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Abstract

Environmental Sustainability, Economic Growth and Distributive Justice
By

Fan Liang

Adviser: Professor Sibyl A. Schwarzenbach

The global ecological crisis is at once a humanitarian crisis: thebeselg of
both the human world and the non-human world is increasingly in jeopardy. The
predicament has multiple causes, and calls for responses on differenafhesels,
and a key, perhaps decisive, factor in both is, | argue, people’s beliefs abouttaddsatti
towards material production and consumption. The widely influential and
characteristically modern belief of both the desirability and the posgibilindefinite
increase in material production and consumption has been and continues to be a powerful
driver of human appropriation of the environment. But this belief is both scientifiltall
informed and normatively ill-advised. It is based on the one hand on ignorance about the
ecological finitude of the earth and on the other hand on indefensible ideas about the
nature of human flourishing.

Consequently, the belief is fundamentally at odds with the demands of distributive
justice with respect to the benefits and the burdens of human dependency on the natura
environment, within and across generations as well as societies. Both sustaning
earth’s life-supporting and welfare-promoting capacity in the long éemrealizing the
just sharing of this capacity in the short term require timely and statsjraint in the
pursuit of economic growth. | argue that a holistic understanding of humaneyelfer

shorn of materialistic biases, renders reference to the notion both necessaif§icadts



for formulating sound normative principles that proscribe the wanton abuse of nature.
The idea that nature has inherent value independent of human interests need play no role,
in my view, in these principles because it is based on dubious metaphysics.

Under the current condition of worldwide ecological distress and socioeconomic
polarization, achieving universal basic welfare without further damage to the
environment requires the remediation of existing injustices, both globally and
domestically, through drastic redistributive measures. Assertivenelss part of the
state is also needed to reign in the market’s inherent expansionary tenddneieasing
of ideological and institutional pressures towards economic growth is not only
instrumental for realigning market and cultural forces to better servatises of
environmental sustainability and distributive justice, it can also help hesitge a
social atmosphere hospitable towards the practice of ecologicalvatich as simplicity

and self-sufficiency.



Ch.1

Ch. 2

Ch. 3

Ch.4

Ch.5

Ch. 6

Table of Contents

Introduction

11
1.2

Overview
Plans for the Following Chapters

Understanding “Environmental Justice”

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5

Two Conceptions of Justice

The Environment and the Scope of Moral Consideration
Intrinsic value

Ecology and the Intrinsic Value of the Natural Environment
Centrism

Understanding “Environmental Sustainability”

3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5

The Issue

“Sustainability” as a Dispositional Concept
“Sustainability” as a Moral Concept
“Environmental Sustainability”

The Possibility of Intertemporal Justice

Environmental Sustainability and Economics

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4

The Issue

Welfare and Intrinsic Valuation

Rational Valuation and Consequentialism

The Intrinsic Value of the Environment, Consequentialism
and Economics

The Environment and the Economy

5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6

The Issue

IPAT

The Population Issue

Technological Optimism: The Inductive Argument
Technological Optimism: The Deductive Argument
The Role of the Market: Allocation versus Distribution
versus Scale

Distributive Environmental Justice in a Finite World

6.1
6.2
6.3

6.4
6.5

Environmental Saving for the Future

Interpretations of the “Non-declining” Savings Principle
A Matter of Priority: Integrating Just Savings with
Intragenerational Justice

Redistribution

Equality: Principle versus Outcome

14
18
26
30
39

46
50
62
67
71

77
80
89

101

113
118
123
126
133

143
153
158
170

182
195

Vi



Ch. 7 Environmental Virtues
7.1 Virtuous Sentiments
7.2 Virtuous Acts

7.3 Ecologically-sound Lifestyle and the Intrinsic Value of Nature

7.4  Frugality and Material Simplicity: Needs, Wants, and
their Satisfaction

7.5 Notable Environmental Vices (1): Wastefulness

7.6 Notable Environmental Vices (Il): Physical Laziness

Ch. 8 Conclusion

Bibliography

203
208
214
219
227
236
242

249

vii



Ch.1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

In the early 1970’s, The Club of Rome’s repbiie Limits to Growtttatapulted
the issue of whether continual increase of human presence on earth threatens to breach
the planetary environment’s carrying capacity into the public consciaishies media
spotlight has long since shifted away, but the controversy is still very mweh @he
formulation of it is in terms of the merits and demerits of economic growth given ou
understanding of the environment and our commitments to justice — social, economic,
and environmental. For its defenders, economic growth offers the most effective mea
towards achieving justice by alleviating material scarcity, a, and pett@gndamental
practical (though not of course theoretical) obstacle to distributive julticetiori,
therefore, the pursuit of economic growth is compatible with, because instrumental
towards, the pursuit of other objectives such as liberty, justice, and environmental
protection. For its critics, the relentless drive for economic growth contritnvesds
myriad of ills, indeed, many of the very same ones for which growth enthudaaststc
provides the answer.

There are, therefore, different angles from which the rational andlethica
soundness of the imperative of economic growth might be asseBkedperspective |

consider in this study is that of distributive justice with respect to environmental

! Donella Meadows, et alhe Limits to Growth; A Report for the Club of RésRroject on the
Predicament of MankinNew York, Universe Books, 1972).

2 Many have studied the social and psychologicait$ito growth. See, for example, Fred HirscBacial
Limits to Growth(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1976) &aul L. Wachtel'§The Poverty of
Affluence: A Psychological Portrait of the AmericAfay of Life(Philadelphia, PA: New Society, 1989).
Representative of more recent attempts to dealtivétbe topics include Juliet B. Schoflse Overworked
American: The Unexpected Decline of Leis(Mew York: Basic Books, 1991) arfthe Overspent
American: Upscaling, Downshifting, and the New Qomer(variant title:Overspent American: Why We
Want What We Don’t Negtlew York: Basic Books, 1999).



resources, or in short, distributive environmental justice; the principal question that
interests me, accordingly, is whether this imperative as it is curremtbetved of and
executed in much of the world is consistent with the demands of distributive
environmental justice, whose central principle, | contend, is the principle of
environmental sustainability. Compatibilism, the view that these objectieeoasistent
with one another, continues to prevail. But it is wrong, and dangerously so. Ecological
finitude does not allow for the indefinite increase in material wealth, anddheréhe
aspiration for the latter necessarily undermines the pursuit for the jusigsbh
environmental goods and bads across time and space. We must choose, and we must
choose to prioritize the demands of justice, an end in its own right, over the demands of
growth, which is merely a means to other ends.

This is not simply a choice about the kinds of natural resources and productive
technology we use. Ultimately, it involves a choice about the ends towards which we
produce and their justification, a choice about values and ideals. If we continue on this
path of relentless pursuit of economic growth, we face the strong likelihoadlofeal
overshoot and collapse, and all the attendant social strife and human suffering, and the
prospect of increasing, not decreasing, distributive injustice. Moving awayttirerpath
takes great resolve. But first, it takes a clear understanding that this id wldaewe
must do if we are to do right by our descendants and the earth’s other inhabitants. There
is, to be sure, nothing intrinsically necessary, or desirable, about the surntahof
sapiens The earth, and fortiori the universe at large, will get on just fine with or
without us. However, to the extent we claim to wish, out of collective biological self-

interest if nothing else, to stick around and have a jolly time for as long as weecan, w



might as well earn the right to, to make our spedeserving gfearth’s hospitality. We

must cease and desist in destroying our planetary homeland and stop pretengiag that
are something we are not, namely, a supernatural species somehow unbound kg the law
of nature. My central goal in this dissertation is to make or otherwisegtten the case

that abandoning the beliefs in compatibilism, and the necessary desirabitiyhohac

growth are the very place where our rehabilitation ought to begin.

1.2 Plan for the following chapters

The dissertation has eight chapters, including the introduction and the conclusion.
The overall argument can be roughly divided into three parts: (1) chapters 2, 3 and 4 are
concerned with clarifying the meaning of key concepts used in, as well deféneling
underlying normative theory assumed by, the debate between compatibilism and
incompatibilism as | understand it; (2) chapter 5, relatively self-corttaia¢he
refutation of compatibilism, and (3) chapters 6 and 7 draw out normative implications
in terms of distributive justice and personal virtue, respectively — of thedfut
incompatibilism. Chapter 8 will be the conclusion.

A good deal of criticism of humanity’s aspiration for ever-increasinggrnzd
prosperity has been couched in terms of its disregard for and threat to environmental
justice. The concept of “environmental justice”, much like “environmental ethgs”, i
inherently ambiguous. It could refer to justice among human beings in regard to the
sharing of the environment in all the different ways in which it supports human survival
and development, or it could denote jusfmeor owed tothe environment. On the first

but not the second construal, the concept can be treated as a shortened version of the



more accurate, more precise, but also clumsier concept of “distributive envirahment
justice”. Much of what | have to say in the name of environmental justice, thesrifils
squarely under the rubric of distributive justice as customarily understood. ritrglali

and defending these terminological and interpretative choices will be theotagapter

2. I will defend the first construal of “environmental justice” by arguing ithatkes

little sense to speak of justice owed to the environment. We can speak meaningfully
about owing something the duty of justice only insofar as that thing is morally
considerable, and as such a member of the moral community. To be a member of the
moral community something must be intrinsically valuable, such that it can beca tlear
rights that deserve to be respected.

The notion of intrinsic value is itself contested, especially as it applies to
corporeal yet non-sentient entities such as the natural environment. Assoatiegtities
that have interests of their own exemplify one basic kind of intrinsic value, otfokr &d
values, intrinsic or otherwise, of other kinds of entities, can then be defined lenoefer
to the different kinds of interests of which entities with interests arélago far as
corporeal yet non-sentient things such as the natural environment are conteneeale
two types of ground on which we can attribute intrinsic value to them: (1) they are
interest-bearers in their own rights; (2) they are the intentional or grérahwabjects of
a particular kind of interest. Moral considerability, membership in the morahcoity
or the community of justice, should be based, | argue, on the kind of intrinsic value based
on an entity’s having its own interests, and not on intrinsic value based on an entity’s
status as the object of an interest. The natural environment, | argue, is naedjt@life

the sort of thing to which the duty of justice can be owed as it cannot be said to have



interests of its own. In my defense of this view | will also discuss theoideantrism,
which features prominently in debates about the scope of morality. | believe tiat bot
ambiguity and confusion attend the deployment of this notion, a situation that has
impaired our ability to grasp the precise meaning and the relative mevdas@iis
specific theses of centrism, such as anthropocentrism, bio-centrism ancheswce

The central principle of distributive environmental justice is the principle of
environmental sustainability. | divide up the discussion of this principle into twa parts
one is largely semantic, which is the subject of chapter 3, and the othey favgehtive,
which will be the subject of chapter 6. In chapter 3, my main goal is to achiexd afle
coherence and clarity on the meaning of this fiercely contested notion Hhia wi
sufficient for defining the orientation and scope of the normative arguments to be
developed later. My approach to the semantic question is somewhat unconventional in
that | begin with the concept of “sustainability”, and proceed to determine howobes
interpret the way in which any qualifier added to it is suppose to function. The insights
yielded by this line of inquiry define the systematic constraints whiofueashould be
imposed on our understanding of composite phrases such as “environmental
sustainability”. The obvious virtue of this formal approach (its basic maxim beftghe
meaning of compound linguistic structures is a function of the meaning of thplesim
parts) is that, like the rules of grammatr, it allows us to streamline how westardamy
compound phrases involving the concept of sustainability, including “social
sustainability”, “political sustainability”, “financial sustainabyit and so forth. This is a

virtue, | believe, because it helps reduce the ad hocness, or “definition bynfiaty, i



view a distinct vice, that has marked much existing writing on the meaning of
“environmental sustainability”.

My analysis of the meaning of “sustainability” takes off from the olagEm that
the notion is not irreducibly moral in the way, say, that of fairness is. “Sustaiyiaisili
most naturally interpreted as denoting a dispositional property, namely, tlogyéma
something to continue to meet certain specific conditions over time. The genatiomue
of whether sustainability is good or bad is, therefore, unanswerable. It okdg ense
to ask, concerning some particular subject matter, whether its sustamnalghiod or
bad relative to some specific requirements to which it is subject. The concept of
environmental sustainability is, | argue, best treated as a truncated ftrencaincept of
the environmental sustainability of the human economy. It refers to the abilitg ofay
in which societies make use, individually and collectively, of the environment, in all the
ways in which it can be used, for the benefit of humanity, to continue in the long term.
Environmental sustainability, thus understood, is a good thing, at least from a human, and
more specifically, biological as well as prudential, point of view.

However, there is a still deeper, and ethical dimension to the normativity of the
concept of environmental sustainability: since temporally and spatiallydocduct
towards the environment often register distant and long-term consequencesyborne b
others, they are interpersonal in their effects if not in their intention. Thersiach
conduct is naturally amenable to the requirements of distributive justice wtcttes
both environmental benefits and burdens. In fact, a key concern that animates mg defens
of the notion of environmental sustainability in chapter 3 is my insistence tbédrias

we treat this principle as a principle of distributive environmental justicehws



implicitly assumed in much writing on environmental ethics, it must be applitableth
the intergenerational and the intragenerational dimensions. Concern with envirdnmenta
sustainability need not and should not mean indifference to distributive justice in the
short term, which would have amounted to the replacement of one blind spot by another
rather than the elimination of all blind spots.

Since | understand both environmental justice and environmental sustainability in
a way that in some sense turns on human interests or welfare as the ultugatelya
guestion of whether and how welfare consequentialism (or utilitarianismherajeand
economics in particular can do justice to the full gamut and depth of human interests in
the natural environment naturally arises. Many philosophers have been skeptical about
the ability of utilitarianism to make sense of the non-instrumental value wen@ir
anything else), the kind of value existentially dependent on humanity’s non-instelme
interests — emotional, spiritual, aesthetic, therapeutic, and so forth — in hathiepter
4, | evaluate and answer some of these charges by subjecting to clogeéganmand
by criticizing, arguments to the contrary by two philosophers, Mark Sagofflaab&h
Anderson. First, | offer a qualified defense of welfare consequentialismatroreto
non-instrumental value in general and that of the environment in particular. Then |
consider the ways in which that defense may or may not be extended to address economic
analysis of the same subject. | argue that utilitarianism offers assulaard adequate
perspective from which to consider the non-instrumental value of the environment and
our desire to guard it against degradation. However, this requires that we adegdblgt sui
broad construal of the concept of welfare such that the satisfaction of non-imgalme

interests, of any kind and in anything, is allowed to score points.



Economics has on the whole failed so far to honestly or consistently adopt or
adhere to this broader conception of welfare. Afflicted with the matgitabias of the
prevailing economic construal of “welfare”, most economic mainstreganient of
environmental management issues are ill-suited to fully benefit from eyeguahfied
defense of its intellectual sire. They are part of the problem, and not part ofutiensol
Still, 1 will outline some suggestions as to how the intellectual respattadsil
economics might be rehabilitated and how it can be a genuinely useful tool and
intellectual resource in the cause of environmental sustainability.

