www.cambridge.org/9780521868020


http://www.cambridge.org/9780521868020

This page intentionally left blank



The Politics of the Environment
Ideas, Activism, Policy

2nd Edition

The continuous rise in the profile of the environment in politics reflects growing
concern that we may be facing a large-scale ecological crisis. The new edition of
this highly acclaimed textbook surveys the politics of the environment, providing a
comprehensive and comparative introduction to its three components: ideas,
activism and policy. Part | explores environmental philosophy and green political
thought; Part Il considers parties and environmental movements; and Part |1l
analyses policy-making and environmental issues at international, national and local
levels. This second edition has been thoroughly updated with new and revised
discussions of many topics including the ecological state, ecological citizenship,
ecological modernisation and the Greens in government and also includes an
additional chapter on ‘Globalisation, trade and the environment’. As well as
considering a wide variety of examples from around the world, this textbook features
a glossary, guides to further study, chapter summaries and critical questions
throughout.

NEILCARTER is Senior Lecturer in the Department of Politics at the University of
York. He is co-author of How Organisations Measure Success: The Use of
Performance Indicators in Government (with Rudolf Klein and Patricia Day, 1992)
and joint editor of the journal Environmental Politics.






The Politics of the
Environment

Ideas, Activism, Policy

2nd Edition

NEIL CARTER

Department of Politics, University of York

771 CAMBRIDGE

&) UNIVERSITY PRESS



CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS
Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Sao Paulo

Cambridge University Press
The Edinburgh Building, Cambridge CB2 8RU, UK
Published in the United States of America by Cambridge University Press, New York

www.cambridge.org

Information on this title: www.cambridge.org/9780521868020

© Neil Carter 2007

This publication is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception and to the provision of
relevant collective licensing agreements, no reproduction of any part may take place
without the written permission of Cambridge University Press.

First published in print format 2007

ISBN-13  978-0-511-27828-0 eBook (EBL)
ISBN-10 0-511-27828-4  eBook (EBL)

ISBN-13  978-0-521-86802-0  hardback
ISBN-10 0-521-86802-5  hardback

ISBN-13 978-0-521-68745-4  paperback
ISBN-10 0-521-68745-4  paperback

Cambridge University Press has no responsibility for the persistence or accuracy of utls
for external or third-party internet websites referred to in this publication, and does not
guarantee that any content on such websites is, or will remain, accurate or appropriate.


http://www.cambridge.org
http://www.cambridge.org/9780521868020

To Tom and Rosa







Contents

List of figures

List of tables

List of boxes

Preface to the second edition
Acknowledgements
Abbreviations

Glossary

1 Introduction

PART 1 Theory: thinking about the environment

2 Environmental philosophy
Staking out the territory
Holistic perspectives
Moral extensionism
Conclusion: Breaking down the anthropocentric-ecocentric
divide
3 Green political thought
The central ideas of ecologism
Traditional political ideologies and the green challenge
Neither left nor right but in front?

PART 2 Parties and movements: getting from here to there

4 Green parties: the rise of a new politics?

page x
Xi

Xii
Xiv

XV

XVi
xviii

13
14
19
26

35

41
42
66
76

87

vii



Contents

viii

Green party electoral performance: an overview

Is there a new politics?

The political opportunity structure and green party success
Whatever happened to the environment?

New challenges

Conclusion

5 Party politics and the environment

Green parties in parliament

The ‘greening’ of established parties
Explaining party politicisation
Conclusion

6 Environmental groups

The environmental movement: an audit

A typology of environmental groups

The institutionalisation of the environmental movement
The resurgence of grassroots environmentalism?

A new civic politics?

The impact of the environmental movement

Conclusion

PART 3 Environmental policy: achieving a sustainable society

7 The environment as a policy problem

Core characteristics of the environment as a policy problem
The traditional policy paradigm

Political obstacles to change

Achieving policy change

Conclusion

8 Sustainable development and ecological modernisation

Sustainable development
Ecological modernisation: the practical solution?
Conclusion

9 Global environmental politics

The paradox of international co-operation
Environmental regimes: the ozone and climate

change treaties

Accounting for regimes

Regime implementation

Global environmental politics and sustainable development
Conclusion

10 Globalisation, trade and the environment

Globalisation and the environment

88
91
99
109
110
112

115
116
127
138
140

143
144
146
148
155
160
164
168

173
174
181
182
190
204

207
208
227
237

241
243

245
256
261
265
268

271
272



International trade and the environment
The WTO and the environment

North American Free Trade Agreement
The European Union

Conclusion

11 Greening government
Integration
Planning
Democracy and participation
Conclusion

12 Policy instruments and implementation
Regulation and regulatory styles
Voluntary action
Government expenditure
Market-based instruments
Policy instruments and climate change
Conclusion

13 Conclusion

References
Index

274
277
281
282
288

291
293
306
313
317

321
323
329
332
332
341
349

353

363
401

Contents



Figures

2.2 What entities have value? page 19
3.3 The technocentric-ecocentric continuum 78
3.4 Mapping ecologism 78

5.1 Environmental protection in British party manifestos, 1959-2005 131



Tables

1.1 Ecological footprint estimates, 1961-2001

4.1 Electoral performance of selected European green parties

4.2 Green MEPs in the European elections, 2004

5.1 German political parties: estimated positions and salience of
environmental policy dimension

6.1 Membership of selected US environmental organisations

6.2 Membership of selected UK environmental organisations

6.3 A typology of non-partisan political organisations

6.4 Types of impact of environmental pressure groups

8.1 The ladder of sustainable development: the global focus

9.1 Some major multilateral environmental treaties

9.2 Ozone protection - key developments

9.3 Climate change - key developments

page 2
89
107

130
145
146
147
165
214
242
246
250

Xi



xii

Boxes

1.1 Evolution of environmental issues
2.1 Defining value
2.2 The roots of anthropocentrism
2.3 A typology of environmental philosophy
2.4 The eight-point platform of deep ecology
2.5 Conservationism and preservationism
2.6 The Great Ape Project
3.1 Survivalism: leviathan or oblivion?
3.2 Population growth
3.3 Bjern Lomborg: The Skeptical Environmentalist
3.4 Obligations to future generations
3.5 The ‘four pillars’ of green politics
3.6 Greens and technology
3.7 Is non-violence a green principle?
3.8 Defining social justice
3.9 Ecological citizenship
3.10 The technocentric—ecocentric dimension
4.1 New social movements
4.2 Measuring postmaterialism

4.3 New Zealand Greens: proportional representation makes

the difference
5.1 Michels’s theory of oligarchy
5.2 The fundi-realo divide
5.3 How democratic is the ‘anti-party party’?

5.4 The political programme of the German red—-green coalition

5.5 The impact of Ralph Nader
5.6 Environmental partisanship in the USA
6.1 Institutionalisation

page 5
15
16
17
20
27
30
43
44
46
47
48
49
54
62
66
77
92
95

106
117
119
120
124
135
136
148



6.2 The changing nature of environmental pressure: solution-led
campaigning

6.3 Lessons of Brent Spar

6.4 The environmental justice movement

6.5 The repertoire of environmental protest

7.1 The Tragedy of the Commons

7.2 Genetically modified food crops and scientific uncertainty

7.3 The three dimensions of power

7.4 Defining policy change

7.5 Downs’s issue attention cycle

7.6 GM crops and agenda-setting

7.7 Discourse coalitions

7.8 German nuclear shutdown?

8.1 The Brundtland Commission

8.2 Agenda 21

8.3 World Summit on Sustainable Development 2002 (WSSD)

8.4 Core elements of sustainable development

8.5 Equity and the elephant

8.6 Six rules for a precautionary world

8.7 Eco-labelling: business fails to embrace ecological
modernisation?

9.1 Environmental security: a contested concept

9.2 Regime terminology

9.3 The Global Environment Facility (GEF)

9.4 The Kyoto Protocol

10.1 Does free trade result in ‘industrial flight’ to ‘pollution

havens’?

10.2 The European Union: from traditional paradigm to sustainable

development?
10.3 The Europeanisation of environmental policy?
11.1 Forms of integration
11.2 The US Environmental Protection Agency
11.3 Local Agenda 21 in Sweden: a qualified success?
11.4 Headline indicators of sustainable development in the UK
11.5 Opposition to wind power: democracy or NIMBYism?
12.1 Two successful voluntary agreements
12.2 Market-based instruments
12.3 Eco-taxes and the double dividend
12.4 Some successful eco-taxes
12.5 Tensions in UK energy policy
12.6 Transport and climate change

153
154
157
161
176
178
184
191
191
193
195
202
209
209
210
212
221
224

236
244
245
252
253

277

283
287
293
296
311
313
317
330
333
335
338
343
346

List of boxes

xiii



Xiv

Preface to the second edition

The writing of the first edition of this book took several years, so it was
with some relief when I began to prepare this second edition that I found
the basic structure of the book still seemed to work. I have added one
chapter - effectively a second on international environmental politics - in
which I analyse the relationship between globalisation, trade and the
environment, with a specific focus on the World Trade Organisation, the
North American Free Trade Agreement and the European Union (EU). The
discussion of the EU also serves as an introduction to a supranational
organisation that frequently reappears in the two following chapters.
Otherwise, all the chapters have been thoroughly updated, with
substantially new or revised discussions of many topics, including Bjern
Lomborg, the ecological state, ecological citizenship, the experience of
green parties in government, party politicisation, environmental policy
integration and the use of market-based instruments.

I would like to thank Elizabeth Bomberg, Meg Huby and Chris Rootes for
reading various chapters. I also received excellent advice on various
revisions from Andy Dobson, Katarina Eckerberg, Arthur Mol, John
Parkinson and Wolfgang Riidig. Thanks are owed again to my students for
sharpening my thoughts and to John Haslam for encouraging me to write
this second edition. I would like to thank Susan Baker, and Taylor and
Francis, for permission to reproduce her ‘Ladder of Sustainable
Development’ in Table 8.1.

Finally, thanks to Charlie, again, for her love and support, and to Tom,
just for being my wee man.
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Glossary

Anthropocentrism A way of thinking that regards humans as the source
of all value and is predominantly concerned with human interests.
Biodiversity The number, variety and variability of living organisms;
sometimes refers to the total variety of life on Earth.

Bioregionalism An approach that believes that the ‘natural’ world
(specifically, the local bioregion) should determine the political, economic
and social life of communities.

Climate change Any change in climate over time, whether due to natural
variability or to human activity.

Conservationism An approach to land management that emphasises the
efficient conservation of natural resources so that they can later be
developed for the benefit of society.

Corporatism A system in which major organised interests (traditionally,
capital and labour) work closely together within the formal structures of
government to formulate and implement public policies.

Cost-benefit analysis A study that compares the costs and benefits to
society of providing a public good.

Decentralisation The expansion of local autonomy through the transfer of
powers and responsibilities away from a national political and
administrative body.

Deep ecology The pre-eminent radical ecocentric moral theory which has
the primary aim of preserving nature from human interference.
Ecocentrism A mode of thought that regards humans as subject to
ecological and systems laws and whose ethical, political and social
prescriptions are concerned with both humans and non-humans.
Ecological footprint A measure of the amount of nature it takes to sustain
a given population over the course of a year.



Glossary

Ecological modernisation A policy strategy which aims to restructure
capitalist political economy along more environmentally benign lines
based on the assumption that economic growth and environmental
protection can be reconciled.

Ecologism A distinctive green political ideology encompassing those
perspectives that hold that a sustainable society requires radical changes
in our relationship with the non-human natural world and our mode of
economic, social and political life.

Eco-tax A tax levied on pollution or on the goods whose production
generates pollution.

Environmental impact assessment A systematic non-technical evaluation,
based on extensive consultation with affected interests, of the anticipated
environmental impact of a proposed development such as a dam or road.
Genetically modified organism New organisms created by human
manipulation of genetic information and material.

Green consumerism The use of environmental and ethical criteria in
choosing whether or not to purchase a product or service.

Holism The view that wholes are more than just the sum of their parts,
and that wholes cannot be defined merely as a collection of their basic
constituents.

Intrinsic value The value which something has, independently of anyone
finding it valuable.

Issue attention cycle The idea that there is a cycle in which issues attract
public attention and move up and down the political agenda.

Limits to growth The belief that the planet imposes natural limits on
economic and population growth.

Market-based instrument A policy instrument that internalises into the
price of a good or product the external costs to the environment of
producing and using it.

Modern environmentalism The emergence, from the late 1960s, of
growing public concern about the state of the planet, new political ideas
about the environment and a mass political movement.

Moral extensionism Ethical approaches which broaden the ‘moral
community’ to include non-human entities such as animals, based on the
possession of some critical property such as sentience.

New politics The view that since the late 1960s the rise of postmaterial
values, a new middle class and new social movements has changed the
political agenda and led to a realignment of established party systems.
New social movement A loose-knit organisation which seeks to influence
public policy on an issue such as the environment, nuclear energy or
peace, and which may use unconventional forms of political participation,
including direct action, to achieve its aims.

Ozone depletion Depletion of ozone in the Earth’s upper atmosphere
which leaves the surface of the Earth vulnerable to harmful ultraviolet
radiation.
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Glossary

Party politicisation A process whereby the environment ascends the
political agenda to become electorally salient and the subject of party
competition.

Pioneer states Those countries, mostly in Northern Europe, that have
taken the lead in developing progressive environmental policies and
setting high standards of environmental protection.

Policy paradigm A framework of ideas and standards that specifies the
nature of a problem and the policy goals and instruments needed to
address it.

Political opportunity structure The dimensions of the political
environment that either encourage people to use collective action or
discourage them from doing so, and which shape the development of
movements and parties.

Postmaterialism The theory that, as material affluence spreads,

‘quality of life’ issues and concerns tend to replace material ones,
fundamentally changing the political culture and values of industrialised
countries.

Precautionary principle The principle states that the lack of scientific
certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent
environmental degradation.

Preservationism An approach based on an attitude of reverence towards
nature, especially wilderness, that advocates the protection of a resource
from any form of development.

Regime The principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures
which form the basis of co-operation on a particular issue in international
relations.

Regulation Any direct (‘command-and-control’) attempt by the government
to influence the behaviour of businesses or citizens by setting
environmental standards (e.g. for air quality) enforced via legislation.
Renewable energy Energy sources, such as wind, geothermal and
hydroelectric, that never run out.

Resource mobilisation An approach to collective action which focuses on
the way groups mobilise their resources - members, finances, symbols - in
turning grievances into political issues.

Risk assessment An evaluation of the potential harm to human health
and the environment from exposure to a particular hazard such as nitrates
in drinking water.

