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Introduction

The need for an environmental ethic has arisen out of an increasing awareness that
current human economic, technological. and cultural practices have consequences
that are destructive to the natural world. 1 argue that such consequences are largely
a result of an anthropocentric orientation to the world. Since such an orientation
plays a substantial role in contributing to the degradation of the environment, 1|
argue that an anthropocentric approach to ethics is logically inconsistent with the
development of an environmental ethic. While an anthropocentric approach can
become more environmentally informed, this does not change the fact that human

interests will continue to take precedence over non-human i1 terests.

In light of this I plead for the adoption of a non-anthropocentric approach. Since
we most commonly subseribe to an anthropocentric outloo’c we must be prepared
to re-think some of our most fundamental attitudes and values. This entails
addressing questions over what has moral standing, looking into the possibility of
allocating moral weight to non-humans independent of their worth to human

beings.

Ethical extensionists, utilising traditional ethical formulations, argue for the
extension of moral standing from individual human beings to at least some non-
human individuals. Tom Regan extends moral consideration to include all
mammals of a year or more; Peter Singer argues that all sentient individuals are
morally considerable; and Paul Taylor claims that all teleological centres have

inherent worth and thus all living individual entities are morally significant.

As thev hold an almost polar opposite position to traditional anthropocentric
ethics, axtensionist approaches have in the past been se:n to be aligned with
environmental ethics. However, Callicott (1995a) argues thi it describing the moral
status «ebate as a simple anthropocentric - extensiorist dichotomy under-

represen's a further point of view. Holism, characterised by the Land Ethic of Aldo



Leopod, which is primarily concerned with the biotic community as a unified
collective, should be recognised to be a third and distinct system of ethics. In the
light of this third point of view, Callicott argues that the extensionist approaches

are incompatible with an environmental ethic.

The purpose of this dissertation is to explore, in the light of this alleged
incompatibility, the adequacy and applicability of the extensionist approaches to

the formulation of an encompassing environmental ethic

Chapter One will outline some of the major environmental issues facing us at the
beginning of the twenty-first century. I will argue that the escalating human
population, the current energy crisis, and the pollution of the planet, together with
a host of other issues such as deforestation, the rapid extinction of species and
climactic changes. collectively signal an environmental crisis of immense

proportions.

In Chapter Two I will argue that, while scientific and polilical solutions are readily
called upon to address aspects of this crisis, they generally offer short-sighted
solutions. Recognising that human action lies at the heart of this crisis, it will be
suggested that we need to question some of the most fundamental human values.
This will highlight the importance of ethics in relation to the environmental crisis.
Extensionist theories developed as a result of a growing realisation that
anthropocentric approaches were not appropriate to deal with non-anthropocentric
issues. By way of introducing the extensionist approaches, 1 will argue that an
anthropocentric value system is not suitable for the development of an

environmental ethic.

Searching for a suitable non-anthropocentric ethic I will explore Tom Regan’s
deontological approach, which argues for the equal inherent value of all subjects-
of-a-life, Peter Singer’s utilitarian approach, which argues that all sentient beings

should have their suffering considered with the like suffering of other sentient
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beings and Paul Taylor's teleological approach, which arg res that all living beings
possesse an equal inherent worth, in Chapters Three, Four and Five respectively.
Each of these key theorists marks a further move away from the restrictive human-
centred value system of anthropocentric ethics. While Singer’s approach predates
that of Regan’s | will present them in order of increasing inclusion of non-human
individuals in matters of moral consideration - mammals for Regan, vertebrates for

Singer and all living beings for Taylor.

In Chapter Six using Leopold’s land ethic as exemplar I will introduce holism,
which favours the integrity of the ecosystem over and above the interests of the
individuals that exist within it. T will argue, in agreement with Callicott, that the
extensionist approaches have more in common with anthropocentric approaches to
ethics than they do with holistic approaches. Furthermore, 1 will argue that,
because none of the extensionist approaches satisfies both the focus and the
objectives of an environmental ethic, they are not adequate. According to Callicott,
not oily are they inadequate, they are also inapplicable. In contrast, Johnson
(1991) argues that no singular theory is adequate but rather that a variety of
approaches have degrees of applicability. Acknowledging that solutions to the
current environmental crisis are essential, 1 will suggest that a synthesis of these
contrary views can provide an encompassing environmental ethic. Along such
lines 1 will find that while the extensionist approaches are not adequate, they can

be applicable to the development of an environmental ethic.



The Environmental € visis

In this chapter I will argue that we are currently facing ¢ n unprecedented crisis of

the ervironment.

The environment may be loosely defined as that which constitutes and makes up
our surroundings. We are enveloped and immersed in the natural world comprised
of air, earth, waters, plants and animals, and the constructed world of artefacts.
The environment is both animate and inanimate. It is not merely the resources that
we use. it is also the habitat for all living species. It is the place in which we live,
that which supports and gives us life. As we occur in the world, acting upon it and

being acted upon, we form part of the environment '

Theri: are many factors exerting negative effects on the environment - the dumping
of toxic waste, non-sustainable consumption, bio-sphere damaging wasle
generation, nuclear waste, the decimation of the rain forests and the extinction of
species, to name but a few. 1 will consecutively discuss the population explosion,
the cnergy crisis and the negative effects of pollution on air, water and soil, three
of the most commonly identified factors of envitonmetal concern. I will argue
that collectively these, together with other factors, plac: a significant strain on the

environment, and as such pose a serious threat to the cor tinuance of life.

It is estimated that it took our species population about 200 000 years to reach ils
first billion mark, in 1830. It is predicted that it will take just under 200 years to
add a further eight billion people to that number (McMichael 1993: 112). In the
nineteenth century the annual increase in the world population is estimated to have
been around ten million people It has been calculated that in the first decade of the

twenty-first century this figure will be well over one hundred million people per

' For a contrasting perception of the environment refer to Fritjof Capra’s 7he Turning

Point, Chapter 2.



year (McMichael 1993:108) These escalating figures have little to do with natural
laws, and more with socio-technological development: including inoculations
against diseases, advances in medical science, clean drinking water, sewerage, and
state wellare programs, to name but a few. These have all stood humanity proud in
its quest to preserve and save lives. 1t is a noble thing that is done, but not without
consequences. We are not producing more children per capita; we are merely
saving more lives. This results in more people having the same number of
children, amounting to more children. As a result the human population is
increasing exponentially. A projection from 1992 maintained that if the world’s
population reached the six billion mark in 2000, it would double in size to about

twelve billion people by 2040 (Merchant 1992:31).

The population crisis raises a particular concern that there will be more human
beings on the planet than food to feed them all, for, as Thomas Malthus pointed
out in his 1798 lussay on the Principles of Population, while population growth
tends to increase geometrically (2, 4, 8, 16, 32 ..) the food supply only tends to
increase arithmetically (1. 2, 3. 4. 5 ..)). So, even if the food supply could be
doubled or tripled. there is no way that it could keep up with the pace of the
current population growth. While it could be argued that genetic technology could
incrzase food supplies, there is an equally pressing demand for clean drinking
water. The troubles do not end here, as “this massive population growth will
multiply the destruction of farmland and forest, the ccntamination of the global
commons (air and water), the disruption of climate and the extinction of species”
(McMichael 1993:111). An imbalance in resources is inevitable, since infinite

growth cannot be sustained in a finite environment.

“The longer the world procrastinates over population control, the less likely it is
that ... (an) equilibrium will be attained without widespread starvation,
environmental devastation, social disruption and war” (McMichael 1993:108). The

seemingly simple solution is to curb population growth. However, this is not as



easy as it sounds, for issues ol population control impinge on fundamental notions

of human freedom (Merchant 1992:31) 2

Increasing population numbers have a direct influence on the amount of energy
that is required. This is highly problematic, for energy-intensive activities tend to
overload the planet’s functional capacities (McMichael 1993.98) Much of this
over oad occurs as a result of extracting and transporting the raw materials and in
the various stages of energy production. According to the 1992 World Bank
Development Report 88% of energy comes from the birning of fossil fuels, 7%

i 3
from hydropower. and about 5% from nuclear power sources.
P

The production of energy from fossil fuels entails locating large quantities of coal,
oil, and natural gas - non-renewable resources produced over billions of years.
These natural resources need to be mined out of the ground, a process that, on a

large scale, is detrimental to whole ecosystems. The destruction of ecosystems and

* Garrett Hardin argues in his essay 7he Tragedy of the Commons that “relinquishing the
freedom to breed™ (Hardin 1995: 338) would be an effective means to averting global
ruin. According to Hardin limiting the growth of the population does not impinge on
fundamental human freedoms, rather it is “the only way we can preserve and nurture other
and more previous freedoms™ (Hardin 1995: 338). However, the Universal Declaration of
Huan Rights, Article 16, states that all men and women have the right to marry and to
found a family. Thus, limiting the number of children per family can be argued to run
couter to the notion of reproductive freedom as a human rigat. Furthermore, since the
environmental crisis is a result of a host of interconnected factors such as population, rate
of consumption, pollution, deforestation, nuclear waste and the extinction of species, to
name but a few, a solution to the environmental crisis needs ‘o be systemic rather than
reductive (Merchant 1992: 32).

" These statistics do not account for the use of biomass in the production of energy, which
provides about 15% of the world’s energy. Other sources of energy such as solar power,

ocean power, geothermal power and wind power are also not accounted for (Meyers
1994:97).
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natural habitats leads to the disappearance of the creatures that depend upon them
for survival Increased demands for energy have led to dwindling supplies of these
natural resources, forcing developed countries to travel further afield in an attempt
to locate new sources. This often has disastrous consequences, as oil-bearing ships
occasionally loose their cargo, thereby polluting the oceans - not only
contaminating the fish that many of us eat, but also other marine life and their

habitats. A recent local example is the sinking of the oil tanker 7reasure off the

southern Cape coast in June 2000

The production of energy from burning fossil fuels has its own negative
consequences. The earth’s temperature is governed by what is known as the
greenhouse effect. Naturally occurring carbon dioxide, in a concentration of about
0,03 percent, and methane in the earth’s atmosphere form a blanket of gases,
trapping heat energy radiating out from the earth (Baarschers 1996: 111). This
operates very much like the glass panes of a greenhouse. letting the sun’s warmth
in and keeping it in. The degiee of the earth’s greerhouse effect is directly
deter mined by the amount of greenhouse gases occu ring in the atmosphere.
Increasing quantities of carbon dioxide emissions occurrig in the atmosphere, as a
result of the burning of fossil fuels, contribute to an increase in greenhouse gases,
causing an increase in the earth’s temperature. Due to extraneous variables
calculating the potential development of the greenhouse effect is difficult.
However, the general consensus within the scientific community is that global
warming is a reality (Baarschers 1996: 127) As a result it is estimated that there
will be dramatic changes in the global ecosystem: severe inland droughts, resultant
food shortage, coastal flooding, mass extinction of species, and increased pollution
in overheated cities. Conversely, it is also predicted that plant life will thrive due

to increased carbon dioxide levels.

Other pollutants, such as sulphur and nitrogen that are released through the
burning of fossil fuels form acidic chemicals through a process of oxidation. These

collect in the atmosphere and are deposited back to Earth via various forms of
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precipitation - acid rain 'This water Nnds s way 1o the natural Busties of water,
and increases the levels of acidity. While not directly dangerous to humans, there
are some aquatic life forms that cannot tolerate high acidic levels (Baarschers
1996: 147). Not only are bodies of water affected, the decimation of vegetation has
been attributed to acid rain. ““laken together, coal-fired power plants and
automobiles put more acidic chemicals into the lower atmosphere than natural
compensating mechanisms can handle™ (Baarschers 1996: 128). Some contest this,
claiming that natural quantities of acidic producing substances “are so enormous
that the impact of the human contribution is questionable” (Baarschers 1996: 128).
However, while volcanic and naturally occurring electrical activity have been
linked to the natural formation of acidic chemicals, localised damage to vegetation

and fresh water fish populations cannot as easily be explained.

Finite fossil fuel resources and high carbon dioxide enissions make the use of
hydroelectric power clearly advantageous. Kinetic eneryy of falling and flowing
rivers has been used since as early as the 1700s. Today fa'ling water is used to turn
turbines, which drive generators producing electricity, a seemingly
environmentally friendly energy source. They are able to operate at full power
95% of the time, compared to 55% for nuclear plants and 65% for coal plants, and
have life spans two to ten times those of coal and nuclear plants (Miller 1988:
302). Unfortunately naturally occurring falling water seldom has the required
velocity. Dams therefore have to be built to contain larger volumes of water,
thereby increasing the water force. People living in close proximity to the
proposed dam site have to be relocated. As a consequent of the flooding process
they are deprived of farmlands, thereby resulting in a loss of livelihood. Flooded
land drowns vegetation, which decomposes to produce methane, another effective
greenhouse gas, thereby adding to the greenhouse effect. Furthermore, the
construction of dams entails the destruction of ecosystems and the animals that
live in them - not only in the area where the dam is built, but also down the entire

watershed of the river below the dam. Each year mature salmon swim back to their



hatching streams to spawn. Dams interrupt the water flow and make this journey

impossible. Failing to reach their spawning grounds they do not procreate

Nuclear power plants were developed in an attempt to provide a clean, reliable and
cheap energy source for the future. The process occurs as unstable isotopes of
uranium decay in the reactor core (Simpson 1990: 40). Energy is released and
converted to high-temperature heat in a nuclear fission chain reaction (Milles
1988: 273). This heat is used to generate steam, which drives a turbine, which in
turn drives a generator to produce electricity. All reactors have a coolant that
circulates through the reactor core, removing excess heat (o prevent the fuel rods

from melting (Miller 1988: 273)

Although there are many safely features, it is possible for a nuclear reactor to
suffe” a “meltdown’ * This is one threat nuclear energy poses to the environment.
Techrical malfunction or a loss of coolant can lead to the central reactor core
overheating and melting the concrete and steel shields that surround the reactor
vessel. Radioactive materials are then able to leak intc the ground or into the
immediate atmosphere in extremely concentrated amounts. The accumulation of
radioactive materials in the environment contaminates the air that we breathe, the
water that we drink and the food that we eat, not to mention the damage done to
the non-human world. It is estimated that the cloud of radioactive materials that
could be released in an accident like this could kill over ten thousand people and

contaminate the environment with radioactive isotopes for over a thousand years
(Miller 1988: 275).

An effect of the nuclear process is iodising radiation, which is highly dangerous
and when “interacting with the body tissues can result in cells that carry DNA

abnormalities and hence a predisposition to cancer and hereditary defects”

*Thiee of the most talked about nuclear accidents are the 1979 Three Mile Island accident
in Aunerica, the 1986 Chemobyl accident in Russia, and the 1999 Tokaimura accident in

Japan.



(Simpson 1990:40). 1t is difficult to assess the health effects of human exposure to
low levels of man-made radiation, due to extraneous variables such as smoking
and vehicle emissions. Furthermore, “the body’s natural immune system is able to
withstand moderate doses of radiation from natural and man-made sources”
(Simpson 1990:11). Still, the problem is that neither the human body, nor any

organic body is able to withstand high levels of radiation.

Furthermore, there is the problem of nuclear waste. A 1000-megawatt reactor
produces a two cubic meter volume of radioactive waste annually (Simpson
1990:49).% Countries utilising this type of power are faced with the task of storing
this waste. “The time it takes 50% of the particles of a radioactive element to
decay is termed its ‘half-life’. Exponential decay occurs randomly at each
subsequent half-life of any atom at a constant 50% (Simpson 1990:48). Some of
the waste from the nuclear process has a half-life of a few minutes, whercas
Uranium 238 has a half-life of 4.47 billion years. This creates a problem of
storage, as the prevention of accidental release needs to be made over periods
ranging from one thousand years to as much as five billion (Simpson 1990:48).
This is problematic as there is still “no widely agreed upon scientific solution to
how high level radioactive wastes can be stored safely for the 10 000 years
currently required by EPA regulations™ (Miller 1988 279) Despite this, the
nuclear industry has a relatively admirable safety record in comparison to other

methods of energy production (Baarschers 1996: 113).

This does little to curb fear of nuclear power, for one¢ pound of plutonium is
potentially enough to ensure that every human on the planet will get cancer. With
well over 400 nuclear power plants world wide, many in politically unstable
countries on the verge of war. we have every reason to fear the worst. Added to the

threat of war is the recent spate of terrorist attacks on the USA. It remains an ever-

% It is estimated that an accumulated total of 84 000 tonnes of radioactive waste had been

produced by 1990 (Meyers 1994: 123)



present possibility that terrorists could change their tactics fiom crashing planes
into buildings and sending poison via the mailing system to detonating nuclear

bombs

The energy crisis is far from being solved. Estimates place energy demands in the
midcle of the twenty-first century at four times its present level (Baarschers 1996
123). Because of the slow development of ‘soft’ energy technologies, wind and
solar. this will place a significant strain on the world’s available resources of fossil
fuels. Combined with international pressure to reduce carbon dioxide levels®,

nuclear energy appears to be the only option available to s at this point.

All living beings are dependent upon the earth for their survival. The primary
natural systems - air, water, soil - make the existence of life possible. The earth’s
atmosphere is composed of slightly less than 80% nitrogen, and slightly more than
20% oxygen. A collection of water vapour, carbon dioxide, methane, argon,
helium, and other trace gases complete the 100% (Baarschers 1996: 125). The
composition of the atmosphere is maintained in a state of dynamic equilibrium by

the complex and diverse array of life on this planet.

Human activity during the last few hundred years hLas begun to affect the
composition of the air. Industrialisation, powered by the large-scale combustion of
organic materials, has resulted in an estimated increase ir carbon dioxide levels by
26% from the 1800s (Baarschers 1996: 125). As described above, the combustion
of fossil fuels produces carbon dioxide, contributing to the greenhouse effect.
Other gases are also increasing - the methane conceniration has doubled and
nitrcus oxide has increased by an alarming 8% (Baarschers 1996: 125).
Chlerofluorocarbon (CFC), now banned, is a synthetic gas with stable properties.

This made it commonly used in industrial applications, refrigeration, aerosol cans

“ Delegates from 180 nations met in Bonn in 2001 to sign the Kyoto Protocol. This treaty
marks a commitment to reduce the production of greenhouse gases. America, the biggest

producer of carbon dioxide, refused to sign.
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and Styrofoam containers. Fxtending seven to thirty miles above the earth is a
layer of the earth’s atmosphere known as the stratosphere. An important
component of the stratosphere is ozone, which shields the earth from the sun’s
harmful ultra violet rays. CFCs drifted up to the stratosphere and broke down the
ozone molecules, As a result ozone levels have been depleted, leading to increases
in ultra violet ray penetration. This correlates with increases in skin cancer,
diseases of the immune system, and considerable damage to food crops

Air can be classified as polluted when chemicals build up to the point of causing
harm to humans, animals, vegetation or materials (Miller 1988: 319). Air pollution
occurs both at local and global levels. Ozone depletion in the stratosphere and
increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide are global issues, and are both the result
of industrialisation, closely linked with the consumption of energy (Baarschers
1996: 131). These present problems that affect the entire planet. l.ocal air pollution
occurs when pollutants released near the planet’s surface react with one another or
with oxygen These remain airborne but localised, appearing as smog in busy city
centres. Vehicle exhaust emissions. nitrogen dioxide from combustion, evaporated
petroleum produects, and dust from industrial processes all form a part of the soup
that shrouds our cities. This form of air pollution, potentially hazardous to the

population within that localised area. is correlated with severe respiratory

problems.

The existence of life is also dependent on the presence of water. While three
quarters of this planet is covered with water, only about one hundredth of a percent
is fresh water (Baarschers 1996: 143). Water exists in ‘compartments’ in the
biosphere: groundwater, comprising the water in the cracks between layers of
rock: surface water, made up of rivers, lakes and the oceans; and the atmosphere,
containing water vapour. Water is not static. Surface vater evaporates into the
atmosphere where it condenses and returns to the earth via various forms of
precipitation, so that it joins once again with surface water, and seeps through
cracks and crevices to mix with groundwater Continuously travelling, sometimes

as liquid, sometimes as vapour, water forms a major coraponent of the biosphere
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(Baarschers 1996° 143). Essential for survival, fresh water brings necessary

chemicals into organic systems, and flushes unwanted chemicals out.

The increasing human population is placing heavy demands on available water
resources (Baarschers 1996: 145). Not all of this is required for human
consumption; industry also uses large volumes of fresh water in boilers, cooling
machinery and the production processes itself. An approximate 250 tons of water
is required to make a ton of paper, and as much as 4400 tons of fresh water to
make a ton of steel (Marshall 1974: 74). Water used in industry becomes
contaminated with chemicals and dirt. In the past, spent water, called effluent, was
simply returned to its source in the hope that the pollutants would be diluted.
Natural bodies ol water do have the ability to break down complex molecules into
simple substances (Baarschers 1996: 149). However, increzsing quantities of
effluent overtax this capacity, resulting in water pollution. Fortunately, in the
developed world advances in analytic chemistry have led to considerable changes
in attitudes and practices, resulting in a decrease in the dumping of effluent. This,
however, has not ended the problem ol water pollution because this form of
pollution continues in less developed countries and air borne pollutants also

contaminate water supplies, as discussed in the section on acid rain.

With ever-increasing population numbers comes a high demand for food, which
has resulted in a booming farming industry. High population numbers demand
high crop yields, which translate into big profits for corporations. Traditional
farming techniques of crop rotation are unable to meet the demands of quantity or
profit, and have largely been replaced by single crop farming, allowing for
specialisation. Lirigation in agriculture utilises three quarters of all fresh water
drawn from the ecarth (Baarschers 1996: 145). The agricultural industry uses
fertilisers to replace depleted soil minerals. The presence of large quantities of
organic fertiliser, in the form of caltle manure, releases ammonia, a source of air
pollution, while manure components filter into the groundv/ater causing water

pollution problems (Baarschers 1996: 148). Fertiliser contains nitrates, which are
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highly soluble and thus dissolve quickly into ground water. While not potentially
harmful to adults, high nitrate levels above 10 ppm have been known to cause
methemoglobenia, a condition in infants that reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity

of their blood. A slow asphyxiation is the result (Baarschers 1996: 155).

Mass planting of single crops has given rise to increased ins:ct populations. This
has led to the development and use of pesticides. While pesticides were designed
to poison the insects, they had unforeseeable consequences resulting in the
sterilisation of the soil, contamination of groundwater, depletion of wildlife
populations, and the encouragement of resistant pests (Simpson 1990:72).
Depending on the amounts, pesticides such as DDT, dieldrin and aldrin can have
serious allects on both human and animal health (Baarschers 1996: 148). While
some pesticides are insoluble, and therefore do not pose a real threat to the
contamination of our water supplies, many of them are soluble. This is where the
problem lies, for treatment procedures are complicated and often expensive,
Despite their wide-spread use, “most (synthetic) pesticide programmes have been
decided failures in meeting long term pest control objectives and exact a high

ecological cost™ (Simpson 1990:72).

“Despite its importance in providing us with food ... soil has been one of the most
abused resources” (Miller 1988: 140) It forms the foundation of all terrestrial
communities, and plays an essential role in the decomposition of organic matter
and the return of minerals in the nutrient cycle. Healthy soil is a complex mixture
of inorgaric minerals, decaying organic matter, water, air, insects, bacteria and
other micro-organisms (Smith 1986: 154).7 It is an ecosystem in itself, and
provides the nutrients necessary for plant life, which, directly or indirectly, provide

food for humans and other animals (Miller 1988: 140).

’ One hectare of soil may contain 300 million insects; while 30 grams of soil can contain
in the region of one million bacteria, 100 000 yeast cells and 50 000 bits of fungus
mycelium (Meyers 1994: 22).

14



Modern agrienltural practices overburden the soil © Continuous planting of the
same crop leads to a draining of the soil’s nutrients and minzrals, leaving it barren
Unable to meet the increasing yield demands. the soil is fec with fertilisers. These
are of the organic and inorganic variety. Organic fertilisers are of three types:
animal manure, green manure and compost. These are useful in restoring soil
structure, increasing organic nitrogen content, and stimulating the growth and
reproduction of bacteria. Their application, however, is costly as large quantities
need to be used, involving transportation and storage. As a result inorganic
fertilisers have become increasingly popular as they introduce high levels of
nitrates into the soil thereby increasing the yield at a portion of the cost. Excessive
applications of chemical fertilisers, however diminishes the ability of the soil to
hold water and thus accelerates erosion. Added to this is the eutrophication of lake
and river systems, leading to the loss of fish and wildlife populations (Simpson
1990:71). There is difficulty in measuring the degree of soil contamination
because the effects of pollution on soil functions and soi! organisms, uptake by

plants, and passage to groundwater, can be delayed or indirect (Simpson 1990:71).

Agriculture, logging, construction, mining, deforestation for the cattle industry and
other human activities that remove plant cover accelerate the rate at which soil
erodes. Plant roots protect the soil from excessive erosior. Exposed, bare soil is
easily washed away with the rains. It is estimated that the amount of topsoil that is
lost each year would fill a train of freight cars long enough to circle the planet 150
times (Miller 1988: 147). Valuable topsoil is lost, leaving bare, barren ground.
Excessive erosion not only reduces the fertility of the soil, but “the resulting
sediment also clogs irrigation ditches, navigable waterways, and reservoirs used to

generate electric power and provide drinking water for urban areas™ (Miller 1988:
146).

¥ 2.5 cm of topsoil can take anything from 100 — 2 500 years to form. The same quantity
of soil van be destroyed in as little as 10 years (Meyers 1994: 37



There is no denying the usefulness and value of chemical products. Fortunately,
the negative consequences associated with chemical use have been recognised,
with the better management of chemical use and disposal becoming a common
objective of industry. the scientific community and the regulatory authorities
(Simpson 1990:68) This however does not diminish the fact that “the most
devastating accidents in industrial history have resulted from the loss of
containment of chemicals, either in their transportation or their processing”
(Simpson 1990:68) The accidental release of chemicals in the manufacturing and
processing stages have led to the mass poisoning of both humans and wildlife,

resulting in generations of chronic ill-health (Simpson 1990:69).

The United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) estimated that the total
world production of organic chemicals was 250 million tons annually, in 1990
This figure was predicted to double over the next (Iecadé (Simpson 1990:70). This
information, together with the knowledge that matter canno' be destroyed, but that
it merely reforms or degrades, has made “the intentional, incidental, or accidental
release of chemicals ... (the) primary foci of environmental concern™ (Simpson
1990:69). As a result, strict international standards govern the creation,

transportation and use of these products.

Unfortunately, the Third World is one of the largest users of farming chemicals,
pesticides and fertilisers. A major problem is that the high standards and
restrictions current in the First World are either unknown or neglected in many of
these countries, leading to the misuse of pesticides and other chemicals designed
for agricultural purposes. This leads to water pollution, air pollution and the poor
containment of hazardous chemicals (Simpson 1990: 74). Most of the legislation
and controls put into place to protect humanity and the environment are not
applied in these countries as the “hand-to-mouth subsistence needs of Third World
peoples tends to overshadow the perceived conflicts with environmental

considerations” (Simpson 1990: 75).



The resources of the planet - air, water, and soil - are finite. As the human
population increases so do the demands for energy and food These increased
demands exert a strain on the planet’s systems in the form of overuse and
pollution. ” Stopping the abuse and pollution of the planet’s systems is a difficult
task because there is no one factor that is responsible. Rather it is a cumulative

effect of a whole host of factors, which are ultimately a product of our lifestyle and

outlook,

According to an ecological view of the world, the planet as a whole is a closed
system.'” Atmospheric temperature, chemical composition and even the formation
of the Earth’s crust are a result of a homeostatic balance. Homeostasis is the self-
regulating mechanism of a system that executes and monitors events essential to
the existence of that system, ensuring that the system maintains a steady state
(Smith 1986: 72). 1t is possible that the exponential growth of the human
population, increased demands for energy and food. together with a host of other
factors such the testing of nuclear weapons, the excessive extinction of species''
and the decimation of rain forests'?, to name but a few, could place a significant

strain on the environment that could ultimately lead to changes in the overall

? Garrett Hardin argues in his essay Lifehoat Fthics: The Case Against Helping the Poor
that because the resources of the planet are finite access to them should be restricted

(Hardin 1998: 444). In his opinion only developed countries should have access to them,
to the detriment of poorer undeveloped countries. Ironically, it is the developed countries

that consume much of the resources and create huge quantities of pollution.

' A closed system “is one in which energy but not matter is exchanged between the

system and the environment™ (Smith 1986: 73).
"' It is estimated that 50 —100 species disappear every day (Meyers 1994: 154).

