issue of the American Philosoph-
ical Association’s Newsletter on Feminism and Phi-
losophy 88, no. 2 (March 1989): 17-71.
Ecofeminists who claim that (B2) has been
assumed to be true within the dominant Western
philosophical tradition include: Gray, Green Para-
dise Lost; Griffin, Woman and Nature: The Roar-
ing Inside Her; Merchant, Tpe Death of Nature;
Ruether, New Woman/New Earsh, For a discus-
sion of some of these ccofeminist historical
accounts, see Plumwood, “Ecofeminism.” While
I agree that the historical connections between
the domination of women and the domination
of nature is a crucial one, I do not argue for that
claim here.

8. Ecofeminists who deny (B1) when (B1 ) is offered

10

as anything other than a true, descriptive, histor-
ical claim about patriarchal culture often do 50 on
grounds that an objectionable sort of biological
detcrminism, or at least harmful female sex-
gender stereotypes, underlie (B1). For a discus-
sion of this “splir> among those ecofeminists
(““nature feminists”’) who assert and those eco-
feminists (“social feminists™) who deny (B1) as
anything other than a true historical claim about
how women are described in patriarchal culture,
see Griscom, “On Healing the Naturc/History
Split.”

. I make no attempt here to defend the historically
sanctioned truth of these premises.

. See, e.g., Bell Hooks, Feminist Theory: From Mar-

Jin to Center (Boston: South End Press, 1984)
.pp. 51-52,

bl

11. Maria Lugones, “Playfulness, "&-Vorld—TravcHing,’

and Loving Perception,” Hypatia 2, no. 2 (Sum.-
mer 1987): 3.
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. At an experiential level, some women are ““‘women

of color,” poor, old, lesbian, Jewish, and physi-
cally challenged. Thus, if feminism is going to lib-
erate these women, it also needs to end the racism,
classism, heterosexism, anti-Semitism, and dis-
crimination against the handicapped that is consti-
tutive of their oppression as black, or Latina, or
poor, or older, or lesbian, or Jewish, or physically
challenged women.

. This same sort of reasoning shows that feminism

is also a movement to end racism, classism, age-
ism, heterosexism and other “‘isms,” which are
based in oppressive conceptual frameworks char-
acterized by a logic of domination. However,
there is an important caveat: ecofeminism is no?
compatible with all feminisms and all environ-
mentalisms. For a discussion of this point, see
my article, “Feminism and Ecology: Making Con-
nections. What it s compatible with is the mini-
mal condition characterization of feminism as a
movement to end sexism that is accepted by all
contemporary feminisms (liberal, traditional
Marxist, radical, socialist, Blacks and non-
Western).

See, e.g., Gray, Green Paradise Lost; Griffin,
Women and Nature; Merchant, The Death of
Nature; and Ruether, New Woman/New Earth.

. Suppose, as I think is the case, that a necessary

condition for the existence of a moral relationship
is that at least one party to the relationship is a
moral being (leaving open for our purposes
what counts as a ‘“‘moral being’’). If this is so,
then the Mona Lisa cannot properly be said to
have or stand in a moral relationship with the
wall on which she hangs, and a wolf cannot
have or properly be said to have or stand in a
moral relationship with a moose. Such a neces-
sary-condition account leaves open the question
whether both parties to the relationship must be
moral beings. My point here is simply that how-
ever one resolves that question, recognition of
the relationships themselves as a locus of value
is a recognition of a source of value that is differ-
ent from and not reducible to the values of the
“moral beings™ in those relationships.

It is interesting to note that the image of being
friends with the Earth is one which cytogeneticist

‘Barbara McClintock uses when she describes the

mmportance of having *‘a feeling for the organ-
ism,” “listening to the material [in this case the
corn plant],” in one’s work as a scientist. See Eve-
lyn Fox Keller, “Women, Science, and Popular

17.

18.

19;
20.
2].

22,
23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Mythology,” in Machina Ex Dea: Feminist Per-
spectives on Technology, ed. Joan Rothschild
(New York: Pergamon Press, 1983), and Evelyn
Fox Keller, A Feeling For the Organism: The Lift
and Work of Barbara McClintock (San Francisco:
W. H. Freeman, 1983).

Cheney, “Eco-Feminism and Deep Ecology,”
144.

Marilyn Frye, “In and Out of Harm’s Way: Arro-
gance and Love,” The Politics of Reality (Tru-
mansburg, New York: The Crossing Press,
1983), pp. 66-72.

Ibid., pp. 75-76.

Maria Lugones, “Playfulness,” p. 3.

Cheney makes a similar point in ‘‘Eco-Feminism
and Deep Ecology,” p. 140.

Ibid., p. 138.

This account of a feminist ethic draws on my paper
“Toward an Ecofeminist Ethic.”

Marilyn Frye makes this point in her illuminating
paper, “The Possibility of Feminist Theory,” read
at the American Philosophical Association Central
Division Meetings in Chicago, 29 April-1 May
1986. My discussion of feminist theory is inspired
largely by that paper and by Kathryn Addelson’s
paper “Moral Revolution,” in Women and Values:
Reading in Recent Feminist Philosophy, ed. Marilyn
Pearsall (Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth Publishing
Co., 1986) pp. 291-309.