Sentience The capacity to suffer or to experience enjoyment or

happiness.

Social justice The principles that should govern the basic structure of a
society, focusing on the distribution of rights, opportunities and resources
among human beings.

Survivalism Approaches characterised by an overriding preoccupation with
human survival, a sense of urgency about an impending ecological crisis
and drastic, often authoritarian, solutions.



Glossary

Sustainable development The ability of the present generation to meet its
needs without undermining the ability of future generations to meet their
needs.

Technocentric A mode of thought which optimistically believes that
society can solve all environmental problems, using technology and
science, and achieve unlimited material growth.

Traditional policy paradigm An approach to the environment that treats
each problem discretely, gives priority to economic growth and results in
reactive, piecemeal and tactical policies and end-of-pipe solutions.
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Introduction 1

The environment has been on the political agenda since the late 1960s. Much
has happened in that time, but is the planet better off? According to one
popular heuristic measure of the state of the environment - the ecological
footprint - things are bad and getting steadily worse.! The global ecological
footprint o.f humanity is a nlleasur.e of the amognt Ty ———
of nature it takes to sustain a given population amount of nature it takes to sustain a given
over the course of a year. This global footprint  yopyiation over the course of a year.
first exceeded the Earth’s biological capacity in
the late 1970s, since when it has risen steadily, overshooting by almost
40 per cent in 2005 (Venetoulis and Talberth 2006: 12). Moreover, this alarm-
ing figure disguises huge disparities among the nations; for example, the
per capita footprint (in global hectares) of the USA (108.95) is about seventy
times that of Ethiopia (1.56) (Table 1.1). It would be wrong, however, to draw
the conclusion that nothing has changed over the last forty years; in prac-
tice, the picture is much more complicated, as is illustrated by the following
examples.
In April 1986 the Chernobyl nuclear reactor exploded, with catastrophic
human and environmental consequences stretching from the Ukraine across
much of the Northern Hemisphere. Chernobyl appeared to be the death-
knell for the nuclear industry, as most governments stopped commissioning
any new nuclear power-stations. Remarkably, twenty years later the nuclear
industry is back in favour, with the first new nuclear reactor in the EU for
over a decade being built in Finland, the French and British governments
planning a new generation of nuclear reactors, and President Bush offering
financial incentives to anyone willing to build the first nuclear power sta-
tions in the USA in a generation. Ironically, the contemporary justification
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Table 1.1 Ecological footprint estimates, 1961-2001 (global hectares per

capita, rounded)

Ecological footprint Biological capacity Ecological balance
USA 109 20 -89
France 66 11 —55
Germany 52 8 —44
[taly 41 8 —33
Sweden 66 26 —40
UK 62 10 —52
Kuwait 155 8 —147
China 12 8 —4
India 4 6 2
Ethiopia 2 9 7
Nepal 2 8 6

Source: Venetoulis and Talberth (2006: 11-13).

for nuclear power is the ‘green’ claim that it is a carbon-free solution to
climate change.

The lifestyle choices of many people are increasingly shaped by environ-
mental considerations: they purchase organic products, recycle drink con-
tainers, cycle to work and invest their savings ‘ethically’ and take ‘ecotourist’
holidays. Yet global capitalism and consumerist lifestyles grow ever more
demanding on the environment. Most people in the industrialised world
seem to want more goods, to take cheap flights, to drive their cars and they
are wedded to a ‘throwaway’ culture that results in landfill sites piled high
with plastic bottles and obsolete computers.

Citizens have joined environmental groups in their millions, signed peti-
tions and marched on demonstrations. The environmental lobby has become
an important actor in national and international politics, while the dramatic
stunts of eco-warriors have become a familiar part of the political repertoire.
But entrenched business interests and technocratic elites continue to exer-
cise far greater influence over most key policy decisions. Green parties are
now an established feature of party politics in many European countries,
and have even joined coalition governments in several countries, whilst
established parties of all persuasions have adopted a greener rhetoric. How-
ever, electoral politics remain dominated by traditional materialist issues,
such as the state of the economy, taxation, public order and welfare policy.
Governments everywhere have introduced a wide range of environmental

protection policies and regulations, and most

Sustainable development: The ab|l|ty of the countries are formally committed to the prin_

present generation to meet its needs without
undermining the ability of future generations
to meet their needs.

ciples of sustainable development, but priority
is still almost always given to economic growth
over environmental protection. Efforts to build
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international co-operation to address global envi- . I
. Climate change: Any change in climate

ronmental problems such as climate change have over time, whether due to natural variability
become a central concern of international diplo- 4 to human activity.
macy, yet the USA has refused to agree to make
even the limited and inadequate emissions reductions contained in the
Kyoto Protocol, and rapidly industrialising major powers such as China and
India have not been required to make any commitments.

Whilst there is no doubt that environmental issues have had a big impact
on contemporary politics, the frequency with which governments adopt
a business-as-usual response to environmental problems raises the cynical
thought that perhaps nothing much has really changed. This puzzle is one
of many challenges confronting environmental politics, which has rapidly
become an established subject of political enquiry.

The rationale behind this book is that environmental politics is a dis-
tinctive subject that is worthy of study both in its own right and also for
the challenges it poses for the wider discipline of politics. Environmental
politics is a wide-ranging subject with three core components:

1. the study of political theories and ideas relating to the environment;

2. the examination of political parties and environmental movements;

3. the analysis of public policymaking and implementation affecting the
environment at international, national and local levels.

The broad aim of this book is to provide an introduction to environmen-
tal politics that covers all three aspects of this rapidly expanding subject.
The primary focus of the book is on environmental politics in the industri-
alised world. It is the affluent industrialised countries of Europe and North
America that are largely responsible for causing contemporary environmen-
tal problems and it is essential that they take the lead in solving them.
Much of the substance of environmental politics - ideas and theories, par-
ties and movements, policy initiatives — is rooted in the industrialised world
too. Although North-South issues and development themes regularly sur-
face in the book, for reasons of substance, practicality and space, the book
has a primary focus on advanced industrialised countries. The rest of this
introduction identifies the distinctive features of environmental politics and
explains the structure of the book.
So, in what ways is environmental politics distinctive? One distinguish-
ing characteristic is that it has a primary concern with the relationship
be'Fween human society ar.ld th.e natural world. Biodiversity: The number, variety and
This human-nature relationship connects the variability of living organisms; sometimes
extraordinarily diverse set of issues encompassed  (efers to the total variety of life on Earth.
by environmental politics, which include wilder-
ness preservation and nature conservation, air, water and land pollution, the
depletion of scarce resources such as fish stocks, rainforests and endangered
species, the use of nuclear power and biotechnology, and ‘global’ problems
such as biodiversity loss, climate change and ozone depletion. Traditionally,
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many of them were (and often still are) treated dis-

Ozone depletion: Depletion of ozone in the K . .
cretely as separate policy problems. The increasing

Earth’s upper atmosphere which leaves the

surface of the Earth vulnerable to harmiul tendency to conceptualise these problems as ‘envi-
ultraviolet radiation. ronmental’ reflects the emergence of an environ-
Holism: The view that wholes are more than mental discourse, or way of thinking about the
just the sum of their parts, and that wholes world, which has given coherence and political
cannot be defined merely as a collection of significance to the notion of ‘the environment’

L1l LIS CRTE TS, (Dryzek 2005). Underpinning this discourse is a

holistic perspective which, rather than examining individual issues in isola-
tion, focuses on the interdependence of environmental, political, social and
economic issues and the way in which they interact with each other.

At this point it is important to provide some historical context because
the emergence of this wider environmental discourse is a relatively recent
development. Of course, many of the problems that we now regard as envi-
ronmental, such as pollution, deforestation and land degradation, are not
new. In the classical world, Plato, Lucretius and Caesar all commented on the
problem of soil erosion (Wall 1994a: 2-3). The collapse of the Mayan civilisa-
tion hundreds of years ago can probably be attributed to deforestation and
soil erosion (Ponting 1992). Much later, however, it was the industrial and
scientific revolutions of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that really
created the conditions for contemporary concern about the environment.
In particular, the process of industrialisation contributed to environmental
degradation by accelerating resource consumption, urban development and
pollution. One of the earliest examples of what we would now call environ-
mental legislation was the 1863 Alkali Act in Britain, whilst in the USA the
first legal action against air pollution occurred in 1876 in St Louis (Paehlke
1989: 23). The first wave of concern about environmental issues can be traced
to the emergence of conservation and nature protection groups in the latter
part of the nineteenth and the early twentieth centuries, reflecting a grow-
ing middle-class interest in the protection of wildlife, wilderness and natural
resources (Lowe and Goyder 1983). Several leading

Conservationism: An approach to land . . . .
PP pressure groups, including the Sierra Club in the

management that emphasises the efficient

conservation of natural resources so that USA, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
they can later be developed for the benefit of in the UK, and the Naturschutzbund Deutschland
society. in Germany, date from this period. The conserva-
Modern environmentalism: The tionist movement established a firm base through
emergence, from the late 1960s, of growing the twentieth century as most countries saw a

public concern about the state of the planet,
new political ideas about the environment
and a mass political movement.

gradual accumulation of policies affecting vari-
ous ‘environmental’ issues, ranging from the reg-
ulation of industrial pollution to the creation of
national parks. Nevertheless, it was not until the emergence of ‘modern
environmentalism’ - the wave of popular concern about environmental
issues that swept across the developed world during the 1960s - that the
environmental discourse became widespread (Pepper 1996) (see Box 1.1).



First generation: preservation and conservation Resource depletion
(pre-1960s) Pollution abatement
Protection of wildlife and habitats
Soil erosion Third generation: global issues (late
Local pollution 1970s onwards)

Acid rain
Second generation: ‘modern environmentalism’ Ozone depletion
(from 1960s) Rainforest destruction
Population growth Climate change
Technology Loss of biodiversity
Desertification Genetically modified organisms
Pesticides

The rise of modern environmentalism highlights
a second distinctive feature of the environment

Introduction

Preservationism: An approach based on an
attitude of reverence towards nature,

as a political subject: unlike most other single especially wilderness, that advocates the
issues, it comes replete with its own ideology and protection of a resource from any form of

political movement (Jacobs 1997: 1). An awareness development.

of historical context is again important, for nei-

ther a green ideology nor an environmental movement existed before the
late 1960s. Modern environmentalism differed from the earlier preserva-
tionist and conservationist movements in two important ways (McCormick
1989: ch. 3). First, it was driven by the idea of a global ecological crisis that
threatened the very existence of humanity. The atomic age had brought
home the fragility of planet Earth. This perception was nurtured by a series
of well-publicised eco-disasters, notably the massive oil spillages from the
wrecked Torrey Canyon tanker off the Cornish coast in 1967, the blow-out of
an oil platform at Santa Barbara, California, two years later, and the mer-
cury poisoning of Minamata Bay in Japan. Following Rachel Carson’s 1962
best-seller, Silent Spring, which alerted the world to the dangers posed by the
synthetic chemicals used in pesticides such as DDT, advances in scientific
knowledge were increasingly catapulted out of the laboratory into the public
arena. Fierce public debates about the consequences of population growth,
technology and resource depletion encouraged people to think increasingly
in global terms about the environment (Ehrlich 1968; Commoner 1971;
Meadows et al. 1972).

Secondly, modern environmentalism was a political and activist mass
movement which demanded a radical transformation in the values and
structures of society. It was influenced by the broader ‘politics of afflu-
ence’ and the general upsurge in social movement protest at that time.
Modern environmentalism came of age on 22 April 1970 when millions



INTRODUCTION

Ecologism: A distinctive green political
ideology encompassing those perspectives

of Americans celebrated and protested on Earth Day; still the largest envi-
ronmental demonstration in history. The burgeoning environmental move-
ment certainly helped to popularise the environmental discourse. Govern-
ments set up environmental ministries and agencies and introduced swaths
of new legislation to protect the environment. The watershed 1972 UN
Stockholm conference, which examined how a range of global environmen-
tal problems affected human life, marked the entry of the environment
onto the international agenda. Thus, by the early 1970s, the component
parts of environmental politics had started to take shape: the appearance
of new political ideas and ways of thinking about the environment; the
rise of a mass environmental movement; and the creation of a new policy
agenda.

These three core components of environmental politics provide the frame-
work for this book, which is divided into three parts to reflect the distinctive
contribution made by each area of study: ideas; parties and movements; and
policy.

Part I explores different ways of thinking about the environment. A major
theme of the book is to explore whether there is now a sufficiently compre-
hensive and distinctive view of environmental issues to talk in terms of a
green political ideology, or ‘ecologism’ (Dobson 2000). In particular, green
political thought offers two important insights.
One is the belief that we need to reconceptu-

that hold that a sustainable society requires alise the relationship between humans and nature,
radical changes in our relationship with the which prompts many important questions about
non-human natural world and our mode of which parts of nature, if any, have value, on what
economic, social and political life. basis that value may be attributed and whether
Limits to growth: The belief that the planet such value is equal to that of humans. A further

imposes natural limits on economic and
population growth.

critical insight is the conviction that the Earth’s
resources are finite and that there are ecological
limits to growth which, unless we change our ways, will be exceeded sooner
rather than later. Radical greens draw the conclusion that we need a fun-
damental reassessment of our value systems and a restructuring of existing
political, social and economic systems in order to achieve an ecologically
sustainable society. Part I assesses this claim that ecologism is a distinctive
ideology. Chapter 2 provides an introduction to environmental philosophy
by exploring ethical questions about how humans ought to think about
and act towards nature. Chapter 3 outlines and analyses the green political
programme and assesses the relationship between green ideas and other
political ideologies.

Part II turns to the question of how we get to a sustainable society, with
a focus on collective action. Environmental activism is now a very broad
church. Green parties have become established in several countries and
there are many ‘environmentalists’ operating within established political
parties. Beyond parties, the contemporary environmental movement now



encompasses mass-membership pressure groups
such as the Sierra Club, international non-
governmental organisations (NGOs), including
Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth, thousands of
local grassroots groups and radical protest groups

Introduction

New politics: The view that since the late
1960s the rise of postmaterial values, a new
middle class and new social movements
has changed the political agenda and led
to a realignment of established party

such as Earth Firstl. Whether by directly influenc- ~ systems.

ing the policy process or indirectly raising public

consciousness about environmental issues through media campaigns and
protest activities, the environmental movement has become a significant
political actor and agent of change. In Chapter 4 the rise of green parties
is examined in the context of the claim that they represent a ‘new politics’.
A range of structural and institutional factors is explored to explain why
green parties have achieved electoral success in some countries, but failed
elsewhere, with a particular focus on Germany, France and Britain. Chapter
5 investigates the impact of environmental issues on party politics. It looks
first at the way green parties, notably the German Greens, have dealt with
the transition from pressure politics to parliamentary respectability and
then into government; secondly, it assesses the impact of environmentalism
on established parties, through case studies of Germany, Britain and the
USA. Chapter 6 explores the development and achievements of environmen-
tal groups, particularly in the USA and Britain, using the dynamic tension
between the large, mainstream environmental lobby and grassroots action
as a means of exploring some central questions of green agency, or how to

achieve political change.