"> Approximately 18 million hectares of tropical forests are destroyed each year (Mevers
1904: 38),



global envitonment " ‘This is cause (Or concern, fur “the most serious potential
consequence of global environmental change is the erosion of Earth’s life-support
system’ (McMichael 1993: xiii). This places living organisms in a tenuous
position for they are entirely dependent upon the physical and biological
envitonment. This includes humanity, for we are not separate beings living apart

from nature, but rather form part of the intricate web of life (Merchant 1992: 1)

To summarise the main claims of this chapter, a host of factors are collectively
placing a huge burden on the planet’s natural capacities and capabilities.
Problematically, these factors are not independent of one another, but rather are
linked together in a complex web of mutual reinforcement. Given the current
course of action of the developing world, there is no doubt that at some point in
the future the cumulative effect of these factors will overburden the environment
and destroy large parts of it. Because of this. life on this planet hangs in a

precarious balance. '

We cannot do much about the damage already caused. However, we should not
accept that nothing could be done about the future. “The very fact that we have
awakened to all of this is ... a sign of progress” (Weston 1999: 47), as no problem

can be solved without first having an awareness of the problem. Purposive action

" For further information refer to James Lovelock’s Gaia, A New Look at Life on Farth
1087. Oxford.

"* Objections may be raised that this is an alarmist position. Environmental disasters have
occurred in the past and the world has righted itself. However, such disasters have been
natural and unavoidable, whereas the current crisis, which could spell a disruption of the
world’s natural systems, is entirely at the hands of humanity. We are collectively acting in
ways that contribute to and compound the problem. This makes the current environmental
crisis a matter of moral concemn. In addition, Anthony Weston, in An Invitation to
Environmental Ethics, says “rather than requiring proof that our present course is
disastrous before we change it, ... we ought to require proof that it is nor disastrous before

we embark on it” (Weston 1999: 51).



could clicht purposive chanpe Weo have the approatunily (o avert the pasaibile
danger and destiuction that lies ahead This signifies that we are at a turning point
regarding our environmental sitnation, one in which, through exploring alternative
solutions, we can take the initiative to address environmental issues in meaningful
and useful ways. 1t is along these lines that we can understand the concept of an
envitonmental crisis, a time both of danger, destruction ad loss. as well as a time

of assessment, innovation and transformation
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2

An Invitation to Ethics

In Chapter One 1 argued that we are currently facing an environmental crisis
Science and environmental policy are the most commonly accepted options to
dealing with this crisis. While each has a significant coniibution to make, 1 will
argue that overemphasis on either option could easily compound the problem.
Furtheymore, it is short-sighted to restrict the burden of responsibility to the
scientific community and governmental bodies since the environmental crisis is a
consequence of collective human action. Accordingly, if we wish to adequately

address the environmental crisis we must amend those actions that are destructive

to the environment.

In order to facilitate a change in our actions we will need to question some
fundamental human values since our actions are largely informed by our value
systems. This highlights the importance of ethics in relation to the environmental
situation. There are three main approaches to ethical theory — the teleological, the
utilitarian and the deontological. T will argue that they are, for the most part,

form_lated and applied in anthropocentric ways.

It is my contention that an anthropocentric value system is inadequate to

effectively deal with the environmental crisis.

Given the magnitude of the environmental crisis and the potential threat it poses to
life or this planet, a ‘wait and see’ attitude is clearly not an option. One popular
suggestion is to turn to applied science, which helps provide adequate material
needs for everyone and also extends the richness of our non-material lives.
Because it plays such an important and socially prominent role, it constitutes a
major element of the ‘cultural filter’ through which Western society views the

environment (Pepper 1996: 240).
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The tleology of classical science, which is still very dominant, has developed into
a dualist paradigm in which the scientific observer is separate and distinet from her
observations. This has contributed to a conception of the world as consisting of
independent material objects, each having independent properties; with the
behaviour of the whole explainable by the behaviour of its constituent parts.
Nature is viewed as separate from humanity, machinelike and reducible to basic
components, which can be objectively known and predicted.”” For many people
this science represents the most ‘respectable’ way to know nature and the source

of absolute “truths” on which to base decisions.

The dimensions of environmental issues are seldom, if ever, restricted to the
specific parameters of any one discipline (Des Jardins 1997:5). Moreover, most
major issues facing humanity, e.g. the population problem, the energy crisis and
the pollution of the primary natural systems, stretch beyond being mere scientific
probiems, involving as they do, society. politics, law, human rights, economics,
etc. Covering such a broad spectrum, it is evident that science, widely
distinguished by the compartmentalisation of knowledg:, cannot deliver absolute
know'edge on global issues (McMichael 1993: 326). v'he task of assessing the
impacts of ecological imbalances and disruptions on human and other life forms
entails significantly more than the classical scientific paradigm of hypothesis
formation, data collection and data analysis. Leaving environmental problems in
the hands of science would, therefore, effectively result in a narrow understanding
of them, and by correlation limited, short-sighted solutions to them. Furthermore,
the classical science ideology asserts that “scientific knowledge equals power over
nature” (Pepper 1996: 240), and that the manipulation of nature can be used for
social progress. This has resulted in science being used in many modern
developments, of which some are exerting a negative impact on the environment
(inorganic fertilisers, pesticides, industrial processes, nuclear energy and nuclear

arms, to name but a few). In the light of this, science should not be viewed as the

" The systems view, mentioned in Chapter One, represents an altemnative to this outlook.
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ultimate source of hope for the future, and clearly chould not be given full

responsibility for addressing the environmental crisis.

Fortunately paradigm shifts  are occurring  within  the field. Classical
understandings of the world consisting of ‘independent particles” are being
reassessed, and replaced by a more holistic and ecologically informed
understanding that all things are inseparable from the greater whole that is the
universe (Pepper 1996: 247) In this sense some current scientific trends can be

useful in developing a more encompassing understanding of the environment.

Another commonly accepted option for dealing with the crisis at hand is that of
environmenial policy, legislation, and regulation, which, if correctly implemented,
monitored and adhered to, can prevent environmental pollution and improve the
general quality of the environment (Merchant 1992: 26) Headway is being made

. . s . . . 16
with policies addressing environmental issues at both local and global levels.

The close association that exists between population growth and the other
environmental issues, as discussed in Chapter One, makes it apparent that one of
the most important policies would be to curb population growth. This would entail
a stabilisation of human numbers with a gradual levelling out at a lower figure at
some point in the future (Marshall 1974: 137). Unfortunately individual
governments have largely been reluctant to formulate such policies. Due to the
delicate nature of the topic, it would be politically suicidal to include such policy

recommendations in a party manifesto.

'® Section 24 of the South African Bill of Rights protects the environment for the benefit
of present and future citizens. In addition, there is the National Environmental
Management Act 107 of 1998, the Land Reform Programme of 1998 and the White Paper
on Bio-diversity Conservation. Intemationally there are Clean Air Acts, Water Resource

Acts, Noise Abatement Acts, etc.

22



Policies on resource conservation and pollution are just as important as population
policies. Unfortunately government cannot be isolated from the economy of the
country. It therefore becomes very difficult to achieve concerted action towards
resource management and protection when most political programs seem
dedicated to increasing the prosperity of the individual voter and of the Gross
National Product (Marshall 1974, 152). Furthermore, the effective implementation
of such acts and policies ofien lies in the hands of local authorities and councils
who have the immediate needs of the community on their agenda. Generally

community  ‘growth and development® holds greater importance than

environmental concerns.

Sciertific and policy options each have distinctive roles to play in addressing the
environmental crisis. Science is a useful tool for develoj:ing an understanding of
the ccmplexity of life, while policies govern and regulate human social behaviour.
Ackrowledging that the environmental crisis is not a ¢ mple issue, but rather a
colleztion of complex and interconnecting issues, it would be unwise to assume
that either of these options. on their own, could effectively solve the current
environmental crisis. Strict reliance on either option could produce “backlashes

more serious than those they were designed to remedy” (Gruen & Jamieson 1994:
1)

Furthermore, handing over the task to science or government entails a
relinquishing of personal responsibility that will not make the problem go away.
The point is that we all act in ways that contribute to the crisis, and thus are all
responsible for what happens to the world around us. Accepting responsibility
entails not only acknowledging that our individual actions contribute to the
environmental crisis, but also that we are accountable for our actions. As such, we
should be willing to amend or change our actions in an attempt to remedy the

curre~t situation.
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Our notiona, both individually and colleatively, dopend Inigely upon what we
believe about what is good, what is right, and what is permissible (Pierce & Van
De Veer 1995: 1) Therefore we need to ask fundamental questions about what we
as human beings value, why we value the things we do. the way we should live our
lives, our place in nature, and the kind of world we want to leave behind for others
(Des Jardins 1997:5). This places our value system at the heart of the
environmental crisis. Clearly then, placing the burden of responsibility on either
science or government policy will do little to correct the situation as long as the
values informing our actions remain unchanged. We can alter our attitudes and
actions through questioning and changing our values, and in such a way we can

begin to address the problems of the environment.

Questioning our values is an invitation to efhics, the branch of philosophy that
seeks a reasoned examination of what custom tells us about how we ought to live
(Des Jardins 1997: 16). An ethic assumes that moral norms and values govern
human behaviour. It is the task of ethics to critically examine these norms. In an
effo- to provide a systematic and comprehensive gnide to human behaviour
ethical theories are formulated (Des Jardins 1997:15). These theories prescribe
moral values, explaining to whom they apply and what the entailing
responsibilities are, as well as providing a justification for those values and
responsibilities. In no way should this suggest that ethical theories can solve the
environmental crisis on their own, for “ethical and philosophical analysis done in
the abstract, ignorant of science, technology, and other relevant disciplines, will
not have much to contribute to the resolution of environmental problems™ (Des
Jardins 1997: 9). Science, legislation, and ethics need to combine forces in order to

address the crisis at hand.
Ethical theories have generally been regarded as falling into three main classes:

teleological, utilitarian, and deontological. Up to date examples of these.

recognised as useful in addressing environmental concerns, will be explored at
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length in subsequent chapters '’ The releological approach that goes back to
Aristotle (383 - 333 BCIY) recognises that all things have a telos, a specific
purpose to which they are inclined (Aristotle Physics 11, 8). Understanding the
telos allows us to understand the object or being itself. ‘Goodness’ is achieved
when an object or thing is able to fulfil its purpose or actualise its potential (Des
Jardins 1997: 22). Thomas Aquinas (1225 - 1274) further developed Aristotle’s
theory by synthesising teleology and Christian theology. All things natural were
viewed as parts of God’s divine master plan. Since God is goodness itself, and the
natural order was equated with the moral order, an undisturbed nature is good (Des

Jardins 1997: 22).

Utilitarianism is founded upon the writings of Jeremy Betham (1748 - 1832) and
John Stuart Mill (1806 - 1873). It provides an account of the good as that which
produces the greatest good for the greatest number (Des Jardins 1997 24).
According to this account an act is ethically acceptable if its consequences are
good for the greatest number of individuals, and bad if they are not There are
essentially two types of utilitarianism: hedonistic utilitarianism, and preference
utilitarianism. Bentham and Mill represent the former, recognising that pleasure or
the absence of pain is something we all desire, excluding deviants who prefer pain
or avoid pleasure. This universal acceptance makes pleasure, for the hedonistic
utilitarian, something that is objectively good (Des Jardins 1997: 25). Preference
utilitarianism, on the other hand, identifies the good as the satisfaction of our

desires.

Deontological ethics, founded mainly on the ethical writings of Immanuel Kant
(1742 - 1804), rests upon the claim that we can only be held responsible for the
things that we can control. While the consequences of our actions are largely

beyond our control, the actions themselves are not. Assuming that we are rational

' Tom Regan’s approach is distinctly deontological, Peter Singer’s approach utilitarian,

and Paul Taylor’s approach has a teleological foundation.
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beings, we act freely on the basis of our rationality and the principles that we

derive [rom it. Deontological ethics focuses on these principles and maxims, Kant
argued that we act ethically whenever these principles are rationally informed and
accepted by all other rational beings. A rational principle is one that is categorical
and universal (Des Jardins 1997: 28). Such principles have come to be discussed in
terms of rights with correlative duties. If an individual has specific moral rights,
she may claim certain treatments based on those rights, and others have a duty to

acknowledge those rights and the actions they prescribe

Fthical theories offer moral criteria in order to determine how far one should
extend moral standing. 1f an entity is recognised to have moral standing, its
interests must be taken into account when deciding what actions are permissible
(Pierce & Van De Veer 1995 7) If an entity lacks moral standing, then its well-
being and interests do not count in any morally relevant way. A value theory is
anthropocentric when it recognises the moral standing of human beings alone. '
Humans are viewed to be “valuable in and of themselves ... (while) the non-human
world is valuable only insofar as it is of value to humans™ (Fox 1990: 149).
IHumans are seen to possess intrinsic value, while all non-humans are seen to hold
only an instrumental value. Because of this, anthropocentric approaches are
commonly categorised as instrumental value theories (Fox 1990: 149). Since “the
base class of traditional Western ethics is coextensive with the class of human
beings™ (Callicott 1998. 9). in traditional Western ethics only humans are

recognised to have direct moral standing. Lacking the required qualifications for

" The term ‘anthropocentrism’ is ambiguous. It is used in a variety of ways. It is taken to
mean understanding the world from a human perspective. Furithermore, it is used to refer
to the understanding that humans are the most significant entities in the universe. As a
result of this, humans are taken to be the centre of all value. Following accepted practice
in environmental ethics, | use the term in this thesis in neither of the foregoing senses, but

to refer to the view that limits moral standing, and hence direct moral consideration, to

individual humans alone.
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ethical consideration non humans me treated as things or means to human ends,
rather than as ends in themselves (Elliot 1995: 35) Because only human interests
are taken into account, while non-human interests are entirely neglected,
anthropocentric ethical approaches have been charged with “speciesism™ (Singer

1990: 6) or “human chauvinism™ (Callicott 1998: 9)

The three classes of ethical theories (teleological, consequential and deontological)
have, for the most part. been formulated and applied in anthropocentric ways."’
While Aristotle believed that all living entities have a telos, he analysed this
further into three fundamental activities or powers of life: nutrition, sensation, and
thinking (Des Jardins 1997 21). All living entities were seen to possess the first
power, all animals the first two, but only human beings possess all three. These
three powers were arranged hierarchically, with the power to think at the apex.
thereby establishing rationality as a moral criterion. Aristotle’s teleology,
specifically favouring human beings. resulted in the view that all “animals exist
for the sake of man, ... for the use he can make of them as well as for the food that
they provide™ (Aristotle 1962: 40) Aquinas’ development of Aristotle’s teleology
did little to change the human-centred moral criterion. Animals were seen to have
no independent moral standing, it being accepted as ‘divine providence’ that
human beings have the natural world at their disposal (Pierce & Van De Veer
1995: 15).%

' There are exceptions to this generalization - The Pythagorean tradition; Empedocles of
Acrages; St. Francis of Assisi, and Jeremy Bentham all in some way recognised the place

of anirnals in moral considerations.

” The teleology of Aristotle and Aquinas was not intended to support an ethos of abuse,
since both emphasised the importance of virtues of good character. To act in a cruel or

destructive manner was not encouraged since bad actions reflected that the agent had a

bad character.
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The hedonistic form of utilitarianism identifies pleasure as an ultimate good. This
expands “the realm of moral consideration to includez all things that have the
capazily to feel pleasure and pain™ (Des Jardins 1997: 93). Accordingly sentience
becomes the moral criterion. However, this does not iecessitate that the moral
standing of all sentient creatures is acknowledged since it is compatible with the
princ.ple of utility to recognise differences in the qualit; of pleasure. This allows
for certain kinds of pleasure being more desirable and more valuable than others,
with pleasures of the intellect, feeling, imagination and moral sentiments being
placed over pleasures of physical sensation (Cooper 1998: 198). While such a
formulation does not deny that non-humans can have moral standing, its
application commonly ignores the plight of non-humans since the affairs of

humanity are assumed to be of greater significance

While Kant did not deny that animals suffer, he did deny that animals are persons.
Persons in this sense are understood as rational, antonomous beings, capable of
formulating and pursuing their own conceptions of the good [Ilis rule-based
deoniology assumed that only human beings have the ability to think rationally
and therefore have moral standing. Having interests in o'irselves as rational beings
amounted to the view that only the interests and well-being of humans count
morzlly. Accordingly, while it was wrong to use a person only as a means to fulfil
anoiher person’s end, because they should always (alsc) be recognised as being
ends in themselves, it was accepted that non-persons :ould be used to suit the

purposes of human beings.

Apart from being manifest in the formulation of traditional ethical theories,
anthropocentric assumptions hold a predominant place in the modern Western
value system. Historically, these assumptions can be traced through Western
religious, scientific and philosophical traditions. Western European civilisation,
although in many respects a post-Christian civilisation, is deeply influenced and
impregnated by Christian values (Attfield & Dell 1998:141). Pre-scientific

Christian views assumed human superiority, placing human existence at the centre
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of the universe (Fox 1990: 10), with ‘man” created in God’s image (Genesis | 20),
a frec being responsible for his own actions. The scriptures cultivated an
anthropocentric view of the world, as the Word of God instructed that we “be
fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth and subdue 1t” (Genesis 1: 28). This
has been taken as a legitimising claim for human domination over nature. In
contrast, Genesis 2° 15 puts “‘man’ into the Garden of Eden “to work it and take
care of it”. This has been interpreted to place humankind in a position of
stewardship, watching over the earth for the sake of God. Accordingly, on this
reading it was understood to be humanity’s role to look after the lL.ord’s creation,

and not to misuse it or destroy it

The advent of science largely undermined and altered this view. In line with the
thrust of scientific development of his time, Francis Bacon (1571 - 1626)
advocated scientific methodology to manipulate nature for human benefit
(Merchant 1992: 46). The experimental method of the sixteenth century was
reinforced by the mechanical philosophy of René Descartes. who saw that through
method we could “render ourselves the masters and possessors of nature”
(Haldane & Ross 1955: 119). Reduced to a clockwork machine, the natural world
was «zen as something to be controlled, repaired and manipulated in humanity’s
service. The science of Isaac Newton (1642 - 1727), resting on the assumption that
matter consists of individual parts, with the whole being merely the sum of those
parts, propagated a reductionistic view of the world where individual entities were
seen to be independent of their context. These have culminated in a mechanistic
view of a world, still dominant in the sciences today, in which nature, inert and

dead, is seen to exist entirely for the fulfilment of human needs (Merchant 1992:
41,57).

Anthropocentrism, interwoven into Western intellectual development, extends
beyond the realm of science to be the “single deepest and most persistent
assumption of all the dominant Western philosophical, social, and political

traditions since the time of the classical Greeks” (Fox 1990: 9)
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Fox identifies three broad approaches to the environment arising out of
anthropocentric assumptions, which in reality are not distinct and separate, but
occur in a variety of combinations. The expansionist approach is characterised by
the recognition that nature has a purely instrumental value to humans. This value is
accessed through the physical transformation of the non-human natural world, by
farming, mining, damming etc. Such practices create an economic value, which
tends to “equate the physical transformation of ‘resources’ with economic growth”
(Fox 1990: 152). Legitimising continuous expansion and exploitation, this
approach relies on the idea that there is an unending supply of resources. The
conservationist approach, like the first, recognises the economic value of natural
resouices through their physical transformation, while al the same time accepting
the fact that there are limits to these resources It therefore emphasises the
importance of conserving natural resources, while prioritising the importance of
developing the non-human natural world in the quest for financial gain. The
preservationist approach differs from the first two in that it recognises the
enjoyment and aesthetic enrichment human beings receive from an undisturbed
natural world. Focusing on the psychical nourishment value of the non-human
natural world, this approach stresses the importance of preserving resources in

their natural states.

An anthropocentric outlook informs all three approaches. This results in a one-
sided understanding of the human-nature relationship. Humans are tavoured as
inherently valuable, while the non-human natural world counts only in terms of its
use value to human beings. As such, the lives of individual human beings are
recognised to have direct moral worth, while the moral consideration of non-
human entities is entirely contingent upon the interests of human individuals
(Pierce & Van De Veer 1995: 9). As a result, nature is understood to have a
singular role of serving humanity, while humanity is understood to have no
obligations toward nature. The expansionist and conservationist approaches
recognise an economic value, while the preservationist approach recognises a

hedonistic, spiritual, or aesthetic value They accept, without challenge, the
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assumpltion that the value of the non-human natural world is entirely dependent on
human needs and interests. As a consequence, human duties retain a purely human
focus. thereby avoiding the possibility that humans may have duties that extend to
non-humans. This can lead to viewing the non-human world, devoid of direct
moral consideration, as a mere resource with a purely instrumental value of
servitude, giving rise to a principle of ‘total use’, which sees every natural area in

terms of its potential cultivation value. to be used for human ends (Zimmerman

1998: 19)

It could be argued that there is essentially nothing wrong with an anthropocentric
outlook, since it is natural, even instinctual, to favour one’s self and species over
and above all other forms of life. However, it is problematic in that such
perceptions influence our actions and dealings with he world. Limiting moral
consideration to human beings has provided a rationale for the exploitation of the
natural world to the extent that the well-being of life on this planet is threatened,
making the continuance of a huge proportion of existing life forms “tenuous if not
improbable™ (Elliot 1995: 1). As such, | argue that an anthropocentric outlook has

been largely responsible for the present environmental crisis (Des Jardins 1997

93).

The philosophical discipline of ethics was said to critically examine the values that
guide our behaviour. Humanity has the capacity to transform and degrade the
environment. Given the consequences inherent in having such capacities, “the
need for a coherent, comprehensive, rationally persuasive environmental ethic is
imperative” (Pierce & Van De Veer 1995: 2). The purpose of an environmental
ethic would be to provide a rational basis from which to decide how we ought and

ought not to treat the environment.

The environment was defined, in the previous chapter, as the world in which we
are enveloped and immersed. This includes both indiviiual living creatures, such

as plants and animals, and non-living, non-individual entities, such as rivers and

31



occans, forests and velds. This vast and all-inclusive sphere shall, for conceptual

clarity, be referred to as the greater enviromment

In order to account for the moral relations that exist between humans and the
greater environment, an enviionmental ethic should have a significantly wide
range of focus. Anthropocentric approaches do not entertain the notion that non-
human entities can have values independent of human needs and interests. Because
of this, it could be argued that anthropocentric approaches are not encompassing

enough.

In opposition, Norton argues that a weak anthropocentric approach, which
emphasises the importance of “objective’ humanistic ideals. is sufficient to protect
the greater environment, Because such an approach extends moral concern beyond
the immediate subjective interests of the individual to include the broader interests
of the entire human species, it can provide “a basis for eriticism of value systems
which are purely exploitative of nature™ (Norton 1995: 184). | agree with Norton.
Taking the collective interests of the human species into account and
acknowledging that its existence is entirely dependent upon the proper functioning
of the natural world will indeed take a much broader range of entities, both
individuals and collectives, into account when making moral decisions. However,
because weak anthropocentrism makes the continuation of human life an ultimate
ethical goal, it would not extend direct moral consideration to the greater
environment. Rather, it would indirectly consider only those resources, individuals
and systems that are relevant to the continuation of the human species.
Considering that there are fair portions of entities that are irrelevant to the
continuation of human life a weak anthropocentric approach, while being

significantly more inclusive than the dominant anthropocentric approach, is not

encompassing enough '

*! Norton's approach is by far the most progressive account of an anthropocentric

environmental ethic that I have encountered. However, admitting this does not impinge on
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In addition. because an ethic is a system of guidance it should also have specilic
outcomes toward which it directs its focus. Because of the newness of this area,
the objectives of an environmental ethic can only be alluded to, however it would
be fair to say that an environmental ethic should aim to ensure the protection and
maintenance of the greater environment_ It is clear that the expansionist approach,
which is primarily concerned with the transformation of nature for economic
return, does not meet these goals. Neither does the conservationist approach,
which is similar to the expansionist approach. The preservationist approach does in
principle satisly this requirement. However, this is problematic for such
preservation is based upon the needs and interests of humans, and “as human
interests and needs change, so too would human uses for the environment™ (Des
Jardins 1997: 129). Non-human entities, held captive by the needs and interests of

humans, are open to whatever fancies the interests of humans.

In light of the above, I argue that an anthropocentric value system is not adequate
_ g . 2 3 g . 22 A
to the task of developing a comprehensive environmenta! ethic.”” It is fair to say
that the success of the environmental movement is largely “a result of the power of
anthropocentric arguments, for the general population tegan to realise that the
degradation of the natural environment would have sc¢rious consequences for
human health, safety, and survival” (Katz 1999: 37R). However, this is insufficient
when regarding the development of an environmental ethic, for the awareness

raised by anthropocentric arguments is restricted to the consequences affecting

my argument, for Norton’s account is essentially non-individualistic and I am arguing for

the inadequacy of anthropocentric approaches that are distinctively individualistic.

**This is an extremely controversial claim, which will not be explored further in this
paper. To do so would sidetrack me from the focus of this dissertation. The main reason
for arguing for the inadequacy of an anthropocentric approach is to provide an

introduction to the development of non-anthropocentric ethical spproaches.



humans alone. Clearly a wider and more encompassing cthic is required, one

H s,
which extends moral concern heyond human boundaries ”'

Intrinsic value theories offer a reasonable alternativ: to instrumental value
theories. While instrumental value theories limit moral value to humans alone,
intrinsic value theories maintain that in addition to humans there are at least some
non-humans that have a moral value. Such a value is independent of any use or
benefit that humans may derive from them (Des Jardins 1997:129) Initial attempts
at constructing intrinsic value theories saw the reformulation of traditional ethical
theories (teleological, utilitarian and deontological). Departing from mainstream
ethical assumptions, they extended the moral criterion beyond restrictive human
capacities to include ‘conscious awareness’ - animal rights champion Tom Regan;
‘sentience’ - animal liberationist Peter Singer; and the ‘good’ of all living things -
biocentric ethicist Paul Taylor. In this sense they are referred to as extensionist
theories, widening the circle of moral standing to include higher order animals, for
Rega; particularly human oppressed sentient animals used in the commercial food

industry, for Singer; to all wild living beings, for Taylor.
It is the task of subsequent chapters to explore these widely recognised

extensionist theories in an attempt to see whether they provide an adequate basis

for the development of an environmental ethic.

™ Contrary to the views of some, a non-anthropocentric approach need not entail a

misanthropic outlook.
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Tom Regan: Morally Considering Self-Aware Beings

Tom Regan is professor of philosophy at North Carolina State University. FHe has
won the Ganghi Award for Outslanding Contributions to the Animal Rights
Movement and the Joseph Wood Krutch Medal from the Humane Society of the
United States. He is a prolific writer on the subject of animal’s rights. In 7he Case
Jor Anirial Rights he puts forward the case that, like humans, some animals have
moral rights and hence deserve moral consideration and corresponding moral

treatment.

Regan begins from the assumption that humans have a mental life (Regan
1988:18). In having a mental life, we are aware of the world around us and hence
of actions that affect us. Such awareness warrants restrictions to these actions, and
these restrictions manifest themselves in the form of moral theories. While
different moral theories postulate different interpretations of this understanding, all
traditional approaches share the common assumption that this mental life is
restricted to human beings, and hence morality and moral reasoning have a
meaningful place only when referring to affairs concerning humanity. Regan
argues that some animals are not only conscious and sentient, but also have beliefs
and desires, can make choices of preference, are capable of intentional action and
are autonomous beings that have emotional lives. In light of this, Regan argues
that arumal consciousness is sufficiently complex to establish the claim that some
conscious animals have an interest in their welfare. This is the keystone to Regan’s
argumert. If human beings deserve moral treatment because of their mental
faculties and if some animals have similar mental faculties, then some animals
deserve moral treatment. Accepting that some animals have certain basic moral

rights requires that we make radical changes in the ways that we treat them (Regan
1988 xit).
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A thorough exposition of Regan’s work will provide a foundation from which a

critique can be constructed.