Not only can welfare consequentialism make coherent sense of the non-
instrumental value of the environment by rejecting the welfare-neutadlibe
satisfaction of non-instrumental interests, desires and preferensessih able to
generate, from its internal conceptual and methodological resourcesticestron
societies’ material practices that are appreciably more tegtrtban what many
economists would currently typically find adequate for achieving environmental
sustainability. However, this presupposes factual correctness aboutrttegceapacity
of the ecosystem. Without the benefit of a scientifically sound understanding of the
finitude of the earth’s ecosphere and the dynamics of anthropogenic environmental
impact, the most internally coherent theory of practical reason would be ugatdelb
to lead us towards the right normative conclusions. After all, a Bethamitarigit
would have no utilitarian reason for refraining from an act unless she alsodsetihat
the recipient of her action is a being capable of suffering pain. Likewiee,as

theoretically satisfactory conception of and set of methods for gauglfayeveust be



deployed in conjunction with scientifically sound empirical information to be ohmuc
practical use.

A brief overview of a scientifically sound understanding of the finitude of the
earth’s ecosystem and the dynamics of anthropogenic environmental impédet thid
subject of chapter 5. Since the debate about compatibilism is essentiallyeaatehat
whether it is possible for the scale of material production and consumption to expand
indefinitely on planet earth, that is, whether the environmental imposes cosstraint
economic growth, | open chapter 5 with an examination of these two key concepts:
“possibility” and “constraint”. There is, | argue, no homogeneous cotépossibility”.
Instead, there are different kinds of possibilities, corresponding with diffgyeed of
laws. The laws of logic, the laws of physics, the laws of ecology and the ldwsnain
psychology define, respectively, the bounds of what is logically, physicatiiggically
and psychologically and humanly possible. For compatibilism to be true, itfisrfar
enough to show that it is physically possible for the human economy to continue to
expand in a bio-physically finite environment. It must also be shown that this is
practically possible, that is, not just ecologically possible but also humanlg|lg, and
financially possible. In light of this clarification of the concept of possibilisuggest
that we think of the notion of constraint as similarly context-dependent: nothing is
intrinsically a constraint, but anything could be a constraining factaetfirad it entails
costs to an agent. The greater the cost to her of changing a fact, the more abantdnst
is, to her, and relative to her overall objective. And the cost of effecting theechadp
not be determined by any one single law that bears on the matter,dlbbthose that

do.



| then proceed to criticize technological optimism, on which compatibilists have
in effect staked their argument. Not only are there no strong inductive arguméntor
of it, but, there are definitive deductive arguments against it. The magnitude of
anthropogenic environmental impact is a function of three variables: the siee of t
human population, material (and energy) consumption per person, and environmental
impact per unit of material (and energy) consumptiyima facie in order to check the
upward shift of anthropogenic environmental impact, which is ultimately whatjuired
for environmental sustainability, quantitative increase in respect to eachtbfdbe
determinant factors must itself be subject to restraint. Among these tbias fa
technology can affect only the last one, and not always in environmentallplbéeror
ways. Yet the aspiration for unlimited economic growth is the aspiration to secrea
indefinitely the second of these three factors. No amount of technological advamces c
offset the adverse environmental impact of humanity’s insatiable alappetite.
Technological optimism is scientifically ill-advised, and coniplgm is, therefore, false.

Environmental justice and sustainability in an ecologically finite woddires
just saving of environmental resources for the future and equitable distribution among
contemporaries of present allowance. These are only achievable throughngiscipl
material production and consumption. In chapter 6, | pursue something of a meta-
theoretical approach to the question of distributive environmental justice ard regust
environmental saving, while many writers have favored what is known as the “no-
decline” requirement, | disagree that this is the best intergeneratistrébutive
principle. Depending on exactly how “no-decline” is construed and measured, this

requirement is either meaningless or indefensible. Instead, | suggebketpantiple of

10



just savings is best defined substantively, that is, in terms of what we would wish fut
generations to be guaranteed, which we can figure out by reference to our cdnsidere
judgments as to what level, and content, of environmental bequest from preceding
generations we would most likely wish ourselves to be the beneficiary of. Miste
however, be a lexical ranking among the various components of the bundle of
environmental bequest from each generation to the next that accords absoluyet@riori
basic material needs over other human interests, desires and preferehafingisome
— such as the opportunity for wilderness experiences — that have been touted by
environmentalists for their green credentials. This principle of prioritypnove
instrumental for integrating just environmental savings, on one hand, and equitable
intragenerational environmental distribution on the other, and it also helps to answer
concerns that just saving might shortchange the worse-off among the cuivergly

This priority principle also raises questions about two key issues in distributive
justice in general and in theory of distributive environmental justice in pamticane
concerning redistribution and the other equality. | tackle these two issne$wo
related yet distinct points of view. First, | consider the significancehat we would call
the “principle of redistribution” and the “principle of equality”. | will try tllustrate the
complexity around the principle of redistribution by looking at the uncertain place
redistributive issues occupy in libertarian theories of justice, such ask\&zNnd meta-
theoretical considerations about what we ought to demand from and expect of any so
called “theory of (distributive) justice”. The second perspective fromiwthe issue of
redistribution and equality will be addressed has to do with the necessary and/or

sufficient conditions either for effecting actual redistributive ecoonameasures and
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social policies or for producing egalitarian distributive outcomes. Thedaan the part

of many theorists of distributive justice to emphasize the moral implicatiche fact of
ecological finitude urgently needs correction. While the underdeterminationooy twe
empirical data may not be definitely overcome in the area of ethics and ienoyaitsore
than it can be in the area of science, there are strong reasons to beli@asdbaterning
environmental distributive justice, empirical richness and accuracy wiiitése greater
agreement over the outcome in terms of normative principles. Substantively, theeit mak
more rather than less likely that the principles will call for redistiveuaind growth
restrictive measures that will reduce current inequality in soffeas well as wealth at

both the global and the domestic levels.

The truth of incompatibilism, the need for discipline in material production and
consumption in order to achieve environmental sustainability and social juséine i
ecologically finite world, also have implications for personal moralitghiapter 7, the
penultimate chapter, | draw out some of these implications by sketching a dieor
environmental virtues. | begin with a discussion of sentiments and attituded thea
environment that writers on environmental virtues have made note of, such as humility,
respect, love, reverence, benevolence, compassion, gratitude, aesthetiatappeet
wonder. While | do not object to regarding them as generic virtues, | do argud #gains
notion that they are, even insofar as they are directed at the natural environment
necessarily environmental virtues. My objection takes issue with a certhiguaty in
the commonly held presupposition of this view, namely, that these attitudes and
sentiments must somehow be based on the prior intellectual belief that the eentrggaim

intrinsically valuable. Depending on which type of intrinsic value the natural

12



environment is held to have, affective or attitudinal response to that beliefenggtyér
fundamentally misleading, and as such not virtuous at all, or virtuous, but still dubiously
sufficient for the purpose of initiating actions that are environmentalkyotig or
deterring those that are environmentally vicious.

In my discussion of environmentally virtues and vices in action | criticize the
tendency in the rather limited existing literature on the subject to higlitigh¢ that are
long on symbolic and recreational value but short on substantive value in terms of
contribution towards reduction in material and energy throughput. I will exahene t
arguments of Ronald Sandler, Philip Cafaro and Peter Wenz. My own positive account
will include detailed discussion of two key ecological virtues, frugality arnenaa
simplicity, and two key ecological vices, wastefulness and physical lazidgsmain
goals are to define the notion of the ecologically-sound lifestyle and to is¢ress
importance, both theoretical and practical, for environmental sustainability and
distributive justice. Commitment to it, | believe, requires compassion, concern and
respect for our fellow human beings more than it depends on compassion, concern and
respect for the environment itself.

Just institutions and policies and virtuous individuals are all necessary but not by
themselves sufficient for achieving environmental sustainability andbdiste justice.
But each stands only so much chance of realization as the society is willing bt thec
truth of incompatibilism and to conduct its affairs accordingly. In the Ghapter, |
make note of the importance of coherence between economic, political and soegl forc

at the macroscopic level and norms of personal morality at the microscopic leve
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Ch.2 Understanding “Environmental justice”
2.1 Two Conceptions of Justice

In this chapter, | argue for a particular conception of the notion of “enviroament
justice”. In the next, | examine what | take to be its central principiagty, the
principle of environmental sustainability. There are two ways to understand &idtem
involved in clarifying the meaning of a concept. It can be a purely descriptive
undertaking whereby one documents the different meanings people in fact assihiat
or attribute to the concept. This type of clarification allows one to specify ttieybar
sense one intends in using a concept without committing oneself to a judgment as to the
correctness or relative soundness of all the different senses. Alternatvelrify the
meaning of a concept may be an essentially critical and prescripterpresg, where one
enumerates the different usages to which a concept is susceptible in ordessotlasir
theoretical soundness. With regard to “environmental justice,” | take myself to be
engaged in the second kind of task.

Superficially, “environmental justice” bears resemblance to compound phrases
such as “social justice”, “economic justice” and “environmental ethics”.d¥ew unlike
“social justice” or “economic justice”, “environmental justice” is neitheambiguously
anthropocentric nor unambiguously non-anthropocentric. The modifier “environmental”
can function in one of two ways. It may refer to the moral subject to which thefdut
justice is owed, or it may serve to specify the type of benefits and burdens whose
distribution among human beings is subject to the constraint of justice. On the first
interpretation, the concept refers to justimethe environment, and marks a direct

challenge to the traditional conception of the scope of justice by including the tupalna
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world. Interpreted in the second way, “environmental justice” refersrieets and

equity in the human use of environmental resources, where the notion falls squarely
within the scope of justice, and more specifically distributive justicelvas @y the
traditional demarcation.

The concept of “environmental justice” shares its semantic ambiguity with
“environmental ethics”. “Deep” environmental ethics is supposed to demand a
substantive extension of the scope of moral considerability to the non-human world; by
contrast, “shallow” environmental ethics merely brings some human-ce hbe@ry of
ethics to bear on the analysis of environmental probfefissa consequence, whether
environmental justice forms a proper part of a more encompassing environnaogal et
in a way analogous to the way in which justice constitutes but one aspect ofymoralit
depends crucially on how the predicate is used or construed. “Shallow” environmental
ethics cannot really have logical space within it for justicghe environment, or “deep”
environmental justice. By parity of reasoning, “deep” environmental ethics does not
easily accommodate “shallow” environmental justice. Therefore, for tilevpale
relation to hold between environmental justice and environmental ethics, the twesphrase
must be construed consistently.

| reject the “deep” interpretation of both “environmental ethics” and
“environmental justice”. To many, this would decisively place me in the camp of

anthropocentrists. But | resist this charge, not because | believe it isfgsaindless,

% This is not to deny, of course, that one couldaudterently argue that “shallow environmental ethis
really a contradiction in terms. For one might day,example, that unless the predicate “enviroradén
restricts the moral consideration accorded to therenment to its intrinsic value and its implicats for
constraints upon human actions, “environmentaksttis a misnomer. The phrase, therefore, logically
requires non-anthropocentrism as its metaphysiwdépinning. On this view, “shallow environmental
ethics” would be oxymoronic.

15



but rather that the meaning of the concept of anthropocentrism is ambiguasentpr

my argument for this view, and its implications, in section 2.5, In 2.2 — 2.4, my task will
be to explain why | don’t believe that the notion of justice can be meaningfully @eploy
in conceptualizing humanity’s duty towards the earth’s environment. In my view,
attempts to strain the concept of justice to such effect have been fraught fiathtieié

and incoherence. My first step in arguing for this view is to get a grip on the carficept
justice.

One dominant view, sometimes traced to Aristotle, is that justice is that cedcer
with each receiving “their due”. This basic conception gives rise to thbstasiive
guestions: whom, of what and why (or how). The first is the question about membership
in the community of justice, that is, what and whom can be the beneficiary of jostice
to what or whom is the duty of justice owed. The answer to this question depends at least
in part on those to the second and third, which in turn depend on the kind of justice we
are considering. If we are concerned with distributive justice, what ia Oeeeficiary of
justice consists in their share of some distributable benefits or burden; in thet aint
retributive justice, it is in the form of punishment for moral and/or legal trassign. In
both, the size of the share and the severity of the punishment are respecteratyndet
by reference to some relevant principle of whatever formal structure andainatatent.

| wish to discuss two features that distributive and retributive justices mave i
common which distinguish them both from the other notion of just that | will discuss
presently. First, they are both graded or scalar notions, in that they both presingpos
existence of some ideal which is in reality more or less approximataedk#s sense to

speak of one distributive pattern or process as being either more or less (hajjust
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another; likewise, we can sensibly speak of one punishment or judicial systemgas bei
either more or less (un)just than another. This is due to the fact, | think, that both of these
types of justice are concerned with the quantitative measure of what a laepefici
receives. Surely, we cannot meaningfully speak of fairness in the distnlmiti
something unless not only the thing, or at least the value thereof, is divisiblaen s
relevant way but also amenable to measurement and quantification. This is \bat ma
judgments to the effect that an individual has received either more ordesstiat
justice demands meaningful. The same is true of retributive justice; sorhs)lstgans
are judged to be more (un)just than others. The second common feature between
distributive and retributive justice of relevance here is their method of detéionina
Given any particular substantive theory of either distributive or retributstece,
rendering a judgment as to whether a particular pattern or procedure of disrdyut
putative arrangement meets its demands is a relatively straightfionvedter amenable
to extensional logic. This means that whether a particular dispensation of rewards
punishment is just depends on whether certain external relationship among people and
things obtain, and not on the content of particular agent’s mental states, such as their
beliefs or desires.

By contrast, there is very different conception of justice that is neithexr stal
extensional. Instead, it is bivalent, in the sense that something either robtrsated
justly. And it is also governed by intensional logic, as | will try to explaintgh&vhen
we use the notion in this sense, what is due a beneficiary of justice is not some quantum
of a particular substance, but rather the regard in which it, or he or she, iy bedd b

dispenser of justice. Thabjectof normative judgment deploying this notion of justice is
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not agent-neutrally describable states of affair but the type of value anislgjeemed
to possess in the eye of a beholder, as it were. | am referring here to tineohqiistice
that is associated with the issue of “moral considerability”, which, on one inflLizietia
and the one | will be following below, turns on the issue of rigitscording to this
view, to be treated as morally considerable is to be treated as an object oy thie dut
justice, and to be treated as an object of the duty of justice is to be treatethdesedito
be, a bearer of rights. To act justly towards such an entity is, accordingly jrionay/s
that show respect for its rights.

Given these two distinct notions of justice, the task of clarifying the meaning of
“environmental justice” is accordingly reducible to the tasks of determwalmegher
either of them applies to the non-human environment as a whole. In the following
sections, | will try to show that neither is applicable, and that the idea that the
environment can be a genuine claimant of justice is confused. For reasondl $drwi
become clear, the most critical question concerns whether the second, intergioept ¢

of justice applies.

2.2 The Environment and the Scope of Moral Consideration
| begin with the graded and extensional notion of justice, under which distributive
justice falls. The contexts in which questions about distributive justice becawanel

must exhibit a certain formal structure. First, there must be (attVea)st claimants of

* Kenneth Goodpaster, “On Being Morally Considerjhite Environmental Ethics: Divergence and
Convergencge(eds.) Susan J. Armstrong and Richard G. BotdMeGraw Hill, 1998), 346.