Finally, Part III is concerned with environmental
policy; specifically, it examines progress towards
the implementation of sustainable development.
Whilst governments may be deaf to the radi-
cal message of ecologism, many have been influ-
enced by the alternative policy paradigms of
sustainable development and ecological moderni-
sation, which offer the promise of protecting the
environment by reforming capitalism. As a result,
radical ideas like the ‘precautionary principle’, and
innovative policy instruments such as eco-taxes,
have begun to appear on the policy agenda. At
an international level, the search for solutions
to global environmental problems has engendered
unprecedented efforts to secure widescale interna-
tional co-operation between independent sovereign
states to solve problems such as ozone deple-

Policy paradigm: A framework of ideas and
standards that specifies the nature of a
problem and the policy goals and
instruments needed to address it.
Ecological modernisation: A policy
strategy which aims to restructure capitalist
political economy along more
environmentally benign lines based on the
assumption that economic growth and
environmental protection can be
reconciled.

Precautionary principle: The principle that
the lack of scientific certainty shall not be
used as a reason for postponing measures
to prevent environmental degradation.
Eco-tax: A tax levied on pollution or on the
goods whose production generates
pollution.

tion. However, policymakers have discovered that environmental issues pose
distinctive and pressing problems. Chapter 7 explores the environment as a
policy problem, identifying its distinguishing characteristics and outlining
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Traditional policy paradigm: An approach
to the environment that treats each problem
discretely, gives priority to economic growth
and results in reactive, piecemeal and
tactical policies and end-of-pipe solutions.

the traditional policy paradigm, which has proved
unable to cope with the range and intensity of con-
temporary environmental problems. The resilience
of this traditional paradigm is explained by the
structural power that capitalism gives to producer
interests and by the segmentation of the policy

process, but the chapter also explores a range of policy models and frame-
works that can help make sense of environmental policymaking and show
how change is possible. Chapter 8 analyses the strengths and weaknesses
of the alternative policy paradigms of sustainable development and ecolog-
ical modernisation, and the remaining chapters evaluate how far they have
been implemented. Chapter 9 looks at the emergence of international co-
operation between nation states intended to address problems of the global
commons, with detailed studies of climate change and ozone depletion.

Regulation: Any direct (‘command and
control’) attempt by the government to
influence the behaviour of businesses or
citizens by setting environmental standards
(e.g. for air quality) enforced via legislation.
Market-based instrument: A policy
instrument that internalises into the price of
a good or product the external costs to the
environment of producing and using it.

Chapter 10 examines the relationship between
globalisation, trade and the environment, and
assesses the impact of three key institutions: the
World Trade Organisation, the North American
Free Trade Agreement and the European Union.
Chapter 11 investigates progress towards greener
government by examining how far environmen-
tal policy considerations have been integrated

into routine policymaking processes. Chapter 12
analyses the strengths and weaknesses of different policy instruments, con-
centrating on the key debate between the competing claims of regulatory
and market-based instruments, with particular studies of climate change
policies in the energy and transport sectors.

Throughout Parts II and Il an informal comparative approach is employed.
It is informal in the sense that it makes no attempt to follow a rigorous
comparative methodology; but it is comparative in that it uses examples
and case studies from several different countries, mostly from Europe, the
USA and Australasia, to illustrate the arguments.

Another key theme of the book is that environmental politics, in addition
to being a distinctive and fascinating subject worthy of study in its own
terms, is important because it challenges established political discourses,
political behaviour and policy agendas. Thus the growing significance of
environmental politics has seen political philosophers extend mainstream
theories of justice to consider whether non-human nature or future gen-
erations of humans have interests or rights or are owed obligations. Politi-
cal ideologies, including conservatism, liberalism, socialism and feminism,
have had to respond to the environmental challenge, giving rise to several
new hybrid concepts, such as ecosocialism and ecofeminism. Where green
parties have achieved electoral success, they have destabilised long-standing
party alliances and voting patterns. The growing legitimacy and influence of
environmental groups has frequently disrupted established policy networks



and challenged the influence of producer interests over the policy process.
The sustainable development paradigm forces governments to rethink the
way they make policy. Traditional Realist accounts of international relations
struggle to account for the growth of co-operation and collective action to
prevent environmental degradation. The book will show how the rise of
environmental politics has therefore been responsible for a widespread re-
examination of established assumptions, interpretations and beliefs about
contemporary political ideas and behaviour.
Conversely, core political ideas inform our
understanding of environmental politics. Concepts

Introduction

Postmaterialism: The theory that, as
material affluence spreads, ‘quality of life’

such as justice, democracy and equity are central  jsgyes and concerns tend to replace
to green political theory. For example, an analysis material ones, fundamentally changing the
of the green commitment to participatory democ- political culture and values of industrialised

racy can draw on a rich literature on democratic countries.

theory and practice. The political science literature

on new politics and postmaterialism offers important insights about the
development of the environmental movement. The study of environmental
policymaking is incomplete without concepts and frameworks drawn from
the public policy literature, such as agenda-setting theory or policy network
analysis.

Some familiar political dichotomies also resurface. Is the state or
the market more effective for achieving environmental policy outcomes?
Are centralised or decentralised political structures better at dealing
with environmental problems? Most importantly, in debating how to
achieve a sustainable society, greens confront the familiar dilemma of
reformism versus radicalism. Should environmen-
tal activists pursue an evolutionary reform of the

Green consumerism: The use of
environmental and ethical criteria in

capitalist system by getting elected to parliament,  ¢noosing whether or not to purchase a

or should they seek nothing less than a radi- product or service.

cal transformation of the system? Should groups Social justice: The principles that should
adopt conventional or unconventional forms of  govemn the basic structure of a society,
protest? Is collective action (through green par-  focusing onthe distribution of rights,

ties and pressure groups) or individual action (by
changing lifestyles and green consumerism) more
effective? In returning to some of these themes in the concluding chapter,
I argue that, as the environment has become an increasingly mainstream
issue, so the centre of gravity in environmental politics has shifted from
a radical rejection of contemporary society and a relatively narrow concern
with ecological issues, to a reformist acceptance of capitalist liberal democ-
racy accompanied by a broader social justice agenda.

beings.

D Further reading and websites

Ponting (1992) is a very readable environmental history of the world. Grove
(1995) offers a fascinating account of the early history of environmentalism

opportunities and resources among human
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as part of colonial expansion. Wall (1994b) provides an interesting anthol-
ogy of early green writings. For a history of the rise of environmen-
talism, see McCormick (1989). Good assessments of the state of the
environment can be found in the annual publications by the World
Resources Institute (http://www.wri.org/), the numerous United Nations Envi-
ronment Programme reports (http://www.unep.org/), the Millennium Ecosys-
tem Assessments (http://[www.millenniumassessment.org/en/index.aspx) and,
for Europe, the excellent European Environment Agency reports (see
http://[www.eea.eu.int). There are countless books outlining and seeking to
explain the environmental crisis, including McMichael (1995), Pickering and
Owen (1997) and Lester Brown’s annual State of World reports (e.g. World-
watch Institute 2006) for new developments.

NOTE

1 The ecological footprint is just one of many measures of the environmental
impact of human activities. By comparing the ecological footprint of human
activities with the biological capacity of the Earth, the footprint metric indicates
whether our use of crop lands, forest lands, pasture lands, built space, fisheries
and energy is sustainable. Whilst the methodology of measurement is open to
criticism and is being continuously refined (Venetoulis and Talberth 2006), it does
provide a useful heuristic device for assessing the sustainability of human use of
natural resources. See Wackernagel and Rees (1996) and Chambers et al. (2000).



PART

Theory: thinking about the
environment

Part examines how political theorists think about environmental issues.
Specifically, it asks the question: is there a sufficiently comprehensive, coherent
and distinctive view of environmental issues to justify talking about a green
political ideology which, following Dobson (2000), can be called ecologism?
There has been a phenomenal growth in the literature on environmental
philosophy and political thought in recent years. The distinction between
reformist and radical approaches provides a useful shorthand means of
categorising two quite different ways of thinking about environmental problems.
Broadly speaking, reformist approaches adopt ‘a managerial approach to
environmental problems, secure in the belief that they can be solved without
fundamental changes in present values or patterns of production and
consumption’ whereas radical positions (i.e. ecologism) argue that ‘a
sustainable and fulfilling existence pre-supposes radical changes in our
relationship with the non-human natural world, and in our mode of social and
political life’ (Dobson 2000: 2).1 In short, reformist and radical approaches
represent qualitatively different interpretations of environmental problems.
Dobson also makes the bigger and bolder claim that ecologism should be
regarded as a distinct political ideology. To cohere as an ideology, ecologism
must have three basic features: (1) a common set of concepts and values
providing a critique of the existing social and political systems; (2) a political
prescription based on an alternative outline of how a society ought to look;
(3) a programme for political action with strategies for getting from the existing
society to the alternative outline. Ecologism, according to Dobson, passes the
test on all three counts. First, it is characterised by two core ideas: a rethinking
of the ethical relationship between humans and the natural world, and the belief
that there are natural limits to growth. Secondly, it offers an alternative political
prescription for a sustainable society. Thirdly, it identifies various strategies for

11
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reaching the sustainable society. By contrast, reformist approaches do not add
up to an ideology. They offer no distinctive view of the human condition or the
structure of society. They are embedded in and ‘easily accommodated by other
ideologies’ (p. 7) such as conservatism, liberalism or socialism.

It is because ecologism encapsulates the most interesting, challenging and
distinctive contributions made by environmental political theorists that Part
focuses on its arguments and examines the veracity of the claim that it
represents a distinct ideology. Chapter identifies some of the key issues in
environmental philosophy by exploring ethical questions about the relationship
between humans and the natural world. Chapter outlines the core features of
green political thought and examines the relationship between green ideas and
traditional political ideologies. There is often a close, and sometimes confusing,
relationship between theory and practice in any discussion of political ideology.
One further question underlying the discussion in Part concerns the
implications of ecologism for practical political arrangements: what impact has
it had on the development of green parties and the wider environmental
movement, and what lessons does it have for policymakers?

Note

1 Dobson uses the term ‘environmentalism’ rather than ‘reformism’, but his is a very
particular use of the term which can give rise to confusion, for example, when
discussing ‘modern environmentalism’ or the ‘environmental movement'.
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Key issues
P What are the main theories and debates in environmental philosophy?

Does nature have value independent of human needs?

Are some parts of nature more valuable than others?

On what grounds might humans have duties towards the natural world?

Can environmental philosophy provide the ethical basis for a green ideology?

The central and most recalcitrant problem for environmental ethics is the
problem of constructing an adequate theory of intrinsic value for nonhuman
natural entities and for nature as a whole. (Callicott 1985: 257)

Environmental politics is suffused with ethical dilemmas. Should we reduce
the employment prospects of poor people in order to save an endangered
species? Are draconian controls on population growth justified if we are

13
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Deep ecology: The pre-eminent radical
ecocentric moral theory, which has the
primary aim of preserving nature from
human interference.

Anthropocentrism: A way of thinking that
regards humans as the source of all value

to reduce the pressure on the natural environment? Is it wrong to eat
meat? Environmental ethics, by examining questions about how humans
ought to think about and act towards nature, provides a link between
theory and practice. It is primarily concerned with values. Does nature
have value separate from its role in meeting human needs? If so, why?
Which parts of nature possess value and are some parts more valuable than
others?

There is a strong normative element to environ-
mental philosophy. Many leading contributors are
also committed activists whose main objective is to
develop a robust environmental ethical theory to
underpin green activism. Radical perspectives such
as deep ecology question the existence of a clear divide between humans
and nature and may even push humans off their pedestal at the top of
the ethical hierarchy. If ecologism is a separate ideology, then the way the
human-nature relationship is conceptualised arguably provides its most dis-
tinctive and radical feature.

This chapter provides an introduction to the key debates in environmen-
tal philosophy. It considers whether an environmental ethic that attributes
value and moral significance to nature is defensible, and whether it is
a necessary component of a green political theory. The opening sections
stake out the territory covered by environmental philosophy by distin-
guishing three different types of value, explaining the anthropocentric—
ecocentric dichotomy and setting out a simple
typology categorising the main approaches within

and is predominantly concerned with human environmental philosophy. The core of the chap-

interests. ter consists of a critical analysis of environmen-
Ecocentrism: A mode of thought that tal theories of value under the two broad cat-
regards humans as subject to ecological egories of holism and moral extensionism. The
and systems laws and whoss ethical, final section suggests that the search for a pure

political and social prescriptions are
concerned with both humans and

non-anthropocentric perspective may be fruitless.
Ecologism is, and perhaps should be, informed

non-humans. A )

Moral extensionism: Ethical approaches by a wide range of value theories - a form of
which broaden the ‘moral community’ to value eclecticism - each of which can contribute
include non-human entities such as animals, constructively to the development of an ethical
based on the possession of some critical framework to guide human behaviour towards the
property such as sentience. environment.

14

b Staking out the territory

b Types of value

A key concept in environmental philosophy is value. Unfortunately, not only
are there several different kinds of value, but there is also little consistency
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1. Instrumental value is the value which but not because it enables me to do
something has for someone as a means to something further. It is something which |
an end which they desire. So, a word find valuable in itself.
processor is valuable to me in so far as it 3. Intrinsic value is simply the value which
enables me to write, when writing is something has. No appeal need be made tc
something | want to do. those for whom it has value. It simply is

2. Inherent value is the value something has for valuable and is so independently of anyone
someone, but not as a means to a further finding it valuable.

end. A beautiful landscape has value for me,

in the way key terms, such as instrumental, inher- . , .
ST L. . Intrinsic value: The value which something

ent and intrinsic value, are used. The distinctions has, independently of anyone finding it

between these terms are contested and key writ- 5 able.

ers use them differently.! Rather than becoming

embroiled in arcane debates about these distinctions, the three definitions

used in this chapter are simply set out in Box 2.1. These terms are not

mutually exclusive; being valuable in one way does not preclude something

also being valuable in another way.