Regan’s first step is to argue that some animals are conscious. Exploring the
position of Descartes, who argued that animals lack consciousness in that they are
incapable of thought (Regan 1988: 3), Regan acknowledges that there is no one
reason which on its own attributes consciousness in animals. Therefore he presents
a coliection of reasons titled “the Cumulative Argument for Animal
Consciousness™ (Regan 1988 25) The first reason appeals to the widespread
common belief that certain animals are conscious. This is not an attempt to
fallaciously appeal to popularity, nor is Regan attempting to appeal to common
sense in order to guarantee the acceptability of his claim. Rather, he places the
burden of proofl onto those who would deny his position, leaving it to the dissenter
to supply adequate reasons as to why the common sense view is misguided. A
second reason Regan offers to attribute consciousness to some animals is that
ordinary language is not distorted when talking of the mental life of animals. It
does not seem at all odd to talk of a happy pig, but to say that a roll of toilet paper
is content clearly strains the use of common language. In an attempt to avoid
anthrovomorphism an experiment was undertaken by D. O. Hebb, who sought to
replace ordinary language with an objective and non-mentalistic vocabulary when
describing animals. General meaning and understanding for the experimenters
decreased. While this does not show that animals have a mental life, it does
suggest that there is no good reason why we should not talk of animals having a
mental life. A rhird reason is a response to the view that humans are different to all
other animals in that they have a soul. Regan’s position is that attributing
consciousness to some animals is in no way an attempt to imply that they have an
immortal soul. As far as he is concerned, animals can be conscious without a soul,
and thus such a claim can be made independent from religious justification. A
Jourth reason is that animal interaction, with humans and with their own species
members, is entirely consistent with viewing them as conscious beings. A bitch
can be seen to interact with purpose and intention as she cares for and watches

over her young. This hardly suggests that she has no mental faculties. The fifth
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reason in the Cumualative Argument drawa support fiom evolutionary thoory,
which views consciousness as something inherent in the evolutionary process, a
shared characteristic of higher order beings. If consciousness is something that has
an adaptive value, it is likely that similar animals will share similar features of
adaptation. It is accepted that some animals are very similar to human beings
physiologically and anatomically. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that, like
human beings, some animals are conscious. The Cumulative Argument provides a
theoretical basis independent of the ability to use language, for attributing
consciousness to beings other than humans (Regan 1988 28). Accordingly, it is not
only narrow minded to view consciousness as the sole prooerty of human beings,
but to deny consciousness in animals is an expression of human chauvinism

(Regan 1988:31).

Having put forward the claim that some animals are conscious. Regan addresses
the question of which animals are conscious. An animal is considered to be
conscious if it satisfies reasons one through five of the Cumulative Argument.
Accordingly, it is clear that many animals fall into the category of conscious
beings. It is an accepted, shared belief that certain animals are conscious. This is
reflected in the ordinary ways of speaking about and describing them. It is also
clear that the actions of certain animals indicate a degree of consciousness.
Furthermore, evolutionary theory would strongly attribute consciousness to certain
animals. Consciousness is attributed to human beings on the basis of the structure
and function of their physical bodies*! Given that certain animals have a very
similar biology to humans, it is fair to conclude by analogy that such animals
would Fave a degree of consciousness. This does not suggest that only the animals
most like us are conscious, but rather that such animzls have the strongest
foundation for the attribution of consciousness (Regan 1988: 28). Regan makes no

attempt 0 delineate where consciousness in the animal world ends. e seems

** The central nervous system carries information from the peripheral extremities up the

spinal cord to the brain,



content with identifying all mammals as satisfying the five reasons of the
Cumulative Argument, and therefore deems them to be conscious beings (Regan
1988: 29)" Secing the definite delineation of consciousness as a task beyond the
scope of his particular inquiry, Regan leaves it to others to argue the finer points of

the attribution of consciousness.

The next task is to explore the complexity of animal consciousness (Regan 1988
34). Furiher pursuing his human - animal analogy. Regan airives al the assumption
that if buman beings are conscious and have beliefs and desires, then all animals
which are similar to humans, in relevant ways. and are accepted to be conscious,
should also be seen to have desires and beliefs. Drawing from the Cumulative
Argument, such a view is supported by both common sense and ordinary language.
The attribution of beliefs and desires in animals is logically independent of the
possession of a soul, while animals’ behavior is consistent with ascribing beliefs
and desires to them. Finally, evolutionary theory supports the view that animals act
in the way that they do because they have beliefs and desires. So, convinced of the
support that the Cumulative Argument provides for this view, Regan challenges
others to provide arguments to deny that animals have beliefs and desires. Regan
notes that the challenge will only be met if it can be shown that a denial of beliefs
and desires in animals does not necessitate a similar denial of beliefs and desires in
humans. Failure to meet this challenge will provide rational justification to accept

that animals do have beliefs and desires.

Two major arguments try to meet this challenge. The first claims that animals,
unlike humans, do not and cannot have such beliefs and desires. The second
accepts that while animals may have beliefs, because we cannot know what those
beliefs are, we cannot explain their behavior by referencing 'vhat they believe and
what they desire (Regan 1988: 37). R. G. Frey, arguing th: former, claims that

while annnals may very well be conscious and have needs, they cannot have

25 . ,
Regan uses the term “animal’ to refer to the category of non-human mammals.



desires (Regan 198R%: 38) Ile argnes that only those individuals who have beliefs
can have desires The ability to use language is necessaryv for one 1o have beliels,
as the object of a belief is believing that a particular sentence is true (Regan 1988:
39). Since animals do not have linguistic abilities. they cannot form beliels and

therctore they cannot have corresponding desires.

Regan argues that linking the capacity to understand sentences to the ability to
form beliefs is problematic. As far as Frey is concerned, it is not the case that some
belie!s are about the truth of a particular sentence, but rather that all beliefs entail
believing that a particular sentence is true. Accordingly, all humans who do not
have the ability to understand language do not have the ability to have beliefs.
Regan argues that if this is the case, then no human could ever learn a language, as
beliefs are essential to language acquisition. Young children, who cannot talk,
cannot yet understand sentences. According to Frey’s aigument this implies that
all young children cannot form beliefs. However, Regan maintains, that we need to
believe that what we are learning has relevance and is important. otherwise we
would not learn it. Without pre-verbal beliefs we are unable to receive a linguistic
education. Accordingly there have to be pre-verbal beliefs. For consistency’s sake,
if humans can have pre-verbal beliefs, then so can animals (Regan 1988: 46).
Therefore Frey’s argument does not provide a reasonable defence for the denial of

the beliefs of animals.

S. Stich’s approach to the complexity of animal consciousness accepts that animals
may have beliefs. However, in order to say what animals believe, we need to know
the content of their beliefs. The only meaningful way to describe this content
woulil be to use concepts that are human. Stich argues that animals cannot have
the same concepts as humans. Because we cannot know the content of those
beliets, we do not know what we are ascribing to them when we say they have
beliefs and desires (Regan 1988: 49). Therefore the task of explaining the content

of animal’s beliefs is impossible.
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Regan observes that Stich ntilises an “all or none™ approach to understanding the
concepts that inform our beliefs, which implies that animals cannot have any
human concepts, and thus human beliefs. In response, Regan oflers an alternative
‘more or less” approach to understanding concepts. Such a view suggests that
different groups and individuals can share the same concept to a greater or lesser
degree (Regan 198R: 54) Assessing the two, Regan shows that the “more or less’
approach accounts for progressive sequential learning, while the “all or none’
approach does not. This makes the “more o1 less’™ approach logically preferable
over Stich’s ‘all or none” approach (Regan 1988: 54). Along these lines we can
accept that while animals do not have all our concepts, they can have some of
them and similarly, while they won’t have all our beliefs, they can have some of

them. However, this does not provide adequate reason to accept that animals share

any human beliefs

Regu points out that humans make choices to satisfy pariicular desires or to fulfil
speciiic purposes (Regan 1988: 58) Making this choice entails a belief that the
chosen item will satisfy the particular desire. This Hselief, grounded in the
recogr ition that a connection exists between the satisfaction of the desire and the
item to be chosen, exhibits a preference toward a particular item. Hence it is
termed a preference belief, and is “one member of the set of beliefs that
collectively define our concept™ (Regan 1988: 58). Animal behaviour exhibits a
similar ability to make choices and hence they also have preference beliefs. Given
that animals have preference beliefs, and that preference beliefs are one of the
classes of beliefs that define our concepts; combined with the reasonable
acceptance of the “more or less” view; it follows that animals can share a degree of

our concepts, and therefore a portion of our beliefs (Regan 1988 60)

Regan, in meeting Frey and Stich’s challenge, provides rational justification to

accept that animals do have beliefs and desires.
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Continu ng to explore the complexity of animal awareness, Regan sketches some
implicaiions that arise out of attributing preference beliefs to animals. His first step
is to gencralise the attibution of preference beliefs to include all animals (Regan
1988: 73). By way of transcendental argument Regan uncovers other cognitive
powers that are necessary in order for animals to have preference beliefs It is well
accepted that humans are not born with ideas, rather we learn through
experience.”® The exhibition of a preference belief, which is a generalised belief
applied to a specific sitvation, requires the existence of a memory from a
previously relevant experience. Failure to remember would lead to an inability to
form general beliefs, and thus the inability to form preference beliefs. In a similar
manner the preference beliefs of animals are experientially learned, and so animals

also have the faculty of memory

Aside fiom the importance of memory for preference beliefs, Regan goes on to
suggest ‘hat the ability to recognise is essential. This not only entails the ability to
perceive individual items, but also the ability to abstract inc vidual cases in order
to form gpeneral concepts which can then be applied to paricular cases Without
these abilities there could be no rational account of how ant nals grasp preference

beliefs (Regan 1988: 74).

Having good reason to attribute preference beliefs to animals, there is good reason
to attribute the ability to form general concepts. Having the ability to believe that
something will satisfy a particular desire also indicates the ability to have
expectations, a sense of things to come. This indicates that animals have beliefs
about the future (Regan 1988: 74). Humans, who have beliefs, act intentionally
with the purpose of attaining goals, which indicates an orientation to the future.
The Cumulative Argument offers defensible grounds for viewing animals as

having beliefs, while their actions provide a basis for us to interpret those beliefs.

*® The Nature-Nurture debate comes into play here, where some are of the opinion that
ideas are innate to us, while others such as Locke argue that we are nom with minds of

blank slate, and ideas form through experience.
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Accordirgly. there is no logical reason 1o deny that animals act intentionally to
fullil specific purposes. This suggests that mammals have a sense of the future.
The ability to act in a manner that indicates intelligent intentional activity, in
human terms, translates into agency. If agency can be recognised in humans
according to their attributes, and animals are shown to have the same attributes,
then we are in a position to view animals “as individuals who act intentionally™
(Regan 1988: 75). This paves the way for recognising animals as self-conscious
beings, for “intentional action is possible only for those who are self

conscious”(Regan 1988: 75).

Claiming that some animals have this degree of complexity of consciousness in no
way commits one to the position that all animals are similarly conscious. Drawing
support from evolutionary theory, Regan explains consciousness as existing in
levels or degrees. Accordingly, some conscious animals may have a very
rudimentary mental life. Acknowledging that drawing distinct lines could be
highly controversial, and to draw a line for each particular case would be
impractical, Regan makes the general claim that animals are not only “conscious
and sentient but also have beliefs. desires. memory, a sense of the future, self-
awareness, and an emotional life, and can act intentionally”™ (Regan 1988:77).
Denying the complexity of animal consciousness was notel to be a theoretical
possibility, however, it does little to move one beyond established prejudices and

practices.

The problem is not settled, for while it may be reasonable to view animals as
having complex mental lives, it does not suggest that this level of complexity is
present at every stage of development. To set clear parameters, Regan stipulates
that any human or animal of one year or more may be deemed to possess such a
level of complexity (Regan 1988: 78). The specifics of the age stipulation are
largely arbitrary, but it is reasonable to assume that both new-born human infants
and animals neither have the capacity or the capability to hold this degree of

consciousness. A further stipulation Regan makes is that such a general statement
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concerning the degree of complexity of conscionsness applies only 1o normal
humans and animals, without birth defects or mental disabilities. In claiming that
animals are conscious in ways similar to human beings Regan is not suggesting
that animals have the same level of consciousness as human beings. but only that

(hey have the same kind of consciousness, but different in degree.

Animals have a welfare as they can fare well or ill during the course of their lives
(Regan 1988:82) Circumstances that are beneficial to an animal. such as sufficient
food and water, support that animal in a positive way; while a lack of (hose
necessary items negatively affects that animal’s survival. For an animal to benefit
from a particular set of circumstances assumes that the same animals will be
around to enjoy those benefits. Thus to talk of the welfare of an animal implies the
existence of an identity ?” This is not an attempt to beg a moral question on the
basis of identity, ie to conclude that the treatment of animals should be deemed
wrong on the basis of the existence of an identity over time. Rather the recognition
of an identity in animals, indicative of the appearance of preferences and the
ability to initiate action with a view to satisfying certain desires, shows the
possibility that animals not only have a physical identity. but also a psychological
identity. Animals can thus be scen to be creatures with a “sophisticated mental
life” (Regan 1988:83).

On such an understanding, animals can be seen to be amronomous. Regan’s
autonomy stands in contrast to Kantian autonomy which is premised on the ability
to muke high level moral abstractions with reasoned decisions about actions and
their effects, providing rationality as the condition for recognising moral agency.
Such an understanding makes the ability to act upon universally acceptable

reasons a necessary feature of autonomy. Regan is doubtful that animals have the

*’ While plants and micro-organisms, like animals, can fare well or ill over the course of
their existence, since plants and micro-organisms are not conscious in the same way that
animals are they cannot have an identity. As such Regan would argue that they do not

have a welfare in the same way that animals do.
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attribntes necessary to perform such a task, but recognises that “individuals are
autonomous il they have preferences and have the ability to initiate action with a
view to satisfying them™ (Regan 1988:84) Understanding autonomy in this light
does not take the degree of capabilities into account, as the Kantian conception
does, but chooses rather to focus on the ability to initiate action in order to satisfy
a particular goal ** Recognising the autonomy of animals has implications for the

clear understanding of their welfare.

Exploring the notion of having an ‘interest” in—semething, Regan identifies
preference inferests and welfare interests. Preference interests are the things we
are interested in due to wants and desires, regardless of their direct benefit to us,
while welfare interests are those things which are in our interest to have regardless
of our desires (Regan 1988: 87). In order to have this type of interest it is essential
that a being have a welfare. This serves to exclude non-autonomous beings such as
lower order amimals (fish, insects, etc.), plants. and non-living entities such as
stones and motorised machinery. All mammals, including human beings, satisfy
this requirement; so it makes sense to talk of them as having welfare interests.
Since they are seen to have desires, it is intelligible to say that they have
preference interests. What one is interested in may not necessarily be in one’s
interest (such as high-speed racing or drug taking), and what is in one’s interest
may not necessarily be what one is interested in (such as exercise and healthy

eatinyg habits)

Expanding on this, Regan explores benefits - those things or opportunities that
contr bute to the welfare of autonomous beings: and /Aarms - those things or

opportunities that diminish the welfare of autonomous beings. Immediate benefits

** Kantian autonomy is stronger in the sense that the ability to zbstract our desires and
goals is a requirement, whereas with preference autonomy the mere presence of those
desires and goals is sufficient to recognize autonomy. Kantian autonomy requires the

ability to think impartially if one is to possess autonomy, while preference autonomy does
not (Regan 1988: 85).
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are those basic biological requitements, which are necessary for all mammals,
including humans, such as adequate nourishment, shelter and rest (Regan 1988:
8R). These benefits constitute wellare interests. The degree to which antonomous
beings fare well will depend upon the degree to which these welfare interests are
met. Obviously a lack of these necessities will harm a being’s welfare. Aside from
biological welfare interests, there are also social and psychological interests that
contribute 1o the full flourishing of the capacities of the being These constitute
preference interests. Generally all mammals fare well if “they get or pursue what
they prefer: they take satisfaction in pursuing and getting what they prefer; and if
what they pursue or obtain is in their interests” (Regan 1988.93). Regan classes
harms as inflictions of sufTering or deprivations of benefits, which would have
made life for the individual more satisfying (Regan 1988: 94) In this regard
prolonged pain or discomfort causing suffering or a restriction on a being’s ability
to exercise its physical, social or psychological autonomy frustrates that being and
negatively affects its welfare - whether human or animal. While humans and
animals are visibly different, their welfare does not differ in kind because they

both have interests (Regan 1988 116)

Exploring the difference between human beings and animals, Regan distinguishes
between moral agents and moral patients (Regan 1988: 151). Moral agents are
able to know the difference between right and wrong. are able to choose actions
based upon these abilities, and are therefore accountable for their actions. Moral
patients, on the other hand, lack the capabilities that would enable them to control
their behavior in ways that would make them morally accountable for their actions
(Regan 1988:152). Normal human adults are to be considered as moral agents,
while moral patients are divided into two broad categories: those individuals who
are conscious and sentient, but who lack other mental abilities; and those
individuals who are conscious and sentient, and possess the other cognitive and
volitional abilities (Regan 1988:153), Certain animals fall into the former
category, while all mammals, infant humans and mentailly handicapped persons

fall into the latter category. Regan makes it clear that when he discusses moral
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patients he is referring 1o those in the latter category. Moral patients cannoi
distinguish right fiom wrong, and in this respect they differ fundamentally from
moral agents They can however be on the receiving end of right and wrong acts of

moral agents, and in this respect they are similar to moral agents.

Exploring various approaches concerning the ethical treatment of animals, Regan
looks at direct and indirect duty views. Indirect dify views hold that the only
duties we have regarding animals are those owed indirectly to other beings. Moral
standing is limited to moral agents alone, and so indirect duty views are
anthropocentric. Accordingly. while we have duties involving animals, we do not
have duties to animals. In an attempt to uncover which view is more reasonable,
Regzn applies the philosophically controversial procedure of appealing to
intuitions (Regan 1988: 185). This entails thinking abou' our pre-reflective beliefs
impartially and coolly, and exploring all the relevant infcrmation, while bearing in
mind the importance of being rational and consistent, followed by critical

reflection (Regan 1988 187),

Following this method, Regan develops the belief that it is wrong to kill, or to
cause suffering, or to deny the opportunity for moral agents to satisfy desires that
would benefit their welfare. Underlying this belief is the common unifying feature
prohibiting harm. Out of this Regan actualises the Aarm principle. which maintains
that we have a direct prima facie duty not to harm individuals, owed to the
individual themselves (Regan 1988. 187). In questioning the scope of the harm
principle, Regan recalls that animals cannot only be harmed through suffering, but
also through the denial of benefits (Regan 1988: 188). Because animals can also be
harmd, intuitively the harm principle should also apply ‘o them. Regan feels that
“there is no non arbitrary way to narrow the scope of this principle to exclude
moral patients” (Regan 1988: 189). Regan verifies his intuition by calling up the

requitements for making an ideal moral judgement, and checking the harm
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principle against the ciiteria set out for valid moral principles.”™ Acceptance of the
harm principle undermines the plavsibility of any indirect duty view (Regan 1988:
192). From this finding he discredits all indirect duty theories, seeing that “no
indirect duty view can piovide us with an adequate moral theory” (Regan

1088:193).

Direct duty views recognise that there are at least some direct duties owed to
animals and are therefore not “open to the objection of moral arbitrariness fatal to
all versions of indirect duty views™ (Regan 1988: 195) The cruelty - kindness and
act utilitarian views that Regan explores imply that an adequate account of the
duties to moral patients can be provided without appealing to their rights. The
cruelty - kindness view propounds that we have negative and positive duties owed
directly to animals, which can be accounted for with reference to “the prohibition
agairst cruelty and to the injunction to be kind” (Regan 1988: 196). This relies on
subjective feelings in order to make moral decisions. Regan demonstrates that such
prohibitions and injunctions do not provide adequate grounds on which to base
such duties, as the “morality of what persons do is ... logically distinct from ..

their mental states” (Regan 1988: 199)

Act utilitarianism, appealing directly to the consequences of acts alone. does not
make this mistake. However, Regan finds that act utilitarianism on a whole “fails

to provide an adequate basis for the stringency of the prima facie direct duty not to

* Regan outlines the requirements for making an ideal moral judgment as: conceptual
clarity; openness to relevant information; rationality; impartiality, exercising justice and
faimess; detachment from emotional influence; and support by valid moral principles
(Regan 1988: 126). The criteria that are offered to evaluate such moral principles are, first,
that any moral principle needs to be consistent in its application; second, moral principles
need to be applicable to a broad range of circumstances. They should therefore cover an
adequute scope, Third, in an attempt to avoid vagueness and ambiguity, which are
detrimental to moral principles, such principles need to be extremely precise. Last, moral

principles should conform reflectively to our intuitions (Regan 1988: 131).
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harm™ (Regan 1988:228)_in that individuals can be justhifiably harmed. provided

. . 1l
that the aggregate pain outweighs the losses ™

Furthermore, such approaches fail to offer a solid foundation for the better
treatment ol animals There are no clear lines or rules in the utilitarian approach,
which relies rather on the outcomes of actions to determine moral right and wrong,
While utilitarianism is frequently heralded for its egalitarian approach. equality is
not a formal basic principle. rather utility is, placing the outcomes of a situation
over the interests of those involved Demonstrating the inadequacy of the cruelty -
kindness and act utilitarian views, Regan makes a preliminary case for the rights of

moral patients (Regan 1982 105)

Searching for the foundation to a theory that will specify the direct duties of moral
patients Regan looks to the requirements of making an ideal moral judgement (see
note 7). One such requirement is impartiality, understoo:l as complying with the
principle of justice in the sense that all individuals are to be given their due.
Treating individuals dissimilarly_ in a partial light, is ther:fore a failure to act in a
just manner (Regan 1988:232) Regan explores utilitarian and perfectionist
theories of justice and, seeing that in their respective ways they do not treat all

individuals in an impartial light, finds them undesirable.

An alternative interpretation of justice is next explored. which recognises that
individuals have a distinctive kind of value in and by themselves, irrespective of
outside factors or circumstances. Regan refers to this as inherent value, which is
held equally by all individuals, abolishing the need to establish a non-arbitrary
basis for determining varying degrees of value. Inherent value is seen as something

which cannot be earned, does not depend upen one’s usefulness and is

*Regan explores two forms of act utilitarianism: classical or hedonistic utilitarianism and
preference utilitarianism, with specific reference to Peter Singer (Regan 1988: 200/206).
Regan's position towards utilitarianism will be discussed in the critique of Singer’s theory

m the latter half of Chapter Four

48



independent of being the object of someone else’s interests (Regan 1988 237)

Such z value is closely linked with the notion of justice. for provided they have
inherent value, moral agents are seen as equal and therefore deserving of similar

freatment.

Extending his argument to include moral patients, Regar claims that restricting
inherert value to moral agents alone is arbitrary (Regan 1988: 239). It has been
shown that some of the harms that moral patients suffer are the same harms that
moral agents suffer and accordingly it would be arbitrary to regard moral patients
as not having inherent value. Furthermore, inherent value is independent of
external factors or circumstances, and so it would be atbitrary to claim that people
have more of it than animals because they have more fulfilling lives, or because
they have specific virtues, or because they can enjoy life more. In response to the
opinion that moral patients may have some inherent value, Regan states that if we
recognise that inherent value is equal in moral agents then we are “rationally
obliged to do the same in the case of moral patients” (Regan 1988:240), for
inherent value is equally possessed, whether by moral agents or moral patients.
Inherer t value is therefore categorical - it is either possessed or it is not - and those

who possess it do so equally

To mal:e the categorical call for inherent value intelligible and non-arbitrary,
Regan identifies similarities between moral agents and moral patients as: beliefs
and desires; perception; memory; a sense of future; sentience; an emotional life;
preference and welfare interests; the ability to initiate action; and a psychological
identity (Regan 1988: 243). These characteristics are encapsulated in what Regan
terms the ‘swbject-of-a-life’ criterion (Regan 1988: 243). Inherent value is
possessed equally by all subjects-of-a-life. This is independent of a being's utility,
is categorical, illuminates why we have direct duties to moral agents and moral

patients and why we exclude those who are merely alive.
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The view of justice based on equal inherent value is on its own not a moral
principle as it does not direct us Lo act in particular ways. Rather it informs to
whom we must act. As such, Regan proposes the respect principle, which requires
that “we are to treat those individuals who have inherent value in ways that respect
their inherent value™ (Regan 1988: 248). This requires the respectful treatment of
all those who satisfy the subject-of-a-life criterion. It does not, however. stipulate
the kind of respect that is required. Regan points out that we fail to treat
individuals who have inherent value with respect when we treat them as though
they have no inherent value (Regan 1988: 248) This happens when they are
treated as mere receptacles of value, whenever their value is determined on the
grounds of their utility to us, or when we harm them in an attempt to attain the
most beneficial outcome for all concerned. The respect principle however entails
more than abstaining from harming entities. It also imposes a duty to assist the
victims of injustice at the hands of others (Regan 1988 249) Following this,
Regan defends the respect principle by applying the requirements for making an

ideal moral judgement, making a rational case for accepting the respecl principle.

Exploring the concept of rights, Regan distinguishes between /Jegal rights and
moral rights (Regan 1988: 267). Legal rights depend upon the respective
governing body at any particular time and place and as such are liable to change
and can differ from one state to the next. They are transitory and impermanent.
Alternatively, moral rights are said to be universal. They are equal to all that they
apply to and, unlike legal rights, are not determined by one person (e.g. the
president) or group of persons (e g a legislative body). and are apt to be more
permanent. Regan explains moral rights in terms of claims with duties and
obligations. To have a right means to be in a position to claim something, or to
assert that treatment is due to the claimant (Regan 1988: 271). To have a valid
claim, one needs to have a claim-10, i.e. something tangible must be able to be
satisfied by the person one is claiming from; and a claim-against, i.e. the person
one is claiming against must be shown to owe one what is claimed. A claim-to

requires those one claims from to act in a certain way as they are morally obligated
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to do so, while a claim-against rests upon an appeal to a valid moral principle

(Regan 1988: 272-273). In this sense moral rights have correlative moral duties.

Having made the case tor the rational acceptance of the respect principle as a vahd
principle of justice (Regan 1988: 258), Regan’s task is to make a case for the
recognition of the basic rights of the possessors of inherent value for the respectful
treatment that the respect principle prescribes (Regan 1988: 277). The respect
principle, derived directly from the principle of justice, is a basic right that rests on
the postulate of inherent value. Justice can be rationally claimed as something one
is due or it can be claimed on one’s behalf, as it is something that one is owed. It is
largely uncontested that we have a right to just treatment. To make the claim to
just treatment a valid one, there needs to be a claim-to and a claim-against. The
demand for such a claim is validated on both counts when informed by the notion
of respect - central to the respect principle. The claim-to is valid when the
treatment specified accords with the respect principle and is within the powers of
those we make the claim against. The claim-against is valid when those we make
the claim against are clearly identified, provided the claim is supported by a valid
moral principle - the respect principle. As the claim to respectful treatment is a

valid claim, there is a moral right to be treated with respect.

Such a right is not meant for one person alone, but belongs to all individuals who
possess inherent value. All possessors of this value have an equal right to
respectful treatinent. Those who have such a value can make a valid moral claim
to treatment, which is respectful of the value that they have Since moral agents
and moral patients share inherent value equally, all members of both classes can
claim the right to respectful treatment. “The case for recognition of the right 1o
such treatment cannot be argued stronger or weaker in the case of moral patients
than it is in the case of moral agents” (Regan 1988:279). Respecttul treatment of
animals, then, is not performed as an act of kindness, but rather it is their right, and

justice demands it



Clacifying the issue, Regan reiterates that the right 10 respectful treatment not only
entails duties of non-harm, but also duties of assistance (Regan 1088: 282) This
entails that we assist moral patients in getting their due, since all subjects-of-a-life
are 1o be treated with equal respect. This makes clear sese, for “the less cognisant
individuals are of their rigin~. ' - less power they have to defend them, the more
we who understand and recognise their rights must do for them in defence of their
rights” (Regan 1988:284). Not onlv are we bound to leave animals alone and not
interfere with their lives, we are also bound to help them when help is needed.
Secondly, while a right needs to be claimed this does not mean that in order (o
claim a right one need vocal capabilities. Being able to claim a right is not
dependent upon the act of claiming, but rather on fulfilling the appropriate
requirements of the right. Lastly, moral patients do not have duties to respect the
rights of others. “Only moral agents can have dutics, and this is because only these
individuals have the cognitive and other abilities necessary for being held morally
accountable for what they do or fail to do™ (Regan 1988:285). Therefore the right
to rzspectful treatment can only be claimed by a morzl patient against a moral

ager'. and not against another moral patient.

The 1espect principle gives all individuals who have inherent value the prima facie
right to be treated with respect. Accordingly, such a principle can never be
justifiably ignored or overridden, except “in exceptionz circumstances, and only
whei we have done all that we can reasonably be expected to do before overriding
it” (Regan 1988:297). Regan states that to override such a principle requires
adequate justification and an appeal to another valid moral principle (Regan 1988:
287). Adhering to the rights view means that one can never appeal to
consequentialist principles of maximising the total aggregate. This serves only to
negate the inherent value of the individual, treating her as mere receptacle of

value, rather than recognising her as a value in-herself.

In order to override the right not to be harmed, Regan acknowledges that not all

harms are equal (Regan 1988: 303). Different harms hurt the same individual in
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different ways; and the same harm can hurt different individuals in different ways.
When individuals are to be harmed in comparable ways and a choice needs to be
made concerning a few subjects-of-a-life being harmed as opposed to many, the
miniride principle (minimising overriding principle) applies (Regan 1988 305).
The consequentialist minimise harm principle is rejected. for the rights view
cannot accept that individuals can be reduced to receptacles of value, the sum of
which can be abstractly added The miniride principle states that when faced with
choosing overriding the rights of the many or overriding the rights of the few,
where all those concerned will be harmed in comparable ways. we should choose
to override the rights of the few (Regan 1988: 305). This decision is taken

not because the aggregate of harms that would result from this choice would be

less bad than if we chose to act otherwise; it requires this because this is the

choice we must make if we are to show equal respect for the inherent value of the

individnals involved and if we are to count their equal rights equally (Regan 1988:
307)

In the case of non-comparable harms, where a choice needs to be made between
two or more individuals, the worse-off principle applies, whereby the one who will
be left the worst ofT should take preference over the others (Regan 1988: 308). The
example Regan cites to illustrate is the harming of one individual badly or the
minimal harming of many. Consequentialist reasoning would have the one suffer.