®> One might object to this condition by saying thatcan say, for example, in a situation in whicéréhis
one person and one apple, that the person adigijustating the apple, or at least that she do¢siot
unjustly in doing so. However, it seems that iheitof these statements is true, it must be vatytue.
In this situation, the issue of distribution does arise, and so the issue of distributive justioes not
either. In fact, this requirement is implicit inethelative scarcity condition of Hume’'s accounthaf
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distributive justice; second, there must be something distributable among thaenttai
Moreover, two formal conditions must be met for an entity to count as a claimant of
distributive justice. First, it must be ontologically distinct aegarable from (at least one)
other entities with which it can enter into a distributive relation. Second, itbaust
ontologically distinct from the object of distribution. Formally, the minimum number of
terms among which the distributive relation can hold is three: two claimashthea

object of distribution. As such, human beings cannot enter into such a relation with “the
environment as a whole”. On the extra-societal construal of this phrase,twbitrs to
something numerically distinct from human beings, they cannot enter into a sharing
relation relative to a third entity numerically distinct from each of theamd; on the trans-
societal construal, humans and “the environment as a whole” are not numericaibt disti
since one is a proper part of the other, the whole.

Far more contentious, however, is whether the concept applies to the earth’s
natural environment. The intensional notion of justice is, | think, in a crucial sense the
logically more fundamental of the two notions of justice; it makes no sende to as
whether something has been treated justly in terms of the graded notion of jussse unle
it has antecedently been determined that the intensional notion of justice apjitli€-or
example, all theories of economic or social justice presuppose that human beegs hav
rights and are morally consideraBlArguments for why some entities have rights and
deserve respect while others do not must be provided by a separate theory, vakish spe

to the intensional conception of justice. As concerning “environmental justice”, the

objective circumstances of justice. It is scaroityomething relative to a group of people all diom
want or need that thing and not to a single pessnakds or wants that occasions the need forgustic

® This is, of course, not meant to obscure thetfatthistorically not all human beings were incldad® far
as the theories of justice are concerned. Thid sbaibe my focus since | am concerned to highltyire
not the distinctions among human beings, but théndition between human beings and non-humans.
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crucial question is ndtow muchof something the environment gets relative to humans,
but rathemwhetherit can have rights on the basis of which it can make claims upon us,
albeit most probably by proxy if at dll.

Two closely related, and significantly overlapping, views according to which the
environment does are ecocentrism (a variety of deep ecology) and environmental holis
According to both views, the earth’s natural environment, particularly whendiasvan
integrated whole, has intrinsic value, or a good of its own, and must therefore lzk treate
as a holder of rights. And since all rights-holders are members of the oonalunity,
or the community of justice, the environment is owed the duty of justice. It is apprppriate
therefore, to begin by inquiring what it means to say that something has ocnvahse.

It is common practice to explicate the concept of intrinsic value in terms of
phrases such as “being valuable for its own sake (or in its own right)”, or “hegaogd
of its own”, or “being inherently valuable”, or “having inherent worth”. One finds an
illustration of this in a typical statement such as this: “something thahtmessic value
or inherent worth is valuable in and of itself, not because of what it can do folf tisi&
seems clear, the appearance is deceiving. What does “in and of itself” Arehwhat is
it for something to “do” something for us? The second question turns on the perennial
philosophical issue of the distinction between activity (the doing of something) and
passivity (the state or condition of being on the receiving end of an action). Must™doing

involve or imply agency, intention, purposiveness or motion? This question has

"It ought to be noted here, however, that a bastindtion can be made between questions abolstdige
of justice on one hand and those aboutctigentof justice on the other hand. See, for examplarén
O'Neill's Towards Justice and Virtue: A Constructive Accafrractical ReasoningCambridge
University Press, 1996), 98. Therefore, the faat the concept of right features centrally in atlgeabout
the former does not mean that substantive prirgipfelistributive justice must be based solelytalleon
that concept. This will become clearer in the rehdpter.

8 J. Baird Callicott, “The Conceptual Foundationshef Land Ethic,” irEnvironmental Ethics: Readings in
Theory and Applicatiord™ edition, ed. Louis Pojman (Thomson/Wadsworth, 30089-61.

20



implications for whether inanimate objects esteranything at all, and if they do, how to
distinguish among the different kinds of things they can be said to do. For example, we
might say, not implausibly, that between me and the hammer | am usinghé¢ amet

who is doing something and the hammer is, strictly speakinglaiog anything at all.
Others, including the author of the quote above, might opt for a more permissive
interpretation of “do”, and allow that insofar as the hammer allows me to putia ties

wall, it does something for me. Yet even if we opt for the more permissive usage, w
would still want to be able to differentiate, in some principled way, between what a
hammer can do for us and, say, what a beautiful landscape can do for us. umiltaget

this question shortly.

If we conceded that phrases allegedly synonymous or co-extensive withstmtr
value” are of little help, let us turn back to the phrase itself. Customarilyin§idt is
explicated negatively, as antonymous with “extrinsic”. But this cannot help rhuc
“extrinsic” is in turn defined as the opposite of “intrinsic,” which it often is.
“Instrumental” has often been used in explaining/defining “extrinsic”, dipeathat has
encouraged treating “intrinsic” as meaning “non-instrumental”. But thiisgmatic as
well since the concept of instrumentality and the closely related concesedfare
themselves inherently ambiguous. Is it acceptable to say that we use arittty hee
city? If not, why not? And if so, then why is it not acceptable to say that we us#llea
landscape for lifting our spirit and to sooth our soul? And, if the reason we want to
preserve the beautiful landscape is that it can lift our spirit and soothes quicsasuit

not follow that it is valuable because of what it daxfor us?
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As to the concept of “value”, regrettably, clear distinctions have not often been
made between general and particular questions about it. General questionslabout va
includes questions about what it is, how it relates to facts, and what it means to say
something is valuable. By contrast, particular questions about value usually strergue
about what the value of some specific thing is. But, of course, our ability to athewver
second type of question depends on our ability to answer the first. To compound the
confusion, some writers use the infinitive “to value” when they mean “to value
positively/highly” or “to regard as good”. The word “disvalue” is then used poess “to
value negatively/lowly”. But this is not to clarify the equivocality of the warade” but
to add to the confusion. “Disvalue” is at once redundant and misleading, the worst kind
of fate for a word. It is redundant for expressing either the idea of valoinetking
negatively, as we have the perfectly good word “bad” for that, or the ideaantiireg
something as being value-neural, that is, neither good nor bad. It is misleadent sinc
inherently ambiguous as between the meaning attached to these two redundant uses
Whatwould have been a valuable (not redundant or misleading) addition to our
philosophicalvocabulary for talking about value is the word “avaluable”. In moral
philosophy, the distinction between “amoral” and “immoral” is relativelgcle
interesting and useful. Had the word “avaluable” existed, it would certaiatpah our
ability to talk about the absence of value by removing some of the ambiguities about jus
what it is whose absence is being meant.

(The situation is mildly more salvageable in the case of the word “devalue”. To
devalue something is not to deny it value but to reduce its positive value. There is no

confusion, for example, as to what the word means when we kirgtabout currencies.)
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For expository clarity, | adopt the phraseology of “value attribution”. Tolsaty t
something has value is to say that value can be attributed to it. This convention allows us
to distinguish between two issues when it comes to value: (1) what has it, that iarevha
the objects to which value can be attributed. And (2) what it is that something hag when i
is said to have value, that is, what is the ground of the attribuAdrdifferent kinds of
things can be eligible for value attribution, including events, states ofsaffeliations,
corporeal objects, universals, particulars, and so forth. Moreover, one of the most notable
things of entities that have been said to have intrinsic value is their divaitsgiye seems
little else that ecosystems, sentient beings, pleasure, happiness, autonomaljtyati
truth, beauty, friendship, peace, justice, particular physical objectgypartiving
things all have in common. It is unlikely, therefore, for their intrinsic value to be
amenable to the same explanation and analysis.

So far as intrinsic value is concerned, | suggest that we proceed biytigdsie
subjects of attribution first, and then consider the grounds for attribution subsequently.
How value is attributed, it will turn out, will depend on the identity and nature of the
thing in question. | will divide things to which value can potentially be attributed irto tw
basic kinds of substances or ontological categories: “objectively exjstehat is,
existentially mind-independent, corporeal entities, and everything elsanttuda, the
goodwill, felicity, states of consciousness, peace, truth, knowledge, beauty,Hiends
and the virtues all belong to one side of this divide. Individual living organisms,
including human and non-humans alike, inanimate objects, and collections or

combinations thereof, including ecosystems, belong on the other side. Value attribution t

°C. I. LewisAn Analysis of Knowledge and Valuatifira Salle, IL: Open Court, 1946), 386.
% ewis, 1946, 387.
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things of the first category necessarily involves the mind, mental aesivitr some lesser
versions thereof. As far as value attribution to things belonging to the secegdrgas
concerned, there are two main competing theories. On one, value is a non-telationa
property, which may emerge from and depend on other intrinsic properties of the object
of predication but does not otherwise presuppose any relation the object stands to
anything else. On the competing view, value is held to be edbeatralational property,
consisting in certain external relationship involving the object in question and a/perce
of some kind, either a mind or its evolutionary antecedent, the locus of agency (though of
course not necessarily full-scale moral agency).

The first view has variously been labeled realism, objectivism, Platamishe
mind-independent view about valtfeOn this view, there are facts and truths about
values that obtain independently of our knowledge of or evidence for them. The notion of
“agent-neutrality” has also been associated with this view. The secondoiredes
largely with what has more familiarly been called subjectivism, prejenti or the
“mind-dependent” theory of value about value. Protagotamisomensurahe thesis that
“a human being is the measure of all things” exemplifies this posftioeschew the
label “relativism” here only because it is too loose and ambiguous. Not only carbéher
different points of reference, these different points of reference can alsastane
another in complex relations. For example, to deny that morality is God-given and to

assert that it depends on the power of human’s faculty of reason is not therefore to deny

1 On Dale Jamieson’s taxonomy of sources of valaalistinguishes subjectivism, conventionalism and
realism. The first two fall under the mind-dependéaw | discuss here, while realism roughly is
equivalent to the mind-independent view. See DafmidsonMorality’s Progress: Essays on Humans,
Other Animals and the Rest of Nat@xford University Press, 2002), ch. 16.

2 Richard D. McKirahan, JPhilosophy Before Socrates: An Introduction witixt§end Commentary
(Hackett, 1994), 378-80.
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that there might a universal morality that transcends cultural boundariatviRel

defined by reference to the human point of view, therefore, is not equivalent to nalativis
defined by reference to the point of view of a particular group of people occupying
particular place and time. On the first, but not the second of the two theories just
distinguished, it is logically possible for an inorganic world (leaving aside tlstigun®f

a supernatural being capable of functioning as an ultimate bestower of vatoajdin
value.

We need now to spell out the precise mechanism by which value attribution takes
place on the mind-dependent theory. One view appeals to the concept of intepdst. Ral
Perry, for example, has expressed the view this waything — anything — has value, or
is valuable, in the original and generic sense when it is the object of an interest — any
interest(original emphasis)'® The concept of interest as it is used here is generic (and to
that extent deviates from its everyday usage in casual discourse), in the dm¥ing of
neutral between different orientations, or between attraction and aversionyeetet
“for” and “against”, as it were. What is opposed to having any interedtiatsaimething
is, therefore, to be completely indifferent or disinterested towards it. dsslge then to
assign different types of values to things on the basis of the different kinds e$istef
which they may be the objects. Customarily, two basic types of interesissanguished:
instrumental and non-instrumental. One way of capturing the distinction is in terms of
what something does for us. Typically, for example, we say that when a sabject
interested in an object because of what the latter can do for it, or its usetolties

subject, the interest of the instrumental variety, and, correspondingly, thehatlite

13 Ralph Barton PernRealms of Values: A Critique of Human Civilizati@ambridge, Harvard
University Press, 1954), 2-3.
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gives rise to is instrumental value. Bamboo, for example, is of instrumental value to
pandas, as a source of food.

However, since, as | noted a few pages back, the idea of something “doing”
something “for us” is ambiguous, the concepts of “instrumentality” and “ossdme
extent inherit that ambiguity. Let us revisit the example used earlier, &goloeautiful
scenery. Obviously, a beautiful scenery that lifts my spirit and soothes mig sl
useful to me in the same manner in which a hammer is, but that does not mean it is
obvious that the capacity for lifting spirits and soothing souls cannot be castasod ki
usefulness. Certainly there are sceneries that cannot do these thihds.tBélextent
that my interest in the beautiful scenery, as given rise to by its I#tiimg-and soul-
soothing capability, translates specifically into a desire for its praisen and an
aversion to its perturbation, intuition seems to protest against treating ¢nestrdas on a
par with the interest one has in a hammer. How we understand and use “intrinsic”, it
seems, turns on what we take “in and of itself” to mean. Interpreted naliiat

supports one sense of intrinsic value; interpreted non-relationally, it supportsranothe

2.3 Varieties of Intrinsic Value

Intrinsic value attributed on the basis of human interest is properly called
“anthropocentric intrinsic value”, a term | have adopted from Holmes RolstdhThe
type of human interest that gives rise to anthropocentric intrinsic valuengpéied by
the kind of interest we take in beautiful landscapes and other things we feel peotecti

towards. Alternatively, if “intrinsic” and “in and of itself” are defthas “existentially

4 Holmes Rolston, IIEnvironmental Ethics: Duties to and Values in thetudal World (Philadelphia:
Temple University Press, 1988), 114.
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independent of any relation to human perception and passion’, then “anthropocentric
intrinsic value” would be a contradiction in terms, and “intrinsic value” would idstea
refer to a non-relational, mind-independent property. Now our question is whether eithe
anthropocentric intrinsic value or non-relational mind-independent intrinsic value is
capable of grounding moral considerability, specifically by qualifgogething as
bearer of rights.

| don’t believe that anthropocentric intrinsic value can support moral
considerability. If it could, then many things would have to be admitted as members of
the moral community that we otherwise feel should not, cannot and do not belong. It
strains credulity to think of physical objects, however much may care about them, as
genuine rights-holders. The intuition seems to be that to qualify for rights, anhatito
be intrinsically valuable in the same way in which an individual human being — the
paradigmatic case of an entity of bona fide moral standing — is. The keyniHere
between individual human beings and things we can take an interest in, in virtue of which
the former but not (necessarily) the latter can bear rights, is prettisedlifference
between theubjectand theobjectof interests. Unlike being the object of an interest,
being an entity thdtasinterests ofts ownis a non-relational property. It must, therefore,
be the non-relational and mind-independent kind of intrinsic value attributable in
accordance with the realist/objectivist/Platonist theory of value émaprovide for the
grounding for moral considerabilility.

Joel Feinberg has articulated one such account, which executes the connection
between interest and moral considerability by means of the notion of right, and by

derivation, the notion of something having a “good of its own”. According to Feinberg,
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“the sorts of beings whcanhave rights are precisely those who have (or can have)
interests.* Things that have interest have a “good of their own”, for which we can do
things for “their own sake/well-being”. For Feinberg, interests tarapounded out of
desiresandaims (original emphases)® and do not, therefore, apply to entities without
rudimentary cognitive life or conative capacities. On this conception oéstfehe moral
community includes things besides human beings. Of course, one may agree with
Feinberg that having rights depends on having interests without agreeing with his
particular conception of what it is to have interests. Many have done just that.

Some, for example, have seen no reason why granting rights to individual animals
might not be the logical antecedent to granting rights to collections tharebfas
species, and then to larger entities still, such as the ecosystem and the natural
environment as a whofé Those who hold this view, including, most prominently, those
who subscribe to environmental holism and/or ecocentrism and/or deep ecology, hold, or
ought to be willing to support, the view that individual living organisms are the only
kinds of entities to which interest and rights can be attrifuF&is is a confusion, both
encouraging and possibly encouraged by the dubious graphic metaphor of “expanding the
circle of rights”. Sets may in some crude sense be larger than individual rsehdyeof,
but the former does not relate to the latter in the same way in which a larteretates

to a smaller one, concentric or not. And what is true of individuals is not necessaily tr

15 Joel Feinberg, “The Rights of Animals and Unboemérations,” in hiRights, Justice, and the Bounds
of Liberty: Essays in Social Philosop{Brinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1988)),

18 Feinberg 1980, 168.

" Roderick Frazier NaslRights of Nature: A History of Environmental Eth{4adison, WI: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1989).