D The anthropocentric—ecocentric divide

Why is value a key concept in environmental philosophy? A central tenet
of green thinking is the belief that the current ecological crisis is caused
by human arrogance towards the natural world, which legitimates its
exploitation in order to satisfy human interests. Human arrogance towards
nature is rooted in anthropocentrism: the belief that ethical principles apply
only to humans and that human needs and interests are of highest, perhaps
exclusive, significance - humans are placed at the centre of the universe,
separated from nature, and endowed with unique values (see Box 2.2).
Anthropocentrism regards only humans as having intrinsic value, a claim
usually based on their capacity either to experience pleasure and pain
or to reason, and, furthermore, that only humans have interests. The
rest of nature is of instrumental value; it has value and deserves moral
consideration only in so far as it enhances human well-being. Non-human
nature - the koala bear or brown rat, the field of tulips or tract of wilder-
ness - is simply a ‘storehouse of resources’ for the satisfaction of human
ends (Eckersley 1992: 26). An anthropocentric case for environmental pro-
tection will therefore be justified instrumentally in terms of the conse-
quences that pollution or resource depletion might have for human inter-
ests. Lead is removed from petrol because it harms human health and fishing
grounds are protected because of the threat to a vital economic and food
resource. Although there are many powerful instrumental arguments for
defending the environment, many greens believe that they are insufficiently

15
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Sentience: The capacity to suffer or to
experience enjoyment or happiness.
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The Bible?
The *historical roots of our ecological crisis’
can be located in the despotic
Judaeo-Christian world-view, which
interpreted Genesis as regarding nature as
existing solely to serve mankind and
therefore ripe for exploitation (White 1962).
A different reading of the Bible identifies a
strong tradition of stewardship, conservation
and concern for non-humans that is ‘at least
as representative of Christian history as any
despotic view’ (Attfield 1983: 45). Nor can
the Judaeo-Christian thesis explain why a
non-Christian country, such as Japan, has
an equally strong technocratic-industrial
culture and similar levels of environmental
damage as Europe and North America.

The Enlightenment?

The dominance of anthropocentrism in
Western culture is often blamed on the
Enlightenment ideas and the scientific
revolution of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Francis Bacon, for example,
argued that by analysing nature
atomistically — breaking it into parts and
reducing it to basic components — scientific

knowledge could give us mastery over
nature, which could then be manipulated for
our own ends. Greens are critical of the
Enlightenment legacy for encouraging the
misconceived belief that humans can
master nature and for the apparent lack of
concern towards nature that it has
engendered — attitudes that, for example,
inform scientific enthusiasm for genetically
modified products.

A contrary view points to the great
achievements of the Enlightenment: the
triumph of reason over traditional authority
and the ascendancy of liberal values such
as rights, freedom and justice. There is
nothing wrong with a disinterested scientific
attempt to master nature in order to
understand how it works. Without science,
how would we even know about global
environmental problems such as climate
change and ozone depletion? The problem
arises when scientific achievements and
technologies are misused through
ignorance or for immoral reasons.

See Hayward (1995: ch. 1) for a discussion of
ecology and the Enlightenment tradition.

robust to support a strong environmental ethic. For example, anthropocen-
tric arguments generally place the onus on those wishing to protect the
environment to make their case, rather than on those wishing to intervene

in nature to justify their actions.

One of the key themes in environmental ethics has been the attempt to
develop a non-anthropocentric, or ecocentric ethic (Eckersley 1992). Ecocen-
trism rejects the ‘human chauvinism’ of anthropocentrism and argues that

non-human entities also have intrinsic value. Pre-

cisely which entities or categories in the non-
human world have value varies according to the

writer, ranging through animals, trees, plants and other non-sentient living
things (both individuals and species), and even inanimate objects such as
rivers or mountains. A common thread linking all ecocentric arguments is
the belief that to show that some or all of nature has intrinsic value may
prove a powerful instrument for defending the environment.



. Shallow perspectives such as ‘resource
conservationism’ and ‘preservationism’ (see
Box 2.5) are concerned about environmental
protection, but it remains subordinate to
other human interests. Shallow perspectives
accept the Sole Value Assumption: that
humans are the sole items of value.

. Intermediate perspectives argue that moral
consideration should be extended to include
certain non-human entities, although the
categories included (animals? plants?) and
the reasons for extension (sentience?
capacity to flourish? protection of diversity?)
differ. A large part of environmental
philosophy falls within this category, notably
‘moral extensionist’ positions based on
sentience (Singer 1976) and rights (Regan
1983), and the ‘ethical holists’ (Callicott
1985, 1986; Rolston 1988, 1991).
Intermediate positions remain wedded to
some version of the Greater Value
Assumption: that human interests always

Environmental philosophy

outvalue other considerations and the value
of non-humans (Sylvan and Bennett 1994),
or, slightly differently, that the value of
normal members of a species will never
exceed that of humans (Attfield 1993: 22).

. Ecocentric perspectives reconceptualise

ethical positions around a
non-human-centred attitude to the
environment, which involves the rejection of
both the Sole and Greater Value
Assumptions. Ecocentrics see value
residing in the ecosphere as a whole rather
than in humans or in individual entities, and
that value exists independently of humans.
Deep ecology is the most prominent
ecocentric position (Naess 1973, 1989;
Devall and Sessions 1985), although other
‘deep’ positions exist, such as
‘transpersonal ecology’ (Fox 1990).

Adapted, with amendments, from
Vincent (1993: 256).

The anthropocentric-ecocentric dualism is a key conceptual distinction in
environmental philosophy.? For many observers and activists, an acceptance
of a non-anthropocentric perspective is the litmus test for being green; it
is what distinguishes ecologism from other political ideologies (Eckersley
1992). It will be argued below, however, that the attempt to draw a sharp
conceptual distinction between anthropocentrism and ecocentrism is at best
misguided, at worst, untenable. For now, it is sufficient to note that this
simple twofold typology fails to capture the rich complexity and variation
within environmental philosophy. Several commentators have found it help-
ful to distinguish an intermediate area of environmental concern located
between the two poles of shallow (anthropocentric) and deep (ecocentric)
environmental ethics (Vincent 1993; Sylvan and Bennett 1994). The three-
fold typology outlined in Box 2.3 categorises the different approaches within
environmental ethics.

b A green theory of value?

A major concern in environmental ethics has been to construct a green, or
environmental, theory of value, based on a concern for the whole environ-
ment, not just individual parts of it. A ‘theory of value’, as Goodin (1992)

17
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puts it, is ‘a theory of the Good . . . [which] should tell us both what is to
be valued and why’ (p. 19). It should provide a set of principles, or a code
of conduct, to guide the way we behave towards the environment. However,
this ethical enterprise draws on a range of concepts from moral philosophy,
which raise various issues that should be flagged up here, as they will keep
surfacing in the subsequent discussion.

First, what are the implications of showing that nature, or parts of nature
(e.g. animals or plants), possesses intrinsic or inherent value? Greens hope it
will encourage us to change our behaviour towards nature, but others might
say that it means nothing: just because nature has value does not imply
that someone has a moral duty to behave towards it in certain ways. These
different interpretations point to two distinct questions which are often
run together in the literature: one is a philosophical question about the
kind of value that inheres in nature; the other is a more political question
about how to motivate people to act on the recognition of that value. It is
often difficult to maintain the distinction between the two questions, but
this chapter focuses on the former, although the latter issue will also be
discussed, especially in the conclusion.

Secondly, some writers argue that if, say, animals do have intrinsic or
inherent value, then they also have interests (perhaps in living a full life?) or,
stronger still, that they possess certain rights (a right to life?). They then try
to show that the possession of interests or rights creates obligations or duties
concerning the way we should behave towards animals. However, there is
a tendency to make some big jumps here. Consequently, in assessing such
claims, it is important to distinguish between the possession of interests or
rights and the existence of duties. Just because a chimpanzee might have an
interest in living a full life does not necessarily mean that I have a duty to
ensure that it can flourish. Similarly, I might concede that a chimpanzee has
a right to life but deny that this right gives me an obligation to do all in my
power to protect it. Conversely, I might deny that the chimpanzee has a right
to life yet still acknowledge that I have duties to it (not to treat it cruelly?).
In short, there is no necessary symmetry between rights and duties.

More broadly, without assessing the validity of claims about the interests
or rights of animals, it is important to be aware that terms such as interests,
rights and duties carry considerable conceptual baggage from moral philos-
ophy. For example, one common approach in political philosophy would
argue that only those creatures which are capable of making a contract can
be moral agents with corresponding rights and duties. As animals clearly
cannot carry out responsibilities or duties, according to this contractarian
view, they cannot have rights (Rawls 1973). Of course, there are objections
to this interpretation: for example, on what grounds do we ascribe rights to
babies or the senile who cannot carry out such duties or responsibilities?
The simple point being made here is that debates about the appropriate-
ness and accuracy of applying this kind of human moral discourse to the
non-human world lie at the heart of environmental ethics.
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Figure 2.2 What entities have value?

INDIVIDUAL ENTITIES WHOLE CATEGORIES
SENTIENT BEINGS INDIVIDUAL LIVING BIOSPHERE ECOSPHERE
PLANTS/TREES (SPECIES) (MOUNTAINS, RIVERS)
HUMANS NON-HUMAN ANIMALS

(ANTHROPOCENTRISM)  (ANIMAL LIBERATIONISM)

To summarise, this section has shown that greens object to the anthro-
pocentric basis of most traditional ethical and political theory. They argue
that value should be accorded not simply to humans but also to nature. We
now need to know what kind of value (instrumental, inherent or intrinsic)
can be ascribed to nature, what parts of nature have value and on what
grounds that value is accorded (see Figure 2.1). There are two dominant
ways of approaching these questions in environmental ethics - ‘holism’
and ‘moral extensionism’ - which are critically analysed in the following
sections.

Critical question 1
Is it important to show that nature has value independent of human needs?

» Holistic perspectives

The most radical approaches adopt a holistic analysis of the human-nature
relationship: they include all ecocentric perspectives, notably deep ecology,
and the group of intermediate approaches known as ‘ethical holism’ (see
Box 2.3). Holism is concerned with the way the different parts of nature
interact with each other in ecosystems and the biosphere - the inter-
dependence and reciprocity that make up the ‘whole’ - rather than atom-
istic accounts of nature that focus on individual parts in isolation. A holistic
view of nature holds that everything is connected to everything else, that
the whole is greater than the sum of the parts, that process takes primacy
over the parts and that there is unity of humans and non-human nature
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. The flourishing of human and non-human

life on Earth has value in itself. This value is
independent of their usefulness for human
purposes.

The richness and diversity of life forms are
values in themselves and contribute to the
flourishing of human and non-human life on
Earth.

Humans have no right to reduce this
richness and diversity except to satisfy vital
needs.

The flourishing of human life and cultures is
compatible with a substantial decrease in
the human population. The flourishing of
non-human life requires such a decrease.
Present human interference with the
non-human world is excessive, and the
situation is rapidly worsening.

Policies affecting basic economic,
technological and ideological structures
must change.

. The ideological change is mainly that of

appreciating life quality (dwelling in
situations of inherent value) rather than
adhering to an increasingly higher standard
of living.

. Those who subscribe to the above have an

obligation directly or indirectly to participate
in the attempt to implement the necessary
changes.

Adapted from Devall and Sessions (1985: 70);
Naess (1989: 29); Devall (1990: 14-15).

(Merchant 2005: 77-8). Broadly speaking, holistic theories are prepared
to extend the boundaries of moral consideration well beyond individual
humans by according intrinsic value to a range of non-human entities (to
include animals, plants and even rocks) and to ‘whole’ categories, such as
species and ecosystems. Holists are engaged in two kinds of exercise: a quest
for an ethical code of conduct based on the existence of intrinsic value in
nature and the development of an ethics based on a changed ecological
consciousness or ‘state of being’ (Dobson 2000: ch. 2). Both approaches can
be found in the work of Arne Naess, one of the founders of deep ecology,
whose ideas have shaped the development of ecocentrism.

The claim that nature possesses intrinsic value is clearly stated in the
eight-point platform for deep ecology drawn up by Naess and Sessions (see
Box 2.4): ‘The flourishing of human and non-human life on Earth has intrin-
sic value. The value of non-human life forms is independent of the useful-
ness these may have for narrow human purposes’ (Naess 1989: 29). Naess is
informed by the idea of symbiosis: that every entity has value because it is
needed by at least one other entity. Nothing and no one is entirely indepen-
dent, so everything has value. He also extracts a principle of equality from
the holistic thesis that everything is interdependent. This principle — Naess
calls it ‘biocentric egalitarianism’ — states that all forms of life have ‘the
equal right to live and blossom’.® Naess does not attempt to produce a scien-
tific case for intrinsic value; instead, biocentric egalitarianism is justified as
simply an ‘intuitively clear and obvious value axiom’. Thus, with this first
theme, Naess seems to be offering the basis for a green theory of value.



Environmental philosophy

The second theme in Naess’s work, underpinning the first claim that
nature has intrinsic value, is a metaphysical argument about how the closer
identification of the human self with nature could provide a rationale for
nurturing a higher ecological consciousness. Naess rejects the Enlighten-
ment view that humans are separate from nature and that Man is controller
of nature; instead, he adopts a position that is rather similar to the ancient
Greek view of Man as part of nature (Nussbaum 1986). Naess favours ‘the
relational, total-field image’ (1989: 28), which regards the ‘relational self as
having a wider understanding of identity based on the perceived continu-
ity between self and nature. He argues that by seeing ourselves as part of
nature and by identifying more closely with it, to the extent that the other
(nature) becomes part of our self, a selfrealisation emerges upon which
we can develop obligations to non-human nature. Thus the second theme
emphasises the importance of developing an ‘ecological consciousness’; by
changing the way we perceive and think about nature we can overcome the
ecological crisis.

Although both themes were of central importance in early ecocentric writ-
ing in the 1970s and 1980s, subsequently the focus has shifted from the
quest for an ethical code of conduct towards the second, ‘state of being’
approach. This shift represents an implicit acknowledgement that the pur-
suit of intrinsic value theory may be misplaced (Dobson 2000: 46).

Efforts to construct a holistic theory of value have encountered three
notable obstacles. First, many writers express their unease about the explic-
itly intuitive basis upon which Naess accords intrinsic value right across
the ecosphere, to include mountains, rivers and cultures. Other holis-
tic theorists have sought to construct a more robust case based on sci-
entific arguments (Callicott 1986; Rolston 1991).* Callicott, for example,
draws on Hume and Darwin to elaborate a ‘bio-empathetic’ theory based
on the claim that moral sentiments are a product of the evolutionary
process. A holistic interpretation of sociobiology and quantum physics
holds that there is no significant distinction between the individual self
and the environment. If humans could identify more closely with other
organisms in the biosphere, they would recognise that they have com-
mon interests with non-humans and might then develop moral sentiments
towards them. The continuity of self and nature means that, if the indi-
vidual self is intrinsically valuable, then nature must also be intrinsically
valuable.