A rights application of this principle would have the many sufTer slightly.

In addition to the principles of respect, harm, miniride and worse-off, Regan
proposes a fifth principle, namely the liberty principle (Regan 1988: 331). The
liberty principle states that as subjects-of-a-life have a welfare, they are at liberty
to do whatever they may to advance their welfare provided that all subjects-of-a-
life are treated with respect, and there are no special conditions, even if this entails

harming other innocents (Regan 1988 332) !

! Regan argues that human moral patients do not have the capacity to do what is right or

wrong and are therefore to be considered as innocents. Similarly. non-human moral
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Regan’s next step is to explore some of the practical implications related to the
treatment of animals, focusing specifically on animal agriculture, endangered
species, and the use of animals in scientific experiments. The liberty principle
appears to act as a defence against the commercial farming and eating of animals,
as it could be argued that were humans not to eat meat, then humans could be
made worse-ofT relative to any of the animals which were harmed in the process
(Regan 1988 333)*? Therefore it conld be argued that we are within our rights to
farm and eat meat Exploring the possible arguments offered to justify harming
farm animals (taste and culinary challenge. nutrition, habit and convenience,
economic consideration, legal ownership of animals and the exclusion of certain
farm animals from the rights view), Regan finds that none treat animals with the
respect that they deserve. Therefore they do not justify overriding the rights of
animals not to be harmed. Accordingly, the rights view sees vegetarianism as a

morz | obligation (Regan 1988: 351)

Frey (1983) points out that establishing the wrongness ¢ harming an animal does
not entail the wrongness of eating it There are clear differences between those
who kill animals and those who eat them. Granted, animals are killed to be eaten.
However, “it is killing, not eating. which carries the moral force in the argument
from killing and which is being condemned” (Frey 1983 29). Regan would argue
that recognising the rights of animals to be treated with respect entails “the related
duty to defend them against those who violate their rights™ (Regan 1988: 353). So

while eating animals may not be morally wrong, we owe a duty to animals not to

patients, unable to do what is right or wrong, “cannot be anything but innocent™ (Regan
1988: 205).

o Regan’s argument for the rights of animals is inclusive of all mammals involved in the
meat industry - cows and calves, sheep and lambs, and pigs. This appears to exclude the
range of birds abused by the meat industry (chickens, turkeys, ostriches etc.) However, it
would be possible to extend Regan's argument of consciousness and the accompanying

mental attributes and faculties to birds.
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harmi them and to protect them from harm  If eating animals contiibutes to the

ongoing harm they experience, then we should not eat them

The rights view does not recognise the moral right of groups of individuals or
species “to anything, including survival” (Regan 1988 359) The fact that an
animal is the member of an endangered species conlers no additional rights onto
that animal. The respect principle deems that all who have inherent value must be
treated with the respect that they deserve, and not be harmed. Any animal’s right
not to be harmed “must be weighed equitably with the rights of any others whe
have this right” (Regan 1988: 359).  Accordingly, Regan’s rights view does not

offer special protection to members of endangered species

In ins ances where a choice of preservation is to be made between a member of an
endangered species and a member of a plentiful species. the principle of respect
has to be overridden by the greater prima facie harm (Regan 1988:359). The
minitide and worse-off principles are offered as tools to justify the overriding of
the respect principle. However, these offer no solution t¢ the endangered species
predicament. If the individual from the plentiful species ‘vould be worse-ofT than
the individual from the endangered species, then the indivvidual from the plentiful
species would be saved. A species on its own is merely a collection of individuals.
Any and all individuals have the right to respectful treatment. This does not
include collections of individuals, and hence the worse-off principle cannot apply.
Regan makes it clear that the rights view is not adverse to efforts to save

endangered species, just that it cannot ethically support it.

Regan analyses the use of animals in science in three areas: biology and medical
education, toxicology testing and applied research (Regan 1988: 363) Regarding
the first, he finds that the dissection of live animals for the purpose of education is
unnecessary and unjust (Regan 1988: 365). The transference of knowledge does
not justify the harming of animals. He does acknowledge that many of the animals
used in such situations are not mammals. However, they may still be conscious

and h2ve degrees of attributes possessed by subjects-of-a life (Regan 1988: 367).
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Secondly. animals are routinely used in toxicology tests that monitor the threat of
commercially manufactured products (therapeutic and non-therapentic) for human
use and consumption. These tests cause pain in the animal and as such they violate
the right to respectful treatment of the laboratory animal. Neither the miniride nor
the worse-ofT principles are applicable in this instance. Accordingly such tests are
morally wrong (Regan 1988: 375). Applied science has a dominant tendency to
harm animals, causing distress in the form of pain or impairing their normal
functioning. The rights view does not accept the overall human benefit gained
from such practices. as this simply reduces the inherent value of the animal to a
utility value determined by the interests of others (Regan 1988: 384). This violates
their basic rights to be treated with respect. Regan reminds us that an animal’s
value is independent of the goals of science (Regan 1988: 385) Accordingly the
rights view, which requires a radical change in the practices of science, calls for

the total abolition of animal experimentation (Regan 1988 389)

Regan presents a clear and concise argument for the moral rights of all beings that
possess inherent value. All subjects-of-a-life are argued to have inherent value.
Beings that are self-conscious, purposive and aware are deemed to be subjects-of-
a-life. All mammals of one year and older are argued to qualify as subjects-of-a-
life. As such, all mammals are acknowledged to have moral rights. Possessing
moral rights ensures that certain duties are owed to thz right-holder. As such
Regan's approach provides “a philosophical basis for prir cipled objections to the
worst forms of moral prejudice™ (Regan 1988: 313). Such an outlook condemns
the animal agricultural industty and the use of mammals in scientific
experimentation. Furthermore, Regan’s case for animal rights makes a
commendable contribution to the extension of ethics by introducing mammalian
animals into the moral sphere; thereby shifting accepted anthropocentric moral
outlooks. Regan announces that “the myth of the privileged moral status of moral

agents has no clothes” (Regan 1988 280).
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Aside from these positive attiibutes. theoretical and practical criticisms can be
levelled against Regan’s approach. Firstly, Frey (1983) indicates that there is a
prob.em with grounding rights on intuitions. Regan postulates the fundamental
basic right of all individuals who possess inherent value to be universal, equal, and
independent of legal rights (Regan 1988: 267-8). Moral tights, not bound by legal
and political institutions, precede such institutions and serve as constraints on the
types of institutions that we should have (Frey 1983: 84} Being pre-institutional,
such rights are natural rights. Natural rights theories are often grounded in human
nature Regan_ however, grounds his rights on intuition (Regan 1988: 133). This is
problematic since moral rights cannot be drawn from what is thought to be wrong,
as similarly they cannot be drawn from what one desires (Frey 1983 48). Doing so
renders such an approach to be “far less a conceptual truth and much more a
substantive moral judgement™ (Frey 1983: 48). As such, it could be argued that
this makes Regan’s theory weak and open to criticism Regan is aware of this
controversy regarding appeals to intuitions, and in response prescribes a method
based on rational pre-reflective thinking followed by ciitical reflection (Regan
1988: 187).

Secondly, Frey rejects the importance placed on rights, as “obsfucation is nearly
always the result” (Frey 1983: 46). Arguing about rights leads to arguing about the
moral principles that underpin the rights themselves. This is generally not
constructive and leads to further argumentation as moral principles are never
agreea upon - a position easily understood when one thinks of the differing
opiniors on issues such as capital punishment, abortion, etc. The reason for this is
that the criteria for accepting moral principles are ofien a point of contention (Frey
1983; 50). The real moral issues then become clouded behind speculative
argumentation. Accordingly, it is Frey’s opinion that moral rights are “superfluous
to and distracting from argument about substantive moral issues™ (Frey 1983: 85).
Having explored direct and indirect duty views Regan would disagree, claiming

that a rights based approach is the only acceptable, non-arbitrary way to ensure the
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correct moral treatment of animals. As such, he would dismiss Frey’s claim that

tights do not have a significant role to play in ethics

A further area of concern is the problem ef conflicting values and their resolution,
While Regan’s approach is egalitarian and respects the value of the individual, it
does not provide any guidance for dealing with cases where values conflict (Singer
1991: 347). Regan grants the moral right to respectful treatment to all moral agents
and moral patients. All who have inherent value have it equally, whether moral
agent or moral patient (Regan 1988:240) This makes the assumption that moral
agents and moral patients have equal moral worth and should be treated in ways
that are consistent with recognising their equal possession of inherent value
(Regan 1988:327).

While this assumption is logical, there is an apparent failure on Regan’s part to
apply it. A lifeboat example is ofTered to illustrate when harms may be overridden
(Regan [1988: 285) On this boat are five survivors, all of equal weight. Four of
them are humans, the fifith a dog. The boat is designed to hold four. To ensure that
the boat does not sink, one is required to leave the boat In terms of justice and
equality, drawing straws would be the fairest option, for all five are equally
innocent and have equal inherent value. Regan argues differently. The dog,
according to Regan, is the one to go overboard. His decizion is made on the basis
of th: worse-ofT principle, which argues that those to be made worse-off should be
given preference. His reasoning is that death is a harm, and “no reasonable person
would deny that the death of any of the four humans vould be a greater prima
facie loss, and thus a greater prima facie harm. than would be true in the case of
the dog” (Regan 1988:324).

Implicit in Regan’s thinking is the fact that humans get more satisfaction from life,
and so the harm of death for humans is greater than the death of any non-human
This is not entirely acceptable. Regan makes it clear that all those who have equal

inherent value have an equal prima facie right not to be harmed, but then runs
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counter to his appenl to equality and impartiality by sceing death for the dog as a
lesser harm. He gives no qualification to support how he determines such a
position, other than to do otherwise would be “to give the dog more than his due”
(Regan 1988:324) Surely death for the dog as well as for humans entails extreme
suffering through diowning and the premature ending of thew life, a deprivation of
future welfare interests. In the above example both harms of inflictions and
deprivations are allowed to occur under the rights view without successful
argumert, thus eroding the principle foundation upon which it was built It is
apparent that, by favouring human interests over animal interests, Regan is unable

to completely relinquish anthropocentric ways of thinking,

He defends himself against the charge of speciesism by claiming that the decision
to choose the dog is not made on the basis of species membership, but rather on
“assessing the losses each individual faces and assessing these losses equitably™
(Regan 1988:325). Twao citicisms can be raised at this point. The first concerns
Regan’s rejection of utilitarianism. While denying the validity of appealing to
consequences when making moral judgements, Regan looks to future implications
in order to determine losses. In so doing he makes a direct appeal to the outcomes
of actions in order to make a moral judgement, thereby appealing to consequences.
Secondly, he makes an assessment of the losses to be experienced on a biased
opinion that humans have greater preference interests and more to lose than any
animal Accordingly, human harm is recognised as the greaier harm. Surely then,
in many situations where an ecological perspective would have led to a different
conclusion, human harms would be viewed as the greater harm over and above any
and all other harms to other animals. Regan would contest that the lifeboat
example has exceptional circumstances that justify harming the dog, which would
not be there in other cases. Ile does not, however explor: what constitutes an
exceptional circumstance, nor does he give guidelines for determining when
exceptional circumstances occur. This allows for many situations to be considered

exceptional, thereby providing every opportunity to override the rights of animals
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Since the rights view prioritises the interests of mammalian individuals, and in
particular those of humans, one is lell wondering how such an approach could
ofTer anything substantial towards addressing issues of the environment. Regan is
confident that by focusing on the rights of the individual. the environment itsell
will be treated properly [or “were we to show proper respect for the rights of the
individuals, who make up the biotic community, would not the community be
preserved?” (Regan 1988 263) The respect principle states that an individual is
given the respect she is due, by virtue of the inherent value she possesses.
Respecting the rights of individuals entails not harming them (the harm principle).
Individuals are harmed when they are deprived of their basic biological necessities
(welfare interests). Individuals acquire such necessities from their physical
environment. Individuals will benefit the most from their environment when it is
in a nealthy state. It follows that precautions should be taken not to disturb the
environment for it is that very environment in which those individuals live and
rely upon to live a full life. Therelore, by respecting the rig hts of the individual our

respectful actions will permeate through to the environment in which they live.

While this seems to make sense in the abstract, the practical application of Regan’s
approach has questionable outcomes. The rights view allocates moral preference to
individual beings, in and by themselves. The environment is not an individual; but
rather is comprised of collections of individuals together with non-individuals.
There is nothing in the rights view that will acknowledge the collective whole of
nature, as the rights view rejects appeals to the aggregate (Regan 1988: 362).
Regan’s identification of the individual is restricted to “mentally normal mammals
of a year or more” (Regan 1988: 78). This limits moral consideration to the group
of mammals while neglecting many other members of the biotic community. The
implication of this is that only the environments in which mammals exist would be
indirectly protected, while threatened environments that contain no mammals

would have no protection whatsoever (Hargrove 1992: 81).

Furthermore, since moral rights only apply to the actions ¢ f moral agents, the non-

human world is deemed to be a moral-fiee zone. Along such lines, it makes sense
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to talk of the moral rights of coyote in connection with hunters who trap and kill
them Conversely, it is ridiculous to talk of the moral rights of salmon with respect
to the bears that hunt them, and similarly we have no moral duty to stop a lion
from hunting a zebra. As such, where only moral patients are concerned there can
be no rights or duties to be claimed, including instances when moral agents are
observers (Rolston 1988 49) This decreases Regan’s category of morally
considerable individuals. Considering that there are infinitely more creatures on
this planet that do not fall into Regan’s notion of the individual, there would be
extremely large portions of the environment that would have no protection. Such a
hands-ofT approach has grave implications for wildlife management and the biotic
community at large. In many instances this would not necessarily be the best route
to follow. With the prohibition of hunting, natural predators and dangerous exotics
would be left uncontrolled even where control of them is required to preserve the

diversity ol an ecosystem (Pierce & Van De Veer 1905: 257)

A final criticism is that the rights view reduces a species to the sum of the
individuals that constitute it. It is Regan’s opinion that wher the individual is well
off, then the species is well off. However, there are occasions when what is good
for the species is not necessarily good for the individual such as sickness and
disease, which are potentially damaging to the individual, but offer opportunities
for the species to strengthen its genetic make-up. Alternatively, there are occasions
when what is good for the individual is not beneficial to the species, such as the
saving of human lives, which is good for the individual concerned, however not
necessarily productive for the species. Favouring the individual and neglecting
species is a dangerous route to follow, for while life on this planet cannot exist
without individuals, the individual cannot exist without the species. An individual
member of a species is replaceable through reproduction. Killing a species
permanently shuts the door on the possibility of a group of individuals ever
existing again (Rolston 1988: 144). In light of this Rolston states that if killing an
individual requires adequate justification to override its right to existence, then it
makes “more sense to claim that one ought not to kill the species without

superjustification” (Rolston 1988: 146).
ol



Regan’s rights-based approach extends the moral sphere 1o recognise the rights of
individual animals that qualify as subjects-of-a-life. This ensures that we are duty
bound to respect all conscious, self-aware beings ie mammals However,
extending rights from humans to include all mammals simply introduces new
demands into the moral realm, while “failing to provide a consistent prescription
for action™ (Singer 1991: 347). Furthermore, since only certain individuals stand to
benefit from such rights, non-mammalian animals, plants and non-individual
entities are morally neglected. In my opinion, Regan’s attempt to construct a
strong position for the rights of animals is flawed by his strict reliance on the
Kantian model. While a clear connection is established between self-awareness
and moral treatment, it is not clear why only self-aware subjects of a life have

inherent value, rather than all living beings.
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4

Peter Singer: Morally Considering Sentient Beings

Peter Singer is the DeCamp Professor in the University {entre for Human Values,
Princeton University. Tle is also the current presilent of Animal Rights
International; co-founder and president of The Great Ape Project; and scientific
advisor to Aufkicirung wnd Kritik His main interest is animal ethics, but he has also
published books and articles on human rights, genetic engineering. infanticide,
Hegel and Marx. In Animal 1 iberation Singer posits that if we value the racial and
gender liberation movements of the sixties, then the liberation of animals is the
next logical step (Singer 1990: viii). He challenges accepted assumptions by

extending moral consideration beyond the scope of humans.

Through exploring conceptions of human equality. Singer identifies the principle
of equality, according to which the interests of every being affected by an action
should be “taken into account and given the same weiglt as the like interests of
any o-her being” (Singer 1990: 5). Sentience, the capacity to feel pain, is identified
as a vrerequisite for having interests. Since animals are sentient, the interests of
animils ought to be considered because they have interests and there are no
justifiable reasons to exclude them from moral considzration. Looking at the
practizes of scientific experimentation and the animal auricultural industry, it is
clear that the interests of animals are completely neglected Accordingly, such
practices are deemed to be morally reprehensible. In light of this, Singer argues
that it is our moral responsibility to bring an end to animal farming by becoming
vegetarians. Furthermore, while scientific experimentation is beneficial to
humanity, it should only be allowed to continue provided that the experiments are
so important that they would warrant the use of human babies as test subjects.
Moving away from issues of pain, Singer explores the more complex issue of
killing. Avoiding the charge of speciesism, the sanctity of life is defended by
appealing to the category of personhood. Singer’s response to the issue of killing

entails adopting a two-pronged approach, applying preference utilitarianism when
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dealing with persons, and classical hedonistic utilitarianism when dealing with

non-persons.

A thorough exposition of Singer’s ethic will provide the foundation for a critical

discussion.

In searching for an acceptable approach to ethics, Singer argues that morality
should be grounded upon something broader than a relativist or self-interested
point of view, which offers a weak notion of ethics with no acceptable means of
addressing conflicting interests (Singer 1979: 6). This sug;zests that an ethic should
be grounded in that which is universal (Singer 1979: 11). This does not imply that
particular moral judgements are absolute and should be universally applied to
every situation, since “circumstances alter causes” (Singer 1979:11). Rather, the
reason for adopting a universal point of view is that it minimises the importance of
our own interests, while at the same time recognising that the interests of all
relevant parties count equally. Accordingly. when making ethical decisions, the
interests of all those affected by the decision to act should be considered. The
choice of action is then determined by the best consequences for all those affected.
This provides “a pervasive, although not conclusive, reason for taking a broadly

utilitarian position” (Singer 1979 12).

Fquality among humans is a widely accepted contemporary political and ethical
creed (Singer 1979: 14). All forms of racism and sexism are considered to be
morally abhorrent. Recognising that differences exist between the human sexes as
well as the races, it is clear that human equality is rot based upon physical
characteristics. Neither is it based upon moral or intellectual capacities, for there
are no logically compelling reasons to assume that differences in ability justify
differences in treatment (Singer 1997: 18). Equality in this sense is “a basic ethical
principle, not an assertion of fact” (Singer 1979: 18). Accordingly, Singer
identifies the basic principle of equality as the equal consideration of interests,

whereby an impartial weighting of interests is given to all those who have interests
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(Singer 1979: 19). The principle of equality is the only possible basis for claiming
the equality of humans, as it allows one to defend a form of equality while

embracing the difTerences that exist between humans (Singer 1979: 42)

Singer’s argument for the liberation of animals is based on the claim that
discriminating against beings solely on the basis of their species membership “is a
form of prejudice, immoral and indefensible in the same way that discrimination
on the basis of race is immoral and indefensible™ (Singer 1990: 243). Singer labels
this form of discrimination speciesism. A speciesist openly and without restraint
has no problem to hurt, mistreat or kill an animal, while she would never consider
performing such actions on any human individual. This is because the sanctity of
life is conferred onto humans alone. The belief that only human life is inviolable is
a form of speciesism (Singer 1990. IR). Singer feels that there are no good and
non-arbitrary reasons to support the position that human fife is more valuable than
animal life. In order to avoid speciesism, we must “allow that beings who are
similar in all relevant respects have a similar right to life” (Singer 1990: 19).
Accepting the principle of equality as a sound moral basi.; for human equality, “we
are alto committed to accepting it as a sound moral basis for relations with those

outside of our own species - the non-human animals” (Singer 1979: 48).

The principle of equality is Singer’s key philosophical position with which he
establishes that all animals, both human and non-human, are deserving of equal
moral consideration. The equality described is not an actual equality, but rather a
type of treatment that is prescribed, i.e equality in humans is not an attempt to
claim that men and women are exactly the same and are thus deserving of the
same treatment. Rather differences are acknowledged and acceptable treatment is
accorded in light of the similarities. Along these lines, the call for animal equality
is not an absurd one, as the extension of the principle of equality from one group
to another does not entail that both groups are treated in the same way, but rather
that they are considered equally. “Equal consideration for different beings may

lead to different treatment and different rights” (Singer 1990:2). Because it does
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not dictate equal moral treatment, the principle of equality can be said to be a
minimal egalitarian principle. In certain circumstances the application of this
egalitarian principle could lead to unequal treatment. It must be remembered that,
in such instances, unequal treatment is an attempt to produce the most egalitarian

results (Singer 1979: 21),

Many would consider it absurd to include animals as members of the moral
community, which is understood as a social group “composed of interacting
autonomous beings where moral concepts and precepls can evolve and be
understood™ (Gruen 1991: 343) Accordingly, only members of the moral
community are morally considerable. Humans are moral beings and therefore
deserve moral consideration, while animals are not moral and therefore are beyond
moral concern. Singer disagrees with the logic of this argument. It is true that
human beings are moral creatures. We have the capacity to intelligently assess our
actions and make choices on the basis of that assessment. As such we can be held
morai'y accountable It is also true that non-human beings are incapable of rational
consiceration or moral reflection. In this sense they cannot be held morally
accountable for their actions (Singer 1990: 224). The problem lies in making the
capacily to reason in moral ways a necessary requirement for being morally
considered. The former is an intellectual ability and the la ter entails the receipt of
respectful treatment. Possession of the former implies the latter. but the latter in no

way requires the former.

The principle of equality requires that our ethical concern for others ought not to
depend upon what species they belong to or what abilities they possess, but on
whether they have interests (Singer 1979: 49). Singer identifies one fundamental
characteristic that is a prerequisite for having interests as the capacity to suffer
(Singer 1979: 50) “If a being suffers, there can be no moral justification for
disregarding that suffering or for refusing to count it equally with the like suffering
of any other being” (Singer 1990:171). According to the principle of equality, a

being's suffering must be counted equally with the similar sufferings of any other
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being This excludes all beings that cannot suffer, for there is nothing to take into

i . . <t A : a "
account.” Singer marks sentience as the “only defensible boundary of concern for
the interests of others™ (Singer 1990: 8), since drawing this moral line at any other

point is as arbitrary and as wrong as sexism or racism,

Those who do not extend equal moral consideration to animals are guilty of
speciesism. Like racists who favour their own race while violating the interests of
others, and sexists who favour their own sex in violation of others’™ interests,
“speciesists allow the interests of their own species to override the greater interests
of members of other species™ (Singer 1990: 9). Singer feels his demarcation is
non-arbitrary, as those beings that are sentient are the only beings that will
experience the outcomes of any particular actions. A child for example will suffer
terrible pain if kicked by an adult, and the result of this action will seriously
interfere with both the physical and psychological health and well being of the
child. A stone, on the other hand. wildly kicked across the road will not be affected
in anv way, either immediately or at any point in the fuiure. Using sentience to
determine interests provides a position that does not allcw the considerations of
the pleasures and pains of some to be ignored over the pleasures and pains of
other¢ (Regan 1988: 201) This enables Singer to move moral consideration

beyond the human sphere to include a wide range of non-human beings "

In opposition to this is the view that animals cannot suTer and hence have no

interests. This comes in two forms. The modest charge rests upon the

* This is supported by Callicott, who states that “if it is pain and suffering that is the
ultimate evil besetting human life, and this not in virtue of our humanity but in virtue of
our animality, then it seems only fair to promote freedom from pain for those animals who

share with us in this mode of experience™ (Callicott 1995a: 42),

" The capacity to feel pain is attributed to a being’s biological structure - the existence of
a brain, a central nervous system and a vertebral column. As such, Singer argues that
because all vertebrates have the capacity to feel pain, they are all morally considerable. He

draws the line of moral consideration at Amphipoda - freshwater shrimps.
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understanding that animals do not and cannot suffer in the same ways that humans
suffer. Animals, lacking the degree of emotion and intellect that humans possess,
cannot suffer the disappointment of economic loss or the knowledge that a
malignant cancer will cause an untimely death. The mental capacity of humans
can, in certain circumstances “lead them to suffer more than animals would”

(Singer 1979: 52).

However, an inability to suffer psychologically (highly debatable in higher order
maminals) in no way implies an inability to suffer physically, nor does it mean that
we can exclude non-human animals from moral consideration. Furthermore,
higher mental activity does not necessitate a greater suffering on the part of
humans, as an animal may sufTer more through a limited understanding of what is
happening to it (Singer 1990: 16). A war captive, for instance, is likely to suffer
less knowing his release is contingent on the ending of the war than an animal who
is caged with no understanding of why or for how long. The animal is likely to
experience increased suffering and terror, being unable to distinguish between
being overpowered in the attempt to confine it from an attempt to kill it. Along
such lines, a being that does not have the ability to understand what is being done

to it is arguably in a position to wiffer more.

The extreme charge is that animals do not suffer at all, a view most prominent in
the writings of René Descartes. Animals are seen as unconscious machines, devoid
of thcughts, feelings, or a mental life (Singer 1990: 10) Descartes saw that the
world was composed of two spheres: the material, physical world of extended
substances, including the bodies of human beings; and the spiritual, non-physical
world of consciousness. All matter in the world is part of the former category,
while only human minds (and presumably God) are part of the latter category.
Evidence of consciousness in humans is rationality and the ability to convey ideas
through language. Descartes saw no such evidence in any other beings, concluding
that only humans (and God) are of this realm. Pain is a state of consciousness and

since animals are not conscious, Descartes reasons, they cannot feel pain.
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In response, Singer points out that all external behavionral signals observable in
humans to indicate pain can also be clearly seen in non-human animals (Singer
1990: 11). There is also conclusive proof that non-humans and humans share
nervous systems that respond in similar ways when exposed to pain. Singer adopts
a pa-simonious approach when seeking explanations, favouring the explanation
that makes the fewest assumptions. Accordingly, similar nervous systems and
similar behavioural patterns can only mean that our experiences of pain are
similar. Finally, evolutionary understandings of pain recognise that it has a
distinctive biological usefulness as a survival technique 1t would be extremely
narrow-minded to assume that ours is the only species to develop it. Singer
concludes, “there are no good reasons, scientific or philosophical, for denying that
animals feel pain. If we do not doubt that other humans feel pain we should not

doubt that other animals do so too™ (Singer 1990: 15).

“Pain and suffering are bad™ (Singer 1979. 54). Actions that cause pain and
suffering do not take the interests of the being into account, and are therefore
wrong. Accordingly, pain and suffering should be stopped or at least minimised. It
becones our moral duty to avoid inflicting pain or suffering on those who can
experience it. The badness of pain depends upon its intensity and duration.*® Pains
of the same intensity and duration are equally bad; no matter whether humans and
non-humans alike experience them. Such pain and suffering “should be prevented
or m nimised, irrespective of the race, sex, or species of the being that suffers”
(Singzer 1990: 17).' The prevention of pain and suffering is unproblematic for
Singer. If one is in a position to stop the suffering of another sentient being, then

one is morally bound to do so. The principle of equal consideration of pain or

* The problem of measuring pain will be discussed later in this chapter.