18 Lawrence, E. Johnson, for example, speaks of feswest”. See hi& Morally Deep World: An Essay
on Moral Significance and Environmental Eth{€&ambridge University Press, 1991), esp. ch. 6hiBy
logic, there is no reason why we must stop at ‘iaterest”, and we ought to be able to speak ofgikany
interests, galactic interests, and even cosmiceasts.
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of sets of them. If anything, individualism is more likely todpposedo than
compatible with holism, the view that treats wholes as the moral patient imWreright,
as the direct subject of moral concerns and considerations, astanvihtits own rights,
interests and intrinsic value. If anything, there is logical tension betvegismhand
individual insofar as each consigns the other to derivative status.

For example, in virtue of its aggregationism (with its holistic orientation),
classical utilitarianism has difficulties accommodating individual sgAnd even a
nominally dualistic view that seeks to honor both the good of the whole and that of the
individual, such as Arne Naess’s ecospheric egalitarianism accordingdo alhiorms
of living things have equal value, would be coherent and practicable only if the idea of
equality is adequately defined, and it contains a lexical ordering of théaatvallows
conflicts between them to be adjudicated should they arise, which they are bound to do.
At any rate, the possibility for conflict between the common good and individual good
cannot be defined away, certainly not by means of a suspect metaphor. Human rights,
animal rights and rights of the environment as a whole, do not occupy different points on
a conceptual continuum.

If holism or eco-centrism or deep ecology cannot be established by extending
individualism willy-nilly. might they be established on independent grounds? Can the
environment as a whole be shown to be a genuine bearer of right and as such, a claimant
of the duty of justice, because it possesses non-relational, mind-independemt intrins
value? Holmes Rolston Jr., for example, rejects the view that nature has anthropocent
intrinsic value and argues, with other environmental holists, ecocentrists gnd dee

ecologists, that nature has intrinsic value of the non-anthropogenic, mind-ind&pende
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variety (arguably in addition to, rather than instead of, having anthropogenicimtrins
value). This value, says Rolston, is “objectively there — discovered, not gehératbe
valuer.”® On such a view, evocative of Plat@&sthyphrg insofar as we take an interest
in the natural environment, the interest does not constitute but reasipends tdhe
intrinsic value of the environment.

Some versions of moral realism would, however, allow our interest to constitute
evidencdor the mind-independent intrinsic value of the natural environment, in which
case its value would in tuexplainour interest in it (which means that if it is denied that
there is evidentiary relation between the two in one direction, then it must alsoi®ée de
that there is explanatory relation in the other). What it would be incumbent upon holists,
ecocentrists and deep ecologists to show, then, is how the fact about the mind-

independent intrinsic value of the natural environment is to be understood, exactly.

24 Ecology and the Value of the Natural Environment
If it is a mind-independent fact that the natural environment has intrinsic value,
what kind of fact is it, and what kind of a property is this value? It speims facie
implausible to treat such a fact as a natural fact on a par with facts abothgsay,
existence of the oceans and animals species. For one thing, the latter ar&btdgdrile
the first is not, at least not in any straightforward sense of the notion of observie
can treat it as a moral fact, and mind-independent intrinsic value of a moral praperty
opt to be agnostic on the question of whether it is natural or non-natural. Les®hangs
how we answer this question than on how we account for the relationship between such a

moral fact and other, non-moral, natural facts about the natural environment, shahis

¥ Rolston, Jr. 1988, 116.
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a moral property on the one hand and other properties of the natural environment on the
other. One possibility | want to examine closely here is what many moliatseall the
supervenience view of moral properties or moral facts. According to this meval

facts and properties supervene, at varying degrees of strength, on non-neaidac
properties’ The supervenience relation is typically taken to be a nomological, law-like,
relation, such that the obtainment of the supervenience base necessitates — in some
specific sense — the obtainment of the supervening properties or facts.

On a supervenience view of the mind-independent intrinsic value of the natural
environment, such value is constituted by, in the specific sense of supervening upon (and
therefore “tracking”) some non-moral, natural facts about the natural enenrnat
are discoverable through scientific studies, including ecology. Both theveupeg fact
and the facts that form the supervenience base are, of course, mind-indepenaént. | do
believe that this view of the nature of the mind-independent intrinsic value of thal natur
environment can be sustained. There is no way, as | shall try to show, to establish the
supervenience relationship without reference to human perception and passionss interes
and desires. In other words, while we can discover the non-moral, natural factdabout t
natural environment that purport to constitute the supervenience base, the supervenienc
relation itself is something that can only be stipulated or imposed, not discovered. The
claim that empirical findings about the natural environment logically coatprddution
to it of mind-independent intrinsic value is, therefore, illegitimate.

| want to defend my charge by arguing backwards, as it were. | shallvkigin

the basic assumption that if it is in fact the case that natural environmeninias m

% David O. BrinkMoral Realism and the Foundations of Ethi€ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1989), 172-180.
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independent intrinsic value, then that value would be the environment’s “own sake” (or
the good of its own) for which human beings are morally required to act. Whdigexact
then, is involved in so acting? We can approach the question in one of two ways, either in
terms of the notion of rights, or in terms of the notion of interest. If having intringie val
is what gives rise to rights-worthiness, then it ought to be possible in principle to deduce
from the affirmation of intrinsic value an account of what it is the entity in gunelsas
rightsto insofar as it has rights. After all, if something can have rights, then it does not
just have rights in general, as an undifferentiated glob of a thing, what it hzertacalar
rights to particular things. Similarly, if we appeal to the connection betheang
interests and being intrinsically valuable, then, of the entity to which wieudt intrinsic
value, we must be able to give at least a rough account of what its interests are
According to the supervenience view of intrinsic value, this value supervenes on
various combinations of non-moral, natural facts about the thing in question. Awting f
the sake of the intrinsic value of this thing, for its own good, then, ought to involve acting
in ways that seek to maintain those non-moral, natural facts about it on whichntantr
value supervenes. For example, on the view that the intrinsic value of each human being
supervenes on the fact that we are, say, rational creatures capable ofndlegerar own
ends, and acting on our own conception of the practical law, then among the rights and
interests we can be said to have, on the basis of our intrinsic value, must be the right to
and the interest in the maintenance of those conditions under which we can continue to
function as rational creatures capable of determining our own ends, and acting on our
own conception of the practical law. Alternatively, if we hold that the intrivedige of

individual human being supervenes on their sentience, then not having pain deliberately
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inflicted upon us must count among our basic rights and interests. By this logic, if the
natural environment has intrinsic value which supervenes on non-moral natural facts
about it, then acting for its own sake must involve refraining from perturbing feetse
And insofar as we hold — which we may or may not do — that nature has rights and/or
interests, these facts about nature must provide the content of their rightsraiedésts.
But without an accurate account of what these facts consist in precisely, veebeoul
unable to say when we have violated a basic right or thwarted a basic inténest of
natural environment.

The catalogue of non-moral, natural facts on which many if not most
environmental holists, ecocentrists, and deep ecologists believe the mind-independent
intrinsic value of the natural environment supervenes include familiar ones sheh as
biodiversity and ecological equilibrium, homeostasis, self-regulativeldaek
mechanism, and symbiotic relationships, or more generally speaking, some kind of
systematic interconnectedness among living organisms, species and inangtes: e
But just what is so special about these facts such that we ought to treat themads@orm
and seek to maintain them until perpetuity? Can we establish their normative status
without any reference to human interest and desires? In other words, can holism,
ecocentrism and deep ecology be coherently non-anthropocentric? | do not think so.

Let me begin by zooming out and taking a sweeping view of the whole span of
the geological timeline. While earth is, so far as we know at least, the onét pldh
life on it, it has not always had life on it. Life made its debut when earth was about 1.6
billion years old, an event, along with biological evolution by means of naturetieale

are, in the final analysis, metaphysically contingent, in the sense thatréhegt
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preordained or otherwise metaphysically necessary. The condition of bidgit@ok
eons to take shape (mammals evolved only about 70 million years ago). The very notion
of ecology, which deals with the relationship between living things and theroament
(and related notions with the “eco-" prefix, such as “ecosphere” and “ecosystem”
fortiori presuppose the existence of life and have no application where, and when, this
condition is not satisfied. Now if anything is indifferent to human interests, ggo
Suppose we could consider the question about value from behind some kind of a “veil of
ignorance” that blocks out any and all knowledge of or reference to human desires,
interests and preferences, that is, suppose we could perform the feat of mentaboontor
and think from the geological point of view, what reason might we have for thinking that
the existence of life is intrinsically preferable to its non-existencihabgreater
biodiversity is intrinsically better than lesser biodiversity, or that tmticued existence
of any particular species, suchleme sapiends intrinsically better than its extinction?

| do not see how there can be any reason, from the designated point of view, why
we should think any of these things. From the planetary and geological point oamiew,
one possible condition of the earth is equivalent to and indistinguishable from any other.
The point is at once profound and trivial; the attempt to step outside the human point of
view in regard to the question of value is fundamentally a self-defeating one n\\# ca
course, shift among different human points of views, but what we cannot do is to step
outsidethe human point of view altogether. We cannot really think like a God, though we
can easily think like a human thinking as though she was thinking like a God. Nor can we
really think like a bat. The most we can do is to think like a human who pretends to think

like a bat. So while the holists, the ecocentrists and the deep ecologists terak tasspe
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though they are representing the interests of the non-human world at large, itheyact

are deluded about what the interests of the non-human world are, or that it even has any
interests of its own at all, then it is not clear why we might not consider thair@os

while seemingly high-minded, in fact a form of hubris and paternalism, albgitided

as disinterested benevolence. | agree with Stephen Jay Gould that we ngegsgar
believing that human beings, with our finite intellectual capacities (anctmit
imaginations), can think (or indeed feel) on the geological $tale.

It would not do to try to account for the intrinsic value of the natural environment,
in particular the ecosphere, by appeal to higher-order concepts such as orderhiass
is inherently impartial with regard to the existence of organic beingexaonple,
Rolston’s claim that the ecosphere is good in itself insofar as it has thetdistmfcnot
being some “accidental jumble” can be thought of as illustrating such an atBarhpt
what is being claimed here exactly? What makes some collection of thingsidensal
jumble? If by “accidental” is meant “disorderly”, “arbitrary”, “random” or
“unintelligible” or “inexplicable”, then the question is not answered but only displa
We still need, that is to say, to give an account of what any of these other saneapt
Obviously, the concept of order is not uniquely applicable to conditions in which living
organisms are present. Insofar as the universe is governed by laws of nature, orde
extends as far as the reaches of mathematizability, life or no lifeefoherit would be
but a kind of prejudice to think of, say, the conditions on earth before life’s debut, and
possibly after life ceases to exist, as characterizeable adéatali jumble”. Those

conditions would still be pervaded byderliness only the kind in which life does not

2L Stephen Jay Gould, “The Golden Rule — A PropeteSioa Our Environmental Crisis,” iReflecting on
Nature: Readings in Environmental Philosophgs. Lori Gruen and Dale Jamieson (New York: @kfo
University Press, 1994), 37-9.
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take part. But suppose we could distinguish between states of the world that dye order
and states of the world that are not (that is, states of mere “acciderttédgtimis it not
nonetheless distinctiumanto prefer orderliness to disorderliness? | do not know how
the holists could answer this negatively and be coherent.

A still weaker type of argument for the non-anthropocentric intrinsic value of
nature would be those that appeal to such notions as the integrity, stability, harmony,
balance and beauty of the natural environment. First, these concepts are notoriously
difficult to define?? As such, they are resistant to precise measurement and
operationalization and for that reason of limited usefulness to practicergists and
other decision/policy-makers. For the same reason, their deployment camiviéedf |
use in yielding concrete policy recommendation or moral imperatives. Sgcontike
“homeostasis”, “feed-back mechanism” and “equilibrium”, these notions areyovertl
value-laden and carry unambiguously positive connotations. To put this more bluntly,
they are virtue terms. Lack of integrity, arbitrariness, instabiigharmony, unbalance
and ugliness are no neutral facts. They are typically treated as Mefore, the
deployment of concepts fully-loaded with clear normative connotations has the obvious
and unavoidable consequence of rigging the argument. One is naturally butsarely a
rhetorical disadvantage, if nothing else, should one be taken to be opposed to such virtues
as integrity, stability, harmony, balance and beauty and to be acceptindgy eicesas
their respective opposites.

Thirdly, it is not obvious whether human beings are supposed to stand to gain, in

either the short or the long turn, from the maintenance of these environmental conditions,

22 Kristin Shrader-Frechette “Practical Ecology amdifidations of Environmental Ethicsldurnal of
Philosophy Vol. 92, No. 12 (Dec., 1995), especially pp. &27-
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assuming we can be sufficiently precise about in what they consist. h\fteea
desirability of “harmonious co-existence” consists in its benefiting theepdo a
relationship rather than (or is it “as well as”) the relationship itssfvay. This is why
“harmonious co-existence” is valued in the context of, say, international, atiet-and
interpersonal relations. But if concern for the well-being of the whole of whiclahityn
is a part is even in part motivated by concern with the positive spill-over effetief
well-being of that part, it seems questionable to call the first concern non-
anthropocentrié® It may be more appropriately titlénidirect or subtle, anthropocentrism,
to be contrasted witllirect of overt or express anthropocentrism. That would, however,
be more of a stylistic difference than a substantive or doctrinal one.

One interesting implication of this analysis is that it exposes the pacatioxi
nature of the exercise of determining whateigevant from a moral point of viewt will
be recalled that the possession of rationality, of freedom of the will, of language, of
sentience, and of conative capacity as the mark of the morally considesablall been
rejected on the ground that they are arbitrary and irrelevant from tta poant of view.
Any such rejection must presuppose a meta-criterion for deciding ar@gs or
relevancyfrom the moral point of viewrhis in turn calls for a meta-meta-criterion for
determining the meta-criterion. We then face the following dilemma. Ifyve t
eliminate the arbitrariness fromithin a pre-defined moral point of view, we are bound to
fail because the argument must presuppose what it alleges to refute. Butyitoved it
from outsidethe moral point of view, we become involved in an infinite regress as we

search for the line that separates the moral point of view and other points of view. So if

% Andrew BrennarThinking about Nature: An Investigation of Natuv@lue and EcologyAthens,
University of Georgia Press,1998), especially &h8-10.
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human-centeredness — whatever this may mean — is morally arbitranyn & dtanot
agree with, it is not clear why its denial should be any less so. In other,werdgeed to
establish why it is not arbitrary (moral or otherwise) to consider anyrdatray criteria
arbitrary. Either we must concede that the criterion for arbitrarinessbh@asbitrarily
determined or we must abandon the notion that reference to human desires and interests
is in principle arbitrary. More pointedly, given the nested nature of values atpfes,
we cannot get around arbitrariness on any one level of abstractness in any ottiemway
arbitrarily as judged from a higher level of abstractness.