However, these less intuitive holistic arguments tend to draw rather selec-
tive — and contestable - lessons from modern scientific discoveries. For exam-
ple, contrary to the claims of the holists, the science of ecology does not
deny the existence of differences between the self and nature. Its study of
individual organisms ‘entails no radically holistic ontology’ in which ‘I and
nature are one’ (O’Neill 1993: 150). Brennan (1988) offers the more fundamen-
tal objection that ecosystems do not operate according to the principles of
holism and interdependence.
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Yet the idea that someone might have reason to act because they are part
of a wider entity, which can itself flourish or perish, is not so strange. Many
people think that their well-being may depend partly upon the success of
a group to which they belong, such as their nation, local community or
fellow workers. The crucial political question is membership. Even if holistic
arguments are admissible in principle, they will not serve green purposes
unless their proponents can show clearly that someone’s interests are related
to a wide array of living entities.

Secondly, a key feature of holism is that moral consideration is given to
whole categories (species, ecosystems) or ecological concepts (diversity, com-
plexity), rather than (or in addition to) individual entities, such as a human
being. Holistic accounts perceive the whole to be greater than the sum of
its parts: ‘Intrinsic value is a part in a whole and is not to be fragmented by
valuing it in isolation’ (Rolston 1991: 95). Here, Naess and the ethical holists
draw on Aldo Leopold’s (1949) ‘land ethic’ thesis which holds that ‘a thing
is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the
biotic community’ (pp. 224-5).°> Large ‘wholes’, such as the biotic commu-
nity or ecosphere, are sufficiently organised and integrated to have a good of
their own and to possess intrinsic value. Thus, in holistic accounts, intrinsic
value resides in the general process, rather than the individual expressions,
of life (Taylor 1992: 114).

One objection to these arguments holds that a collective entity, such as
a species, cannot have intrinsic value because it does not have interests,
at least none over and above the sum of those of its individual members
(Attfield 1983: 150). Brennan (1986) argues that these wholes are not even
wholes in their own right but mere aggregations of individuals. However,
even if we accept that a species cannot have interests, the view that the
possession of interests is not necessarily a condition for the possession of
intrinsic value - even if it is necessary for the attribution of rights - is quite
respectable in mainstream moral philosophy (Dworkin 1993).

Perhaps a more powerful criticism is Regan’s (1983: 361-2) charge that the
holistic focus on the whole species or biosphere is essentially ‘environmen-
tal fascism’ because it ignores or suppresses the rights of individual entities.
Eckersley (1992: 60-1) suggests that this problem can be overcome through
the concept of ‘autopoiesis’, or self-renewal - the idea that all entities contin-
uously strive to reproduce their own organisational activity and structure -
which attributes value both to the collective whole (species, ecosystem) and
to the individual organisms that make it up. Yet the task of producing an
ethical code of conduct based on autopoiesis would hardly be straightfor-
ward, not least because the idea that ‘wholes’ have value would have serious
implications in any conflict between the interests of the ecosystem and indi-
viduals within it. Suppose, for example, it was generally agreed that the
good of the biotic community (which would include humanity as a whole)
required an immediate reduction in human population to lessen pressure
on scarce resources. Would infanticide therefore be justified, or would the



Environmental philosophy

rights of individual babies be upheld against the good of the larger biotic
community? Some system for reconciling the competing claims of wholes
and individual parts would be essential. The absence of any satisfactory
method for resolving these trade-offs is a major obstacle to the development
of any code of conduct based on holistic assumptions.

Thirdly, perhaps the most controversial feature of all these ethical claims
concerns the distribution of value among morally considerable entities. In
short, do holders of intrinsic value possess equal amounts of it? Naess’s rad-
ical concept of ‘biospherical egalitarianism - in principle’ rejects the ‘dif-
ferential imperative’ (Rodman 1980), whereby human attributes are valued
as higher than, rather than simply different from, those of other species.
The inference is that humans possess no greater moral significance than
koalas, rats or mosquitoes. To avoid one obvious objection, Naess (1989)
appended the clause ‘in principle’ because ‘any realistic praxis necessitates
some killing, exploitation and suppression’ (p. 28). Nevertheless, the doc-
trine has still, not surprisingly, provoked enormous controversy. How much
killing, exploitation and suppression is acceptable? Of whom? By whom?
On what grounds?® In response to an array of withering attacks on the
unworkability of the principle, Naess tried to clarify his position:

The principle of biospherical egalitarianism defined in terms of equal right,
has sometimes been misunderstood as meaning that human needs should
never have priority over non-human needs. But this is never intended. In
practice, we have for instance greater obligation to that which is nearer
to us. This implies duties which sometimes involve killing or injuring non-
humans. (Naess 1989: 170)

However, this qualification denudes the principle of its radicalism; it now
merely provides a guideline to help adjudicate when the needs of different
species conflict. For example, ‘You shall not inflict unnecessary suffer-
ing upon other living beings’ (ibid.: 171); but what is unnecessary? In
his defence, Fox (1990: 223-4) makes clear that Naess is not in the busi-
ness of producing moral ‘oughts’; rather, he is simply making ‘a state-
ment of non-anthropocentrism’. Yet there are further problems with Naess’s
reformulation.

It seems that Naess believes we owe a greater duty to those closest to us
(family? friends? pets?) than to someone (a starving Ethiopian?) or some-
thing (a Brazilian rainforest?) far away. If so, it seems rather strange that
a holistic thinker should focus on one ‘local’ ecosphere, as opposed to the
entire planet. There is also a broader issue here concerning the way that
the ‘community’ is privileged by those holistic theories influenced by the
‘land ethic’. The claim seems to be that the community possesses intrinsic
value because we are all parts of the same ‘whole’ (the biosphere or eco-
sphere). It was argued above that, even if we recognise our interdependence
with the natural world, it does not also imply acceptance of a moral rela-
tionship. Conversely, we often recognise obligations to those with whom
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we share no sense of interdependence or community, such as Sudanese
famine victims. In this sense, the community argument may erect barriers
that prevent us from fulfilling obligations to the needy in poorer countries
because of the primary obligations we might owe to those in our own com-
munity. Consequently, community may be both too exclusive (of those suf-
fering elsewhere) and too inclusive (of those in the community with a lesser
claim on grounds of need or well-being) to provide the basis of an ethical
code.

Another implication of the reformulated principle is that Naess clearly
regards humans as having priority over non-humans, which seems to place
him in the anthropocentric camp. Most other holists adopt a similar
position.” Typically, they construct hierarchies of value-holders - humans,
higher mammals, animals, plants and so on - in which humans always seem
to come out on top. Mathews (1991), for example, defines ‘the degree of
power of selfmaintenance’ (i.e. complexity) as the criterion for determining
priority in conflicting moral claims, a characteristic that (coincidentally?)
humans possess in abundance. Put differently, in adjudicating conflicts
between values, it seems that ecocentric writers ultimately fall back on
arguments that privilege humans. Alternatively, they avoid the challenge
of providing moral codes of conduct altogether.

Thus, to summarise, Naess does little more than stipulate that nature
possesses intrinsic value; many writers would simply deny this claim. The
‘scientific’ grounds on which nature is accorded intrinsic value are also
strongly contested. Even if we accept that nature does have intrinsic value,
it is not clear what that implies. Holistic arguments provide little guidance
on how to resolve dilemmas when different parts of nature conflict with one
another. So, in practice, the claim that nature has intrinsic value simply sits
there; it does not tell us how we should behave towards nature.

Consequently, it is not surprising that deep ecologists have focused
increasingly on developing the second key theme in Naess’s work - the
concept of the ‘relational self. Warwick Fox (1990), with his concept of
‘transpersonal ecology’, is one of the more sophisticated exponents of this
approach,® which explicitly rejects intrinsic value theory. Fox, whose work
bears the imprint of psychology (notably Maslow 1954), argues that the ‘self’
should be extended beyond the egoistic, biographical or personal sense of
self to produce ‘as expansive a sense of self as possible’ (Fox 1990: 224).
Instead of regarding ourselves atomistically - as separate and isolated from
everyone and everything else — we should seek to empathise with others,
particularly with animals, plants and wider nature. Humans should try to
experience a lived sense of identification with other beings; for if some-
one’s sense of self can embrace other beings, then there is little need for
moral exhortation to behave in a caring way towards those beings (Eckersley
1992: 62). This ‘state of being’ approach therefore focuses on the normative
question of how people might be motivated to develop a higher ecological
consciousness.
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Rather than issue moral injunctions, Fox prefers an ‘experiential invita-
tion’ to individuals to experience our oneness with the world, to engage
in wider identification and move towards a more expansive sense of self
(pp. 244-5).° He believes that the exercise of providing moral ‘oughts’ simply
reinforces the traditional idea of an atomistic volitional self (and reinforces
the belief that ‘man’ is the controller of nature, rather than a part of it).
Yet this dismissal of ethical codes may be a little disingenuous; in reality,
as Fox concedes, it partly reflects the failure of deep ecologists to make a
robust case for intrinsic value, without which moral injunctions may lack
normative force. Consequently, Fox (and other exponents of the ‘state of
being’ school) choose to avoid the issue: ‘Rather than convince us through
logic and morals, they try to convert us through their example and experi-
ence’ (Lucardie 1993: 31). In practice, humans may need a code of conduct to
help them make choices between different courses of action. Human actions
unavoidably involve intervention in the natural world, but a greater capacity
to identify with that world will not itself resolve tricky conflicts of interest.
On the contrary, a higher ecological consciousness would be more likely to
sharpen and intensify the range and complexity of conflicts, which would
increase the need for some form of ethical code of conduct.

There may also be a paradox at the heart of transpersonal ecology because
it allocates a central role to the ‘individual’, who can only reach complete
self-fulfilment by choosing to live a life at one with nature; yet the essence of
holism is the importance of whole systems and species, which surely implies
a downgrading, or even a denial, of the autonomous individual. There seems
to be a strong anthropocentric flavour to this quest for ‘self-realisation’.
Although Fox is genuinely searching for a different ecological conception of
the self — a means of raising ecological consciousness - the psychological
language and the emphasis on the experiential convey the impression that
personal (human) transformation is the ultimate goal (Taylor 1991; Sylvan
and Bennett 1994: 110). Put differently, transpersonal ecology looks more
like a form of enlightened self-interest — a criticism Fox himself directs at
the ethical holists - driven by the belief that individuals have an interest in
and a duty to protect nature because they are at one with it.

A sympathetic interpretation of the two themes running through holistic
approaches, although perhaps not one that Fox would accept, is that they
separate justificatory questions about why it is right to do something from
motivational questions about how to persuade people to do what is right.
Thus it might be argued that holists are claiming that: (1) it is right to respect
nature because it has intrinsic value; and (2) what will motivate us to respect
nature is a recognition of our own relational status, or interdependence,
with nature. So the appeal to selfinterest comes in only at the level of
motivation, not at the level of justification.

Although this approach might be philosophically legitimate, it still
encounters some of the difficulties outlined above. For example, this syn-
thesis still has to convince us of the intuitive stipulation that nature has
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intrinsic value. In practical terms, it is questionable whether the individu-
alistic focus on the self can provide a basis for the broader political trans-
formation of society that greens seek. If the aim is to reach out to a wider
human audience - to educate and persuade people of the need to raise their
ecological consciousness - then holistic perspectives need to do a better job.
One characteristic of deep ecology writing is that it is often couched in
mystical or spiritual language. Indeed, Devall (1990) explicitly describes the
experiential approach as evocative of what he admits is ‘primarily a spiritual-
religious movement’ (p. 160); we are encouraged ‘to think like mountains’.
This mysticism may appeal to some people, but many will find it alienating.

Overall, holistic arguments have potentially far-reaching implications:
removing narrow human interests from centre-stage, attributing value to
non-human entities and nurturing a new ecological consciousness. They
represent a radical enterprise that seeks to push back the boundaries of con-
ventional political philosophy by replacing anthropocentric moral reasoning
with an ecocentric moral sensibility. Whether or not we judge them success-
ful in this task, they draw our attention to the importance of developing
an ecological consciousness that will encourage us to alter our relationship
with nature. Holism also shows that concepts developed in traditional lib-
eral moral philosophy do not always serve us well when we are considering
non-human nature. Each attempt to develop an ethical code of conduct has
foundered badly. Yet green political theory might benefit from identifying
a clear set of ethical principles to provide a framework for laws and poli-
cies which, in turn, could act as a powerful legitimating force to change
attitudes and behaviour towards nature. ‘Moral extensionism’ is a different
approach to producing such a code.

Critical question 2
Is the quest for an ethical code of conduct based on the interdependence of
nature doomed?

D Moral extensionism

‘Moral extensionism’ broadens the ‘moral community’ to include non-
human entities, notably animals, based on the possession of some critical
property such as sentience or the capacity to reason. The ‘expanding circle’
of moral concern is usually justified on the grounds that the morally rel-
evant property - sentience, consciousness, rationality — is a capacity that
humans share with non-humans.'®

D Animal liberationism

Animal liberationism is the best-known example of moral extensionism. It
might appear surprising that the animal liberation literature is at the mar-
gins of green political thought.!' After all, an advocate of animal rights



Conservationism and preservationism were two
early currents of environmental thinking that
gave birth to the first wave of ‘environmental’
pressure groups in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.

‘Resource conservationism’ refers to the
ideas of modern land management popularised
by Gifford Pinchot early in the twentieth
century. His doctrine of conservation abhorred
the wasteful exploitation of nature. Pinchot
commended the use of scientific management
techniques in developing land for the wider
benefit of society rather than for a privileged
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wilderness of the USA and Australia. Its leading
exponent was John Muir of the Sierra Club,
whose writings had a greater emphasis on the
interrelation of humanity and nature.