* This is misleading since Singer adopts a ‘hands-off” approach toward wild animals,

focusing entirely on domesticated and agricultural animals, which suffer the most at the

hands of humanity.
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pleasure is “a sufficient basis for identifying and protesting against all the major

abuses of animals that human beings practise™ (Singer 1990: 17)

A common response is that if suffering is bad, how can we be sure that plants
cannot feel and if they do, wouldn’t it be bad to eat them? If it is, then the whole of
humanity is either doomed to be morally wrong in causing suffering to whatever
we eat, or we are doomed to starvation by being morally right. Singer
acknowledges that this question arises less out of concern for the welfare of plants
and more as a response to the call to end meat eating. lle rejects this question as
being “weak in both fact and logic™ (Singer 1990: 235). The category of suffering
is extended from humans to animals on the basis ol three facts. Observable
behavior in the presence of pain, similarity of nervous systems, together with the
evolutionary explanation of pain as a survival technique, all support an
understanding that humans and animals will feel pain and discomfort in much the
same way and to a greater or lesser degree. Singer sees no evidence to support that
plants feel pain, either through observable behavior, nervous system or
evolutionary explanation (Singer 1990: 235). Accordingly, there are no justified
grounds to believe it to be so. In terms of logic, Singer claims that even if they did,
we would have to decide either to eat plants or animals in order to survive. In a
situation where suffering is imminent, he recommends that we choose the route
that causes the least amount of suffering (Singer 1990: 236). Along such lines we
shou d choose to eat the plants, even if they felt pain to the same degree that
animals do. This is because the rearing of animals uses almost ten times as many
plants as it would take to feed humans (Singer 1990: 236). Therefore, eating meat
would not only cause suffering for the animals, but also for the plants used to feed

them

[L.ooking into practices that cause pain and suffering in animals, Singer focuses on
the use of animals in scientific experimentation. e gives a detailed account of
animal experimentation by the military, psychological institutes, and cosmetic

companies, offering a convincing argument that many humans are speciesists.
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Singer in appalled that “many experiments inflict severe pain without the remotest
prospect of significant benefits for human beings or any other animals™ (Singer
1990: 36), while the harms and losses experienced by the animals are very real.
Animal experimentation has turned into an industry, with money being acquired
through governmental funding and profits being made through the selling of
‘laboratory animals’ and other specialised experimental equipment (Singer 1990:
38). This industry flourishes to the detriment of the wel7are of millions of animals
evely year. The rationale behind many of these experiments is that a close
biological correlation exists between the experimental animal and humans. These
are similarities of organs. nervous system and internal structuring. However, if the
experience of pain for humans is a result of their biological being and animals
have a similar biology then it is impossible to deny that the animals involved also

feel pain, and therefore suffer.

If suffering is bad, and experimentation causes suffering, what can be done about
animal experimentation? An easy answer would be to put a stop to all pain
inducing experimentation. However, this approach does not account for instances
where the suffering of many could be saved by the suffering of a few. Singer is not
against experimentation per se, but rather is appalled by the many senseless and
meaningless experiments which cause unnecessary pain and suffering for animals.
Experiments that have no purpose or serve no higher moral good. such as saving
another life or creating a cure to a terrible disease, yet inflict suffering upon
sentient beings, are morally deficient and therefore wrong. Those experiments,
which serve no direct and urgent purpose, would therefore have to stop
immediately (Singer 1990: 40). If direct benefits are to be derived from
experiments then such actions could possibly be justified. Singer’s position is that
if “one, or even a dozen animals had to suffer in order (o save thousands, 1 would
think it right and in accordance with the principle of equal consideration of
interests that they should do so™ (Singer 1979: 58) Therefore he would not
demand the closure of all laboratories, but would rather insist on strict regulations

governing which experiments were conducted, and to what degree suffering would
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be allowed. For Singer, experimentation is acceptabt:le when it “is so imporant that
the use of a brain-damaged human would also be justifiable™ (Singer 1990: 85)
Such a concession encourages the overcoming of our species bias in that we are
encouraged to consider using human beings for painful experimentation. while at

the same time ensuring that only the most important ol experiments are done

An even bigger display of indifference toward the sufTering of non-human animals
is the animal agricultural industry. which Singer deems to be “the most extensive
exploitation of other species that has ever existed” (Singer 1990: 95). Over one
hundred million cows, pigs and sheep, and over five billion chickens are
slaughtered in the United States every year.'’ The suffering inflicted upon animals
in the food industry is a natural outcome of our speciesist views, for “once we
place nen-human animals outside our sphere of moral consiceration and treat them
as things we use to satisfy our own desires, the outcome is predictable™ (Singer
1990: 97)

Farming is an age-old way of living, with traditional farms conjuring images of
harmonious integration between plant, animal and nature, with humans reaping the
benefits of this relationship. However, times have changed. Increased population
numbers have resulted in an increased demand for produce and with it the
realisation of profit potential. transforming the traditional farmyard ethos into an
industry of factory farms. The farming industry is competitive and new methods
are constantly devised to produce food quicker and cheaper, thereby increasing
profit margins. “Animals are treated like machines that convert low-priced fodder
into high-priced flesh” (Singer 1990: 97). Such an ethos ensures that chickens,
cattle and pigs have a miserable life from the moment they are born until their
deaths. Their world is an artificial one, where surroundings, “ood, temperature and

even light are manipulated to yield the highest possible profits. “The principle of

T It is estimated that worldwide 175 million tonnes of meat was censumed in 1000
(Meyers 1994: 32).
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equal consideration of interests does not allow major interests to be sacrificed for
minor interests” (Singer 1979 55) Accordingly. the treatinent of animals by the
farming industry is morally reprehensible, as the minimal human interests of taste
preference and profit are given more weight than the major interests of the

suffering of the animals involved.

Little can be done to alter the suffering which the animals experience, for it is
impossible to rear animals for profit without inflicting considerable suffering
(Singer 1990: 160). The one way to challenge the atrocities which factory farming
inflicts on the animals concerned is to not support the industry. Singer argues that
the more people stop buying these products, the less demand there will be and the
less profits there will be made. Decreases in profit and demand will slowly reduce
the industry, thereby reducing the amount of suffering. Singer does not condemn
the eating of animal products. for “death, though never pnleasant, need not be
painful”™ (Singer 1990: 15') However, we should not eat animal flesh unless we
can be certain that it was not produced by the animal agricultural business (Singer
1979: 56) Living in urban areas, it is difficult to know the process of production
i.e. whether suffering has or hasn’t been involved. To this Singer has a simple

answer, don’t eat any meat or animal products - become a vegetarian.

A particular response to the closure of farms is that there would be nowhere to
keep all these animals, and with no one prepared to feed them they would suffer
more from starvation and exposure. Therefore, the animals are better off in the
factories, where at least they are sheltered and fed. Singer acknowledges that those
industry animals - cattle, sheep, pigs and chickens are not wild animals, and that
they would probably not survive in the wilderness. However, the abolition of
factory farms would not entail a returning of farm animals to the wild. The whole
process would be gradual (Singer 1990: 227). A decrease in demand would
correlate with a decrease in the market size. Fewer farms would be operational,
resulting in a slow decrease in the number of factory animals being bred for these

operations. In this regard the choice is “not between life on 2 factory farm and life
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in the wild, but whether animals destined to live on factory farms and then killed

for food should be born at all”™ (Singer 1990: 228)

A retort to this is that factory farms give these animals an opportunity to live.
Surely then factory farming is not that bad, as it allows the existence of certain
animals to occur, for without it they would never have been born Singer is
appalled at the suggestion that we are doing these animals a favour by ensuring
their birth, only to mistreat and slaughter them. This presupposes that existence in
any form is itself a benefit. rather than an existence free from suffering being a
benefit. Singer is firm in his response that “to bring them into existence for a life
of that kind is no benefit to them, but rather a greater harm™ (Singer 1990: 229).
An unborn animal is better off than an animal born into the food industry and a life
of suffering. The bottom line for Singer is that actions are wrong if they cause

unnecessary suffering, but they are right otherwise.

A more complex matter to apply the principle of equal consideration of interests to
is that of killing SufYering is ofTered as the determining factor of what is right and
wrong. This is problematic for not all killing involves suffering - a sentient being
can be killed reasonably quickly with a single fatal shot to the head, or similarly
can be given an injection which puts it to sleep, where it can then be killed
painlessly. Alternatively, killing could be the only means to alleviate suffering,
where an injured being who is in extreme pain and in no position to receive
medical assistance, could have their suffering greatly reduced by a painless and
sudden death. One certainty for Singer is that the wrongness of inflicting pain and
suffering on a being cannot depend on its species membership, for “the biological
facts upon which the boundary of our species is drawn do not have moral
significance™ (Singer 1979: 76). Similarly then, the wrongness of killing cannot
depend upon species membership. Accordingly, appealing to species membership

cannot defend the sanctity of human life.
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Searching for n solution, Singer explorea the concopt of personftood A person s
understood as a being that is rational and self-conscious (Singer 1979: 78) The
characteristics of personhood, rationality and self-conscious awareness are
observable through a being’s behavior. Singer rejects the conviction that this
places human life above the lives of other animals, as members of other species
can be considered to be persons, such as primates, whales and dolphins; while
some members of our own species are non-persons, such as new-born infants and
some developmentally delayed humans (Singer 1979:97).*" In an attempt to see if
personhond carries a special value Singer contrasts persons against non-persons,
finding that a being that is rational and self-conscious will have desires about the

future, while a being which is merely conscious and sentient will not

According to the classical utilitarian view, actions are judged by their ability to
maximise pleasure and minimise pain (Singer 1979: 79). Therefore the ability to
have desires about the future has no direct relevance regarding the wrongness of
killing. However, it could be argued that personhood plays an indirect role in the
classical utilitarian approach. Knowing that one is going to die, and hence that
one’s future desires are not going to be achieved, will in some way affect our
happiness. Indirectly then, killing a person is, under certain conditions, more
serious than killing a non-person. Specifically, this will be the case where the
person knows of her impending death. Since it is most often the case that a person
does not know when she is going to die (e g natural death, death by sudden
accident, murder, or poisoning), killing, for the classical utilitarian, is not a

morally reprehensible act.

Preference utilitarianism, on the other hand, sees a person’s interests as
synonymous with her preferences. Therefore, any “action contrary to the

preferences of any being is, unless this preference is outweighed by contrary

* Singer admits that the task of determining the self-consciousness of a being is extremely
difficult, but that in cases where we are unsure we should give that being the benefit of the

doubt (Singer 1979: 98),
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preferences. wrong™ (Singer 1979 81) Sentient beings are conscious and capable
of experiencing pleasure and pain, but are non-persons if they are not rational or
self-conscious. They are located in the present and as such “can properly be
regarded as receptacles for experiences of pleasure and pain™ (Singer 1979, 102).
Death for a non-person is “the cessation of experience” (Singer 1979: 102), and as
a receptacle of happiness, can be replaced with a similar being Provided that the
non-person has a pleasant life, is killed painlessly, its death does not cause any
suffering to any other beings and that it is replaced with a similar being who will
have a similarly pleasant life, the killing of such a being is not morally wrong

(Singer 1979: 104).

In contrast, persons are not only conscious and sentient, but also rational and self-
aware, They are individuals with lives of their own. They have a present that
extends with desires into the future. Their lives count in ways that are unique to
their being, and as such are not reducible to receptacle: containing a value of
happiness. Along this line, taking the life of a person is morally worse than taking
the life of a non-person since persons have a concept of themselves existing into
the future with desires and preferences to fultil, while non-persons don’t (Singer
1979; 81). The preference utilitarian approach therefore provides direct reason
why it is wrong to kill persons. This is not a categorical position, for utilitarianism
never accounts for only one being but takes all those involved into account
Accordingly, “the preferences of the victim could sometimes be outweighed by the

preferences of others™ (Singer 1979: 81).

Singer adopts a dual approach to the rightness or wrongness of killing animals,
since the term ‘animal’ covers such a diverse range of beings that it is improbable
that one principle will apply to all (Singer 1979: 103). He suggests utilising the
preference utilitarian approach when dealing with the killing of persons, and
classical utilitarianism when dealing with the killing of non-persons. Killing is bad
for those beings that have desires for the future, for such an act would lead to

psychological suffering at the knowledge that one was rot going to be able to
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satisfy those desires. Furthermore, suffering would be experienced by those
persons that are close to that being, for there would be future expectations and
plans that would not be able to be fulfilled. In such instances killing can cause
suffering of one form or the other. Accordingly, the killing of persons is morally

wrong,

This approach does not apply to beings that are not capable of having preferences
and desires for the future. Singer recommends the classical utilitarian approach
when determining the rightness or wrongness of killing non-persons (Singer 1979:
99). In such cases the pain and suffering experienced by the being that is killed
counts in conjunction with the pain and suffering experienced by those who are
directly affected by the death, i.e. the being’s mate, dependants and social group,
to determine the wrongness of the act. However, this approach offers “no reasons
for opposing killing when it is painless and no other animals are affected™ (Singer

1979.99).

The animal rights view, explored in the previous chapter, allocates equal rights to
all individuals. This oflen results in conflicts of interests that are difficult to
resolve. Singer’s egalitarian approach, which focuses on the equal consideration of
interests, avoids this problem of conflicting interests (Gruen 1991: 347).
Furthermore, by emphasising the importance of the consequences of our actions
such an approach de-emphasises an adherence to strict rules and regulations.
Singer’s work offers insights to our dealings with non-human beings, making us
aware that the interests of other beings count morally and to understand how they
count morally (Johnson 1991: 193). Credit is due to Singer, whose challenge of
accepted attitudes toward animals not only provided a moral foundation for the
animal liberation movement (Gruen 1991: 343), but is also responsible for the
growing public awareness of the atrocities of animal agriculture and animal
experimentation (Regan 1988: 200). By making us aware that the concept of moral

significance may appear in different forms, he has not only contributed toward
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new areas of public and philosophical debate, but also to a general moral progress

(Johnson 1991 193),

Regar.’s criticism of the utilitarian approach is that it reduces the value of
individual beings  Classical utilitarianism, applying the principle of wutility,
determines the best consequences of an action by determining the “optimum
balance of pleasure over pain for everyone affected by the outcome™ (Regan 1988:
200). This, combined with the principle of equality, presents a suitable option for
those who feel that we should have direct duties towards animals, as it does not
allow the pleasures and pains of some to be considered, while others are ignored.
Each being that has interests is counted equally with the interests of the other
beings involved. However, what counts is not the individual per se, but rather that
in any given situation the sum of positive interests should outweigh the sum of
negative interests. Therefore, the individual is reduced to a mere receptacle of

inter:sls

Singer’s utilitarian approach is unable to avoid this. Focusing on the criterion of
sentience, provided that the aggregate balance of pleasure over pain is achieved,
no moral wrong is committed even if a sentient being i« killed. This amounts to
viewing sentient beings as not inherently valuable in-themselves, but as mere
recepiucles of value (Regan 1988: 205). Sentient beings are not valued for their
own sake, but for the pleasure and pain that they experience. With the best
aggregate of pleasure over pain as ultimately important, an individual being can be
replaced provided that that being is replaced with a being that is similar in every

respect. Such a view has “unsavory moral implications”™ (Regan 1988: 2006).

In an attempt to avoid reducing humans to the status of receptacles of value,
Singer adopts a preference utilitarian approach when dealing with the issue of
killing persons. Along these lines the consequences of an action are good when
they further the preference interests of those affected. Accordingly, it is wrong to

kill an individual who has preference interests “because it is an act contrary to his
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or her preferences™ (Regan 198R8: 207) Because persons have preferences about
their future, they are more than receptacles of value This awards persons a moral

status higher than that of non-persons.

Hovzever, Singer supplies no argument to support this, he merely assumes that
having preference interests is better than just having the capacity to experience
pleasure and pain. Furthermore, Singer’s reliance on utilitarianism enjoins him to
focus on the best aggregate outcome of any situation. The interests of all those
affected are counted equitably, and then balanced to find the aggregate of best
possible consequences. Accordingly, a person with preferences can be morally and
justifiably killed provided that such an act would “bring about the optimal
aggregate balance of satisfaction of preference interests” (Regan 1988: 210). This
implies that preference interests can themselves be counted This amounts to
taking preference interests as a value in-themselves, residing within the individual
receptacle. Following the aggiegate goal of utilitarianism, persons are just as much
replaceable receptacles, given preference utilitarianism, as they are with classical

utilitarianism (Regan 1988: 210)

Regan’s second major criticism is that Singer’s position “can allow for the very
thing it ostensibly rules out, namely speciesism™ (Regan 1988: 226).
Utilitarianism, with its egalitarian principle that counts the interests of all those
involved equally, appears to be the fairest and least discriminatory moral
approach. However, because of the principle of utility, @ distinct lack of harmony
arises between “everybody’s abiding by the equality principle and everybody’s
having their interests forwarded equally” (Regan 1988: 227). This principle places
the maximisation of good outcomes over the equal treatment of all beings that
have recognised interests. This allows for very inegalitarian results, as a minority
of individuals, who are affected in significantly adverse ways, can be justifiably
sacrificed provided that a majority of individuals stand to benefit. This in itself
does not make Singer’s approach speciesist, for provided that the interests of all

concerned are taken equally, then all stand an equal chance to benefit or loose in a
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moral decision It is for this reason that Singer introduces sentience as “the only
defensible boundary of concern for the interests of others™ (Singer 1979: 50),

implying that all other boundaries are arbitrary allocations

If sentience alone determined moral consideration Singer would not be guilty of
speciesism, since this category includes many more being than humans. What
confounds his approach is the addition of self-consciousness and rationality as
criteria for determining the value of a being’s life.’” This is done in an attempt to
allow “beings who are similar in all relevant respects have a similar right to life”
(Singer 1990: 19)."" Offering two different sets of criteria. one to determine the
value of a being’s life in issues of death and another 1o make choices where
suffering is concerned, results in instances where persons are regarded as morally
equal, while sentient non-persons are not considered morally at all. Admitting that
some lives are more valuable than others implies that those beings should be more
protected, While the interests of all are counted equally, this is done in ways that
are detrimental to inferior beings. Consequently, sentient non-persons, seen to hold
less of a value then persons, are prone to be disadvantaged during moral decision-

making.

Singer would agree that in certain cases persons receive higher moral

consideration than non-persons, but that the charge of speciesism is unfounded

** For Singer these criteria avoid the charge of speciesism as they are not exclusive to our
own species. Because they are not speciesist, Singer feels that we can make a legitimate
claim “that there are some features of certain beings which make their lives more valuable

than those of other beings” (Singer 1990: 19).

*This places the life of a normal adult human over that of a chicken, but at the same time
places the life of a monkey or a horse over that of a developmentally delayed human or an
adult in an advanced state of senility. Singer’s intention is not to cheapen the lives of
developmentally delayed infants and the senile, nor to make the lives of some animals
overly sacrosanct. Rather, he wants to bring sentient animals into the moral sphere in

order to put an end to the treatment of them as expendable items (Singer 1990: 20).
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since the category of personhood extends beyond humans to include higher-order
mammals. Tlowever, favouring self-consciousness and rationality “puts a premium
on the wellbeing of those who can conceptualise their wellbeing needs™ (Jlohnson
1991: 197). Such needs count morally only if a being can form preferences about
them. Emphasising the ability to form preferences results in unfairly recognising
the moral status of those beings that are similar to humans, while ignoring the
moral status of non-human-like beings. It is clear that the bias is in favour of
beings that possess human-like qualities (Johnson 1991: 197)"" Furthermore, this
wrongly assumes that self-consciousness and rationality, which are sufficient
conditions of moral significance, are instead necessary conditions, thereby fixing

morality to suit interests which are very much our own (Johnson 1991: 198),

Singer’s species bias becomes evident when the interests of a non-human person
conflicts with the interests of a human person Lori Gruen illustrates this by
applying Singer’s utilitarianism to Regan’s lifeboat example (Gruen 1991: 344).
Because the utilitarian view considers all those affected. the family and friends of
those on the lifeboat also need to be taken into consideration. These outside
variables are removed from this thought experiment by assuming that all relatives
and friends of those in the boat are either dead, or will in no way be affected by
any loss. Furthermore, to avoid the complications of the pain and suffering
experienced through drowning, the being to be thrown overboard will be given a
lethal but painless injection. The classical utilitarian view, which aims to increase
happiness and decrease pain, would throw the least happy being overboard. Since
dogs are easily satisfied it would in all likelihood be the happiest of all beings in
this particular situation. Humans are much harder beings to please and would, in
this situation, be less happy than the dog. Therefore, it would seem obvious that
the dog should remain, while the least happy human should be the unfortunate soul

to die.

"It is a fact that rational beings have “interests involving their ratior ality, interests that
non-rational beings lack” (Johnson 1991]: 198). Singer’s mistake occurs when he allocates

greater mora! significance to rational interests.

81



Singer would refuse this decision, demanding that a preference utilitarian view
must be applied when dealing with issues of killing persons. Self-consciousness
and rationality, the capacities of a normal human adult. are the criteria offered to
determine the value of life. Since humans have the capacity for self-awareness, an
ability to develop close personal relations, and the ability to plan for the future,
while dogs presumably do not (or have less of a capacity). Singer would conclude
that “if we have to choose between the life of a human being and the life of
another animal we should choose to save the life of the human™ (Singer 1990; 21).
Singer would justify this decision by reminding us that, while his approach calls
for the equal consideration of all beings that have interests. equal consideration
does not necessarily entail equal treatment. It is clear that normal human adults
will possess more of these capacities than any other being, even if that being
qualifies as a person. It is therefore morally justifiable to kill the dog as opposed to

any o the humans, for humans and dogs are not relevantly equal.

If this is the case, then the interests of animals “are allowed to count only when
they do not clash with human interest™ (Singer 1990: 212). When there is a clash
of interests it is morally acceptable to treat animals in an unfavourable manner
provided that such treatment brings about the best aggregate consequences for the
majority of humans. This smacks of speciesism and places animals in a precarious
position, for even though they may have moved into the moral sphere, they exist in

a separate domain from humans.

Aside from theoretical problems, Singer’s approach presents a practical problem
of measurement. Sentience is offered as the criterion for having interests. This
provides an entry point for exploring the moral significance of animals. It is
however problematic on two counts. The first has to do with the fact that pain is
responsive — it is experienced in response to stimulation. Because of this it can
only be ‘measured” after the stimulation has occurred. Therefore, a being needs to

suffer in order for us to see the wrongness of an action. Singer would respond that
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since the minimisation of pain and suffering is the goal of utility the suffering of a
few is acceptable provided that the majority benefits from 1. The pain felt by some
would alert us to the wrongness of an act. It wounld thea be our moral duty to
ensure that the act was not repeated. This would prevent the majority of
individuals from suffering the same pain. This does not change the fact that a

wrong has to occur in order for us to know that it is wrong.

A second concern, expressed by Johnson, is that it is “notoriously difficult to
weight the comparative pleasures and pains of different people, or even the
different pleasures and pains of the same person” (Johnson 1991: 186). The
suffering of any human can never be objectively known as a matter of fact, but
rather can only be known through observing their behavior or listening to their
account of the pain. Neither observation nor verbal account is an adequate means
for determining the exact amount of suffering that any human experiences. It
therefore becomes impossible (o compare the suffering of humans. If assessing the
pains of humans is a difficult task. it can only be more so where the diverse ranges
of nor- humans are concerned. Since animals are unable to communicate verbally
we have to determine the amount of suffering through observation alone. This
relies on the assumption that all beings will exhibit the same responses to the same
degrees of pain. This is absurd. for even among humans different individuals have
different pain thresholds and accordingly respond to pain in different ways. Not
offering an adequate means to go about weighting the sufferings of different
beings renders it difTicult to implement this approach successfully (Johnson 1991:
188).

A further problem with Singer’s approach is that it does not prevent species
extinction. This is a result of two factors: the criterion of sentience, and the scope
of moral consideration. The criterion of sentience focuses moral concern directly
onto the suffering of the individual. Since a species is not a sentient being, it is
clear that the demise of a species is not of moral concern. In response it could be

argued that, governed by the principle of utility, actions are considered to be right
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or wrong in terms of how they benefit or harm the majority of individuals. Since a
species is a collection of individuals it will be preserved. However, this commits a
conceptual flaw, in that a species is not simply a collection of individuals, but is
the biological vehicle that contains the genetic information to ensure the continued
existences of future such individuals. Singer’s approach only acknowledges the
sentient individual and not the biological group to which the individual belongs.
Since the minimisation of suffering is his main goal. provided that the individual
animels do not suffer while the species itself dies out, no major wrong is

committed

Singer’s approach also does not help to prevent species extinction for another
reason: the limited scope of moral consideration. According to Singer it is morally
wrong to inflict needless suffering onto individual sentient beings. ‘Needless
suffering’ in this sense is something that only humans can inflict onto other beings,
making it wrong to treat them as a means to our own ends. As such, non-humans
cannot commit moral wrongs. It follows that the natural suffering of animals do
not fall into the scope of moral concern (Hargrove 1992: 14). Singer’s attitude
toward wild animals is that we should simply “stop interfering with them ... (and)
leave them alone as much as we possibly can™ (Singer 1990: 226). Excluding wild
animals from the scope of moral concern places the species in a precarious
posiiion. Ignoring the natural suffering of the wild individual entails ignoring the
plight of that individual. Left unchecked this could, in extreme cases, lead to the
species population numbers diminishing to critical levels. Once a certain critical
level has been reached the only way to save the species viould be to intervene with
specizlised breeding programmes. Unfortunately, Singer’s moral criterion does not
consider the species as worthy of moral concern, nor does his scope make

intervention morally justified in the case of wild animals.

Singer’s ethic of bio-culture entails that we not only adopt a morally ignorant
stance toward wild animals, but that such a stance is extended toward the natural

environment. Singer maintains that we should not meddle in the affairs of nature,
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as any attempt to manipulate the natural world can only canse greater ecological

disasters. “We cannot and should not police nature™ (Singer 1990 226). Since the
consequences of human action alone have moral significance, the natural world
unaffected by human action is morally insignificant. However, it could be argued
that very few places remain in the world that are not in some way affected by the
dealings of humanity, since the consequences of some of our actions are not
limited to specific areas, but extend globally to affect the entire biosphere of the
planet.” Changes in the Earth’s biosphere affect changes in the ecosystems in
which sentient beings live. Therefore, we should not morally ignore the natural
world or the wild animals that exist in it. Singer would deny the logic of following
consequences to this extent, claiming that if sentience is the criterion for moral
standing and the scope of moral concern is limited to human action then the ethical
focus should be limited specifically to the direct suffering of sentient beings

inflicted by humans.

It is Singer’s opinion that illuminating our own unnecessary cruelty toward
animals makes a significant contribution. He argues that speciesist ideology is
fundamentally wrong and believes that it can be challenged through exposing
human actions toward animals as malicious and uncaring, by proposing new moral
understandings and by practising habits that conform to our new beliefs. Adopting
a utilitarian approach with sentience as the criterion of moral standing “lends itself
to Ireating animals as objects of moral concern”™ (Johnson 1991: 50). Extending
morality to include beings other than humans brings with it an awareness that

humanity is not above the rest of the creatures that co-inhabit this planet.

It is Singer’s conviction that we need to make a “radical break with more than two
thousand years of Western thought about animals™ (Singer 1990: 213), and that the

hardest break that we will have to make is with “the assumption that human beings

42 . 4 . ' .
These include affects of global warming, nuclear pollution and the increasing human

population as discussed in Chapter Two.
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come first and that any problem about animals cannot he comparable . to

problems about humans™ (Singer 1990: 219),

As argued in my critique. Singer’s approach favours beings that have distinctly
human characteristics - self-consciousness and rationality. While grounded on a
conception of equality, Singer’s approach implies a moral hierarchy with human-
like beings appearing at the top. receiving the greatest degree of moral concern.
This reflects the current moral status quo. In light of the above one is left
wondering whether Singer’s approach is ‘radical” enough to break with such a
pervasive and widespread attitude (Singer 1990: 230). It appears that speciesism is
so deeoly ingrained in our culture and understanding that if its foundations “were
knocked out from under it, new foundations will be found, or else the ideological
position will just hang there, defying the logical equivalent of the laws of gravity”
(Singer 1990: 211)

Singer argues that the interests of all sentient beings affected by an action should
be taken into account and given the same weight as the like interests of any other
sentient being. This makes a positive contribution to expanding the moral sphere,
through exposing the cruel and inhumane treatment of animals in the agricultural
and scientific industries and by presenting a rational argument for vegetarianism.
By presenting a much simpler theoretical framework, in comparison to Regan’s,
Singer provides a straightforward and easy to accept approach. lronically, the
appeal of Singer’s work is rooted in that fact that “he has really put forth nothing
new” (Callicott 1998: 10), demanding simply that the classical utilitarian value

theory be consistently applied.
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5

Paul Taylor: Morally Considering Living Beings

Paul W. Taylor is professor emeritus of philosophy at Brooklyn College, The City
University of New York, In Respect for Nature Taylor presentis. in response to the
critical impact of human civilisation on the natural environment. a complex moral

system designed to guide human actions toward wild living entities (Taylor

1986:9).