The natural environment does not have interests or rights, or a good of its own.
What our tendency to sympathize with the ecosphere, especially in response sethcrea
scientific knowledge about its wonderful workings, that is, to treseg thought had
interests, rights and a good of its own really shows is that we are cap&ditangf
aesthetic, spiritual and therapeutic, or what are often classified asstammental,
interests in the environment. | believe that the anthropocentric intrinsic ofaloe
natural environment can be satisfactorily accounted for by a theory of envir@hment
justice that treats of human beings, and perhaps some animals, but not the environment as
such (as a whole, say), as legitimate members of the moral community aficidgmsnef
justice. So long as the intrinsic value of the environment is grounded in (non-insta)me
human interests, it would be possible to measure it by measuring both the absolute
intensity of the interests in terms of which they are defined and their eclatensity
compared to other, instrumental interests in the environment.

To be sure, some of the considerations that undergird liberalist claims about the

centrality of justice to morality may conceivably be appropriated to supparasiaefor
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justice for the environment. For example, it may be argued that justice bfesarest
protection of whatever an object is entitled to, given the kind of trumping power, as it
were, often attributed to the notion of rights, such that unless the nature of normative
constraints upon our conduct towards nature is conceived of in terms of it, there is littl
hope that nature would actually be given its due. But the power of rhetoric by itsel
provides no justification for the content of the rhetoric. Indeed, stronger still, such
consideration ought not to be admissible in the court of philosophical justificatiore Whil
“justice for the environment” is reminiscent of (because it bears supérgsemblance

to) “justice for women/blacks/other minorities”, and offers a catchy souadbd potent
rallying cry for the greater environmental movement, the philosophical sourafness

what it asserts or assumes does not pass muster.

2.5 Centrism

What | have tried to show with my argument so far is what might be called the
“paradox of non-anthropocentrism,” which is that any attempt to defend it must
presuppose its denial. Indeed, | have tried to suggest that the only way to argue for
anthropocentrism is by presupposing the truth of what is intended to be rejected. This
points towards two deeper issues. | have, in the foregoing argument, assumed that the
meaning of “anthropocentrism” and “centrism” are relatively clearvgumust not let
that assumption go unchallenged. What does it mean for humanity to be at the center of
the world? Indeed, what does it mean for there to be a center at all? In theeditah, |
wish to address these knotty questions that really seem to lie in the background of the

debate about what environmental justice is or can be.
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Literally speaking, centrism is a form of exceptionalism: being at thieicef
anything is to occupy a pretty special place, though it is but one of many iNagis@
exceptional. Our use of the concept of center transcends its original geonastnicg,
which is the one assumed in, say, “heliocentrism” and “geocentrism”. Depending bn wha
is assumed to be the norm, there are different ways for something to be excegtional
claim the “center”. There are, therefore, varieties of centrism argpeanalism, and
until and unless we make clear exactly what is meant, that is, our background
assumptions, labels such as “anthropocentrism” or “human exceptionalism” Have litt
import. In addition to geometric centrism, there is also what we might caflative
centrism. The idea of “Euro-centrism”, for example, is not that Europe épganal in
the sense of being literally located at the center of the surface @rthelaut rather that,
roughly speaking, the European perspective on history, culture and morals is the only one
that is valid. Both the geometric and the normative senses of the notion of centrism are t
be distinguished from a third, which we might call teleological centrism.i3 e idea
that within the context of some closed system there is some “final end”, a ¢ela$iich
all entities and occurrences in it are functionally or instrumentally subsérVio be the
telos within a closed system is to be exceptional in a specific kind of way.

Notably, however, teleological centrism, unlike the other two varieties afisrant
makes etiological assertions or has etiological implications about thosehutigsr t
besides the telos that are instrumental for realizing it. It speaks nai jhstahistorical
issue of their supporting role in relation to something else, at some specifiaptoime,

but the separate and largely independent historical or genetic questions of how and why
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they came to be that way, their purpose of existenaajson d’etre #* It contends that

what is of instrumental value exists for the sole purpose of realizing that valus. But
course, the ahistorical and the historical claims of instrumentalityateally

independent. That something is instrumentally useful to some agent for some purpose at
some particular point in time does not mean that it came into being for the purpose of
fulfilling that role. Conversely, that something may have been speciadyecréor and
provided to somebody does not mean that the intended beneficiary will ever have a use
for it or will find it to be useful in exactly the way intended by the creator.

It is important to distinguish clearly between the distinction among the three
different senses of centrism on one hand, and the distinction, relative to each sense,
among different particular thesis of centrism. The questions of whether tizespasial
center to the universe, of whether the universe as we know it has been created for some
specific telos, and of whether among the entities that populate the universe some ar
exceptional in the specific sense of being capable of creating values,itaaly
independent. One may accept any number or none of these theses. And the more specific
choices between heliocentrism and geocentrism, or between Euro-centrisi8-and U
centrism, or between teleological anthropocentrism and teleological non-
anthropocentrism (say, teleological ecocentrism), have meaning only to thoseeept
the relevant background assumption. Failure to keep this distinctions and meta-

distinctions clear could easily lead one astray.

% For an illuminating discussion of teleological &mtions, see Larry WrightBeleological Explanations:
An Etiological Analysis of Goals and FunctiofBerkeley: University of California Press, 19788e also
Michael Ruse’sTaking Darwin Seriously: A Naturalistic ApproachRailosophy(New York, NY :
Blackwell, 1986), especially the conclusion.
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There has been, for example, an influential view whose proponents include such
notable scholars as the historian Lynn White, Jr. and the philosopher Mary Midgley,
which places a great deal of the blame for humanity’s current environmemtgionent
at the foot of “modern science’, whose exploitative posture towards the natural
environment is in turn traced to its Christian roots, or more precisely, the belidfeha
world has been created to serve human interests. White writes that “wecsttiallie to
have a worsening ecologic crisis until we reject the Christian axiom theerr@as no
reason for existence save to serve nfamut this is based on dubious logic. If God has
created the world for humanity, he has created ialidnuman beings, and it would
follow more or less straightforwardly that each generation of human beings ailéymor
obligated to care for God’s creation so it can be passed on in good condition to posterity
for them touse But use is not to be conflated with abuse, proper usage with ill-usage, or
careful husbandry with wanton exploitation or wasteful spoilage, or exclusive use by
some with shared use by all. While teleological anthropocentrism does condone the
properuse, which includes, of course, the fair sharing, of what “has no reason for
existence save to serve man”dllymen, the improper use and unjust share of it made or
claimed bysomemen at the expense of others does as much violence to nature itself as it
does to the original intent behind the creation and of the terms of use.

Midgley, for her part, puts the point thus: “As Roy Porter says, ‘In a single
intrepid stroke, Descartes had disinherited almost the whole of Creation — aH, thi#t i
the exception the human mind — of the attributes of life, soul and purpose which had

infused it since the speculation of Pythagoras and Plato, Aristotle and.Gdle

% Lynn White, Jr., “The Historical Roots of Our Eoglc Crisis,”ScienceVol. 155, No. 3767, March
1967, 1203-7.
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physical universe no longer seemed to be what Plato had called it, a mighty living
creature. It was simply a more or less infinite pile of raw matpr@lided for humans to
exploit.”® But why should the fact that the physical universe is no longer a “mighty
living creature”meanthat it must therefore be nothing else but “a pilea® material
provided for humans to explgitvhich is essentially teleological anthropocentrism?
Plainly, the answer is that it does not mean that at all. The physical univglgdom
neither. It might just be a collection of stuff, that has not by design been provided b
anybody for anybody to be used for anything. But if teleological centrismda
credibility, not only does the fall of the kind of classical panpsychist metagheysitits
cosmic holist underpinnings not entail the truth of teleological anthropocentrishe by t
same logic, nor does it follow from the rejection of teleological anthroposenthiat any
other substantive thesis of teleological centrism, such as environmental holism,
ecocentrism or deep ecology, must be true.

But the invalidity of teleological centrism (or what might be somewhat
awkwardly but informatively called teleologic centric nihilism) does entail the
invalidity of all other varieties of centrism or exceptionalism. So far apl#ue of
human beings in the universe is concerned, that we are not exceptional in the sense of
being the telos nonetheless leaves open the possibility of our being exceptiona in som
other ways. In particularly, it does not preclude the view that human beings, angsperha
by extension entities with some functional equivalent of a mind, are exceptidhal as

sole creators of value in a world of facts. In fact, the mind-dependent theoty@faa

% Mary Midgley, “Souls, Minds, Bodies and Planeis, Philosophy, Biology and LiféSupplement to
Philosophy, Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplemre), edited by Anthony O’Hear (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005), 101.
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variety of centrism in its own right (though not teleological centrism)nadfione such
(and arguably the only) possibility. Normative anthropocentrism, therefosehena
respectable thesis even though teleological anthropocentrism decidedly is not

In conclusion, affirmation of the instrumental usefulness of various aspects of
nature to human purposes does not require the truth of teleological anthropocentrism
since it is perfectly well capable of being established on the basis of thelapeddent
theory of value. To the extent that the concept of instrumentalism about natuits inher
this ambiguity with respect to its metaphysical underpinnings, it may hsadtk to
distinguish between strong and weak instrumentalism. Strong instrumentalismt but
weak instrumentalism, commits one to teleological anthropocentrism. While weak
instrumentalism is non-committal with respect of teleological centiistioes
presuppose normative centrism, in particular, as instantiated by the mind-depende
theory of value. Strong instrumentalism is false (because teleologitaistn is), but
weak instrumentalism is true, or at least it is well worth defending.

Just as important, | hope to have shown with the foregoing analysis that it is
hazardous to take the meaning of the notion of anthropocentrism and the notion of
centrism for granted. In regard to the interpretation of the concept of envirohmenta
justice | have tried to defend in this chapter, less hangs on whether we shelit la
“anthropocentric” than on how we might derive from it concrete maxims thatptbee
environment from unsustainable and abusive treatment, that promote conservation and
stewardship, and wise and fair use by all of humanity across generationgadsisis
then to the principle of environmental sustainability, which is now widely acknowdedge

as a constitutive principle of environmental justice. What is also widely acknowlléexige
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that this is a fiercely contested notion, open to diverse and often competing

interpretations. In chapter 3, | take up this cluster of questions.

45



Ch.3 Understanding “Environmental Sustainability”

3.1 Thelssue

The concept of sustainable development was baptized Brtimeltland Report
otherwise known a®ur Common Futurgproduced by the world commission on the
economy and development and published in 1987. The concept was defined as
“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising theo&bility
future generations to meet their own neetfsit is intended to convey the belief in, or at
least the hope for “the possibility for a new era of economic growth, onmtisatbe
based on policies that sustain and expand the environmental resource base. And we
believe such growth to be absolutely essential to relieve the great pdn.agrigy t
deepening in much of the development woAtThe notion of “sustainable
development”, on this interpretation, is short for “environmentally sustainable eaonomi
development”.

The notion of sustainability, however, has proven to be plastic and versatile. As
the economist Herman E. Daly has put it: “One way to render any concept innacuous i
to expand its meaning to include everything. By 1991 the phrase [sustainable
development] had acquired such cachet that everything had to be sustainable, and the
relatively clear notion of environmental sustainability of the economic s@nsysas
buried under ‘helpful’ extensions such as social sustainability, political sabtiy,
financial sustainability, cultural sustainability, and on and on. We expecyathgrto

hear about ‘sustainable sustainabilit§’.Such fate, unfortunately, befalls many a stock-

2" United Nations Commission on Environmental and édegmentOur Common Futur¢Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1987), 8.

8 Our Common Futurgl.

2 Herman E. DalyBeyond Growtl{Boston: Beacon Press, 1996), 9.
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in trade concept for philosophers and other scholars. One writer has said, for example
regard to the concept of “right”, that “as [it] is stretched further antidutieyond its

proper domain, it is also emptied of more and more of its distinctive cofterigse

concepts are caught in a dilemma. On the one hand, they are subject to abuse by the
unscrupulous, who use them promiscuously as slogans to pay lip service, while on the
other hand, because of this, they are shunned by the more disciplined for whom the baby,
alas, must go the way of the bathwater.

Both tendencies should be resisted. All concepts have the potential to be co-opted
and abused, but such is the nature of human language. Wittgenstein notwithstanding, at
least in academic discourse, it remains a worthy goal to define or otherpiszate our
concepts as clearly as possible, and to use them responsibly, that is, in ways bound by
their meanings or definitions. “Sustainability” is a meaningful and usefulepbnia
environmental literature and beyond. Still, neither too much nor too little should be
expected of it. What we should rest content with is the “distinctive content” of the
concept to the extent we can determine it. | am concerned to do that in this dhapter.
suggest an interpretation of the concept of environmental sustainability thahldys
precise and genuinely useful for formulating principles of anthropocentrimamental
justice, that is, equitable distribution in environmental goods and bads among human
beings. Since the concepts of environmental sustainability and sustainable demelopme
have been so exhaustively if not exhaustedly analyzed, it certainly appéarsythang
worth saying (and much that may not be) has already been said on the topic. Or maybe

not.

0L, W. Sumner;The Moral Foundation of Righ(©xford: Oxford University Press, 1987), 15.
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Several things especially strike me about the literature on sustayaliig first
is the tacit assumption that the significance of the notion is confined to it$ tinee i
environmental literature. Yet we readily and competently use the concepbyn ma
different kinds of contexts. We should expect a certain consistency in how we use the
concept. If there is interest, prudential and/or moral, in sustainability, presuina
would not be confined to environmental matters. Secondly, there seems to be something
of a haze as to what kind of a question we are asking when we ask what “sugtginabil
means, especially in the environmental literature. Some might be seajuattative
definition of the conception, in which case an adequate answer would need to contain an
account of the formal properties something must have in order to be considered
sustainable. Yet others might want an accoutiiosf the sustainability of some specific
sort of thing is to be achieved. Which one is sought by a researcher is a matter of the
specific theoretical interests and concerns of the person asking the questidyinGl|
what these interests and concerns are may help both to delimit the scope and to define the
methodology of the inquiry about how to answer it, whether it is through conceptual
analysis, quantitative analysis, empirical studies or something else yTtirdl
commonplace now to complain that the imperative of sustainability somehowtdistsac
from being concerned with the interests of the present generation and thershort-te
While the complaint is legitimate, | believe it undermines, not the concenn wit
sustainability, but rather it alerts us to the need to put this concern in perspeeciesl
that would in any case be inherent rather than extrinsic to a thoughtful use aftleptc

Properly construed and used, the norm of sustainability has no such implication.
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| will try to address each of these issues. With regard to the first, | woultblike
explore the possibility of both restricting and broadening our understanding of
sustainability such that we can make sense of noéjustonmentakustainability, but
also concepts such as political sustainability, economic sustainabitig| so
sustainability and so forth. With regard to the second, | characterize mysstuthées
chapter as first and foremost a conceptual analysis. The concept of sudtaiaafor
this study, qualitative. The answer to the question of what “sustainabilityisnga
logically prior to technical questions of how to achieve it. While the latter are of
paramount importance in practice for the purpose of policy debate and institutional
design, a definition of “sustainability” as a qualitative concept should not be edpect
be loaded with substantive answers to them. In regard to the third issue, | would like to
address it by situating the norm of sustainability as a norm of environmentzg justi
relative to the broader (thouglot separate) concerns of social justice.