Both approaches were clearly
anthropocentric, although in preservationism
humans were not the sole source of value.
Conservation involves managing a resource for
later consumption whereas preservation will
protect a resource from any interference. Or, as
Eckersley (1992) puts it, ‘whereas Pinchot was
concerned to conserve nature for development,
Muir’s concern was to preserve nature from

few. development’ (p. 39).
‘Preservationism’ represents an attitude of
reverence towards nature, especially for the

See Eckersley (1992: ch. 2) and

Oelschlaeger (1991).

explicitly traverses the anthropocentric—ecocentric divide by granting moral
consideration to non-humans. Yet animal liberationists employ ethical argu-
ments that have set them apart from ecocentric theory. In part this diver-
gence can be explained by the origins of the animal rights movement.
Whereas contemporary environmentalism is rooted in early conservationist
and preservationist movements (see Box 2.5), animal liberationism emerged
from the separate animal protection tradition. Animal liberationists have
mobilised their arguments in support of vegetarianism, and in opposition
to hunting, the fur trade, modern farming practices and vivisection. The
animal liberation literature has focused on protecting individual creatures
(rather than whole species) by employing prevailing moral discourses to
argue that the moral consideration shown to humans should be extended
to a range of non-human creatures. The two main approaches within ani-
mal liberationism - utilitarianism and animal rights - are represented by
the leading theorists, Peter Singer and Tom Regan.

Singer (1976, 1979) proposes a utilitarian argument in which actions
should be judged by their consequences, i.e. the pleasure or pain, happiness
or well-being they produce. He develops Jeremy Bentham'’s observation that
to determine which creatures should receive moral consideration, the ques-
tion we should ask is ‘not, Can they reason? nor Can they talk but, Can they
suffer?” (Singer 1979: 50). Singer argues that sentience — ‘the capacity to suf-
fer or experience enjoyment or happiness’ (ibid.: 50) - is ‘a prerequisite for
having interests at all’. What he broadly means by ‘interests’ here is the
opportunity for creatures to live their lives to the full. Without sentience,
Singer argues, we can have no interests. A stone has no feelings and can-
not suffer, so a boy kicking it along the street is not harming its interests.
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Conversely, a mouse does have an interest in not being treated in this way
because it will suffer. Singer argues that the principle of equal consideration
of interests should consequently be applied to all creatures that can suffer:
sentience ‘is the only defensible boundary of concern for the interests of
others’ (ibid.: 50). Singer’s definition of sentience includes a range of life-
forms such as birds, reptiles, fish and some crustaceans, drawing the line
‘somewhere between a shrimp and an oyster’ (Singer 1976: 188).

Regan (1983) develops a rights-based approach to animal protection. All
‘subjects-of-a-life’ - individuals who have beliefs, desires, perception, mem-
ory and a sense of the future, an emotional life and a psychophysical identity
over time (p. 243) - are either ‘moral agents’ or ‘moral patients’ possessing
equal intrinsic value.'? Thus he extends the moral community from humans
to include many animals. Everyone within that moral community is enti-
tled to respectful treatment. Just as human moral agents should respect the
rights of, and have a prima-facie duty not to harm, individual human moral
patients (the handicapped, senile and infants), so individual non-human
moral patients (mentally normal mammals over the age of one year) have
an inviolable right to be treated with respect and allowed to ‘live well’.

Thus animal liberationists differ from holists in two important respects.
First, they extend the moral community to include a range of sentient crea-
tures, but they do not venture as far into nature as the holists. Secondly,
both Singer and Regan focus on the intrinsic value that resides in the capac-
ities and interests of individual creatures rather than in wholes (ecosystems,
species). The key difference between the two writers is that Singer employs
utilitarianism whereas Regan uses a rights-based argument. The work of
both writers has been subjected to extensive review and, for reasons of
space, the following critical discussion focuses on the writings of Singer
as probably the best-known exponent of animal liberationism.'?

Singer’s argument is vulnerable to some of the familiar criticisms of util-
itarianism. Although animal liberation is concerned with the welfare of
individual animals, ironically one weakness of utilitarianism is that it is
not always very good at defending the individual (Williams 1973). A conse-
quentialist argument such as utilitarianism places intrinsic value only in
‘states of affairs’ — suffering or enjoyment - rather than in the individuals
who are experiencing that suffering or enjoyment. So the principle of max-
imising aggregate pleasures over pains in a given population of individuals
might result in significant harm being inflicted on one or two individuals
in order to improve the net welfare of a larger group of individuals. Hence
utilitarian calculations may provide the individual creature with only a lim-
ited, rather than an absolute, obligation that its interests be respected by
humans.

A different response is to reject sentience as a sufficient criterion to be
a rights-holder, or to receive equal consideration, and instead to argue that
other attributes, notably the ability to reason or to talk, set humans apart
from other species. Many political philosophers argue that the inability to
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reason means that animals cannot enter into reciprocal agreements or dis-
charge moral obligations, so they cannot be the subject of moral rights or
obligations. Singer acknowledges that animals are unable to comprehend
the requirements of acting as moral agents, but points out that the same is
true of various groups of human moral patients, such as those with learn-
ing difficulties, the senile or infants, who can neither reason nor talk - yet
their interests are still protected. Singer argues that the implicit grounds
on which such moral patients receive moral consideration is due to their
capacity to suffer (i.e. sentience). Logically we should therefore extend equal
consideration to the suffering of other sentient creatures, such as factory-
farmed livestock. Indeed, Singer (1979: ch. 3) condemns as ‘speciesists’ those
who would treat the suffering of humans as more important than the suf-
fering of other species.

Other criticisms focus on the internal consistency of the arguments.
In particular, should all sentient creatures receive equal treatment? Equal-
ity across species might suggest that rats, cats and humans should all be
accorded equal treatment, but few humans would be happy with the idea
that a drowning cat, let alone a rat, might be pulled from a pond before
a human. In practice, Singer says that all sentient creatures should receive
equal consideration, but that does not imply that they should receive equal
treatment. As a utilitarian, Singer is concerned with the total or aggregate
consequences in each particular situation. He argues, perhaps a little conve-
niently, that the capacity for human suffering is generally of a higher order
than for other creatures (Singer 1979: 52-3). For example, the human capac-
ity to anticipate oncoming death, perhaps through a terminal illness, often
makes our suffering much greater. In particular, human capacities such
as self-awareness, intelligence and planning for the future make human
life more valuable than that of creatures not possessing those capacities.'*
Singer anticipates that human suffering will therefore receive greater weight
in the utilitarian calculus. On a straight choice, a human life will, almost
always, outweigh that of an animal. Indeed, it may be legitimate to use
mice in medical experiments if the outcome is to relieve suffering for even
a small group of humans.

This line of argument suggests a weakness in Singer’s claim that all sen-
tient creatures have an interest. By attributing greater weight to capacities
such as self-awareness and planning, one inference is that Singer shows that
humans have interests whilst other sentient creatures simply feel pain. It
suggests that a stronger definition, by which ‘having an interest’ involves
plans, projects and purposes, is more valid. Creatures lacking those capaci-
ties are, arguably, creatures without interests. Applying this definition would
rein back attempts to extend value to a wide range of species, but it would
not necessarily confine it solely to humans. Certainly apes have some of
these superior capacities,’> whilst other sentient creatures, such as mice,
may not possess such capacities - and therefore do not have interests
(see Box 2.6). Of course, it does not necessarily follow that humans can treat
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Based on a book by Cavalieri and Singer The Protection of Individual Liberty. No one must
(1993), the Great Ape Project seeks: ‘the be imprisoned without due legal process.
extension of the community of equals to Unless a crime has been committed, a
include all great apes: human beings, creature is entitled to immediate release.
chimpanzees, bonobos, gorillas and The Prohibition of Torture. No deliberate pain
orang-utans. The community of equals is the may be inflicted on anyone.

moral community within which we accept
certain basic moral principles or rights as
governing our relations with each other and
enforceable in law’. Its key principles are:

In June 2006 the Spanish Parliament
considered a proposal to give legal rights to
non-human great apes.

See http://www.greatapeproject.org.

The Right to Life. Killing is justified only in
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very strictly defined circumstances,
e.g. self-defence.

mice however they please. Whilst mice might not have interests or rights,
humans might still have a duty to treat them in certain ways.

Putting aside the above objection, if human suffering or well-being is
always given more weight, what practical benefits for animals flow from the
sentience thesis? According to Singer, quite a lot, as the requirement to stop
inflicting ‘unnecessary’ suffering on animals would result in radical changes
to human diets, farming methods, scientific experimental procedures, hunt-
ing, trapping and wearing of furs, and areas of entertainment like circuses,
rodeos and zoos (Singer 1979: 53). The outcome of this dramatic change in
attitudes and behaviour would be a massive reduction in the quantity of
suffering.

Rights-based arguments have received particularly stern treatment from
traditional ethical theorists, notably because they seek to ascribe a liberal
principle, which was developed to fit uniquely human attributes, to animals.
Nash (1989), for example, suggests that extending rights to animals is simply
a logical progression of liberal ethical theory, which historically has gradu-
ally extended its reach to slaves, women, blacks and other excluded groups.
Critics counter that this argument founders on a faulty analogy between
humans and animals: to extend equal consideration to non-white humans
on the grounds of their common humanity (i.e. denying the relevance of
skin colour as an indicator of moral standing in society) is qualitatively dif-
ferent from arguments about our relationship with animals (Taylor 1992:
60-1). Indeed, it might be regarded as offensive to compare the struggle for
animal rights with the women’s emancipation, civil rights and anti-slavery
movements. Clearly, an acceptance of Regan’s argument depends on the
persuasiveness of his ‘subject-in-a-life’ criterion as the basis for attributing
intrinsic value to some animals.

From a holistic perspective, animal liberationism does not go nearly
far enough and cannot alone provide the framework for a broad
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environmental, or ecological, ethic (not that it claims to do so). The focus
on the individual creature ignores the holistic message that solutions to
environmental problems should be sensitive to the interdependence of the
natural world. Certainly, animal liberationism offers no prima-facie case for
extending moral consideration beyond individual animals. Utilitarian and
rights-based arguments attribute no moral standing to non-sentient entities
such as insects, plants and rocks. By focusing on the well-being of individual
creatures, animal liberationists deny that any value can reside in collectives,
such as a species. Thus, the loss of the last two members of a species — per-
haps the last two giant pandas — would be no more morally significant than
the loss of two stray mongrel dogs. Ecocentrics also point out that animal
liberationist arguments may encounter the ‘problem of predation’ - the log-
ical, if absurd, argument that humans should intervene in the food chain
to turn non-human carnivores, such as cats, into vegetarians, or at least to
minimise the suffering of their prey (Eckersley 1992: 45).

It is certainly hard to see how either the sentience or the ‘subject-in-a-life’
argument could be used to justify the existence of intrinsic value in species
or ecosystems, let alone the wider biotic community or ecosphere. Attfield
argues that sentience is a sufficient but not a necessary condition for moral
consideration. He claims that trees and plants also have a good of their own,
defined as their flourishing, or capacity to flourish, which gives them moral
standing (Attfield 1983: 154). Yet biological science suggests that a tree is
incapable of having any experience. Moreover, Attfield tempers the poten-
tially ‘devastating’ ethical implications of this view by pointing out that
moral standing should not be confused with moral significance, as they involve
quite separate judgements (Attfield 1983: 154). An organism may have intrin-
sic value (standing), but that value may be extremely low (significance). Thus
Attfield constructs a hierarchy of supremacy based on attributes, such as sen-
tience, consciousness and cognition, that privilege human interests over all
others, with plants sitting at the bottom of the pile. In practice, like animal
liberationism, this weak anthropocentric ethic might do little more than
hasten the demise of factory farming and similar ‘unnecessary’ practices.

An instrumental case in support of environmental protection might be
built on the argument that the interests of a sentient creature demand
that its natural habitat — nesting sites, breeding grounds, food sources -
should be protected (Eckersley 1992: 43-4). In a similar vein, Benton (1993)
draws on both socialist and ecocentric theory to develop the rights-based
approach. Although he retains an analytical focus on the individual as the
bearer of rights, Benton rejects the disembodied, atomistic individual of lib-
eral thought for a wider view of the individual in relationship with other
persons (the socialist focus on the individual in society) and with ecological
conditions (the ecocentric view). He argues that if priority is attributed to
individual (human and non-human) autonomy, then the same moral priority
must be given to the material conditions — notably protection of the environ-
ment - that enable that individual autonomy to be exercised (see Chapter 3).
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However, at root, this argument appears to be qualitatively similar to other
instrumental anthropocentric arguments that support environmental pro-
tection (see below, pp. 34-5).

Nevertheless, animal liberation arguments are often dismissed too easily
by ecocentrics. Utilitarian and rights-based arguments for animal liberation
have undoubtedly made an important contribution to environmental ethics.
A major strength of both approaches is the way they build a case for animal
protection by extending a familiar moral discourse beyond humans. The
language and the form of argument employed in this liberal discourse are
less likely to alienate the reader, although their radical conclusions might.
Singer’s claim that the moral community should be based on the capacity
for sentience rather than the capacity to reason or talk is powerfully made
and conforms with the intuitions of many people - especially the pet-owner
or lover of wildlife (see Box 2.6). Regan’s strategy of employing rights as a
means of protecting and furthering the interests of animals also sits comfort-
ably within the traditions of liberal thought. Both approaches have tapped
the widespread contemporary unease about the treatment of animals, as
in factory farming or vivisection, and the way it offends our ‘humanitarian’
sensibilities. They also suggest many practical policies - bans on hunting for
sport, the regulation of factory farming, the abolition of veal crates - that
have widespread appeal. Admittedly, these same strengths, couched as they
are in a conventional anthropocentric individualist moral discourse, limit
the potential of animal liberationism to underpin a broader environmental
ethic. Nevertheless, one knock-on effect might be that once people accept
that some animals are worthy of moral consideration, the more radical claim
that further parts of the natural world also have value may become more
acceptable.

Critical question 3
Are animal liberationists environmentalists?

D Moral extensionism as an environmental ethic

The flourishing of environmental ethics in recent years has produced a wide
range of moral extensionist theories (Brennan 1988; Norton 1991; Goodin
1992; Benton 1993; O’'Neill 1993; Hayward 1995; Dobson 1998; Wissenburg
1998; Barry 1999a, inter alia). These are generally intermediate perspectives,
which accept the Greater Value Assumption that humans are the only crea-
tures able to value, but that humans are not the only bearers of value (see
Box 2.3).