This moral system consists of three components: a belief-system, an attitude of
respect and corresponding rules of conduct. The belief-system, referred to as the
biocentric outlook on nature, is constituted by four core beliefs: The first is that all
members of the community of life are equal; the second that the community of life
is dependent upon the existence of all its members; the third that all living beings
are teleological centres of life: while the final core belief denies human
supericrity. The biocentric outlook provides a framework 1hat makes adopting the
attituds of respect for nature intelligible. The attitude of respect for nature
incorporates concepts of the good and inherent worth, and s made manifest in our
actions and our character. Recognising all living things as equal beings. deserving
of moral consideration, is indicative of the attitude of respect for nature. Taylor
argues that the attitude of respect for nature is an ultimate moral attitude.
Commitment to the attitude of respect for nature results in a commitment to
whatever rules embody respect for nature. Taylor outlines four basic rules of
conduct. These are the rules of nonmaleficience, noninterference, fidelity and
restitutive justice. To avoid conflicts occurring between the rules, priority relations
are suggested. It is Taylor’s opinion that moral rules alone are insufficient to live
an ethically informed life, but that standards of character are also essential. Taylor
in no way attempts to suggest that his moral system should replace the system of
ethics we currently use. Rather, his intention is for both systems to operate
simultaneously. Accepting that conflicts of interests will arise he offers priority

principles to resolve them.
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Folowing a thorough exposition of Taylor’s theory, a ciitique will be constructed

Tavlor establishes a general understanding of his morul system by contrasting it
with traditional anthropocentric ethics. Anthropocentr ¢ ethics bestows a value
onto the environment that is determined by the needs and interests of humans.
Accordingly, the duties owed to the natural world are derived from the duties we
owe to humans. Outside of human needs and interests nature has no value.
Taylor’s moral system, on the other hand, recognises an inherent value that
belongs to all living beings “simply in virtue of their being members of the Earth’s
Community of Life” (Taylor 1986: 13). As such, the duties owed to the natural
world are not determined by the duties that we owe to other human beings, but
rather “arise from certain moral relations holding between ourselves and the
natural world itself” (Taylor 1986: 12). Because Taylor’s ethics is not grounded in
hunian value, but on the value that all beings possess inherently. it is referred to as

life- sentred or hiocentric ethics ™

The first component of his moral system, the biocentric ontlook on nature,
expinins the order of nature and humanity’s place within that order. There are four
core beliefs that constitute the biocentric outlook. The first is that human beings
are eqqual members of the community of life. This is rooted in five realities. All
living things have certain biological and physical requirements in order to survive.
Thus, in order to preserve our existence and live at an optimal level of well-being
we should make the biological requirements of survival our normative guides
(Taylor 1986: 103). All living beings have a good toward which they strive. The
good of all is subject to environmental conditions beyond our control. We are,

thus, in the same existential situation as any other living being in that neither the

» Taylor distinguishes between human ethics, environmental ethics and the ethics of
bioculture, firmly establishing that his biocentric approach is intended to be applied to the
natural world. This excludes artificially created environments that are entirely under
human control (Taylor 1986: 53-58).
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realisation of our good nor the success of our existence ¢an be guaranteed (Taylor
1986: 105). Aside from the capacities of freedom particular to humans (free will,
autonomy and social freedom). all living things are free to promote and protect
their own good according to the natural laws. This is a natural freedom from
constraints. Therefore, we constitute a community of beings on the grounds that
we share this common value (Taylor 1986: 111). Furthermore, we share a common
evolutionary origin with every other living being. We are therefore the products of
a structure of reality that is responsible for the creation of every other living being
(Tavlor 1986: 113). Lastly, humans are entirely dependent upon the rest of the
living world, while the rest of the world relies on humanity for nothing (Taylor
1986: 114). It is therefore misguided to conceive of ourselves as separately
existing beings. These five truths should make us realise that we are one with the

rest of creation, equal members of the community of life

Secondly, the community of life is integrally dependent upon the existence of all
its members. No community is an independent unit (Taylor 1986: 117). The
survival of any single being or population group is not only dependent on the
physical conditions of its immediate environment, but also on the relationships that
exist between the beings that constitute that environment. Interactions among
groups of individuals and their physical environment are part of an intricately
woven web. The different ecosystems that constitute the community of life fit
together in ways such that if one is radically changed, structural changes will
necessarily occur in others, This is not to suggest that the biocentric outlook is
holistic or organicist in nature, since such views ofier no account of the
individual’s place in the community of life other than hovs its pursuit of the good
contributes to the overall functioning and well-being of the system (Taylor 1986:
118). Instead, Taylor views the natural world as being ethically relevant through

the existence of the individuals that constitute the natural environment.

Thirdly, all living beings are recognised to be teleological centres of life, pursuing

their own particular good in ways specific to their particular natures. By
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teleotogical centie taytor means a being’s Internal functioning and external
activities that are “all goal-orientated, having the constant tendency to maintain the
organism’s existence through time and to enable it to successfully perform those
biological operations whereby it reproduces its kind and continuously adapts to
changing environmental events and conditions™ (Taylor 1986: 121-122) [Each
living being has a unique life of its own, and carries out its life functions according
to the nature of its species (Taylor 1986: 120). Such beings have a good because
they exhibit organised behaviour. Accordingly, both conscious and unconscious
beings can be teleological centres of life, with a particular way of responding to
the environment and interacting with other organisms.  This definition of a
teleological centre of life excludes computers and machines, which aspire to
achieve ends or goals that are not purposes of their own, but includes all plants and
animals (Taylor 1986: 124). Objective openness to the existence and unique nature
of all living beings results in the ability to see the life of any living being as being
the same as ours. Accordingly. if we can accept that humans possess inherent

worth, then we can only agree that all living beings do so too (Taylor 1986: 128).

The fourth core belief, the most important element for taking the attitude of respect
for nature, is a total rejection of the superiority of the human species. Taylor
explores two commonly accepted arguments for the superiority of humans and
finds them to be unsound. One claim to human superiority is based on the fact that
human beings are different from other beings, possessing rationality, autonomy
and free will. These abilities are judged to be desirable and good. Taylor argues
that using standards based on human goods to judge non-humans commits a
category mistake, since entities can only be judged correctly if they fall within the
scope of the standard being used. Therefore, “one cannot validly argue that
humans are morally superior beings on the grounds that they possess, while others
lack, the capacity to be a moral agent” (Taylor 1986: 132). A second claim to
human superiority is made on the grounds that humans possess a greater inherent
worth than any other being, therefore human interests deserve priority over the

interests of any other beings. Exploring arguments from the Greek, Christian and
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Cartesian traditions, as well as a contemporary argonment supporting this elnim,

Taylor finds that all four are based upon similar conceptual confusions (Taylor
1986: 135-151). This makes them unacceptable as they are based on unsound

reasoning

That a conclusion is supported by an unsound argument does not automatically
imply the conclusion is false. The transition from the groundlessness of human
superiority to its denial is achieved by accepting the first three core beliefs of the
biocentric outlook on nature (Taylor 1986. 153) Human superiority is denied
since it “does not fit coherently into the view of nature and life contained in the
first three elements of the biocentric outlook™ (Taylor 1986: 154). According to
the conceptual framework of the biocentric outlook the idea of human superiority
is an unreasonable and irrational bias in our own favour (Taylor 1986: 155).
Rejecting the idea of human superiority supports the principle of species
impartiality, which counts every species as the same as any other species, with

every being possessing the same degree of inherent worth.

Taylor offers two reasons for accepting the biocentric outlook on nature. The first
tries to show that the biocentric outlook satisfies basic criteria, while the second
argues lor the rational acceptance of such criteria. The outlook “exemplifies a set
of prorperties that satisfy certain classical, well established criteria for judging the
acceptability of philosophical world views™ (Taylor 1986 158). The biocentric
outlook provides a comprehensive and encompassing view of the world, which
excludes no living being from its explanation. The four core beliefs work together
in a mutually reinforcing and systematic way, with no inconsistencies among
them. The ideas and concepts of the biocentric outlook can be stated with clarity
(Taylor 1986: 160), while its content is supported by empirical facts that are
dependent on and shaped by the physical and biological sciences. However, the
fact that it fulfils certain required criteria does not necessitate the acceptance of the
biocentric outlook. Rather what is shown is that it meets the standard criteria for

judging the acceptability of a world-view (Taylor 1986: 161). A world-view is
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understood as a belief-system that provides a generalised concept of reality. To
accept a world-view with good grounds one needs to be a competent evaluator.
Rationality, being factually informed with sufficient empirical knowledge and
having a heightened awareness of reality, are outlined as necessary aspects of
being a competent evaluator (Taylor 1986: 163). Taylor finds that ideally
competent evaluators would use the established criteria as tests for the overall
adequacy of a world-view, therefore concluding that the biocentric outlook can be

judged to be an acceptable world-view ( Taylor 1986: 1606)

Accepting the biocentric outlook on nature, constituted by the four core beliefs,
provides us with a map for understanding the natural world, explaining our
biological nature and describing the ecological situation. It also helps to increase
our avareness of the world around us and encourages ethical impartiality.
Furthermore, the biocentric outlook, which views all beinps as equal members of
one ccmmunity and promotes the idea that each living thing, has a good of its own,

supports the adoption of the second component - the attitude of respect for nature.
pp i P I

Understanding the attitide of respect for nature requires understanding two
concepts: the good of a being, and the inherent worth of a being (Taylor 1986: 60).
A being can be said to have a good of its own if it makes sense to say that
something is productive or counterproductive for that particular being (Taylor
1986: 61). What is productive for a being is that which contributes towards or
safeguards its good. What is counterproductive for a being is that which is
detrimental to its good. A being’s good can therefore be either advanced or
hindered. Benefits bring about or preserve conditions that are favourable to a
being, while harms create unfavourable conditions or remove favourable
conditions. Terms such as favourable and unfavourable apply only to beings
whose well-being can be advanced or reduced. Since it is only meaningful to say
this of beings that have a good of their own, an entity’s well-being is synonymous

with its good (Taylor 1986: 62).
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It is commonly accepted that beings that have a good of their own have to have
interests, goals or ends toward which they aim. Taylor identifies clear differences
between a being having interests in something and something that is in a particular
being’s interest. Having interests in something amounts to the subjective
valuations of a conscious being, and are merely apparent goods (Taylor 1986: 64).
Conversely, something that is in a being’s interest is an objective fact that
contributes to the overall well-being of that being, such as the nutritive and
environmental conditions necessary for growth and reproduction. This is a true
good.* Taylor’s theory of respect for nature is concerned only with notions of the
true good. Since both plants and animals can be treated in ways that are either
favcurable or unfavourable to their existence, their well-being can be either
harnied or benefited. Since well-being is synonymous wvith the idea of the good.
Tay‘or’s theory accepts that all plants and animals, however different they appear

to human beings, are beings that have a good of their ow 1 (Taylor 1986: 66)."

To have the attitude of respect for nature “is to regard the wild plants and animals

of the Earth’s natural ecosystems as possessing inherent worth” (Taylor 1986

* Taylor’s distinction between apparent goods and true goods is similar to Regan’s

distinction between preference interests and welfare interests.

* The conditions that constitute a particular being’s good depend entirely upon the
category of species the being belongs to, for what is good for one species may be
detrimental to another. Taylor uses this to extend the idea of the good from individuals to
the good of species and biotic communities. However, this is merely a statistical
extension, since the population or community as a unit is not rezognised to have a good of
its owi, but rather is constituted by the good of its members. A :cordingly, the good of a
species or community is “determined by the median distribution point of the good of its
indiviclual members” (Taylor 1986: 69). The range of applicatic i of the good therefore
applic: directly to individual beings, and statistically to populations and ecosystems
(Taylar 1986: 71).



71).* Respect is conferred onto these beings because they are recognised to
possess inherent worth. Inherent worth may therefore be thought of as “the
fundamental value-presupposition of the attitude of respect™ (Taylor 1986: 71). In
order for moral agents to recognise the ethical rightness or wrongness of treating a
being in a particular way, they need to recognise that that being has inherent
worth. To explain inherent worth, Taylor contrasts it with notions of intrinsic value
and inherent value. Intrinsic value is described to be a positive value attributed to a
satisfaction producing experience for a conscious being. This is commonly
accepted to be a practical or commercial value that is conferred by humans onto
non-human entities. Inherent value is given to objects or places that are
aesthetically or culturally enriching. Such objects or placss do not have a use or
commercial value, but hold a deeper spiritual value. Tkis value, however, still

relies upon the subjective valuations of conscious beings,

Unlike the above, inherent worth is independent of being valued by conscious
beings, and is independent of its usefulness to any other heing (Taylor 1986: 75).
To assert that a being has inherent worth entails two moral judgements: that it is
deserving of moral consideration; and that moral agents hzve a duty to protect and
further the good of such a being, for its own sake (Taylor 1986: 75). Furthermore,
the concept of inherent worth is independent of any system of merit (Taylor 1986:
76). As a consequence all beings that possess inherent worth are accepted to do so
equally. Accordingly, any being that is accepted to have inherent worth holds the
same moral status as every other being, humans included. It is therefore wrong to
use any being that has inherent worth merely as a means to any human end. To do
so would conflict with the inherent worth that the being possesses. Accepting the
inherent worth of all living beings makes the protection and promotion of the good

of each being that has inherent worth an ultimate good. Therefore, it is a matter of

*The range of application of the concept of inherent worth dete ‘mines the sort of beings
that ar: to be morally considered. According to Taylor all living beings, plants and
animals, have inherent worth. This is the only coherent way of viewing them given the
acceptance of the biocentric outlook (Taylor 1986: 80).
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moral principle that moral agents consider the good ol all beings that possess

inherent worth "’

The attitude of respect for nature is made manifest in th: way that we act and in
the k'ad of people that we are (Taylor 1986: 80). General respect for nature is
shown when actions are performed “out of consideration and concern for the good
of wild living things™ (Taylor 1986: 84). It is essential that the intentions of the
action are directed toward the benefit of wild beings, with the goal to preserve
them in their natural state. These actions must be performed as a matter of moral
principle and not out of a desire to fulfil one’s own interests, or out of feelings of
love or care (Taylor 1986: 85)." Only when the aim of preserving and protecting
wild beings has an ethical significance can it be said to express the attitude of
respect for nature (Taylor 1986: 86). “Our character expresses respect for nature
when it enables us to see clearly what those duties, obligations and responsibilities
are and to carry out their requirements in difficult and complex situations™ (Taylor

1986: 88). We are able to do this by possessing a set of dispositions.” It is thus

" This appears to suggest that it would be wrong not only to eat animals but also plants -
for plents and animals possess the same inherent worth as humen beings. This seems to
place human survival in a precarious position. Taylor addresse; this by claiming that, for
purposes of survival, it is acceptable for humans to eat other lisving beings. To do
other«ise would be to give those other beings more inherent worth than humans (Taylor
1986: 293). However, since a vegetarian diet consumes fewer beings than an omnivorous

diet it, is morally preferable.

* Subjective feelings interfere with the ability to treat all living beings in an impartial
light.

* These dispositions are classified into four types, each constituting an aspect of the
attitude of respect. The valuational dimension is the disposition one has to confer
Jjudgements of worth onto all wild living things, regarding them as being possessors of
inherent worth. The conative dimension is the disposition to aim at avoiding harming
natural living things and to preserve their existence. The practical dimension is the

disposition one has to act according to certain reasons. This encompasses the ability to
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that the attitude of respect for nature is expressed both in the conduct and the

character of the moral agent.

The attitude of respect for nature is a moral attitude Such an attitude does not
depend upon subjective feelings, but rather depends upon the adoption of a valid
system of ethical norms (Taylor 1986: 91). As a moral attitude respect for nature
will always assume priority over any other social or cultural norms, since “actions
inconsistent with respect for nature can never be justified on non-moral grounds™
(Tay.or 1986: 92). Not only is the attitude of respect for nature a moral attitude, it
is also an ultimate attitude. A derivative moral attitude is specific and derivable
from a more general moral attitude. An ultimate moral attitude serves as the
ground for all derivative attitudes, and it cannot be explained with reference to an
even more general attitude. The attitude of respect for nature is an ultimate moral
attitude, as it is a basic moral attitude from which all specific attitudes of respect
toward nature are derived. It is not grounded within a higher moral attitude; neither
can it be justified by appealing to a more fundamental moral principle or

commitment (Taylor 1986: 98)°*"

evaluate, make decisions and to exercise strength of will. Hav ing the attitude of respect
for nature requires that we act in certain ways and for certain rveasons. The affective
dimension is the disposition to have emotions or feelings. Thi.. allows us to feel pleased
when nature is treated in a respectful manner, and displeased when it is not (Taylor 1986;
80-34).

**This poses a problem for its justification, since all moral rezsons are themselves
grounded upon the ultimate attitude of which they are derivatives. However, adopting the
attitude of respect for nature involves a commitment to the validity of a whole ethical
system. In order to justify the attitude, the validity of the whole ethical system that
embodies it needs to be shown (Taylor 1986: 98). Taylor achieves this by expounding the
belief-system, the biocentric outlook, which underlies the attitude of respect for nature and

by attempting to demonstrate that it is acceptable to moral agents.
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The third component of Taylor’s biocentric ethic is the accompanying moral rules
that guide human action toward the environment. These are informed by the
attitude of respect for nature and include both rules of right conduct and standards

of good character (Taylor 1986: 169).

Rules of Conduct specify the general kinds of action that we should or should not
perform. These rules can be overruled provided that there is suitable justification
supported by an appeal to valid moral reasons (Taylor 1986: 171). As such they
are: only prima facie and not absolute. The Rule of Nonmaleficence states that we
have a duty not to harm or destroy any being that has a good of its own (Taylor
1986: 172). The fundamental principle behind this ru': is that we should not harm

thcse things that do not cause us harm.

The Rule of Noninterference instructs us to respect the freedom of living beings.
This requires that we refrain from restricting their freedom. Adherence to this rule
manifests itself as respect for the integrity of nature (Taylor 1986. 176).
Consequently, we are required to show disinterest regarding naturally occurring
events. Observing disinterest in the natural world requires that we be impartial to

all living beings and not favour one species over another (Taylor 1986: 178).

The Rule of Fidelity requires that we do not deceive or betray the trust that
individual beings place in us (Taylor 1986: 197). This makes it wrong to capture
beings with the purpose of harming or killing them.*' To do so is to treat
individuals as if they possess no inherent worth or less inherent worth than humans
and is thus incompatible with the attitude of respect foi nature (Taylor 1986: 182).
The only instance where infidelity is morally acceptable is when the being that is

deceived stands to benefit from the act of infidelity (Tavlor 1986: 184).

*! This includes fishing, hunting and trapping, all of which are practices that deceive
beings in an attempt to benefit the deceiver.
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The Rule of Restitutive Justice instructs us to restore the balance when a moral rule
is broken (Taylor 1986: 186). When a valid moral rule is broken, a wrong is
committed. This rule requires that the wronged being be compensated in an
attempt to restore, promote or protect its good. This includes instances where the
violation was morally justified.** Taylor acknowledges that these rules do not offer
an exhaustive account of our moral duties. Because of this, we are instructed to
allow the attitude of respect for nature to inform our actions as “right actions are

always actions that express the attitude of respect for nature™ (Taylor 1986: 171)

In instances where the application of the rules results in conflicting duties, priority
relations are suggested (Taylor 1986: 170). Taylor docs this by identifying the
sources of conflict between the rules and then assigring comparative weights
according to their ethical importance (Taylor 1986: 193). The rule of
noninterference does not conflict with the rule of nonmaleficence since a hands-off
approach to the natural world will not result in any ha'm being caused. Acts of
fidelivy and of restitutive justice can often conflict with the duty not to harm. In
upholding the attitude of respect for nature, Taylor feels that the duty of
nonmaleficence should outweigh the duties of fidelity and restitutive justice
(Taylor 1986: 193). Conflicts that occur between the duty to noninterference and
the duty to fidelity are less simple. While the rule of noninterference guides us to
leave wild animals alone and the rule of fidelity requires us to foster and support
bonds of trust between animals and humans, there are instances where trust needs
to be broken in order to maintain noninterference. Similarly, there are instances
where the duty to not interfere can be overridden by the duty to fidelity. In such
ambiguous instances fidelity should take precedence over noninterference,
provided that: trust cannot be sustained without interference; the interference is

minimnised; no serious harm is caused by the interference; and that those beings

2 Anv act of harm has to be balanced by an act of good. The larger the harm, the larger
the required benefit. Since “the perpetrating of a harm calls foi the producing of a benefit™
(Taylor 1986: 191), where the wronged being cannot be compensated, e.g. because it is no

longear living, another being should be compensated in its plac::.
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interfared with experience positive benefits (Taylor 1986: 196). Concerning
restitutive justice, it is oflen the case that balance cannot be restored without
interfering. In such instances, restitutive justice is allowed to outweigh the duty to
noninterference provided that no unacceptable harm is caused (Taylor 1986: 196).
Finally, in instances where there is conflict between fidelity and restitutive justice,
restitutive justice outweighs fidelity, provided that sufficient good is brought about
and no serious harm is inflicted on the being whose trust is broken (Taylor 1986

197)

Living an ethically informed life toward the environment is not only achieved by
conforming to a set of rules, we are also required to develop certain standards of
character. The attitude of respect for nature is evident in one’s character when one
has daveloped the necessary virtues that “enable one to deliberate and act
consistently with the four rules of duty” (Taylor 1986: 199). Taylor argues that the
development of such virtues is morally obligatory on two zrounds. Firstly, they are
necessary for correct moral conduct. Having the dispositions that make up a
virtuous character is necessary to deliberate clearly about the best course of action.
Since certain acts are obligatory, and certain virtues ate necessary in order to
perform those acts, it follows that the development of (hose virtues is morally
obligatory (Taylor 1986: 214). Secondly, we are not morally complete until our
inner character aligns perfectly with our external practice (Taylor 1986: 215). It is
our duty to become fuller moral agents.®® Accordingly, attaining the necessary
virtues is morally obligatory in itself. While being completely virtuous is beyond
the reach of ordinary human beings, the will to develop and improve one’s
goodness of moral character, thereby improving one’s moral self, is of utmost

importance. This is something that cannot be forced upon another but can only be

* Moral agents have the capacity to act morally. This entails, among other things, the
ability to: make moral judgements; consider moral possibilities; make moral decisions on

the basis of well thought out reasons; and carry out moral decisions in a decisive manner
(Taylor 1986: 14).
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achieved through autonomous decision. There is no true commitment to rules of

conduct. unless the will to commit comes from within,

When one adopts the attitude of respect for nature activities such as cutting down
natural forests, draining swamps or destroying fresh-w:ter ecosystems will not be
engaged in lightly. Acknowledging the inherent worta of all beings results in
acknowledging the importance of their interests. This often leads to moral
dilemmas since there is no set way to determine whose interests should be given
priority. One of the difficulties in dealing with competing claims is that humans
are said to have moral rights while plants and animals do not.’® This appears to
suggest that they hold a position of moral priority. Taylor rejects this, since
possessing moral rights does not support the right to exploit non-humans for
human benefits, nor does it imply that non-humans have less inherent worth than
humans (Taylor 1986: 261). Moral rights merely presuppose a relationship of
equality among right-holders that in no way implies a relationship of inequality

between right-holders and non-right holders (Taylor 1986: 261).

In order to deal with competing interest claims, Taylor develops a set of five
pricrity principles designed to operate as moral guides. The Principle of Self-
Dej:nce states that it is permissible for moral agents to protect themselves against
harmful beings that are not moral agents (Taylor 1986: 264). In instances where
harm is imminent we are justified to use only the rrinimum amount of force
required, provided that no other option is available, to prevent that harm from

occurring. This principle does not justify the harming of beings that do not cause

us harm.

** Taylor deliberately omits the notion of plant and animal rights from his environmental
ethic, since he feels that everything which a valid system of rights could achieve can be
similarly accomplished by adopting the ideas of respect for nature and recognising the
inherent worth of living beings. Adopting the attitude of respect for nature provides “a
solid basis for rejecting any human-centered viewpoint that would justify an exploitative

attitude toward the Earth’s wild creatures” (Taylor 1986: 226).
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The Principle of Proportionality applies to cases where the basic interests of non-
humans conflict with the non-basic interests of humans. Basic interests are those
primary goods or necessary conditions that are required for the proper
maintenance and development of a being. Non-basic intzrests are “the particular
ends we consider worth seeking and the means we ccnsider best for achieving
them that make up our individual value systems™ (Taylor 1986: 273). Non-basic
interests are of two types. There are those which are essentially incompatible with
the attitude of respect for nature. They deny the inherent worth of non-human
individuals and accordingly treat them purely as instrumental means to human
ends. Conversely. there are those non-basic interests that are not in themselves
incompatible with the attitude of respect for nature, but have consequences that are
(Taylor 1986: 276). The principle of proportionality concerns itself with the first
kind of non-basic human interest. In instances where the basic interests of non-
humans conflicts with this kind of non-basic human interest, “greater weight is to
be given to basic than to non-basic interests” (Taylor 1986: 278). As such the basic

interests of non-humans take precedence over the non-basic interests of humans.

The Principle of Minimum Wrong applies to situations where the non-basic
interests of humans, that are in themselves compatible with the attitude of respect
for nature, conflict with the basic interests of non-humans. These non-basic
interests play a significant role in the development of civi'ised life and the good of
individual moral agents (Taylor 1986: 281). In such instances, when the satisfying
of th2 non-basic interest is so important that even those who have adopted the
attituce of respect for nature would choose the non-basic interest over the basic
interests of non-humans, it is permissible to do so (Taylor 1986: 283). Two
constiaints apply. Firstly, that as little harm and destruction is caused to the natural
world as possible and secondly, that there is no better alternative available by

which those non-basic interests can be attained.
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The Principle of Distributive Justice applies to cases where the basic interests of
humans conflict with the basic interests of non-humans. According to this
principle, all basic interests carry an equal weight, and so the basic interests of all
beings should be given equal consideration. Accordingly, we are required to share
the resources of Earth, and recognise the right to existence of all beings. However,
clashes are unavoidable. Instances of human subsistence are a case in point. Where
killing wild plants and animals is necessary for human survival it is morally
perm ssible to do so (Taylor 1986: 293). This is an extremely difficult principle to
apply since “even the fairest methods of distribution cannot guarantee perfect

equality of treatment” (Taylor 1986: 292).

Because of this, Taylor offers 7he Principle of Restii«tive Justice that applies
whenzver the principles of minimum wrong and distrioutive justice have been
applied. This principle ensures that some form of compensation is delivered to
balance out the resulting injustice. Two guidelines are offered: the greater the
harm, the greater the compensation; and the health of the community or ecosystem
is more important than the good of the individual, since the good of all individuals
is dependent upon the health of the ecosystem (Taylor 1986: 305). Taylor is aware
that there will be complex instances where solutions will not be attained by
appealing to these priority principles alone. In such cases we are required to appeal
to “the ethical ideal that underlies and inspires the whole structure of priority
relations” (Taylor 1986: 264). This ideal is described by the biocentric outlook and

informed by the attitude of respect for nature.

Taylor’s biocentrism marks a radical shift in the extensionist approaches. The
works of Regan and Singer draw heavily on previously articulated theories in an
effort to provide acceptable ethical frameworks to support their respective ethical
opimions. A negative consequence of this is that they inadvertently adopt the
principles and concepts of the theory that they extend, theories that are inherently
anthropocentric, resulting in a narrowness of focus and «pplication. This explains

why taeir theories are disposed to acknowledge the moral standing of higher order
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animals only and tend, in instances of conflicting interests. to favour human
interests over the interests of other beings with moral standing. Furthermore, by
drawing from theories that focus on the individual alone, these extensionist
theories have retained an entirely individualistic focus. The environment as a
whole is not an individual being, and therefore exists in a realm beyond the sphere
of moral concern and consideration. This results in an inability to provide adequate

normative guidance on purely environmental issues (Des Jardins 1997: 125-26).

In contrast, Taylor attempts to construct a systematic and comprehensive ethic of
the environment. Because of this, his biocentric ethic has a much wider range of
focus and application than the theories proposed by Regan and Singer. Arguing for
the equal inherent worth of all living beings, Taylor commits his ethic to a non-
anthropocentric approach that does not favour any species This is supported and
informed by the four basic beliefs of the biocentric outlook. Accordingly, in
matters of ethical concern, all living beings are to be given equal moral
consideration. While Taylor’s approach, like those of Regan and Singer, is
essentially individualistic, his outlook recognises that the good of the individual
depends upon a healthy environment and that the community of life as a whole is
integrally dependent upon the existence of all its members. As such, Taylor’s
biocentrism recognises the ethical relevance of the natural world through the

existence of the individuals that constitute it.

In addition, the approaches of Regan and Singer focus on the criteria of moral
consideration, and how we ought to act toward morally eligible beings. Their
ethics amounts to an articulation of rules to guide our behaviour toward particular
beings (Des Jardins 1997: 133). These theorists make the assumption that moral
agents, as rational beings, will automatically follow their prescriptions provided
that they are rationally justified. Taylor, on the other hand, by including the
fundamental attitude of respect that we should adopt, not only places an emphasis
on what we should do, but also on the kind of person we should be. This presents a

fuller, more encompassing ethic not only of rules and duties, but also of personal
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According to Dlamini (homosexuality in the African context) he explores the different
definitions people globally have with definitions of what homosexuality is.
Homosexuality a sexual attraction to (or sexual relations with) persons of the same sex
(oxford dictionary). It can be biological in the case that the person is born with or it can
be a learned behavior. Homosexual is a word sometimes used to describe men being
sexually and emotionally attracted to men and women being sexually and emotionally
attracted to women. This word has a very clinical feel and sound to it and is therefore not
commonly used in everyday speech. It is much more common to hear people speak about
gay people or gay men and lesbian women. This experience of same-sex orientation can
be described as same-gender attraction (Marcionis & Plummer).