A good place to start might be to realize that the notion of sustainabilityhemneit
irreducibly moral nor useful only in the environmental literature. Intuitively, yo$a
something that it is sustainable is to state a non-moral fact about it. That veeleul
some things but not others to be sustainable is a distinct issue, and would seem to warrant
separate analyses. However, the powerful positivenbemative connotation of the
concept is also undeniable. Methodologically, this suggests two things. First, xbethie e
that “sustainability” is not irreducibly moral, we should be able to formulataeening
independent of facts about its moral use both in the environmental literature and beyond.
Secondly, if such an account is possible, it ought to be able to help define the constraints

on both the use and the interpretation of the “sustainability” as a moral notion. The plan
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is as follows. First | will offer a generic analysis of the concepsosétainability”. My
contention is that the meaning of the predicate “sustainable” is conteteectand

depends on how we conceive of the thing to which we attribute it. The analysis will also
anticipate the further analysis of the moral use of the notion, which will becedgue

separately, in sections 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5.

3.2 “Sustainability” as a Dispositional Concept

A basic intuition readily identifiable regarding the concept of “sustaiityghis
that it has to do with something'’s ability to be sustained, i.e., to continue through time.
This intuition places sustainability in the genus of dispositional properties) whable
their possessors to (reliably) behave in certain ways under specificofypasditions.
Solubility is a dispositional property: something is soluble if it would dissolve when put
in water. This definition for “solubility” contains three pieces of inform@atieach of
which is necessary and important for a proper understanding of it: (1) the subject of
predication; (2) the condition under which the disposition to be defined manigettsnt
some observable fashion; and (3) the nature of the manifestation. “Solublelicaple
of material substance, the condition under which solubility would be manifested is
exposure of the substance to water, and the nature of the manifestation is theahssoluti
of the substanc¥.Indeed, the conditional form is widely used in formulating definitions,
sometimes of concepts that one might not otherwise suspect as being dispositibnal. C
Lewis, for example, has claimed that “We might say that attributing valae existent,

O, means that under circumstan€© will or would, or probably will or would, lead to

31 Rudolf Carnap, “Testability and Meaninghilosophy of Scienc8®, 1936, 419-471, and 4, 1937, 1-40.
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satisfaction in the experience of somebdsly,”3* The virtues are also typically defined
dispositionally: courage, for example, is the psychological disposition in virtaioh
an individual is likely to act in a certain way in certain types of situations.

| honor this intuition and intend to be guided by it in this study. The task, then, is
to construct a definition of “sustainability”, or perhaps more loosely, to arriae at
understanding of the concept, that allows me to answer two key and basic questions: (
of what sorts of things do we attribute “sustainability”, and (2) what it tsntbare
asserting about something when we say it is sustainable. The first questiemnsdhe
nature of the subject of predication by “sustainable”, and it in effect involves $tvwoodi
guestions: how many places the predicate has and what sorts of things the traatable
hold these places range oveihe second question concerns both the truth condition for
predicating “sustainable” and, according to truth-conditional semantics, #r@ngeof
the predicatior’? The answer to the second question must contain two pieces of
information: (1) facts about something we expect to obtain if it is sustajifaptbe
condition under which the facts obtain.

We might try to interpret “sustainable” on the model of “soluble”, i.e., as a
monadic predicate predicable of material objects or substances. When, then, is
“sustainable” truly predicable of something? The crudest of intuition is thadtbong is
sustainable when it can continue into the future. But continue to what@ saamething
or tobe something? It seems possible that there may be different perspeciestich

we might consider the temporal duration of one and the same matsgriglor substance.

32C. 1. Lewis,An Analysis of Knowledge & ValuatipfLaSalle, IL: Open Court Publishing Co. 1946)251
% Donald Davidson “The Logical Form of Action Serttes,” inEssays on Actions and Evet@xford:
Clarendon Press; New York: Oxford University Prd€80), 119.

34 Donald Davidson, “Truth and MeaningSyntheses?, 1967, 304-23.
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Indisputably, one is the existential: we can and do speak meaningfully about things
continuing to exist or be. But we should be suspicious about interpreting “sustainable” as
(merely) the capacity to do this. There are a number of reasons. Firststhemeething
prima facieawkward and deeply unconvincing about conceiving of the ability to continue
to be as a disposition. The ability to continue to exist or be adds little to the notion of
existence which already has an inherent temporal connotation. Existencall aftest
occupy temporal space of some magnitude. But existence is not itself plaasibbived
of as a power or capacity (and arguably, therefore, it is not a genuine predigcdte)
superfluously adding temporality to it does little to change that. The etxadte
interpretation, therefore, threatens to reduce the notion of sustainabititgattity. *° It
reveals little of interest about the subject of predication, such as what geropedips
it has and what it is capable of doing because of these properties. Since neitbec@xis
nor continued existence is properly considered a behavior, it would seem to be
meaningless to ask under what types of conditions is either to be expected. tiggnythi
existence is itself the ontological condition under which any genuine behawioccur.
Equally important, the existential interpretation does not do justice to the way we
ordinarily apply the concept of sustainable and its variants in the sensdghat it
misleading on the question of which of an entity’s constitutive properties actusttgrm
to the attribution of sustainability. If what matters is the continued existef the entity
itself (andin itself), we would certainly need an account of the criteria for identity, an
account that allows us to determine if an entity subsists or remairsaseffrom one

moment to the next. Yet the tacit assumption that it is identity through time¢Hzdve

% william Kneale, “Is Existence a Predicate?’Readings in Philosophical Analysisds. Herbert Feigl
and Wilfred Sellars (New York: Appleton-Century-@sy Inc., 1949), 29-43.
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in mind when we speak of some entity’s continuation into the future is problematic. For
example, in regard to an entity with a function or which is useful towards some purpose
then what matters so far as its continuation is concerned may well be whetrer it
continue to perform its functions and be useful, maoidts identity. And whether
something can do this depends not on whether its essential properties remain, but on
whether those properties of the entity in virtue of which it is functional andlusef
specific ways do. This strongly suggests that our sense of what aspettt(d)icim
constitutive properties of an entity are relevant to questions of its sunligyria
reflective of our (pre)conception of the entity.

More explicitly, the parameter | have just alluded to by reference tdwweacan
fix our point of view on an entity is the kind(s) of value(s) we see it as having. Value, as
discussed in some detail in the last chapter, is a higher-order property (teasaale,
the naturalists about value, while non-natural to others, nonnaturalists about value) that
supervenes on lower-order (and natural) properties. In applying the concept of
sustainability, our attention in fact tends to be selectively focused on thosetipsoper
the basis of which the entity has the value we have antecedently attributed to it
consciously or otherwise. In other words, what would constitute an adequate answer t
the question of what it means to attribute sustainability to some particulgrdaygends
on the nature of the interest we have in its continuation into the future, which in turn
depends on our interest in the entity. When this information is not forthcoming, then no

interesting or significant answer can be produ€ed.

3 Christopher Hookway, “Analyticity, Linguistic Rideand Epistemic EvaluatioriThought and Language
Supplement té&hilosophy Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplement: 42tedlby John, Preston
(Cambridge University Press, 1997), 197-218.
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A most familiar type of entity concerning which the question of sustainability
often arises includes things with instrumental values broadly construed. ma dinéé
what we mean in attributing sustainability to such an entity is that over ardegte
period of time they would retain such value. In this context, “sustainable” can besused a
a synonym for “durable”. We can illustrate this with the example of a bioytleh we
conceive of solely as a means of personal transportation (disregard, that iscatoongl
such as the possibility that it is also an object with some variety of non-instaiment
value). My sense is that our intuition would protest against calling a bicytteralsde
whose body lives on, so to speak, and whose essential properties, to the extent they can
be determined, endure but whose function declines after some period of time. What is
sustained, with respect to a sustainable bicycle, is its functionality. Wisetihething is
sustainable in this sense depends, of course, on whether those properties on which their
instrumental value supervenes remain intact through time. So it would presumably be
immaterial to a bike’s sustainability/durability whether its colaiefaover time since its
function does not depend on its color.

Many entities besides material objects have instrumental value, most notably
inherently purposive or teleological entities such as social institutionensyspublic
policies, social or individual practices and patterns of behavior. | call thegsesent
“inherently purposive” for the straightforward reason that these are typa=sdigned,
devised or adopted aseandor achieving certaiendsor telos As such, continued
serviceability towards their intended ends, rather than existential cortimustiould be
what is relevant to the determination of their sustainability. | offer twmples, one in

the form of an individual practice and the other that of a public policy. The practice of
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credit card use is, incontrovertibly, inherently purposive, its purpose being, let us say, t
meet an individual's need to finance a certain level of standard of living orispecif
projects. What best captures what we mean when we pronounce a pattern caotedit
use sustainable? Not, | think, when we can adhere to it in thedongperiod, as it were,
but rather when we can adhere to it for extended period of time without gradually
undermining or eroding its efficaciousness as a means towards its intendey, esagy,(b
undermining the card-holder’s financial well-being). Similarly, a gorent may put in
place a policy whose goal is to keep certain sectors of the population, say, imspigra
under specific kinds of control. Whether such a policy is sustainable is a matter of
whether it can continue in the long term to fulfill its original intent, say, to keeyes
down, or to mitigate social conflict, or to protect the native population in respect of job
opportunity, or whatever else it may be.

Now one might suggest at this point that the existential interpretation of the
concept of sustainability that | argued against earlier may in factitadle for analyzing
the application of the concept of sustainability to entities of intrinsic valus.riay be
motivated by the thought that to the extent that something is notviaue/hat it can do,
that is, for its functions and services, then it is valued for what it is in itselfefbne,
the argument goes, its ability for existential continuation ought to provideisuffi
logical ground for the attribution of sustainability. | don’t find this convincingl A
discussed in detail in chapter 3, objective existents may be intrinsicalblalin either
of two senses: when it is the object of some agent’'s non-instrumental intendwsroit
is an interest-holder in its own rights. As is instrumental value, intrinsic 1&lue

ontologically dependent on other properties. If and when we attribute intrinse teeh
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piece of art on the ground that it is the object of a non-instrumental interest, such
attribution must be explicable in terms of sontleer properties the piece of art has, such
as certain “primary” and “secondary” qualities understood in the Lockeae, ¢enghich
we cognitively or noncognitively respond in certain ways. The belonging of a loved one
who has passed away can be intrinsically valuable on the ground that it is thebajec
non-instrumental interest, still, such interest is itself expected to barextpor

justifiable by reference to the entity’s pedigree. This means thateeesby itself,
whether or not one thinks of it as a genuine predicate, cannot be the basis of intrinsic
value, for if it was, then everything that exists must be intrinsically la&dufar no other
reason that that it exists, which is absurd. This leaves us with the option of iimgrpret
“sustainability” as it is applied to intrinsically valuable entitiesiway analogous to how
we interpret it in connection with instrumentally valuable entities: @rsefo the entity’s
ability to maintain its intrinsic value. This would depend on whether those (lower-orde
natural) properties on which the entity’s intrinsic value supervenes remiah through
time.

We would be remiss if the analysis did not consider how the concept of
sustainable is used when applied to certain types of events, such as changes ipopulati
for a geographic area or sediment accumulation in river beds as a resuofisofldaving
down the flow of the river. These social and natural events are not themselves actions
(which are a type of event), though they may be the aggregate result of individarad.act
They are, moreover, not inherently goal-oriented. So how the notion of sustainability
applies to them would not yield readily to the analysis meant for goal-edientities.

However, one crucial element of that analysis must be retained, which is that
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“continuation into the future” (or “repetition” for “continuation” if the event in quasti

is clearly of an episodic nature) in the long term as an unanalyzed concepuisanhct
relevant in assessing an event-type’s sustainability. Instead, wkbdvant is what

impact it might have on certain pre-existing conditions as defined or constituted by
specific limiting factors when continued or repeated for extended periods ofliinsay

of an event-type (to be distinguished from event-token) that it is sustainabl@ysthas

in the long-run it has no tendency to perturb or upset these conditions by bursting the
bounds of their inherent limitations. Population growth for a region, for exampledis sai
to be sustainable if it can continwghout threatening to lower the region’s living
standard by outrunning its carrying capacity as determined by its resource availability
Similarly, a sustainable rate of sediment accumulation is one that does not tend to
threaten the long-term health of a river’'s ecosystem or its function as aecoim
waterway.

Of course, which pre-existing condition and which sets of limiting factors
inherent to that condition are to provide the reference by which the sustainahality of
given event-type is to be determined cannot be decided aiffv@ri or indeed context-
independently. It will depend on the interests, concerns and intentions of the person who
is making the determination. How long must the long term be? There can and should be
noa priori answer, for it necessarily depends on the issue at hand. This does not mean
that the question as to the scope of the long term can be easily settled evdo Krvoev
what is at issue, however, it does impose certain constraints on the selbs about
which the question of sustainability, even agmpiricalquestion, can intelligibly arise.

Goals, purposes and ends can of course be episodic, short-term, medium-term or long-
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term. The desire to have an apple at a specific moment in time constitotdatte

first kind. A short-term goal might include “going to the post office this afternoomeil

a letter”, a medium-term goal might include “buying my first car bedgethirty”, and

then a long-term goal might include that to achievdaimonia The same classification

also applies to the common goals and objectives of groups of individuals, say, a society
or a nation-state. The question of sustainability really only arises whespeak of

relatively long-term and constant goals. The importance of this point wdhiec

obvious when we discuss sustainability in the context of intergenerationag jwgtiose
possibility presupposesiter alia, that certain fundamentedlosis passed on and remain
relatively consistent from one generation to the next.

What | have tried to illustrate through the foregoing examination is that v oug
to think of the disposition of sustainability as a dyadic relation. And there aee thre
ordered pairs between whose two terms the relation of sustainability can hetthia c
inherently teleological or instrumentally valuable entity, its intermatsequence delos
an intrinsically valuable entity, its intrinsic value; an (inherently purgssglevent,
social or natural, certain range of conditions on which the event has impact. Mehile t
exact phraseology may vary depending on the context, we might say thiatadilsiais
the dispositional property in virtue of which something would consistently meet the
expectations entertained with respect to it when continued or repeated over some
extended period of time. This definition contains information about both the nature of the
manifestation of the disposition and the condition under which the manifestation occurs.

In everyday discourse, of course, we might omit mention of the second term, the
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normative expectation, if it is obvious and/or widely understood. But it would
nonetheless be implied or presupposed.

Whether the sustainability relation holds for something and its value depends on
many factors and is subject to different forms of constraints. One and thensagnaay
be sustainable from the point of view of one type of limiting factor but not another. For
example, a measure of medical treatment maynédicallysustainable relative to its
purpose if it is capable of being continued (say, if it does not have serious sid® effect
and consistently effective (say, if it does not induce rejection)jraricially
unsustainable if it depletes the patient’s financial resources beforedaitery. Tax-cuts
policies may be, let us say, sustainable economically relative to the pofpose
stimulating economic growth but not politically if it tends to erode poliscglport for
their supporters. Indeed, economic growth has been criticized as being matlstai
from different points of view. For example, Fred Hirsh has argued in his®ookl
Limits to Growththat, as the title indicates, economic growth issoaially sustainable
because it fosters certain psychological pathologies such as a perverdé and se
perpetuating competitiveness that undermines social cohB<Bamstructions such as
“economic sustainability” and “political sustainability”, on this construa,sagnificant
(in this sense of being meaningful). Properly used, they can help alert us to the
complexity of and nuance to sustainability assessient.