Notice that the standard of inclusiveness does not
exclude the voices of men. It is just that those voices
must cohere with the voices of women.

For a more. in-depth discussion of the notions of
impartiality and bias, see my- paper, ““Critical
Thinking and Feminism,” Informal Logic 10,
no. 1 (Winter 1988): 31-44.

The burgeoning literature on these values is note-
worthy. See, e.g., Carol Gilligan, In a Different
Voice: Psychological Theories and Women’s Develop-
ment (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1982); Mapping the Moral Domain: A Contribu-
tion of Women’s Thinking to Psychological Theory
and Education, ed. Carol Gilligan, Janie Victoria
Ward, and Jill McLean Taylor, with Betty Bardige
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1988); Nel
Noddings, Caring: A Feminine Approach to Ethics
and Moral Education (Berkeley: University of Cal-
ifornia Press, 1984); Maria Lugones and Elizabeth
V. Spelman, “Have We Got a Theory for You!
Feminist Theory, Cultural Imperialism, and the
Women’s Voice,” Women’s Studies International
Forum 6 (1983): 573-81; Maria Lugones,
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“Playfulness”; Annette C. Baier, “What Do
Women Want In A Moral Theory?”” Nous 19
(1985): 53-63.

- Jim Cheney would claim that our fundamental
relationships to one another as moral agents are
not as moral agents to rights holders, and that
whatever rights a person properly may be said to
have are relationally defined rights, not rights pos-
sessed by atomistic individuals conceived as Rob-
inson Crusoes who do not exist essentially in
relation to others. On this view, even right talk
itself is properly conceived as growing out of a
relational ethic, not vice versa.

- Alison Jaggar, Feminist Politics and Human

Nature (Totowa, N.J.: Rowman and Allanheld,
1980), pp. 42-44.

Henry West has pointed out that the expression
““defining relations” is ambiguous. According to
West, “‘the ““defining” as Cheney uses it is an
adjective, not a principle—it is not that ethics
defines relationships; it is that ethics grows out
of conceiving of the relationships that one is in
as defining what the individual is.”

For example, in relationships involving contracts
or promises, those relationships might be cor-
rectly described as that of moral agent to rights
holders. In relationships involving mere property,
those relationships might be correctly described
as that of moral agent to objects having only
instrumental value, “relationships of instrumen-
tality.”” In comments on an earlier draft of this
paper, West suggested that possessive individual-
ism, for instance, might be recast in such a way
that an individual is defined by his or her property
relationships.

- Cheney, “Eco-Feminism and Deep Ecology,” p.

144,

One might object that such permission for
change opens the door for environmental
exploitation. This is not the case. An ecofeminist
ethic is anti-naturist, Hence, the unjust domina-
tion and exploitation of nature is a “‘boundary

Qo sTUDY QUESTIONS

1.

b

w

condition” of the ethic; no such actions are
sanctioned or justified on ecofeminist grounds,
What it does leave open is some leeway about
what counts as domination and exploitation,
This, I think, is a strength of the ethic, not 3
weakness, since it acknowledges that rhar issue
cannot be resolved in any practical way in the
abstract, independent of 3 historical and social
context,

. Nathan Hare, “Black Ecology,” in Environmental

Ethics, ed. K. 8. Shrader-Frechette (Pacific Grove,
Calif.: Boxwood Press, 1981), pp. 229-36.

For an ecofeminist discussion of the Chipko
movement, see my “Toward an Ecofeminist
Ethic,”” and Shiva’s Staying Alive.

- See Cheney, “Eco-Feminism and Deep Ecology,”

p. 122.

- I offer the same sort of reply to critics of eco-

feminism such as Warwick Fox who suggest
that for the sort of ecofeminism I defend, the
word feminist does not add anything significant
to environmental ethics and, consequently, that
an ecofeminist like myself might as well call her-
self a deep ecologist. He asks: “Why doesn’t she
just call it [i.e., Warren’s vision of a transforma-
tive feminism | deep ecology? Why specifically
attach the label feminist to it...?”(Warwick
Fox, ““The Deep Ecology-Ecofeminism Debate
and Its Parallels,” Environmental Ethics 1 1, no.
1[1989]: 14, n. 22). Whatever the important
similarities between deep ecology and ecofemi-
nism (or, specifically, my version of ecofemi-
nism)—and, indeed, there are many—it is
precisely my point here that the word feminist
does add something significant to the concep-
tion of environmental cthics, and that any envi-
ronmental ethic (including deep ecology) that
fails to make explicit the different kinds of inter-
connections among the domination of nature
and the domination of women will be, from a
feminist (and ecofeminist) perspective such as
mine, inadequate.

What are the central connections between femi-
nism and environmental ethicg?

- What does Warren mean by the ‘logic of

domination’;
In the section “Ecofeminism as a Feminist and
Environmenta] Ethics,” Warren offers eight

criteria for a feminist ethic. Discuss two of
them.

In the same section as Question 3, Warren gives
eight characteristics of an ccofeminist ethics. Dis-
cuss two of them,
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