Biologically, homosexuality is genetically controlled whereby in males there is a female
chromosome resulting in feminine behavior or outcome. This can have implication in the
hormone levels, instead of testosterone there is a female concentration because of
biological factors e.g. a hermaphrodite. Although some argue that homosexuality has no

biological origin, the issue is still debatable.

In a study done to showcase the attitudes of racism on homophobia (Christian ethics

today- Issue 040 Volume 8 No 3 June 2002) a young white boy said he knows what's its

like to be black because he was a homosexual and therefore this showcased the kind of
attitudes that he had received from society. Comparing homosexuality can be compared
with racism as members of society display prejudice attitudes towards homosexuality
regardless of the origin or understanding of the behavior. In Marcionis & Plummer
(sociology) prejudice, racism, and stereotype are linked in that they are all based on the
ideas of ethnocentrism. Prejudice and discrimination are said 1o reinforce each other in
that hate is the core outlook. People tend to discriminate homosexuals, calling them
names and go on to add biblical notion of creation of Adam and Eve not Steve proving
ignorance of lacking knowledge. According to Desmond Tutu, not only is homophobia
inhuman but it is also unchristian and so he says its an evil act to deny homosexuals
freedom to practice they behavior it is not evil being homosexual. Countries like
Zimbabwe favor homophobic attacks and some actually have punishment so harsh that it

results in death penalties for practicing or being seen portraying homosexual vehavior.



A lot of criticism has been focused on homosexuality being unAfrican, this is however
not the case according to sociological and anthropological research. In homosexuality in
the African context- Dlamini he explores the existence of homosexuality in African
culture to prove that it did not come from the western culture nor did it come from
colonial damage. Within the African culture homosexual behavior is traced back to the
periods of migrant laborers where young boys where made makhotis by the working men
for sexual benefit since they were away from their wives and contact with women was
minimal. We also see this homosexual behavior being admired in the games that children
used to play, were in the case of mother and father they would often use the same sex
parents. When missionaries came to Africa, they preached ideas that were against
homosexual behavior saying that it is a sin, meaning that they were trying to change the

state of sexuality amongst the natives.



character This heralds a shift in the philosophical perspcctive on ethics, which
avoids a narrow-minded understanding of the moral agent as a purely rational
being, by recognising the important role that the character of the moral agent plays

in relation to making ethical decisions.

Advantages aside, Landman identifies a conceptual problem with the notion of
inherent worth. Extending the moral community to include insects, plants, and
micro-organisms is problematic because, for a being to be valuable and therefore
have moral standing, it is essential that it have feelings of well being. Any
experience will be subjectively pleasant or unpleasant for a sentient being. This
will be positively or negatively valued by the experiential being. The particular
kind of experience benefits or harms the sentient being in ways that matter to it.
“Each sentient being is therefore valuable in itself, whether or not it is valued by
other valuers™ (Landman 1995: 12). Since only sentient beings can be valuable in
themscives, they are the only beings that are deserving of moral consideration.
Accor’ingly, non-sentient beings, such as insects, plarts and micro-organisms
only possess a value in relation to the valuations of sentient beings. Taylor would
respond that inherent worth is bestowed directly onto beings that have a good of
their own. Since the good of a being does not depend upon the capacity to feel
pain, the possession of inherent worth does not require that a being has to have
interests or that it must take an interest in its own life (Taylor 1995: 127).

Accordingly, Taylor feels justified in proclaiming that all living beings have

inherent worth.

Inherent worth, for Taylor, is independent of either the intrinsic or instrumental
valuations of a human valuer and is independent of the good it can contribute to
any conscious being (Taylor 1986: 75). In reaction to this Landman argues that it
is contradictory to talk of a valuer-independent value since all value is dependent
upon a valuer in two ways, either a being is a centre of value itself, and therefore
vaiuable to itself, or something is valued by a valuer (Landman 1995: 14).

Callicott would agree with Landman that value is entirely dependent on the
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valuations of a valuer. However, in support of Taylor, it is his contention that
while entities have a value because of a valuer it is possible for those entities to be
valued for themselves, independent of the needs and interests of the valuer
(Callicott 1995: 45). In this regard we can accept Taylor’s notion of inherent worth

as beig independent of the needs and interests of a valuer.

There is also a practical problem of counting the worth of every living being.
Taylor’s approach recognises the equal inherent worth in all living beings. To say
that all beings possess a worth equal to ours “means that we owe duties to them
that are prima facie as stringent as those we owe to our fellow humans™ (Taylor
1986: 152). While this is a commendable egalitarian proposition it appears to
present a practical impossibility, for moral agents would have to count the inherent
worth of all those affected by their actions. Since Taylor argues for the inherent
worth of all living beings. we would have to consider the consequences of our
actions not only for other humans, but also for animals, insects, plants and micro-
organisms. This would require a “level of attention and care beyond the abilities of

most people” (Des Jardins 1997: 142).

Taylor would respond that, because his approach is not grounded on a principle of
utility, the counting of value is not central to determinirg good ethical conduct.
Rathey, the attitude of respect for nature should be used to guide our actions. While
this denies the need to count the inherent worth of every life affected by an action,
it does not diminish moral agents’ responsibility to cons‘der which lives will be
affectad by their actions, which course of action is the bes! to pursue and how best

to compensate those individuals that are harmed or interfered with.

French points out that, while Taylor’s egalitarian approach rejects the idea of
human superiority and is committed to species impartiality, his priority principles
allow for situations where it is morally acceptable for humans to kill non-humans
(French 1995: 40),
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The principle of self-defence is intended to be “species-blind™ (Taylor 1986. 265)
However, while it does not favour any one dangerous species over another it is
apparent that this principle privileges moral agents over moral patients’", since it
justifies the killing of harmful moral patients but not of harmful moral agents.
Clearly humanity is favoured over and above other beings. Taylor would disagree
with this since the category of moral agents includes more than humans alone.
Whil > this is true, it does not change the fact that almost all humans are moral
agents and most non-humans are moral patients, thereby providing “wide-ranging

justification for acts by humans that harm animals, micro-organisms and plants”
(French 1995; 49),

The principle of proportionality maintains “greater weight is to be given to basic
than non-basic interests, no matter what species, human or other, the competing
claims arise from™ (Taylor 1986: 278). This appears to be a fair principle, placing
the immediate biological and environmental needs of all beings over and above the
psychological and cultural needs of humans. Taylor then goes on to suggest the
principle of minimum wrong, which holds that certain highly valued non-basic
human interests have a greater weight than the basic interests of non-humans
(French 1995: 49). This implies that there are some non-basic human interests that
are more important than the basic interests of non-humans. This places non-

humans in a precarious position as their basic needs are trumped by certain non-

basic human needs.

Taylor would respond that only non-basic human intere.ts that further the social
and cultural interests of humanity are to be regarded as more important than the
basic interests of non-human beings. However, “if non-basic interests can out-
weight basic interests, then the distinction between basic and non-basic is rendered

deeply problematic” (French 1995: 50). In addition, Taylor propounds a theory

** A moral patient is “any being that can be treated rightly or wrongly and toward whom
moral agents can have duties and responsibilities™ (Taylor 1986: 17). Humans can be both

moral agents and moral patients.
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that is grounded upon the equal inherent worth of all beings. As such humans are
recognised to carry the same worth as all other living beings. Things become
problematic when human culture is introduced as carrying moral weight, when
what determines human culture is human interests, which themselves are said to
carry no more weight than those of plants and animals. This implies that “human

culture has especially weighty normative value, but human life does not” (French

1995: 50).

The principle of distributive justice maintains that the basic interests of all beings
are equal. This egalitarian principle is contradicted by the principle of self-
defence, which favours basic human interests over non-human basic interests; and
the principle of minimum wrong, which favours some human non-basic interests
over the basic interests of non-humans. So, while the principle of distributive
justice demands that an equal proportion of available resources be shared among
all beings with inherent worth, Taylor justifies the harminz and killing of non-
humans to prevent harm to moral agents, to guarantee the human food supply and
for the development of the human civilisation. Accordingly, it is clear that Taylor

does not include plants and animals in the equal distribution of resources.

Together these concerns make the scope of Taylor’s biocentric approach unclear.
While stressing moral equality, informed by the principle of impartiality, Taylor
“regularly formulates his principles so as to justify all sorts of cases in which
humans may kill or injure animals and plants” (French 1995: 50). Insisting on
principles that do not practically govern moral judgement about concrete duty
“purchases little normative work at high cost in conceptual contribution™ (French
1995: 57). Accordingly, when faced with concrete conflicts between
anthropocentric and biocentric ethics there is no clarity “about the moral

grounding of our final, concrete, normative weightings” (French 1995: 50).

Taylor’s approach can also be criticised for being incapable of preventing the

extinction of species, Since only individuals are recognised as having a good of
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their own, Taylor’s biocentric ethics is unable to extend moral concern beyond the
individual to include the species. In response, it could be argued that the second
core belief of the biocentric outlook acknowledges the interconnectedness of the
biotic community — that all beings are essential to the continued existence of the
integrity of the system. Along such lines the significance of the species as a whole
would be recognised and adequately protected. While this is true, Taylor
specifically denies that a species can be a moral subject, since it is merely a “class
name, and classes themselves have no good of their own, only their members do™
(Taylor 1986: 69n5). A species, for Taylor, is simply a collection of individuals.
Because of this the good of a species is reduced to a statistical recognition of the
good of the individuals that constitute it (Taylor 1986: 69). Accordingly,
maintaining the good of the individual ensures the zood of the species.
Unfortunately this represents an over-simplification of the category of species.
Unlike an abstract class, it can be argued that a species can evolve, develop into
new species, “become endangered, go extinct, and have interests distinct from the
interests of their members™ (Sterba 1995: 192). Since a species can be benefited or
harmed in ways different from its individual members, it makes sense to say that
the species has a well-being that is distinct from the well-being of its individual
members. Hence a species can be said to have a good of its own. Excluding the
species from moral consideration Taylor’s approach “does not recognise inherent

worth in enough entities to ground an environmental ethic adequately” (Johnson
1991: 183).

It is similarly apparent that Taylor’s approach excludes the non-living component
in natural ecosystems from moral consideration. Natural systems are regarded to
have an ethical relevance based upon the recognition of the inherent worth of the
individual beings that exist within them (Taylor 1986: 18). This is problematic as
it reduces the environment to a collection of individuals, thereby neglecting the
complexity of the interrelationships that exist between individual beings and
ignoring the vital role that the biosphere plays in relation to the individuals and the

communities that exist within it. Such reduction is a dangerous oversimplification,
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for the environment is far more than the sum of the individuals that occur within it

Failure to recognise the complexity of the natural environment could result in
actions that are not only directly damaging to ecosystems but that also impact

indirectly on the individuals that exist within them.

Taylor would respond that by adopting the attitude of respect for nature one’s
intentions and actions would be “directed toward not interfering with or harming
animals and plants in natural ecosystems and to preserving their wild status for its
own sake™ (Taylor 1986: 85). This amounts to a hands-off approach, supported by
the rule of non-interference. This would ensure that nature would remain
untouched, thereby reducing any possible negative human impact on the natural
envivonment. However, in certain instances non-intervention could lead to greater
ecological damage. If, for example, a certain species ol predator was allowed to
flourish unchecked, its population numbers could spiral out of control. Allowing
the predator species to become prolific could result in its prey species becoming
extinct. Surely in such cases “it is in the interest of certain wild species and their

environments that humans intervene periodically to mezintain a balance” (Sterba
1995 203).

Taylor argues that all living beings have inherent worth and are thus deserving of
moral consideration. By expanding the scope of moral standing to including all
living beings and by recognising the interconnectedness of ecosystems and the
beings that exist within them, the natural world gains an ethical significance in a
way that was not achieved by other extensionist approaches. Problematically, by
constructing a criterion that acknowledges the moral standing of individuals alone,
non-individual entities such as species, habitats and ecosystems are morally
unconsiderable as entities in their own right. Taylor creates a strong base for his
approach by formulating his theory in terms of Aristotelian character ethics.
However, emphasising standards of good character and the right kind of attitude

negates the need for having a comprehensive system of rules. As such, Taylor’s
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attempt at combining a system of character ethics with a complex system of rules

appears somewhat excessive.
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6

Evaluating the Extensionist Approaches

As argued in Chapter One, we are currently facing an environmental crisis of
immense proportions. Traditional anthropocentric aparoaches to ethics do not
extznd moral standing beyond the human realm. This has resulted in the non-
human world being valued for its instrumental, economic, and aesthetic potential
alone. Because of this I argued that an anthropocentric approach is inadequate to

addiess the current environmental crisis.

It would seem plausible that “progress could be made in ending the environmental
crisis by challenging anthropocentric ethical norms and extending moral
consideration to non-human beings” (Zimmerman 1998: 3). Following this line of
thought, two general approaches have developed: an extensionist approach and a
holistic approach. The first seeks to extend moral consideration beyond human
individuals to include at least some non-human individuals, while the second,
adopting an ecological understanding of the world, argues for the moral
consideration of wholes - species, ecosystems and the biosphere. In an effort to
investigate the first approach thoroughly, 1 explored the approaches of the main
prcponents of extensionist theories viz. Regan, Singer and Taylor, who argue for
the moral inclusion of mammals, vertebrates, and all living things respectively. In
order to establish an understanding of the second. holistic approach, 1 will outline
the land ethic of Aldo Leopold (1995). Following this. [ will compare and contrast
antaropocentric, extensionist and holistic approaches in an effort to expose the
sirailarities and differences that exist between them. This will show that the
exteasionist approaches have much in common with anthropocentric approaches,
which leads Callicott to conclude that the extensionist approaches are incompatible

with an environmental ethic.

It is the task of this chapter to explore, in the light of this claim, the adequacy and

applicability of the extensionist approaches.
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Ecologist Aldo Leopold (1887-1948) is widely held to be the founding father of
environmental ethics for proposing the /and ethic (Callicott 1995a: 30). Leopold
understands an ethic to be a mode of guidance that rests on the premise that the
individual is a member of a community. Our natural instinct is to compete against
others for survival. To counter this an ethic promotes co-operation with other
individuals in the community (L.eopold 1995: 143). Anthropocentric approaches
limit the moral community to human individuals, while extensionist approaches
argue for the inclusion of at least some non-human individuals in the moral
community. Leopold recognised that traditional approaches to ethics ignore the
human-environment relationship, leaving it for the most part to be characterised in
economic terms, Property is generally understood as a private possession, its
disposal determined by economic advantage rather than by morality (Leopold
1995: 142). Leopold argues that it is wrong to view land as property, as it is not a

commodity that belongs to us, but rather a community to which we belong (Pierce

& Van de Veer 1995: 110).

The notion of land as community is informed by the land pyramid. Sun energy is
seen 0 flow through the biotic circuit. The base layer of this circuit is soil, which
supports plant life, on which insects feed. Small animals, such as birds and
rodeats, subsist on the plants and insects, larger creatures on them, and so on, with
large carnivorous animals at the apex. “Each successive layer depends on those
below it for food and often for other services, and each in turn furnishes food and
services to those above” (Leopold 1995: 147). Lines of dependency for food and
services are called food chains. Each species represents one link in many chains.
The land pyramid is constituted by a complex tangle of food chains and its proper
functioning “depends upon the co-operation and competition of its diverse parts”
(Leopold 1995: 147). According to this conception land “is a fountain of energy
flowing through a circuit of soils, plants, and animals” (L.eopold 1995: 147). The
land pyramid conveys three basic ideas: the land is not simply soil; indigenous

plants and animals are essential for the continuation of a healthy energy circuit;
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and the manipulation of nature by humans is very different from evolutionary
charses (Leopold 1995: 14R). Because the land is comprised of complexly
interconnected relations, change in one part of the circuit entail adjustments in

many other parts.

The land ethic “simply enlarges the boundaries of the community to include soil,
waters, plants, and animals, or collectively: the land™ (Leopold 1995: 143).
Because the land is recognised to be a member of the community Leopold would
argue that it should be morally considerable. Furthermore, since the land is integral
to the successful functioning of the entire community Leopold asserts that the
rightness of actions should be determined on the basis of their contribution to the
overall functioning of the land and wrong if they affect it negatively.*® This is
evident when he states that “a thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity,
stability, and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise”
(Leopold 1995: 150). As such, the land ethic effectively revises the role of humans

in nature, from owner and dominator to member and equal subject.

* Since the primary focus of Leopold’s holistic approach is the integrity of the biotic
community, it is commonly understood that the interests of the individual are subordinate
to the interests of the biotic community. Because the land ethic: would justify the
sacrificing of an individual for the good of the biotic community, Tom Regan charges
holism with environmental fascism (Regan 1988: 362). In defence of holism, it is argued
that Kegan’s case for the rights of animals, which locates moral standing in the individual
alone, is an equally extreme position (Johnson 1991: 176). Fuithermore, the preservation
of the individual is “pre-empted by the preservation of the integrity, stability, and beauty
of the biotic community™ (Callicott 1995b: 155). Respect for the community implies a
respect for all the members of the community. As such the land ethic can be said to have
*“a holistic as well as an individualistic cast” (Callicott 1995b: 155), providing a well-
formed theoretical basis for including members of the biotic community and the biotic

community itself,
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For Leopold this ethical outlook is “an evolutionary possibility and an ecological
necessity” (Leopold 1995 143). It is possible, since human psychological and
cognitive capacities are sufliciently advanced to conceptualise and accept it, and
necessary, since humanity has the collective power to “destroy the integrity,

diversity, and stability of the environing and supportirg economy of nature”
(Callicott 1995b: 155).

Because the extensionist theories expand the moral sphere (o include at least some
non-human individuals it was assumed that they were allies with holistic
approaches to the environment. In reaction, J. Baird Callicott (1995a), in “Animal
Liberation. A Triangular Affair”, argues that anthropocentric ethics and
extensionist approaches have more in common with one another than either have

with an environmental ethic (Callicott 1995a: 57).

Extensionist and holistic aprroaches are similar in that they extend moral
consideration beyond the human realm to include non-humans. The former
extends moral consideration to mammals, vertebrates and all living beings, in the
cases of Regan, Singer and Taylor respectively, while the latter places direct moral
consideration onto natural systems (Callicott 1995a: 31). Furthermore, both
approaches see the extension of ethics from humans to non-humans as a
progression in the unfolding of human consciousness. For animal liberationists, the
quest "o attain animal equality is the next great challenge in the liberation struggle.
For l eopold extending ethics to include the land is a part of our moral

devel:pment (Leopold 1995: 143).

The most notable difference between extensionist and holistic approaches is that
different theoretical foundations inform them. Extersionist approaches are
grounded in an atomistic understanding of the world. Individual entities are
recognised to be independent of one another, each pursuing its own specific
interests. Communities and groups are understood simply as collectives of

individuals. Moral consideration is therefore directed specifically at the individual.
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Acts are right or wrong depending on how they affect individuals who have moral
standing. In contrast, holistic approaches are grounded in an ecologically informed
view of the world. Relationships between entities and the natural environment are
recognised to be of utmost significance. The individual exists within and
contributes to the system. The system in turn sustains the existence of the
individual. Because the system is essential to the existence of the individual and
supports many different types of individuals, it is given a higher ethical priority
than the individual. The optimal functioning of the biotic community is “the
ultimate measure of the moral value, the rightness or wrongness, of action”

(Callicott 1995a: 39).

A second notable difference that can be drawn between extensionist and holistic
approaches concerns the allocation of value. Extensionist approaches limit value
considerations to the individual alone, while holistic approaches confer value
directly onto the whole system rather than onto the parts that exist within the
system. Furthermore, extensionist approaches, as we have seen in the preceding
chapters, bestow this value equally onto all individuals that are recognised to have
moral standing. Conversely, holists, such as Leopold, who acknowledge the
primacy of the well-being of the biotic whole, only attribute value to individual
beings in terms of the contribution that they make to the functioning of the biotic
community. Accordingly, the value that individual beings possess will vary from
species to species - a bird from an endangered species would be given a higher
value than a bird from a common variety since species diversity enhances the
evolutionary potential of the biotic community. In certain cases, value could also
vary between individuals of the same species. For example, a conservationist who
works to preserve the natural environment would have a higher value because of
her contribution to the biotic community in comparison to the businessperson who

does not contribute to the development of the biotic community.

Thirdly, because these two approaches have different theoretical foundations, and

therefore allocate value to different entities and in different ways, they propound
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difMerent visions ol (e coemos, Estounsiodnist apppronchos arpue for the aoenal
equality of all individuals with moral standing. Emphasising care and concern for
all morally considerable individuals, extensionist approaches project a cosmic
vision of interspecies harmony. governed by respect for other beings. This is
problematic in that such a vision denies the Darwinian explanation of life as a
struggle for existence, where the survival of a being is ensured only at the expense
of another. In light of this, extensionist approaches can be seen as misguided
attempts to widen “the anti-natural prophylactic ethos of comfort and soft
pleasure™ (Callicott 1995a: 55) from humans to non-humans. Holistic approaches,
on the other hand, are more concerned with the natural functioning of the
environment, and accordingly support a cosmic visicn that celebrates all things
natural and wild. They would therefore demand that restrictions be placed on the

human commercial and domestic spheres (Callicott 1995a: 54).

Firally, different cosmic visions result in different outlooks and attitudes toward
wild nature. The extensionist approaches of Regan anc Singer concern themselves
with the treatment of animals by humans. Since most unfair treatment of animals
by humans occurs in the agricultural industry and scientific laboratories these
approaches focus their attention onto domestic animals. A consequence of their
moral focus is that they ignore the plight of wild animals and nature. Because the
functioning of the biotic community is of primary importance for the holists, wild
animals and indigenous plants occupy a place of importance within the biotic
community which domestic animals do not. In this sense, Taylor’s approach,
which is primarily concerned with the treatment of wild plants and animals, shares
a kinship with holism. According to holism domesticated animals are man made
artefacts, unnatural and potentially ruinous to the biotic community (Callicott
1995a: 50). Therefore, such an approach would hold an attitude of indifference
toward the plight of domestic animals, choosing to focus on the health of the

whole biotic community instead.
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In light of the above, the similarities that exist between e tensionist and holistic
approaches appear to be “rather superficial and to conceal substrata of thought and
value which are not at all similar” (Callicott 1995a: 34). This being the case, it
would be interesting to highlight the differences and similarities that exist between

extensionist and anthropocentric approaches.

It has been shown that the principal difference between the theories of Regan,
Singer and Taylor and their anthropocentric predecessors “lies in the choice of the
ethically enfranchising property or characteristic” (Callicott 1998: 12-13). While
traditional theorists propounded characteristics exclusive to humans, Regan,
Singer, and Taylor have developed theirs to include human beings as well as a
range of non-humans, thereby extending moral standing beyond traditional

boundaries.

As has been remarked in previous sections of this thesis, a common feature of both
extensicnist and anthropocentric approaches is that their theoretical foundations
are larzely informed by an atomistic understanding of the world. As a result
individual beings alone are recognised to be of moral sign ficance. The atomistic
paradigm ensures that certain groups of individuals are included in the moral
sphere, while others are excluded. Even Taylor’s biocentrism, which “stretches
this familiar pattern of moral reasoning to its limit” (Callicott 1998: 13) by
including all living individuals, excludes non-individual natural entities such as
species, ecosystems and the biosphere. While the extensionist approaches have
provided new issues to debate and discuss, the fact that they subscribe to the same
basic reductive paradigm as anthropocentric approaches results in the blind

acceptance and re-entrenchment of basic underlying moral principles.

Extending moral consideration beyond the human sphere makes the extensionist
approaches theoretically non-anthropocentric. However, all three extensionist
approaches, when faced with situations that require moral d=cision making, favour

human interests over non-human interests. The fact that Regan draws his line of

117



moral consideration at conscious, self-aware animals allows him to include all
mammals into the moral sphere. However, “to equa‘e having interests with
awareness of interests ... is to bias our understanding of what it means to have
interests in a mentalistic and, hence, a biologically parochial way™ (Fox 1990:
166) This amounts to replacing prereflexive human chau vinism with rational self-
conscious human chauvinism. Accordingly, Regan is guilty of favouring distinctly

human capacities.

Singer adopts the Benthamite criterion of sentience in an attempt to avoid the
charge of speciesism, and to include all vertebrates in the moral sphere.
Unfortunately he contradicts his non-anthropocentric position by adding rationality
and self-consciousness as relevant criteria when dealing with issues of death. This
places a premium on human-like capacities, unfairly favouring those beings that
are most similar to humans, while the moral status of non-human-like beings is
disadvantaged or completely ignored. This allows the interests of animals “to

count only when they do not clash with human interests™ (Singer 1990: 212).

Taylor attempts to avoid this charge by committing his approach to the principle of
spec es impartiality. His moral criterion includes all beings that have a welfare.
This allows him to extend moral consideration to all living beings. Despite this
orientation to the living world, Taylor constructs moral principles that frequently
allov human interests to take priority over non-human interests. Because all three
extensionist approaches favour - to a greater or lesser degree - human interests

over non-human interests, they can be charged with having an anthropocentric

bias.

In this chapter I have emphasised the similarities that exist between extensionist
and anthropocentric approaches. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to conclude that,
since an anthropocentric approach is inadequate to an environmental ethic,

extensionist approaches are similarly inadequate. To do so would falsely stretch

the claim of similarity to one of identity.
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To say that an ethical approach is adequate to an enviror mental ethic implies that
it is capable in and by itself of fulfilling the role of an environmental ethic. An
envitonmental ethic is understood to be a systematic account of the moral relations
between humans and their environment (Des Jardins 1997: 9). The environment
was cefined as the world in which we are enveloped and immersed, including both
individual living creatures and non-living, non-individual entities. This all-
inclusive sphere was earlier referred to as the ‘greater environment’. In order to
account for the moral relations that exist between humans and the greater
environment, an environmental ethic should have a sufficiently wide focus. This
will ensure that it provides a suitable basis from which to evaluate and guide
ethical behaviour toward all entities that exist in and constitute the environment.
Furthermore, because an ethic is a system of guidance, an environmental ethic
should have outcomes that would ensure the protection and maintenance of the
greater environment. For an ethical approach to fulfil the role of an environmental

ethic, it makes sense to demand that it reflect both the focus and the objectives of

an environmental ethic.

The cxtensionist approaches make a concerted effort to e:tend moral consideration
from humans to at least some non-humans. In this regard they can be said to be

congruous with the focus of an environmental ethic.

However, because all three extensionist approaches limit their focus to the needs
and interests of morally considerable individuals, those nyn-individual entities that
form part of the greater environment are not morally considered. Because of this, it

could be argued that the extensionist approaches are not encompassing enough.
Regan would disagree; arguing that if the individual is given moral consideration,

then the environment in which the individual exists will also be considered (Regan

1988: 363). His line of argument is easy to follow. Morally considerable
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individuals should not be harmed.®” Individuals require certain basic biological
necessities from the environment in order to survive, Individuals will benefit the
most from their environment when it is in a healthy state It follows then that we
have a moral duty not to disturb the environment, for it is that very environment in

which those individuals live and rely upon to live a full life.

While this argument has considerable merit, it does not guarantee the moral
consideration of the greater environment. Regan limits his moral consideration to
mentally normal mammals. This ensures that the habitats in which mammals exist
would receive indirect moral consideration, and would therefore be preserved.
Taking into account that there are infinitely more creatures on this planet than
mammals, there would be extremely large portions of the environment that would
not be considered at all. (New Zealand, for example, has no indigenous mammals,

exceplt for two bat species.) Regan’s approach is thus not encompassing enough.

Singer offers a significantly broader moral criterion that includes all vertebrates.
As such, the habitats that support all vertebrates would be indirectly considered.
Since there are significantly more vertebrates than mammals, a greater portion of
the environment would be morally considered. However, because Singer is chiefly
interested in the commercial dealings of humans toward animals, he presents what
can be termed an ethic of bio-culture. Focussing on domestic animals alone,
Singer’s approach offers less of a moral account for the greater environment than

Regan’s.

In contrast to Singer, Taylor’s biocentrism focuses entirely on human interactions
in natural environments and completely ignores the domestic sphere. Because it
recognises the inherent worth of all living beings and the dependency of the
individual on the environment, it can be argued that (aylor’s approach is more
encompassing than the approaches of Regan and Singer While this is true, it must

be remembered that Taylor prescribes the rule of non-interference, making it a

*7 Singer and Taylor would support this statement as well.
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moral duty to refrain from intervening in nature where direct human interaction
has not occurred.™ While there is strong agreement that we should try to preserve
at least a portion of the natural world from substantial human interference. it is
short-sighted to assume that nature, even in its wildest state, is beyond the
influence of human activity. Non-interference then is not necessarily the best

option to provide a basis from which to protect the greater environment.