“Unsustainable” and “unsustainability” are to be defined as the logicalioega
of “sustainable” and “sustainability”. There are some general forms in which

unsustainability can take. An unsustainable practice or institution may decline

3" Fred HirschSocial Limits to GrowttfCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1976).
3 Christopher Peacocke, “What Determines Truth Givei?” inSubject, Thought, and Contegtlited
by Philip Pettit and John McDowell (Clarendon Pré&3sford, 1986), ch.7.
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functionally, i.e., yield diminishing utility, over time. This may lead to its evaify
becoming a source of disutility relative to the purposes for which it was diygina
adopted. For example, excessive use of antibiotics can be unsustainable because over
time its effectiveness towards its intended purpose is likely to wear of$dlgyinducing
resistance). But an unsustainable practice or institution may also sudderpge&olla
sometimes following upon incremental decline. In the Meadows and Meadows’ 1972
bookLimits to Growth: A Report for the Club of Rome’s Project on the Predicament of
Mankind the authors describe the “basic behavior mode of the world system” as
“exponential growth of population and capital followed by [overshoot and] colldpse”.
Exponential growth of population and industrial production is unsustainable. Jared
Diamond’sCollapse: How Societies Choose to Fail or Sucaséets a large selection of
examples of environmentally unsustainable practices that resulted in waaedal
relatively precipitous (that is, in historical terms) destruction of eafions.

As particularly the cases in Diamond’s book indicate, the destructiveness of
unsustainable course of actions may go beyond the obsolescence of the prattices a
institutions themselves. After all, if they are adopted in order to serve Soacific
purposes, their decline need pose, it might seem, no particular difficulty if itagleo®
replace them with some other practices or institutions that serve the sgosepur
However, since their functional decline results from the erosion of the underlyin
conditions necessary for their instrumental efficaciousness, altesdiateserve the
purposes they no longer can, may or may not even be possible. When the environment

has been degraded beyond repair, it can support no human population whatever economic

39 Meadows and Meadowksimits to Growth: A Report by the Club of Rome’sjBct on the Predicament
of Mankind(New York: New American Library, Inc, 1972), 149.
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system it might adopt. Similarly, if an unsustainable medical treatmentHa patient,
the question of switching to an alternative treatment would not arise. As we wilisee
becomes relevant when we use the concept of sustainability in a moral context. A
unsustainable practice or institution poses greater danger if it not only selfete but
also destroys the community at large.

A further clarification is needed. Intuitively, the failure to continue to ma®es
expectations in the long term is not the same as the failure to meet thesatexec
even in the short term. There is a sense that meaningful denial of sustainability
presupposes the subject matter’s short-term success in the relevansréspestample,
we might deny that the practice of praying is sustainable relative itdended
consequences, say, curing somebody of cancer. But arguably to do so would be
misleading even though the denial is of course literally true. After all,ngayi
altogether medically inefficacious, within any time frame. Formdtlgre are two ways
to handle this. We can either restrict through stipulation the universe of discourse over
the range of which we apply the predicate of sustainability, that is, weimaly leave
subject matters that do not meet certain normative expectations in the shattside.
But this is barbarous, and it unwittingly limits the usefulness of the definitiomd&mng
sense of everyday usage of the concept that may violate such restrictiorter A bet
approach would be to call certain statements of unsustainability, e.g., “pesyagngeans
for curing cancer is unsustainable”, vacuously true. People tend to continue in aofourse
action only when it has served some useful purpose initially. Therefore,ica#iist
speaking, the problem of unsustainability has relatively little chanagsofagin relation

to vacuously unsustainable practices, etc.
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This completes my semantic analysis of the concept of “sustainalalitydn
empirical conceptlts familiarity notwithstanding, the notion that sustainability is
necessarily either prudentially or morally desirable is unjustifiedussunexamined.
This is contingent on the subject matter and the analytical context. Morecs, When
we consider the question of whether the sustainability of some specificarghyto be
a moral objective, then there are many normative questions we must addresseabout t
subject matter besides that about its long-term consequences in oneoespether.
Whatever subject matter regarding which the question of its long-termnsumsliay
arises as a moral question must also be subjected to scrutiny about itsomodalkess in
the short-term. Indeed, insofar as long-term concerns tend to be logicalandeidhe
same concerns within a shorter time horizon, the former presuppose the lattesulye w
never deem sustaining an inherently evil institution such as slavery. This facie
suggests that the deployment of the concept of sustainability in a moral czorterits

one to a holistic, and internally coherent, critical appraisal of the subjetetrmat

3.3  “Sustainability” as a Moral Concept

Normative and moral uses of the notion of sustainability are common. The nature
of the norm of sustainability, and the type of value it purports to encapsulate, depend on
both the value of either of the two terms between which the relation of sustanabilit
holds. We can roughly distinguish between two different ways in which “sustainable”
and “sustainability” are used normatively (both evaluatively and presaiyti non-
moral and moral. Each use is bound by its own logic, and involves the user with different

sets of commitments. In this section | try to determine what these commtstiare.
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First, the value of sustainability may be essentially non-moral, in thewage
say, the value of efficiency is (or at least should be). Given a partionfaterm goal,
purpose, end or interest, the means whereby they are achieved or promoted are more
choice-worthy if sustainable than if nogteris paribusThe notion of “choice-
worthiness” appealed to here is morally neutral, neither the end nor the meargionque
needs to satisfy any moral norm. Hobbes, for example, makes normative, but non-moral
use of the concept of sustainability in his argument against cheating, both in the
commonwealth and in the state of nature. Hobbes’s fool famously claims that it is “not
against reason, when it conduced to one’s benefit” to “make or not make, keep or not
keep [] covenants[.f® The issue this raises for Hobbes is what reasons there are for or
against violating the terms of a contract to which one is a party when both these
conditions are satisfied: (1) one believes with some good reasons that doing so on a
particular occasion is likely to produce benefit for oneself, and (2) security of
performance on the part of the other parties is not an issue (either becausesthey
already performed or because they are themselves effectivelyedeteyrterror of some
punishment [by the coercive power] greater than the benefit they expect byatie dfe
their covenant”. Hobbes’s response to the fool is that it would be against reason, unwise
and imprudent to do so, because it “tendeth to his own destruttibloivever, a single
act of injustice cannot have any tendency one way or another; it either benefits the
cheater or not. We can speak of tendency only if we are speaking of a pattern of

dishonesty, that is, when dishonesty is adopted as a generalpélamyHobbes, the

0 Thomas Hobbed eviathan(1651), edited by Edwin Curley (Indianapolis: Hattk1994), Pt. I, Ch. xv,
[4].

“I Hobbes, 1651, Pt. I, Ch. xv, [4].

“2 Stephen DarwalPhilosophical Ethic§Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1998), 102-6.
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policy of cheating is unadvisable because itrisustainableA habitual cheater might

now and again succeed in fooling and gaining unfair advantage of others, yet the odds are
that he will be eventually found out, and shunned or otherwise punished by others. It is
irrational to adopt a policy that would sabotage the necessary conditions for one’s
security.

Many instances of the normative use of “sustainability” cannot be subsumed
under the purely prudential sense. Persisting on an unsustainable path amounts,
intuitively at least, to anoral failure when and where others besides the agent suffer.
When societies engage in behaviors that threaten the environment’s abildyittegor
future generations, the behaviors constitute a moral failure. Not only do such behaviors
hurt people, but they hurt specifically by depriving their victims of something theyaha
right, or some lesser claim, to. Here, not only does the normative concept of
“sustainability” accrue moral significance, the species under which thiécagce falls
is distributive justice. This, then, raises an important question: what dimefaeto
concern with distributive justice require of us so far astopeof that concern is
concerned? We might also phrase the question thus: If the notion of sustairebgiegi
to express our concern with distributive justice between the generations or age groups
does that concern not commit us to the cause of contemporaneous distributive justice?

| believe it does. Any nominal principle of sustainability would lack cradyals
a principle of (distributive) justice if it is inherently partial in it®pe. Indeed, since
concern with the short-term tends to claim priority and assume greatacyitban
concern with the longer term, itpgima facieuntenable to elevate the importance of the

latter at the cost of rejecting the former. David Miller has thusuated the “pull” of
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this requirement for the orientational comprehensiveness of the norm of justice, i

relation, in this case, to environmental goods:
“It has frequently been argued that policies of resource depletion and
environmental degradation destroy the fair balance of benefits and burdens
between the present generation and its successors. There is something
curious about this argument, however. We attempt to show that policies to
protect the environment are just by appealing to the claims of members of
future generations. But how can these future persons have claims of justice
to environmental goods unless at least some of our contemporaries have
such claims too? ... [I]t seems that whatever gives members of future
generations claims to environmental goods must also endow members of
the present generation with such clairfrs.”

While Miller's substantive point is well taken, there is really nothing cagriou

about the argument he is referring to, unless, of course, they are delibetetalput of

context: after all, those who make it can hardly be accused of suggestitige tivdy

morally objectionable aspect of current policies that lead to resourcgide@nd

environmental degradation is that in doing so they destroy the fair baiibheaefits and

burdens between the present generation and its successors. Contrary to the impression of

a future bias inherent to these arguments that Miller has here created, mast of the

proponents are all too keenly aware of the woeful moral deficiency of thesepolicies

in terms of their distributive consequences for the current generation. Toorfnizueyn,

that is simply their baseline assumption about the world order, and their concehes fo

*3 David Miller, “Social Justice Environmental Goods)Fairness and Futurity: Essays on
Environmental Sustainability and Social Justiedited by Andrew Dobson (Oxford: Oxford Univeysit
Press, 1999), 153.
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long-term consequences of these policies add to, rather than replacing orsatherw

occluding, their standing concerns for the short-them. As such, they would begletsom

agreement with Miller that
“[w]e ought first to show that people in general (whichever generation
they belong to) have claims of justice to environmental goods, and then
having established the general principle we would move onto consider
justice between generations in respect of such goods. But to do this we
would need to integrate environmental values into the theory of social
justice as it applies to contemporariés.”

As | will argue more fully in section 3.6, a significant theoretical reyesion of
this recognition of the requirement for multi-dimensionality inherent todheern with
distributive justice is that it imposes constraints on the inherent ethaaater of the
things whose long-term continuation is morally either desirable or oblig&tlamgover,
given the nature of time’s arrow, and the possibility for irreversyaniitmany kinds of
anthropogenic ecological transformations, each generation’s effortsievac
intragenerational environmental distributive justice must be bound by what
intergenerational justice requires of the generational cohort as a @hdlapt the other
way round In other words, in order of deliberation as concerning the fair distribution of
environmental goods, we may well have to start with the question of how much space the
current generation has, given its obligation towards the futurehangroceed to the
guestion of how, within this space, it is to equitably meet the demands of thatlgurre

living. | will defer the full discussion of this issue to chapter 6.

“4 Miller, in Dobson (ed), 1999, 153.
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3.4  “Environmental Sustainability”

The notion of “environmental sustainability”, | argue in this section, is an
essentially truncated phrase, short for “environmental sustainabilitg dfuman
economy”. On this interpretation, the concept is a notational variance of itskveiten
cousin, “sustainable development” as construed under its canonical definition asigiven i
the Brundtland ReportMoreover, the concept has a moral sense in that it expresses the
idea that it is what present generations owe future ones. Part of my &ffarigicate
these much maligned and misunderstood concepts will be directed towards shotying tha
as Aristotle counseled, no more precision ought to be expected of any inquiry than is
appropriate to the subject matter at hand. We would do well to adjust our expectations for
what these concepts should and can deliver. Otherwise, most interesting coocdghts w
have to go the way “democracy” did for J. L. Austin, who called it an example of “a
notoriously useless word®.

Something ienvironmentallysustainable to the extent it tends to preserve the
environmental conditions necessary for it to continue to fulfill its intended funciwhs
serve its intended purposes in the long term. The relevant “something” needs to be
identified. It must be inherently purposive, and functionally dependent on the planetary
environmental conditions. The human economy — regardless of how it is organized —
readily meets these requirements. However, we can understand what “the human
economy” encompasses differently, depending on what we take the purpose of the
economy to be, and how it functionally depends on the environment. On one hand, we
obviously depend on the “ultimate mears’la Herman Daly, that nature has to offer in

the form of “low-entropy matter-energy” and its various supporting functions and

4 J. L. Austin,How to Do Things with Word€ambridge, Harvard University Press, 1962), 144.
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services (e.g., waste recycling and climate control) to meet our demamalatéoial
goods and services, produced or naturally occuffi@n the other hand, humanity also
depends on the environment for the satisfaction of our non-material and non-instrumental
— aesthetic, therapeutic and spiritual — needs and wants. Whether we takerithmaygc
to denote only activities relating to the satisfaction of material needsaartd or any
purposive activity, it is functionally dependent on the macro and micro conditions of the
earth’s ecosphere. On either conception, we should include what we might broladly cal
the “culture” associated with the relevant forms of activities and the preyai
institutions that frame them. As Rawls has put the point (one that has of course been
observed for as long as human beings have been reflecting on the mattbe:stcial
system shapes the wants and aspirations that its citizens come to haeemingstin
part the sort of persons they want to be as well as the sort of persons they ara. Thus a
economic system is not only an institutional device for satisfying existamgs and
needs but a way of creating and fashioning wants in the future. How men work together
now to satisfy their present desires affects the desires they willdtaveh, the kind of
person they will be? Therefore, the criteria by which we judge whether an economy is
environmentally sustainable must contain some reference to those cultues &ad
mentality that bear on the population’s material consumption behavior.

Clearly, the choice between the two conceptions of the economy has large
consequences for what one takes an environmentally sustainable economy to be. The
narrower conception makes no provision for maintaining the environment for the purpose

of satisfying our interests in its intrinsic worth, its physical and fanat integrity, while

6 Herman E. Daly and Kenneth N. Townsend, “Introduret in Valuing the Earth: Economics, Ecology,
Ethics edited by Herman E. Daly and Kenneth N. Towng@&@ambridge: MIT Press, 1993), 17-24.
47 John RawlsA Theory of Justic€Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 197592
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the broader conception does so explicitly. This in turn determines if non-use of the
environment, with which the environmentally committed are concerned, is amenable to
economic analyses in a way similar to how instrumental use of the environm&fhiais
is at stake in the choice between the broader and the narrower conceptions of the
economy is whether, and the extent to which, the tools and methodologies of economics
can and should be brought to bear on the admittedhal question of the environmental
sustainability of the economy.

Economists have proposed various economic definitions of the cluster of concepts
consisting of sustainability, environmental sustainability and sustainai@éogenent'®
The most impressive and often cited attempt to catalogue and analyze thethds
economist John V. C. Pezzey, who nonetheless decided several years after his own
monumental work that it may after all be an all but hopeless enterprisedeaedn the
meaning of the concept.According to the Nobel laureate Robert Solow, “[t|he duty
imposed by sustainability is to bequeath to posterity not any particular thingativert r
to endow them with whatever it takes to achieve a standard of living at leastdaagy
our own. We are not to consume humanity’s capital, in the broadest sense.” According to
Andrew Dobson, Solow’s is not a theoryasfvironmentabustainability of the economy
because it “is underpinned by a belief in the perfect substitutability of horada-for
natural capital.” Now Robert Solow may believe this, but the statement abotaens no

specification of the exact composition of the “bequest pacRageé"humanity’s capital”.

“8 Jeroen C. J. M. van den Bergh, “Ecological Ecomsnirhemes, Approaches, and Differences with
Environmental Economics,” Tinbergen Institute Dission Paper, 2000, 9.

%9 John V. C. Pezzey “Sustainability Constraints \er©ptimality’ Versus Intertemporal Concern, and
Axioms Versus Data’l.and Economigsvol. 73, no.4, 1997, 448-66.