One interesting approach involves the use of intuitive arguments about
‘naturalness’ and the special significance of nature to humans, as grounds
for ascribing inherent value to nature. Goodin (1992) outlines a green theory
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of value based on the idea of ‘naturalness’. He argues that natural objects
have value because they are the product of a natural process rather than an
artificial, human process.'® Naturalness has value because (1) humans want
‘some sense and pattern to their lives’; (2) people want their own lives set
in some larger context (to which they are connected); (3) it is the products
of natural processes, untouched (or lightly touched) by human hands which
provides that larger context (p. 37).!” Similarly, Dworkin (1993) talks of the
‘sacredness’ of nature and the importance of respecting ‘nature’s investment’
to support his claim that nature has intrinsic value. He argues that people
wish animal species to be preserved because of ‘respect for the way they
came into being rather than for the animals considered independently of
that history . . . we consider it wrong, a desecration of the inviolable, that
a species that evolution did produce should perish through our acts’ (ibid.:
78). Consequently, the extinction of a species is ‘an intrinsically bad thing
to do . .. a waste of nature’s investment’ (ibid.: 78).

There are weaknesses in this approach. Dworkin (1993) concedes that there
is inconsistency in what we regard as sacred and inviolable. We might regard
a rare species of exotic bird or the Siberian tiger as sacred, whilst not overly
regretting the extinction of pit vipers or rats. Nor do we treat everything
produced by nature as inviolable; we are prepared to mine coal or chop
down trees to build a house. In short, this kind of intuitive argument is nec-
essarily selective. Similarly, Goodin’s (1992) theory of value rests heavily on
the intuitive claim that humans have a psychological need for something
larger than themselves; yet that intuition is open to dispute. Even if we
have such a need, is ‘nature’ the only means of satisfying it? For many peo-
ple religion provides this larger context. Others would say that phenomena
which touch nature neither lightly nor lovingly - feats of technological wiz-
ardry such as huge skyscrapers in Los Angeles, or atomic bombs - may also
inspire us to contemplate something larger than ourselves. What makes the
village preferable to the city is not that it is in better balance with nature
but that it required less human intervention in nature. Put differently, for
Goodin, value resides not in protecting nature from harm for its own sake,
but in humans deriving ‘satisfaction from reflection upon its larger set-
ting’ (ibid.: 52). In this sense, it appears that nature has inherent value (see
Box 2.1).

Another theme in several intermediate approaches involves drawing an
important distinction between constitutive and instrumental value in a
flourishing human life. O'Neill (1993) constructs an environmental ethic
around Aristotle’s idea of objective human good. The Aristotelian objective
is the flourishing of human life. The constitutive parts of this ‘good life’
include a range of liberal values, notably autonomy, and a range of pos-
itive relationships with contemporaries, across generations and, crucially,
with nature. The flourishing of non-human creatures, therefore, ‘ought to
be promoted because they are constitutive of our own flourishing’ (ibid.: 24).
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Despite the prima-facie anthropocentrism, O’Neill claims that this involves
no reversion to narrow instrumentalism. Rather, just as Aristotle taught us
to care for our friends for their own sake, and not for the benefits it may
bring to us (such as self-satisfaction or anticipated reciprocity), so we should
promote the flourishing of non-human living things as an end in itself. Thus,
‘care for the natural world is constitutive of a flourishing human life’ (ibid.:
24). Similarly, Raz (1986) offers the example of a close relationship between
a man and a dog. The man’s life is richer and better because of that rela-
tionship. So the dog has value not just because it causes feelings of security
and comfort in the man (instrumental value) but because of the constitu-
tive role it plays in enhancing the quality of his life (inherent value)® (see
Box 2.1). Raz suggests that this kind of inherent value is insufficient to jus-
tify according rights to dogs, although it may still be sufficient to create
duties to protect or promote their well-being (Raz 1986: 178).

The approaches above are just two examples from a range of moral exten-
sionist frameworks. Neither is complete, but both have something interest-
ing to offer. The existence of these intermediate theories of value suggests
that the search for a single definitive value system to underpin an environ-
mental ethic may be doomed. Instead, green political theorists might be
better advised to accept familiar intuitive arguments, like Dworkin’s, that
a plurality of value theories exist and that there is no hierarchy among
them. This notion of a plurality in value theories is not controversial in
itself. However, while many writers argue that we need to determine which
is the ‘right’ or ‘best’ theory, the suggestion here is that there may be some
advantage in accepting an eclectic spread of theories.!”

First, it allows for different considerations to apply in different cases.
A single value theory may be good at dealing with one type of ethical
problem but less helpful for another. An eclectic approach recognises the
virtue of drawing on a range of value theories - utilitarian, rights-based,
ecocentric and so on - to help deal with different types of problem. Thus
Brennan (1992: 28) argues that the value systems we use to justify (1) killing
a badly injured animal to put it out of its suffering; (2) preserving the life
of a human in severe pain; (3) protecting a (non-sentient) tree by forcibly
restraining a vandal from damaging it, might involve different moral con-
siderations. Secondly, the sheer complexity of many environmental issues
suggests that there may be more than one way of viewing the same prob-
lem, as is often the case in public policy. Perhaps no single value system
provides an exhaustive framework for dealing with a problem. Indeed, an
environmental ethic might also draw on a range of anthropocentric arguments
about how humans should treat other humans, such as the need for intra-
generational justice and the obligations we owe to future generations (see
Chapter 3). Such explicitly anthropocentric debates are often excluded from
green political theory, but with the increasing dominance of the sustain-
able development discourse in public policy they have gained in significance
(Dobson 1998).
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This observation resonates with the ‘convergence thesis’ outlined by Nor-
ton (1991).2° He argues that the differences between opposing wings of
the environment movement are more apparent than real; in particular,
although ecocentric and anthropocentric defences of the non-human world
may come from different starting points and apply different value systems,
they can end up producing more or less similar solutions. Norton empha-
sises the importance of anthropocentric arguments that act in the interests
of future generations (see Box 3.4):

introducing the idea that other species have intrinsic value, that humans
should be ‘fair’ to all other species, provides no operationally recogniz-
able constraints on human behaviour that are not already implicit in the
generalized, cross-temporal obligations to protect a healthy, complex, and
autonomously functioning system for the benefit of future generations
of human beings. Deep ecologists, who cluster around the principle that
nature has independent value, should therefore not differ from longsighted
anthropocentrists in their policy goals for the protection of biological
diversity. (Norton 1991: 226-7)

The policy convergence that Norton perceives between ecocentrics and
future-generation anthropocentric perspectives provides a good illustration
of value eclecticism in practice. From this perspective, rather than regarding
ecocentrism as an attempt to replace conventional human-centred moral
principles with a new framework that encompasses the natural world, it
might be regarded as a new supplementary dimension that can contribute to
a richer, more informed moral synthesis.

Critical question 4
Is ‘value eclecticism’ a firm basis for a green political theory?

» Conclusion: Breaking down the
anthropocentric-ecocentric divide

One of the distinguishing features of ecologism is the view that humans
are not necessarily seated at the top of the ethical hierarchy. Holistic argu-
ments that draw attention to the interdependence of ecosystems have forced
political philosophers to reappraise the human—nature relationship and to
think seriously about the duties we owe to the natural world.

Yet it has been argued here that all ecocentric accounts ultimately employ
some form of anthropocentric argument - the idea that human needs and
interests are of highest, and even exclusive, value and importance. Attempts
to develop an ethical code of conduct based on the existence of intrinsic
value in nature have struggled to apply traditional ethical concepts to unfa-
miliar entities and categories, such as species and ecospheres, and they
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have fallen back onto hierarchies of value which always concede priority
to human interests in all critical inter-species conflicts.?! Although ‘state of
being’ ecocentrics have resisted the path of issuing ethical injunctions, the
centrality in their work of the individual self also fails to avoid the trap
of anthropocentrism, and they too concede priority to humans in conflicts
of interest. Indeed, an ecocentric position that denied the existence of a
clear and morally relevant dividing line between humankind and the rest
of nature is, arguably, untenable. Certainly, any principle along the lines of
biocentric egalitarianism would be impossible to implement. Taking it to the
extreme, how could a human justify killing any animal or fish, or consum-
ing a vegetable, bean or berry? All involve some restraint on another entity’s
capacity to live and to flourish. Humans must place themselves above other
species and entities ‘simply to live’ (Luke 1988: 521). No ecocentric denies that
humans have the right to live and to flourish, but to do so inevitably involves
the denial of other entities that same right. If it is accepted that a pure non-
anthropocentric position is impossible or, at least that every deep ecologist
employs some form of anthropocentric argument, then it is a nonsense to
talk about an ecocentric-anthropocentric dichotomy in such stark terms.

A more fruitful approach regards these philosophical debates as ‘between
relative positions concerning the moral weight we should give to the nat-
ural environment in relation to human interests’ (Taylor 1991: 580). It is
helpful also to distinguish between ‘strong anthropocentrism’, which retains
the Sole Value Assumption, and ‘weak anthropocentrism’, which concedes
that nature may have some non-instrumental value.?” Thus weak anthropo-
centrism means that the human-nature relationship need not always be
reduced to purely human interests (Barry 1999a). Rather than define differ-
ent perspectives according to which side of the ecocentric/anthropocentric
divide they lie, they can be located along a continuum, which moves from
ecocentrism through various gradations of anthropocentrism to ‘strong
anthropocentrism’.

If the ecocentric/anthropocentric divide is redundant, where should the
boundary of ecologism lie? Which perspectives fall within ecologism, and
which fall outside? One obvious division would include within ecologism all
weak anthropocentric or intermediate perspectives that reject the Sole Value
Assumption. This delineation encompasses all those perspectives that make
the qualitatively significant step of conceding some intrinsic or inherent
value to the non-human world. Thus a crucial defining feature of ecolo-
gism might be that it includes all perspectives which concede humans will
always be the distributors of value, but they are not necessarily the only bearers of
value.

It is not always clear what practical implications might flow from the attri-
bution of value to non-human entities. Do animals or (parts of) nature have
interests and/or rights? If so, what does that mean in practical terms? What
duties do we owe towards nature? This chapter has shown the difficulties
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encountered in trying to develop environmental codes of conduct. None is
entirely convincing, but many have something interesting to offer. If any
conclusion can be drawn from these debates, it is that perhaps too much
emphasis has been placed on the need for a robust case for intrinsic value
or for rights. There may be most mileage in those intermediate approaches
that recognise the existence of inherent value in non-human forms - from
which it can then be argued that, whilst non-human entities may not have
rights, humans do have duties not to do certain things to them. Whatever
position is adopted, the advantage of a broad definition of ecologism is that
it includes a wide range of perspectives, all of which seek to generate a
higher ecological consciousness that ‘will turn the tables in favour of the
environment, such that the onus of persuasion is on those who want to
destroy, rather than those who want to preserve’ (Dobson 2000: 59).

There are also political advantages in adopting this broad definition if it
helps open up environmental philosophy to a wider audience. One inference
frequently drawn from the conventional dichotomy is that ecocentrism rep-
resents the boundary of ecologism. Much ink has been spilt discussing this
point, often in the form of a polarised debate about doctrinal purity - about
being ‘greener than thou’ - reminiscent of the fratricidal conflicts associ-
ated with other ‘isms’ such as socialism and feminism. Ecocentrics tend to
dismiss other positions for being insufficiently ‘deep’ and, in so doing, have
claimed the moral high ground: ‘After all, who would embrace a shallow
view of any subject which one genuinely cares about, when a deeper view
is available?’ (Goodin 1992: 43). Such exclusive attitudes are harder to sus-
tain if it is accepted that a pure ecocentric position is untenable and that
a wider range of ideas can be incorporated within the ambit of ecologism.
The inclusion of intermediate perspectives does not denude ecologism of
its radicalism; rather, deep ecology would colonise the most extreme eco-
centric wing of a broad church encompassing a wide range of philosophical
and political positions. After all, the boundaries of all ideologies display a
Plasticine-like quality, being both malleable and movable, as illustrated by
the breadth of different positions within socialism (from Marxism to social
democracy).

However, an ideology also needs a coherent political dimension. Eco-
centrics are criticised for being more concerned with getting the philoso-
phy right - by, for example, elevating the anthropocentric-ecocentric debate
into a litmus test for greenness — rather than developing a practical polit-
ical programme for change (Taylor 1991; Barry 1999a; Dobson 2000). In so
far as ecocentrics do think ‘politically’, they emphasise the need to change
individual consciousness, with a heightened awareness of our proper place
in nature as the preferred path to ecological salvation (e.g. Devall 1990).
This interest in personal transformation is reflected in an apparent lack of
interest in wider issues of political change in society. The message seems to
be: ‘if you cannot change the world, change yourself’ (Barry 1994: 390). The
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next chapter examines attempts to develop a broader political dimension to
ecologism.

D Further reading

The collections edited by Gruen and Jamieson (1994), Elliot (1995), Botzler
and Armstrong (1998), Smith (1999), O’'Neill et al. (2001) and Light and Rol-
ston (2003), and the accessible textbook by Des Jardins (2002), all provide
good introductions to the sheer breadth and variety of environmental philo-
sophical writing. The Sessions (1995) reader is a good introduction to deep
ecology; see also Devall and Sessions (1985) and Naess (1989). Fox (1990) is,
arguably, the most sophisticated ecocentric analysis. Eckersley (1992) offers
the best sympathetic survey of ecocentric writing. Good discussions of envi-
ronmental philosophy can be found in Hayward (1995), Barry (1999a), Dobson
(2000) and Pratt et al. (2000). The journals Environmental Ethics, Environmen-
tal Values and Environmental Politics provide a good coverage of contemporary
developments and debates.

NOTES

1 Some writers use ‘extrinsic value’ in preference to ‘instrumental value’. Some use
either ‘inherent value’ or ‘intrinsic value’, but not both; others distinguish
‘inherent’ and ‘intrinsic’ value, but with little consistency in meaning. Intrinsic
value is a particularly tricky concept, with at least three different uses of the
term (O’Neill 1993: 9).

2 Several typologies stake out a similar territory in environmental philosophy,
notably the shallow/deep ecology cleavage formulated by Arne Naess (1973).

3 Naess (1989) later acknowledged that ‘ecosphere’ is a more accurate term than
‘biosphere’ to indicate that ‘life’ refers also ‘to things biologists may classify as
non-living: rivers, landscapes, cultures, ecosystems, “the living earth™ (p. 29).

4 A common criticism of holistic arguments is that they commit the ‘naturalistic
fallacy’ of deriving an ‘ought’ from an ‘is’, i.e. they shift from a description of the
way nature works (how it ‘is’) to a prescription for an ethical system (how we
‘ought’ to behave). Whilst a familiarity with scientific developments might inform
a debate about ethics, it cannot in itself justify a philosophical or political
theory: ‘appealing to the authority of nature . . . is no substitute for ethical
argument’ (Eckersley 1992: 59). See Taylor (1992), Lucardie (1993) and Hayward
(1995). For a defence from deep ecology, see Fox (1990: 188-93).