Theoretical focus aside, it is important to remember that the purpose of an ethic is
to provide a guide for behaviour with the aim of achieving morally desirable
outcomes. It was suggested that an environmental ethic should aim at preventing
the manipulation and destruction of individual entities and natural systems. An
assessment of the adequacy of the extensionist approaches will, therefore, only be

complete if it explores the consequences of their application.

While the approaches of Regan, Singer and Taylor appear to be theoretically
enlightened in comparison to anthropocentric systems of ethics, inasmuch as they
argue for the moral inclusion of at least some non-human beings, all three
approaches have been shown to have an unstated moral bias in favour of humanity.
Human interests tend, in many instances, to take precedence over non-human
interests. As such, when applied to situations where moral decisions need to be
made concerning the greater environment it is probable that these approaches
would in many cases lead to results that favour human interests. As the current
environmental crisis is largely the result of an outlook that prioritises human
interests, it can be argued that the application of the extensionist approaches could

lead 15 consequences that are similarly destructive to the greater environment.

Arguing for the moral consideration of individual entities effectively excludes

non-individual entities from moral consideration. Informed by an atomistic

** 1t would be fair to claim that all three extensionist approaches support, to a greater or

lesser degree, a general hands-off approach to the natural environment.
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understanding of the world, the extensionist approaches acknowledge the interests
of the individual alone. Regan’s approach recognises the inherent value of self-
aware individuals; Singer’s approach the moral standing of sentient individuals;
and Taylor’s approach the inherent worth of all living individuals. Because species
are regarded to be simply collections of individuals, they are not recognised to
have interests apart from the interests of the individuals that constitute them. Thus,
no direct moral significance is conferred onto them, thereby providing no moral

grounds for the preservation of species.

This is problematic, for a species is not necessarily the same as a collection of
individuals. To be a member of a particular species is not simply a matter of
having certain characteristics and properties, but entails “being of a particular
coriplex genetic lineage™ (Johnson 1991: 155). Viewed in this way a species can
be seen as “an ongoing genetic lineage sequeﬁti:ally embodied in different
organisms” (Johnson 1991: 156) Consequently, it is rot only the individual that
couats in the evolutionary scheme of things, but also he species because “it is a
dynamic life form maintained over time by an informed genetic flow™ (Rolston
1988: 143). As such, the individual can be seen as the token and the species as the
type, and “the type is more important than the token™ (Rolston 1988: 143). Along
such lines, killing an individual need not be too serious a matter if it is replaceable
through reproduction. However, causing a species to go extinct permanently ends

the possibility of a particular group of individuals ever existing again.

Since evolution occurs through existing species and their variety of genetic
information, the greater the genetic variation, the more evolutionary possibilities
there are. The extinction of a species not only means the end of life for a group of
individuals, it also entails the end of a particular generative process. Thus, the
extinction of species ¢ lts in a diminished gene pool, and accordingly less
evolutionary possibilities. Because they are unable to offer moral recourse to
protect species from extinction, accepting the extensionist approaches is likely to

contribute to the destruction of the greater environment
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In response, an extensionist could argue that species extinction would not occur
provided that the good of the individual is maintained. This is a short-sighted
response since a species is inseparable from the ecosystem in which it exists. It is
determined by and depends upon its environmental niche. Accordingly, saving the
lives of individual entities is not going to preserve the species if the habitats in
which those species exist are destroyed. In order to effectively save a species, the

system in which the species occurs needs to be preserved.

None of the extensionist approaches provide direct moral grounds for the
preservation of the habitats and ecosystems in which species and their individual
members exist. Regan’s approach, when dealing with issues that involve both
morally considerable individuals and the environment, will always favour the
interests of individuals, treating the environment as a warehcuse of resources. The
environment counts only in so far as it benefits the morally considerable
individual. Beyond the satisfaction of the needs and interests of such individuals
the environment has no moral value. As such, Regan’s approach does not appear
to provide an adequate basis on which to develop an environmental ethic. This
comes as no surprise, for Regan states that his rights based approach and an ethics

of the environment “are like oil and water; they don’t mix™ (Itegan 1988:362).

Singer’s approach recognises the moral standing of sentient beings alone. The
environment is not a sentient being and so the interests of the environment are of
no moral concern. This translates into a hands-off approach to the natural world.
Considering the potentially devastating consequences that may arise as a result of
the escalating human population, the increasing demands for energy resources and
the pollution of the planet’s natural systems, this is definitely not the best way to
deal with the current environmental crisis. Furthermore, considering that Singer’s
approach treats morally considerable beings as replaceable items, it provides no
arguments against also treating the environment as a replaceable item. Singer’s
view would give us no reason to oppose the replacement of the natural world with
a synthetic one, in which real trees are substituted with plast:c ones, provided that

the aggregate suffering of sentient beings was not increased.
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While Taylor’s biocentric approach can be commended for recognising that all
living beings are directly dependent on the environment for their survival, and that
the integrity of nature plays a significant role in determining the rightness of
actions, the understanding of eco-systems propounded by it is dangerously
simplistic. Because inherent worth is bestowed onto entities that exhibit organised
behaviour alone, ecosystems are not recognised to have any inherent worth.
Rather, the moral status of ecosystems is reduced to a mere statistical
representation of the goods of the individuals that exist within them. Whether or
not ecosystems have morally considerable interests is highly debatable. That
ecosystems are greater than the sum of the individuals that exist within them is
not. Failing to recognise the complexity of the natural environment could result in
consequences that are not only directly damaging to ecosystems, but also

indirectly damaging to the individuals that exist within them.

Above | have shown that, while all three extensionist approaches satisfy the
requirement that an environmental ethic should extend the focus of moral concern
beyond the human realm, neither Regan’s nor Singer’s approach offers a focus that
is encompassing enough. Taylor” approach, on the other hand, includes all living
beirgs and in this regard can be said to have a significantly encompassing focus.
Locking into their applications, it is evident that none of the extensionist
app "oaches would meet the objectives of an environmental ethic. Because they are
biased in favour of humanity, do not provide a moral a:count for the preservation
of species and do not provide an independent moral account for ecosystems it is
highly doubtful that they would prevent the manipulation and destruction of the
vast variety of individual entities and natural systems that constitute the greater
environment. Since none of the extensionist approaches satisfies both the focus

and aim of an environmental ethic, none of them fulfils the role of an
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environmental ethic. Therefore, the extensionist approaches are inadequate to an

- s L11)
environmenlal ethic.

This supports Callicott’s argument, which acknowledges that while extensionist
approaches are compatible with an anthropocentric approach they are
incommensurate with an environmental ethic. Because extensionist approaches are
incompatible with an environmental ethic, and becaus¢ environmental concerns
are less of an issue involving individual living beings, and more of an issue
pertaining to species, ecosysiems and the entire planetary biosphere, it is
Callicott’s contention that extensionist approaches arz “utterly unpracticable™
(Callicott 1995a: 58). Thus, Callicott would argue that extensionist approaches are

not only inadequate, but that they are also inapplicable to an environmental ethic.

In contrast to Callicott, who asserts that an ethic that recognises the moral standing
of individuals is incompatible with an ethic that attributes moral value to wholes,
L.awrence Johnson argues that it is possible to “develop a coherent ethical scheme
to serve as a common foundation for the ethical dealings with other humans, with
non-human individuals, and with ecosystems and other environmental wholes”
(Johnson 1991: 230). Exploring both individualistic and holistic approaches,
Johnson finds that anthropocentric and extensionist approaches, while advocating
different kinds of treatment, agree that the interests of morally considerable
individuals are significant (Johnson 1991: 97), while holistic approaches argue that
non-tndividual entities have interests that are morally significant (Johnson 1991:
148). From this he concludes that the consideration of well-being interests is a

60

shared feature of all three approaches.” As such, Johnson argues that

* Wh.le Norton would oppose my claim concerning the inadequacy of an anthropocentric
environmental ethic, he would agree with me that the extensionist approaches are not
adequately suited to an environmental ethic, for “an adequate environmental ethic mist

not be limited to the considerations of individual interest” (Norton 1995: 187).

% Interests, in both senses are understood to be “a function of ... well-being needs”
(Johnson 1991: 141).
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individualistic and holistic approaches are not so different. While this common
ground of interests provides the theoretical link to join these different approaches
together, it does not necessitate that the conflicting interests of diverse entities will

be effectively and consistently dealt with (Johnson 1991: 235).

Johnson acknowledges that while there are clear differences between the demands
of individualistic and holistic theories, since both suppcrt vastly different and often
conflicting interests, “there is no need to absorb the former into the latter, or to
reduce the latter to the former” (Johnson 1991: 238). To do either would negate
important factors and thus lead to moral short-sightedness, since “atomism or
holism on its own, either one without the other is not only incomplete, it is
incoherent” (Johnson 1991: 239). Adopting a pragmatic appn::uach,“I Johnson is
lest: concerned with developing a unified theory of ethics than he is with finding
practical solutions to current environmental problems. Accordingly, his aim is not
to develop an absolute standard of reference from which one can determine right
or wrong actions, but rather to creatively mediate between the various conflicting
value claims (Parker 1996: 27). In order to do so it is essential to recognise the
moral significance of all things that have well-being interests (Johnson 1991: 238).
This is not to suggest that the interests of individuals and wholes are equal, but
rather that interests exist on more than one level. These different levels of interest
are not only understood to be interdependent, but also “distinct and not
interreducible” (Johnson 1991: 243). Thus the interests of individuals as well as

wholes are both morally significant. Because these different interests will not

% Pragmatism, as a school of thought, developed in reaction to traditional absolutist

concepts of epistemology, metaphysics and value theory. It demands a refocusing on what
actually exists, rather than on what philosophical theory suggests that we should find
(Parker 1996: 23). As a result a pragmatic approach to ethics “maintains that no set of
ethical concepts can be the absolute foundation for evaluating the rightness of our actions™
(Pa-ker 1996: 26). According to a pragmatic ethical account there can be no ultimate list

of virtues and moral principles, or an account of good that can deal with every practical

situation adequately.
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always be compatible, conflicts of interests will arise. I resolving such conflicts
of interests, Johnson acknowledges that in some instances the interests of the
individual will take priority over the interests of the biotic community, while in
other instances the interests of the biotic community will take priority over the

interests of individuals (Johnson 1991: 241).

Such an approach would seem to warrant a complex set of principles in order to
determine the priority of the different interests. True to the pragmatic outlook,
which states that “every situation must be appraised on its own distinct terms”
(Parker 1996: 33), Johnson does not offer any. Since a pragmatic approach does
not attempt to diminish the conflicts that exist amongst various parties with
opposing interests, it does not try to provide a simple means for determining which
interests take preference over others. In this regard Johnson’s approach does not
commit the mistake made by Taylor, who, in attemptiig to provide a complex
hierarchy of rules, succeeds merely in presenting a cumbersome approach which

“purchases little normative work at high cost in concept ial contribution™ (French
1995 57).

Because Johnson’s approach does not reduce the complexity of the world to a
single unified explanation, it remains open to a wide field of explanation and
understanding, allowing for the application of a range of established ethical
theories. Along such lines, the approaches of both Singer and Regan are
recognised to offer valuable insights that can be applied to dealings between
humans and some non-humans (Johnson 1991: 192). They contribute to the
broadening of our ethical horizons, expanding our awareness that the interests of
both human and non-human count morally, while simultaneously helping us to

understand why and how they count (Johnson 1991: 193).

Singer’s utilitarianism de-emphasises the importance of following rules, and helps

us to direct our thoughts onto the consequences of our actions. In addition, it
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provides an ethical frame of reference for dealing with animals in artificially

constructed and controlled environments.

Regan’s deontology, on the other hand, reminds us that the interests of morally
considerable beings should not be infringed by appealing to the principle of utility.
It also provides a strong ethical framework from which we can demand certain
rights for animals. [However, since the ethical entitlement of animals is the
philosophical goal of both Regan and Singer, the application of their approaches
would be irrelevant, and therefore inapplicable, in affairs that do not directly

involve human actions toward morally considerable animals.

Taylor’s approach has considerable merit in that it stresses the importance of
cultivating an attitude of respect toward nature. Johnson maintains that such an
attitude will only help us find practical solutions if we afe aware of the complexity
of existz2nce, together with the vast array of interests. Taylor’s biocentric outlook
provides an extensive framework to inform such awarcness. Because Taylor
argues or the inherent worth of all living individuals, his approach has a wider
applicability than the approaches of Regan and Singer. However, because it
focuses on the inherent worth of individuals alone it neglects to account, morally,
for the larger biotic community. As such its application would be limited to

instances where the interests of humans conflict with the interests of individual

plants and animals.

It is apparent that Callicott and Johnson propose contrary views. Callicott,
following a monistic outlook, assumes that a single unified ethical theory is
necessary to provide an effective and coherent means for dealing with competing
value claims. Accordingly, he claims that only holistic approaches to
environmental ethics are adequate and because the extensionist approaches are
inadequate, they are also inapplicable. Johnson, on the other hand, adopts a
pluralisiic outlook that assumes that a multiplicity of ethical approaches can

legitimately coexist, since the plurality of moral truths cannot be reduced into a

128



unifying principle (Des Jardins 1997: 252). Accordingly, he argues that, while no
singlz approach on its own is adequate as an environmental ethic, the extensionist
approaches are applicable provided that they are relevant to the situations to which
they are applied. This being the case, it appears that to answer the question
whether the extensionist approaches are applicable to ar environmental ethic, we
will have to resolve the debate between moral monists and moral pluralists. This
option would indeed provide an answer that either the extensionist approaches are
not applicable, if Callicott’s view is supported, or that they are applicable, if

Johnson’s view is supported.

Bearing in mind the scale and severity of the environmental crisis and
acknowledging that both views make valuable contributions to the field of
environmental ethics, it is my contention that a choice does not have to be made.

Rather the two views can be synthesised in a coherent and useful way.

Acknowledging the interests of the biotic whole in no way entails a denial of the
interests of the individuals that exist within the bio'a. The biosphere is the
collective environment that contains all living and non-living entities. However, it
1s not separate from those individuals, for they all contribute in their own ways to
its continued functioning (Wilson 1995). Since the biosphere is neither reducible
to the aggregate of all living individuals, nor a separate entity, it can be said to
have interests that are neither separate from nor reducible to the aggregate interests
of all living individuals (Johnson 1991: 265). Thus, to claim that ecosystems have
interests that count, in no way implies that those are the only interests that count.
Therefore, Leopold’s claim that acts are determined to be right or wrong regarding
how they affect the integrity of the biotic community should by no means be taken

as an exhaustive definition of right and wrong (Johnson 1991: 177).

The land ethic is well suited to deal with matters concerning the greater biotic
community. However, because it is primarily concerned with the biotic whole, it

does not provide a comprehensive moral account and is not appropriate for dealing
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with conflicting interests belween individuals, Since a system of ethics is intended
to guide human action, and human action affects both individuals and biotic
whaoles, it follows that where holistic approaches are mapplicable individualistic
approaches should be applied. Accordingly, accepting L.eopold’s holistic approach
should in no way imply a denial of other ethical approaches.

This is not to suggest that the various approaches have an equal level of moral
authority. Rather, the different approaches should be allocated varying degrees of
moral authority, according to their scope and applicability, Along such lines,
atomistic approaches are dircctly applicable to situations involving individuals.
However, since atomistic approaches focus on the individual alone, and since
human action has a general tendency to have consequences that extend beyond the
immediate realm of the individual, their level of moral authority cannot extend
beyond the moral consideration of the individual. In this regard it makes sense to
have an encompassing moral framework from which to regulate and moderate all
ethical decisions. A larger more encompassing and environmentally aware
fran-ework should approve the final moral decision. This will ensure that we will
act in such a way that the consequences of our actions are not detrimental to the
grezter environment. Because of the broadness of scope of the holistic approach, it
mal:2s sense that the land ethic should assume this informative and authoritative

role to guide our moral actions.”

Calijcott affirms the adequacy of the land ethic and denies the adequacy and
applicability of the extensionist approaches, while Johnson denies the adequacy of
any single approach and accepts the applicability of all approaches. Above 1

sketched a system whereby it is possible to synthesise these seemingly opposing

“* Norton, who is clearly an anthropocentrist, in a loose sense of the word, but not an
individualist, expresses a similar idea. He recognises that, while human interests are
important, preserving the complexity and diversity of the biological world are more so,
since these constitute the overall context that is life. It is essential to preserve this context
since major changes in the larger systems could lead to major disruptions in human
activities (Norton 1991: 189).
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views in a manner that does not reduce them to pluralistic relativism. Accordingly.
it rs possible to accept the land ethic as providing an encompassing ethical outlook
to direct our actions toward the overall functioning of the biotic community, while
at the same time acknowledging that the extensionist approaches are applicable to

situations that involve conflicts between morally considerable individuals.

The aim of this thesis was to examine the adequacy and applicability of the
extensionist approaches to an environmental ethic. 1 conclude that none of them is
in itself sufficient to address the concerns of the greater environment. Only a
holistic approach, such as Leopold’s, which takes the integrity of the biotic
community as a moral guide is suitable to deal with issues of global reach such as
pollution, destruction of the rain forests, species extinction, etc. However, this
does not mean that the extensionist approaches have no role to play in the
environmental arena. Because holism neglects to consider the smaller parts that
make up the whole, the individual is by-and-large neglected. It is here that the
extensionist approaches have a role to play, ensuring the moral consideration of
individual beings. And it is along such lines that I can conclude that while

extensionist approaches are not adequate, they can be applicable.
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Conclusion

There can be no denying that, collectively, human action has devastating
consequences for the greater environment. If we do not change the ways in which
we act, it is highly probable that the planet Earth, as we currently know it, could be
forever lost. While 1 accept that the planet may have regenerative capacities | am

also of the opinion that such capacities can easily be overloaded and exceeded.

Anry living entity is biologically equipped to regenerate its physical being over the
natural period of its life span. By this I am not referring to the ability to procreate
but rather the capacity the living body has to maintain its internal balance through
the process of homeostasis. Any living entity is constantly exposed to changing
external conditions, such as fluctuating temperatures, availability of food and
water, various bacteria and viruses, etc. An entity’s biological system responds to
these conditions, by constantly making internal adjustments, through a system of
feedback loops. In such a manner it is able to perpetuate its existence in the face of
adversity. However, this capacity is not unlimited. Sometimes the external
conditions are so extreme that the biological system is unable to maintain its
normal balance. In such instances the internal balance is offset to the point that the

orgzanism weakens and dies.

This analogy is not an attempt to suggest that the Earth is a living organism but
rather that, like biological beings, it is a system that las a tendency to maintain
some form of equilibrium. Atmospheric pressure, temperature and chemical
cormposition of the soil, air and waters have maintainec fairly constant levels over
the last few thousand years. However, if humanity continues to pollute and destroy
the natural world at the rate that it currently is, it is possible that we may cause too
much damage, inflict too many altered conditions for the planet to maintain its
current balance. If this occurs, the equilibrium may shift and settle well beyond
current boundaries, resulting in severe negative implications for many of the living

entities that rely upon the planet Earth for their existence.
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Our actions are informed by our perceptions of the world, our understanding of it
and our place in it. If we wish to change our actions it follows that we need to
change our perceptions. The way that we understand the world is informed by a
host of influences: cultural and religious beliefs, political and economic practices,
moral values, habits, experiences and so forth. This be ng the case, if we wish to
trarsform our perceptions it makes sense that we question our most basic
assumptions. The quest for an environmental ethic facilitates this process in that

we are required to question our value systems, attitudes and moral outlooks.

Traditional approaches to ethics were shown to be, for the most part,
anthropocentric. Anthropocentric approaches to ethics are characterised by a
disiinctly human-centred value system. Humans are viewed to be valuable in-
themselves, and are thus seen to possess intrinsic value, while the non-human
world is viewed to have a human-dependent value oﬁly. According to this view the
only duties owed to the environment are indirect, derived from human interests.
Since only human interests are acknowledged to count in morally significant ways,

nature is often treated purely as a resource to serve short-term human interests,

Some protagonists of anthropocentric views argue that by appealing to the rights
and interests of future generations the long-term environmental concerns of the
ecologically minded would be sufficiently protected. It is an accepted fact that the
natural world is the result of an ongoing process spanning millions of years.
De:troying a natural environment brings an end to a c¢ontinuity that can never be
replaced. Since value increases with scarcity, the less there is of a certain item, the
more valuable it becomes. The natural world is shrinking at a phenomenal rate. It
is therefore acceptable, in anthropocentric terms, to talk of the natural world as our

‘heritage’, which we need to preserve for the use of future generations.

Aside from instrumental and economic considerations, there are also aesthetic and
spiritual considerations. We preserve and cherish great works of art because of

their cultural, aesthetic and spiritual significance. Accordingly, we bestow an
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intrinsic value onto them. In similar ways we can receive aesthetic pleasure and
sphitual uplifiment from being in nature. If we destroy natural wilderness today
we deny future generations the opportunity of aesthetically and spiritually
enriching experiences. Therefore, we should preserve nature. In these ways “a
human-centred ethic can be the basis of powerful arguments for what we might

call ‘environmental values’ (Singer 2000: 93).

Such an appeal is indeed a viable means for transforming a focus on immediate
short-term human interests to include more long-term human interests, since
focusing on the needs of future generations will promote the adoption of
conservationist and preservationist attitudes. However, conserving and preserving
the natural environment for the benefit of humans alone “represents not only a
deluded but also a dangerous orientation toward the world” (Fox 1990: 13). It is
delusional in that such an approach incorrectly assumes that humans belong to a
category that is separate from the rest of the natural world. There is sufTicient
empirical evidence to support the perspective that we are biological ‘equals’ with
other species. We are governed by the same basic needs of survival (food, water,
safety and security), we rely on the same environment to fulfil these basic needs,
failure to obtain these basic needs results in death, and we are driven by the desire
to procreate. Furthermore, we are all products of the zame evolutionary process.
This is in no way an attempt to deny human uniqueness. HHowever, while we have
capacities and capabilities that make us distinctly human, other species are also
unique in their own ways. Any attempt to collectively assimilate non-humans to
the category of inferior humans succeeds only in degrading their existence by
failing to respect them for the capacities and capabilitie: unique to their being (Fox
1990: 15).

Grounding the conservation and preservation of the natural world on a purely
anthropocentric value system is dangerous, in that only those entities recognised to
be of value to humans are preserved, while non-valuable entities are neglected,

manipulated or completely destroyed. Anthropocentric approaches are largely
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informed by an atomistic understanding of the world. Such an outlook places
primacy on the individual entity as an isolated unit. As such, a lack of value is
characteristic not only of non-human individuals, but also of entire ecosystems
(Leopold 1995: 146). Inasmuch as a large proportion of entities, individuals as
well as species and biotic communities, are not recognised to have any economic,
aes'hetic or spiritual value, they would not be preservad. This is problematic in
thal the valued parts of the biota require the non-valued parts in order to function
successfully. While it could be argued that anthropocentric dealings with the
natural world are neither unnatural nor unethical there can be no denying that the
scope and rate of human environmental impacts are at a critical level (Callicott
1903: 15).

In the body of the thesis, I argued that an anthropocent ic approach is inadequate
as an environmental ethic. /<irst/y, anthropocentric assumptions were shown to be
largely responsible for the current environmental crisis. The perception that value
is located in and emanates from humanity has resulted in the understanding that
human life is the ultimate value. This has directly contributed to enlarging the
human population. Increasing population numbers together with the material
demands of modern society place ever increasing demands on energy and food
supplies. This is not to say that every improvement in the standard of living is
necessarily wasteful of energy or polluting to the planet, but rather it is the
cumulative effect of these improvements that is damaging to the environment. The
abu:es facing the greater environment as a result of the =nergy crisis and the food
demand are clearly manifestations of anthropocentric views that treat the natural
environment merely as a resource, an instrument for human ends. Secondly,
because the environmental crisis stretches beyond mere lhuman concerns to include
all living and non-living entities that exist on this planet, it was recommended that
an environmental ethic should have a sufficiently wice focus. Anthropocentric
approaches are not encompassing enough because iney recognise the moral
standing of humans alone. 7hirdly, it was suggested thit an environmental ethic

should have outcomes that benefit the greater environment. Anthropocentric
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approaches are only concerned with human interests, A morality that attributes

intrinsic value to humanity alone, serves humanity alone. Accordingly, such an
approach has outcomes that favour humans to the detriment of the greater
environment. In light of this it has been suggested that “the environmental crisis
will not be resolved until we break with tradition and acknowledge that non-

human nature also has moral standing™ (Varner 1998: 5)

Ethical extensionist theories challenge the anthropocentric outlook by arguing for
the ‘nclusion of at least some non-humans into the moral sphere. Regan, following
a classical rights based approach, argues that self-aware animals are subjects-of-a-
life. Subjects-of-a-life are inherently valuable and are therefore deserving of moral
consideration. While Regan’s ethic essentially extends rmoral consideration only as
far as mammals, arguing for their rights ensures that we are morally bound to
protect their interests. Singer, following the utilitarian approach of Jeremy
Bentham, argues that the capacity to suffer is morally significant. He therefore
argues for the moral consideration of all sentient beings. This extends the sphere of
ethics beyond the realm proposed by Regan, to include all vertebrates. Singer
does, however, limit the right to life to beings that are capable of forming
preferences about their futures, thereby effectively excluding most sentient
animals and some humans (Elliot 1995: 9). Taylor, proffering a strong version of
biocentrism, argues that all living beings have a good of their own, a goal to which
they strive. Having a good is synonymous with well-being. Beings that have a
well-being are inherently valuable. Inherent worth is possessed equally, and so all

living beings deserve equal moral consideration.

While extensionist approaches argue for the inclusion of at least some non-humans
into the moral sphere, like anthropocentric approaches they argue that the duties
and responsibilities owed to the environment are determined by the interests of
morally considerable indivic 2ls. As such, it is argued that they perpetuate the

basic reductive assumptions of the anthropocentric paradigm (Rodman 1977: 95).
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In an attempt (o develop a new paradigm and approach to the environmental
situation most environmental ethicists have turned to the science of ecology, which
recognises the importance of the systems in which individual organisms exist. Out
of an ecological understanding holistic approaches to ethics have developed,
which, in contrast to traditional anthropocentric and extensionist approaches, de-
emphasise the value of the individual living organism in favour of extending moral
consideration to interconnected wholes - species, ecosystems and the biosphere.
According to such accounts the environment is owed direct moral consideration,
independent of the interests of individual beings that exist within it. Primarily
concerned with the biotic community as a unified collective, this represents a
distinct system of ethics, which is different from anthropocentric and extensionist

approaches both in theory and application.

Callicott argues that the extensionist approaches zre not adequate to an
environmental ethic, since they have much in common with anthropocentric
approaches and anthropocentric approaches are inadequate to an environmental
ethic. T argued that the extensionist approaches are inadequate to an environmental
ethic on the grounds that none of them satisfy the requirements that an
environmental ethic should have, namely an encompassing focus together with

outcomes that protect and benefit the greater environment.

Adopting a monistic outlook, Callicott argues not only that the extensionist
approaches are inadequate to an environmental ethic, but also that they are
inapplicable. In order to explore the applicability of the extensionist approaches
from an alternative perspective 1 introduced Johnson, a moral pluralist and
environmental pragmatist, who argues that, while no approach on its own is

adequate to an environmental ethic, all approaches have degrees of applicability.

I suggested that these contrary positions could be synthesised in such a manner as
to retain the fundamental supposition of each. Because the environment is such a

vast and all-inclusive sphere I suggested that an environmental ethic should have
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an informative framework to ensure that we do not choose actions that have
consequences that are detrimental to the environment. Since a holistic outlook is
concerned with the integrity of the whole system it was reasonable to assume that
such an outlook is well suited to this task. However, since holism concerns itself
with the biotic whole alone it tends to neglect the individual. Accordingly, |
proposed that, guided by a holistic outlook, the individualistic approaches could be
applied provided that they are relevant to the particular moral situation. To this
end, Regan’s approach is useful when defending the rights of mammals; Singer’s
approach has practical merit when dealing with the mistreatment of domesticated
animals in the agricultural and scientific industries; while Taylor’s approach is
applicable in instances where human interests conflict with the interests of wild

non-human individuals.

This is not to suggest that such a system would function successfully as a
comprehensive environmental ethic. One of the major difficulties would be that
monistic approaches, which are fairly rigid and intolerant of other views, would
have to be applied in pragmatic ways, which demand fiexibility and tolerance in
working towards achieving common goals. However, this presents no immediate
cause for concern since the development of a comprehensive environmental ethic

is beyond the scope of this thesis.
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