5 Barry (1999a: 124-5) points out that this sentence is usually taken out of context
and that Leopold’s land ethic does not support a deep ecology perspective based
on the intrinsic value of nature.

6 The populist accusation that ecocentrics are misanthropic does them an injustice.
Ecocentrics object to human chauvinism, not to humans; they want humans and
human culture to blossom and flourish, alongside other species. Their emphasis
on the welfare of the non-human world is an attempt to correct an imbalance in
philosophical and social science theory (Eckersley 1992: 56-7).
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7 Ethical holists, such as Rolston and Callicott, can be placed in the intermediate
category (Box 2.3) anyway, because they explicitly or implicitly concede ultimate
moral superiority to humans (Vincent 1993). The question here is whether
‘ecocentrics’ also fall back on anthropocentric arguments.

8 Other prominent deep ecologists include Drengson (1989), Mathews (1991) and
McLaughlin (1993).

9 There is some slippage in Fox’s use of the concepts of the ‘self and
‘identification’. Plumwood (1993: 176) detects three ‘shifting, and not always
compatible’ types of self - indistinguishability, expansion of self and
transcendence of self - a lack of clarity that contributes to confusion.

10 The ethical holists are extensionists in so far as they seek to extend moral
consideration based on intrinsic value, but their reliance on holistic arguments
distinguishes them from the animal liberationist focus on individual living
entities (Vincent 1993).

11 The term ‘animal liberation’ is preferred to ‘animal rights’ because the latter
may be used in a narrow sense to refer to rights-based approaches (e.g. Regan),
whilst the former also includes utilitarian perspectives (e.g. Singer).

12 Regan actually uses the term ‘inherent value’ where here ‘intrinsic value’ is
preferred (see Box 2.1).

13 The discussion focuses on those issues with most relevance to the development
of an environmental ethic. For a broader discussion of animal liberation issues,
see Clark (1977), Benson (1978), Midgley (1983), Benton (1993), Gruen (1993) and
Garner (2005).

14 Singer (1979: ch. 3) does distinguish between pain and death. Whilst ‘pain is
pain’ and pain of similar intensity will be equally bad for all sentient creatures,
the various ‘superior’ capacities for self-awareness and so on mean that the life
of humans is more valuable than that of those creatures which do not possess
those capacities.

15 Recent research, for example, has shown a chimpanzee picking up a stick en
route to rooting out a termite nest, and an orangutan using a piece of cardboard
to pick a lock on its cage (Goodall 1986). See also Benton (1993).

16 Goodin (1992) argues that only humans can impart value to nature, but the
characteristics of nature that give value ‘must necessarily be separate from and
independent of humanity’ (p. 45).

17 Goodin recognises the obvious conflict between the idea of humans being part
of nature and the concept of naturalness. He argues that we cannot expect
nature to be ‘literally’ untouched, rather it should be touched ‘lightly’ or
‘lovingly’ (Goodin 1992: 53). He illustrates this idea of the ‘modesty of creation’
by comparing a small English village with Los Angeles, where humanity has
ridden roughshod over nature.

18 Raz talks of ‘derivative’ intrinsic value, which roughly corresponds to the
definition of ‘inherent value’ used here and he uses ‘ultimate value’ where
‘intrinsic value’ is used here.

19 Here value eclecticism bears some similarity to Brennan’s (1992) case for ‘moral
pluralism’ - that we should ‘think in terms of a plurality of values, and an
associated plurality of principles’ (p. 27) - and draws on some of his arguments.
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20 Value eclecticism diverges from moral pluralism here because the latter assumes
that there are many values and that they will not converge, so any choice
between values will involve a loss of value. Put differently, an argument for
convergence is an argument against pluralism.

21 See discussion of the ‘Great Chain of Being’ in Barry (1999b: 40-3).

22 Several writers make a similar distinction between weak/strong, soft/hard and
human-centred/human-instrumental anthropocentrism (Luke 1988; Norton 1991;
Barry 1999a; Dobson 2000).

40



Green political thought

Contents
The central ideas of ecologism 42
The limits to growth 42
A green programme for a sustainable society 46
Does sustainability require specific political arrangements? 51
Must green politics be democratic? 53
Must a green polity be decentralised? 58
Must a green society be egalitarian? 61
Traditional political ideologies and the green challenge 66
Conservatism and neo-liberalism 67
Classical liberalism 68
Authoritarianism 69
Socialism and Marxism 70
Feminism 72
Anarchism 74
Neither left nor right but in front? 76
Further reading 80

Key issues

b Is there a distinct and coherent green ideology?

D What would a ‘green’ society look like?

D What are the distinguishing principles of green political theory?

D How have traditional political doctrines responded to the green challenge?
D Where does green politics lie on the left-right spectrum?
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Decentralisation: The expansion of local
autonomy through the transfer of powers
and responsibilities away from a national
political and administrative body.
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Is ecologism a distinct and coherent ideology? Do the two core ideas under-
pinning the ecological imperative — the need to reassess human-nature
relations (discussed in Chapter 2) and the existence of ecological limits to
growth - supplemented by a set of principles drawn from other doctrines,
justify talking about ecologism as an ideology in its own right? If so, can
it accommodate the broad range of competing perspectives and discourses
within contemporary green political thought?

This chapter has two parts. The first part examines the central themes of
ecologism. It starts by assessing the significance of the ‘limits to growth’
thesis as a green principle. As all ideologies need a vision of the ‘good
society’ different from our own, the next section outlines the main fea-
tures that characterise the dominant model of a green sustainable soci-
ety. The following sections assess whether the driving idea behind green
politics - the ecological imperative that we need to save the planet - requires
that a green polity be built on the core politi-
cal principles that characterise most versions of
a green society, namely grassroots democracy,
decentralisation, social justice and non-violence.
The second part of the chapter focuses on the
way traditional political doctrines have responded to the environmental
challenge. The concluding section draws these themes together by argu-
ing that ecologism does represent a new and distinct ideological tradi-
tion that is broad enough to encompass several, often competing, green
perspectives.

» The central ideas of ecologism

b The limits to growth

The publication of The Limits to Growth (Meadows et al. 1972) provoked a
massive international debate about the existence of ecological limits to eco-
nomic and population growth.! The authors used systems theory and com-
puter modelling techniques (a new concept in the early 1970s) to analyse
the complex interdependencies between five key variables: industrial output,
resource depletion, pollution, food production and population growth. The
computer simulations charted predicted outcomes up to 2100 if each vari-
able continued growing at existing rates, and then for six permutations
based on different assumptions about the growth of each variable. However,
the interconnectedness of the variables meant that every attempt to address
a single problem (e.g. resource depletion) simply pushed problems elsewhere
(technical developments that double resource availability increase output,
resulting in higher pollution). The authors concluded that if existing growth
trends in each variable continued, ‘the limits to growth on this planet will
be reached sometime within the next one hundred years’ (Meadows et al.
1972: 23).



Many environmental theorists in the early 1970s
had an overriding preoccupation with human
survival. The leading environmental ‘doom-
sayers’ were driven by a sense of urgency
about the impending ecological crisis, which
prompted them to recommend drastic — often
authoritarian — solutions.

Garrett Hardin’s (1968) famous essay on the
‘Tragedy of the Commons’ (see Box 7.1)
warned that, in a world of finite resources,
freedom in the unregulated commons brings
ruin to all. He proposed the illiberal solution of
‘mutual coercion, mutually agreed upon by the
majority of people affected’. His ‘lifeboat ethic’
(Hardin 1977) callously recommended that
‘developed’ countries should abandon ‘less
developed’ countries if their governments
refused to control population growth and
prevent ecological destruction. Thus rich
countries in the North would be the ‘lifeboats’
loaded with survivors, cutting off aid to the poor
nations of the South, who would ‘drown’ (even
though the North consumes most resources
and places most pressure on fragile
ecosystems).

Robert Heilbroner (1974) and William Ophuls
(1977) concluded reluctantly that the

The Limits to Growth report was enormously
significant in the development of environmental
thought.” The immediate impact of its apocalyp-
tic message was to catapult environmental issues
into the public eye and onto the political agenda.
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management of the commons required a
strong central authority to persuade
self-interested people to change their ways. For
Heilbroner, only a centrally planned,
authoritarian state — ruled by a monastic
government that combined religious orientation
and military discipline — could force the
required sacrifices and restructure the
economy along ecologically sustainable lines.
Ophuls envisaged a strong central authority
dominated by ‘ecological mandarins’ who
would govern by the application of ecological
principles. If self-restraint was not forthcoming,
then mildly coercive methods were needed in
the short term to avoid resorting to more
draconian methods in the longer term.

The illiberal recommendations of survivalism
have been attacked from all sides: by
capitalists and socialists, the Catholic church
and ecofeminists. Despite the emphasis on
practical solutions, the draconian prescriptions
of survivalism seem impractical in a modern
world dominated economically by global
capitalism and politically by liberal democracy.

See Eckersley (1992) and Dryzek (2005: ch.2)
for a wider discussion of survivalism.

Survivalism: Approaches characterised by
an overriding preoccupation with human
survival, a sense of urgency about an
impending ecological crisis and drastic,
often authoritarian, solutions.

Its pessimism also resonated with the contempo-

rary ‘survivalist’ concern (see Box 3.1) about population growth (see Box 3.2).
In the longer term, ‘the belief that our finite Earth places limits on industrial
growth’ has become a ‘foundation-stone of radical green politics’ (Dobson
2000: 62; emphasis added). Specifically, greens draw several lessons from the
‘limits to growth’ thesis (Martell 1994: 27-33; Dobson 2000: 63). First, the
concept of finitude underpinning the ‘limits to growth’ thesis is unique to
ecologism; it implies that any future sustainable world will be characterised
by material scarcity rather than abundance. Secondly, by plotting the com-
bined impact of the five variables, the report underlined the interdependent
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The flourishing of human life and cultures is
compatible with a substantial decrease of the
human population. The flourishing of
non-human life requires such a decrease.

(Fourth principle of the deep
ecology platform)

World population grew dramatically during the
twentieth century, reaching 6 billion in October
1999. The rate of growth has, however, slowed
and global population is expected to peak at 9
to 10 billion around 2060, with most growth in
less developed countries.
Population control has been a key issue in

environmental writing since the publication of

Paul Ehrlich’s best-seller The Population Bomb
in 1968 with its neo-Malthusian thesis that
population growth was exponential. Many
greens believe that only by reducing the world’s
population can global consumption be cut to
sustainable levels. Population control is
controversial because many suggested
solutions are authoritarian and/or discriminate
against poorer countries, as illustrated by
Hardin’s ‘lifeboat ethic’ (see Box 3.1), and by
proposals to cut off food aid to poor countries
unless their governments introduce
compulsory sterilisation programmes or to
impose stronger immigration controls to protect
rich countries from refugees from the South.
Some environmentalists are also enthusiastic
about the Chinese ‘one child per family’

policy.

Green parties today, well aware of the
sensitivities surrounding population issues,
tend to downplay it and pointedly reject
coercive methods. Indeed, most evidence
suggests that economic and social develop-
ment, by reducing poverty, providing for basic
needs and improving female literacy and entry
to the workforce, is the most effective means of
slowing population growth (Harrison 1993; Sen
1994).

44

relationship between humans and nature, which teaches us that problems
cannot be separated and treated in isolation (see Chapter 7). Thirdly, the
current pace of economic growth is exponential, so that the gradual build-up
of environmental problems may produce a sudden catastrophic outcome.
This point is often illustrated by the following riddle. On what day will
a pond be half covered with lilies, if the coverage doubles every day and
will cover the entire pond on the thirtieth day? The answer is the twenty-
ninth day (Brown 1978). The message is that policymakers need foresight to
act early enough to prevent the catastrophic outcome predicted by Limits to
Growth. Lastly, short-term technological fixes are insufficient because they
do not address the underlying economic, social and political causes of the
environmental crisis; they may delay destruction, but they will not prevent
it. Overall, Limits to Growth suggests that ecological destruction is inextrica-
bly linked to prevailing economic, social and political systems. Greens have
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concluded that only if these arrangements are radically transformed can
environmental apocalypse be averted.

Subsequently, the ‘limits to growth’ thesis has been subjected to
widespread criticism (Cole et al. 1973; Martell 1994; Beckerman 1995, inter
alia). The easiest target has been its empirical claims, particularly about
resource depletion, most of which have proven inaccurate because new
reserves of oil, gas, coal and other minerals have been discovered (Beck-
erman 1995, 2002). In short, many indicators suggest that the state of the
environment is healthier than predicted in Limits to Growth. It is now com-
monly agreed that the prediction of crisis by 2100 was overly pessimistic.
The computer modelling used was very primitive, many of the assumptions
were inaccurate and much of the data was flawed. Although updated ver-
sions of the Limits to Growth report try to meet some of these criticisms
(Meadows et al. 1992, 2004), these are serious weaknesses. They show that
the sense of urgency that Limits to Growth provoked, along with later pub-
lications in a similar survivalist vein such as the Global 2000 Report to the
President published in 1980 and the annual Worldwatch Institute State of
the World reports, may have been misplaced. These survivalist publications
have also been fiercely attacked for underestimating the technological and
political capacity of humans to adapt. This Promethean assault, once spear-
headed by the economist Julian Simon (1981), has been reinvigorated since
his death by Bjern Lomborg (2001), a Danish statistician and political scien-
tist (Dryzek 2005: 52-6) (see Box 3.3). Overall, their message is that broad
trends show that economic growth ultimately improves environmental qual-
ity so we must do nothing that might hamper the operation of markets and
free trade (see Chapter 10) and we can be confident that humans will find
ways to solve any environmental problems that do emerge.

Nevertheless, the basic idea that there are ecological limits to growth
remains potent, particularly with the emergence since the 1970s of a new
range of global problems such as climate change and ozone depletion.
Indeed, in 1995 a group of leading economists joined the fray by declaring
that economic growth must sooner or later encounter limits imposed by the
Earth’s environmental carrying capacity (Arrow et al. 1995). If the great and
the good of a discipline known more for its hostility to environmentalism
are calling for institutional redesign to deal with pending ecological crisis,
then there must be something in the idea (Dryzek 2005: 34). Perhaps greens
need not be too defensive about drawing lessons from the ‘limits to growth’
thesis.

Finally, the ‘limits to growth’ debate also acted as a catalyst for an impor-
tant debate in political philosophy about intergenerational justice, for it
suggested that our actions now are likely to have a dramatic impact on the
kind of world that we pass on to future generations of people not yet born.
If so, do we have an obligation to future generations to protect the envi-
ronment - to conserve resources, prevent pollution, avoid environmental
degradation - so that the world they inhe