0 Stanley R. Carpenter, “Sustainabilitfncyclopedia of Applied Ethicedited by Dan Callahan,
Briarcliff Manor and Peter Singer, (Academic Prd€97), 4: 275.
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And it does contain the requirement that we conceive of capital is the “broadest’ Ae
charitable interpretation of it would show that it is perfectly consistéhteither weaker
or stronger assumptions about substitutability (I will return to this issue frtect)
Moreover, it is also consistent with different theories of what “standard of limegns
and how it is determined (I will turn to this issue | chapter 4).

What is beyond dispute, | believe, is that to the extent that economic theories are
concerned with the environment, such concern is essert&ilative i.e., it is
motivated and justified by its primary concern with human well-being, towardsitine
environment may contribute in various ways. Indeed, traditional economic treatiment
resource conservation (in resource economics) and of environmental protectionpghcludi
pollution abatement (in environmental economics) is essentially consequeatidlist
utilitarian in axiological orientation. So far as the environment is concerne) it
contribute towards or determine the quality of human life, both collectively and
individually, in both materialistic and non-materialistic ways. Therefoeppenness of
the notion of “whatever it takes” to achieve a certain living standard altdwsivolve
not just exploiting the usefulness of the environment for the purpose of satisfying our
materialistic wants and needs but also honoring its non-use value of leaving the
environment intact so as to satisfy our non-materialistic wants and needarith t@it. |
take up this question in the next chapter.
3.5  The Possibility of Intertemporal Justice

| suggested in section 3.3 that type of moral norm relevant or appropriate in
appealing to the moral sense of “sustainability” is the norm of justice, sdigifjustice

between generations (or more generically, intertemporal justice). Instheelion, |
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argued that, specifically in the case of the environmental sustainabilitg economy,
its primary sense concerns the specific ways in which the presenttgengoes about
satisfying its welfare needs, material or non-material, and progebsdeprives
subsequent generations of their ability to achieve the same aspirations, normseof justi
that govern earlier generations’ duty to posterity have been violated. Sonobjet
that the concept of justice does not apply to the relation between generations, and so am
am begging a question that should be asked? First, the platitudinous reply is that every
interesting theory of anything must beg some questions so it can ask and answer other
These are simply called “assumptions”. But obviously this does not mean all ttegeries
conceptually doomed to be fallacious; they would not be, as long as their assumptions are
not also what they purport to establish as conclusion. So secondly, as concerns the
present case, the intelligibility of intergenerational justice as al mategory is one of
the assumptions of my analysis of “sustainability” as a moral conceptohotusions |
would like to try to establish have to do with what it would mean to deploy the concept of
sustainability in formulating its principles.

It suffices, therefore, for me to note briefly several standard difiéstith the
assumption of the intelligibility of intergenerational justice, and theiriplessejoinders.
One source of concern in connection with the question of intergenerational justice is the
lack of reciprocity between people that live in different times; while aerations
must bear the consequences of the actions of earlier ones, the reverse is not true
Approximate equality in power is necessary for reciprocity, and recipnsaiecessary
for the possibility of justice. Hume’s conventionalism about justice is one prominent

historical source of this view. On Hume’s theory, justice is constitutedliéy regulating
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rational co-operation fanutualadvantage. But mutuality presupposes reciprocity. This
particular equality requirement on the scope of justice has been widalizedt Brian
Barry, for example, has put it thus: “if someone can read a history of Européamaett
in Australia and the Americas, or a history of Negro slavery” — cases involving
relationships of staggering inequality — “without admitting that he is readiogt a
history of monstrous injustice, | doubt if anything | say is likely to convince RirBLit
since this equality requirement clearly and necessarily fails fatioet between
generations, it is also particularly relevant to the issue of the possibility
intergenerational justice. Its rejection, therefore, removes one key cosideytdie to

the intelligibility of intergenerational justice as a moral catgg?

Another set of issues relating to intergenerational justice stem fronlegedl
difficulties of attributing rights to the unborn. Anyone who tries to do so faces twb chi
logical obstacles. The best articulation of one, the so-called “Non-Id&nattem?”, is
largely credited to Derek Parfit, and developed by ottieFae idea is that “the identities
of people in the further future can be very easily affected... [bidruethat in the
further future, the same people will exist whatever we choose [to do now] (original
emphasis)> This, conjoined with the “person-regarding” view about moral duty, that
“duties must always be dutiessomeone or othet”, generates the paradox that rights-

honoring is necessarily self-defeating because it preempts the existdhose whose

*1 Brian Barry, “Circumstance of Justice and Futusné&ations” irObligations to Future Generations
edited by R. | Sikora and Brian Barry. (Philadefpi? A: Temple University Press, 1978), 222.

°2 Of course, the logical incompatibility between thaetrine and the possibility for intergenerational
justice does not by itself tell us which positior mught to accept and which to reject. That, | &dwould
depend largely on which way our intuitions lean.

3 Thomas Schwartz, “Obligations to Posterity,Obligations to Future Generationgeds.) R. | Sikora
and Brian Barry (Philadelphia, PA: Temple Univey$itress, 1978), 4-5.

> Derek ParfitPersons and Reaso(®xford University Press, 1984), 363.

% Jan Narveson, “Future People and Us Oliligations to Future Generationedited by R. | Sikora and
Brian Barry (Philadelphia, PA: Temple UniversityeBs, 1978), 43.
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rights are nominally being honored (and that retroactive rights-claiisvacuous
because what is claimed is logically impossible). The other logical tdstdrased on
the intuitively plausible idea that existence isgical precondition for rights-
possessior® Sentences containing non-referential names or descriptive phrasekeare eit
false or meaningless. The truth of the proposition “future petipleave rights (now)” is
logically independent of, that is, not entailed by, the truth-value of the posititméf
peoplewill have rights (once they come into existenééyctualized rights actually
carry moral weight, non-actualized rights, Beckerman would say, do not actually do so,
and therefore cannot factor into the moral calculation of the presently 1f/ing.

| suspect this argument trades on a fundamental elision of the elementeay logi
distinction between essence and existence, or as Whitehead would put it, bettveen fac
and form, and thereby begs a key question about the ontological nature of the so-called
“moral community”. Philosophical debates about the demarcation of the moral
community have traditionally, and rightly so in my view, focused on the question of the
essencer form that defines the membership criterion. Sentience, rationality, or the
capacity for apparently goal-directed behavior in response to environmeamntal, il

purport to describe thgpeof things that ought to be accorded one or another level of

¢ wilfred Beckerman and Joanna Pasklstice, Posterity, and the Environmei©xford,: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 15-23.

" The furthest that Beckerman was willing to gooislow that “future generations...may well hawghts
in the future.” (Beckerman, 2001, 21.)

%8 The tacit assumption seems to be that if one’sleciis to be bound now, what does the binding rbest
contemporaneous with one’s existence, on whicbrtéofi, my ability to respond to its restraintgjloally
depends. But it is not obvious that the contempeitgmequirement is legitimate. While the co-exigial
(i.e., temporal) dimension obviously holds for plogé constraint, should it hold also for normative
constraints? What ought to matter, it seems toisneot the temporal location of the existence efrilyhts
of the unborn, but rather the acknowledgment anaifticipation of the rights-to-be. This is not aeaf
reverse causation, since the phenomenon of a ragealt responding to normative constraints is inery
nature not something that we should try to exptairthe mechanical/causal model of explanation. &ath
this is to be explained teleologically. Therefdrere is no insurmountable logical hurdle of conicgj of
honoring the future rights of future people as“fireal cause” of our present actions.
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moral consideration. It is types of entities that ar@ritsiary members, and individual

tokens of these types are memlavatively that is, in virtue of their being tokens of

these types. If being a rights-holder is the mark of membership in the moralucaiy

thenall tokens, actual and possible, of the type that claims membership have rights, in the
tense-neutral sense of “havé”.

If the notion of “unborn human beings” is to have sense, it must mean something
different from nothingness, and from unborn elephants, and from extraterrestrig. be
Unborn human beings are unbdmwiman beingsThey are not just potentially anything
whatsoever. Instead, they are potential, i.e., unactualized tokens of a vefig syjeei
Their essence precedes their existence, and so does their membershiporathe m
community, and so does, consequently, their status as holders of rights. Temporal
distance that separates generations does not prdseitad or conceptuabbstacle to
normative binding any more than spatial distance does. Indeed, the situation is
symmetrical as between before and after death. Honoring the will of a dead isanst
senseless just because the person no longer exists. It is certainlgtrilav#hat which
is dead is a human being, that is, token of a type which does not cease to exist when one
of its tokens does. Honoring the will of a dead person makes moral sense not because the
person is dead, but because what is dead was a person.

For each human being, what remains constant across its three existedéal-mno

unborn, living and dead — is its essence as a human being. A living person has rights not

9t is in this sense that the deployment of thecepi of community in this context may be a doullgesi
sword: while it may pack the emotional punch areteby serving the theoretical purpose of those who
seek to argue for greater inclusion, it may alsburelened with the temporal and spatial, thahis, t
existential prejudices inherent to its use in otypes of context. After all, my neighborhood, rogal
community can no more include the dead than ittharunborn, potential immigrants. It includes,ems
of its membership, those who live here, right now.
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because she is alive, but because of her personhood. And it does not mattéhevhat
accidental attributes they may have — their sex, race, religiousteffilia@t cetera — since
interpersonal variability in these respects has no implication for their sfatights-
holders. Alternatively, as Beckerman and others have suggested, we carandderst
intergenerational equity in terms of the obligations — those that do not correlatawith a
rights — the presently living have towards future generafibwile Beckerman denies
that such obligation is an obligatiofhjustice and insists that it is a humanitarian duty,
others disagre®- Still, the category under which we subsume the moral imperative ought
to be immaterial to its substantive content.

| suggested toward the end of section 3.3 that concern with justice on the
intertemporal dimension is inconsistent at some deep intuitive level with nediffe
towards intragenerational justice in regard to the same subject nfattera¢cept this
intuition, theninsofarasone is disposed to so characterize one’s moral concern with
sustainability in this way, that is, as a concern for justice, one is concejitoiaiig to
look beyond the intertemporal dimension and also to the intragenerational dimension.
This requirement need not be met by a definition of the concept of sustainabilityy thoug
it does have to be satisfied by any substargivciple of sustainability. If the principle
of sustainability is to serve as a principle of justice, it must be consistidnthei
principles of contemporary justice in the sense that what it grants memlbeisref
generations must be comparable with what the latter would grant mem/ieespoésent

and immediately subsequent generations. Sustainability is a necessary, lyutselt &

€9 See for example, Onora O’Neillpwards Justice and Virtue: A Constructive AccafrRractical
Reasoning(Cambridge University Press, 1996), ch. 5.

1 Ronald M .Green, “Intergenerational Distributivestice,” inResponsibilities to Future Generations:
Environmental Ethicsedited by Ernest Partridge, (Buffalo, NY: Proneats Books, 1981), 91-102.
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sufficient, condition of distributive justice. This has obvious implications for anglmor
discussions of the environmental sustainability of the economy. To ask of modes of
material production and systems of income and cost distribution that engenderyinequit
among contemporaries whether or not they are environmentally sustainabléimgthe
term only is to have lost sight of why we are concerned with long-termoenvental

sustainability of the economy in the first place.
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Ch.4 Environmental Sustainability and Economics
41  The Issue

Entire fields in economics, such as resource economics, energy economics,
environmental economics, and ecological economics address questions of resource
conservation, pollution abatement and ecosystem preservation. Concern with the long-
term, or sustainability, is endogenous to economics. Most contemporary economists are
however, concerned specifically with the prospect of continual ecorgyowth, and not
the provisioning of material sufficiency to the population. While | disagree with
economists on this fundamental point, the relevance of economics to the question of
environment sustainability is a separate question. | consider that questiorcimaibtisr.

All economists speak the language of utilitarianism, which is at its cofarevel
consequentialism. But economics is not one and the same as utilitarianism a& welfar
consequentialism. There is much more to economics, of whichever school, than its
philosophical and metaphysical foundations. A foundation is just that, and its soundness
need not be undermined by the poor design or execution of what is built on it. A number
of assumptions are nearly universally accepted by economists, as wett@pdrations,
entrepreneurs, politicians, and ordinary individual. But they are neither intrinsic nor
necessary to welfare consequentialism as a distinct way of praetsalning and
approach to decision-making. Some of these assumptions should arguably be Hgld large
accountable for the systematic failure of economics adequately, and in aymorall
defensible way, to address key questions of environmental sustainability, including

resource management, pollution abatement and ecological preservation. But often, the
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criticism has been directed, and not always fairly, at the utilitarian undergiof
economics, especially by non-utilitarian philosophers.

For example, welfare consequentialism does not require discounting the’future,
or entail the belief that technology can solve all our environmental problems, or the
closely related belief in the full substitutability of natural capitehbman-made capital,
or the belief that government regulation of and policy intervention in the maeket a
neither necessary nor desirable for achieving the common godd Fethermore,
welfare consequentialism does not entail the desirability of indefiniteaserin a
population’s material wealth. Notably, John Stuart Mill did not believe*fHanlike
most contemporary (neoclassical) economists, Mill, as the last giant datsecal
tradition, did not believe (as most thoughtful people would not) that human beings have
insatiable material wants and that welfare returns from materialsstoguinever
diminishes.

These, and other, practices and beliefs and values have been subject to severe
philosophical criticism and rightly so. In fact, as | will argue in chaptensdo,
specifically on the questions of the role technology can play in environmental
sustainability of the economy, and of the extent of the substitutability betwegalna

and human-made capital, the optimism of the sort touted by many practicing éstsnom

%2 Indeed, the allowability of this practice is by means universally shared among economists. It is
particularly viewed with suspicion if not outrigtiisapproval among economists who study the ecorsomic
of sustainability. Most famously, those includertkd&amsey, Partha Dasgupta and Jeoffrey Heal.

8 Intra-disciplinary division is as true of economis it is of any other academic field. It woutd b
inadvisable to over-generalize about what econanhislieve. Moreover, a cursory knowledge of the
history of economics would reveal that basic asdionp and foundational beliefs — metaphysical,
empirical and normative — shift over time, contingen changes in the macroscopic societal condition
Particular belief strongly associated with mairetne neoclassical economics as it is currently predt
need not, therefore, be either logically or conaally necessary to economics. Some historicistils#ins
always helps to sharpen our focus of criticism.

% John Stuart Mill;The Principles of Political Economwith some of their applications to Social
Philosophy(Kitchener, Ont.: Batoche, 2001), Bk. IV, Ch. &lI2, 750-1.
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is particularly unjustified and unjustifiable. However, that these assumptiognseana
brought to bear in explaining some of the behaviors societies engage in and which turn
out to have negative environmental impact, need not entail that the welfare
consequentialist foundation of economics must themselves be unjustified and
unjustifiable. It is perfectly conceivable that a theory of economicghakinot saddled
with these adjunct assumptions, could be used for promoting rather than obstructing
resource conservation and environmental protection even if it is predicated upon
instrumentalism about the value of the natural environment.

| brave the storm and attempt to offer a limited defense of economic thinking, or
more accurately, consequentialist, welfare-oriented thinking, on a sppe#stion:
namely that of what it might mean to sustain the intrinsic value of the environment.
Criticizing the way economicss it has been in fact practiced as itis is different from
criticizing the disciplineas it could be practicedr be The latter is determined by how
closely the discipline could hew to the true spirit of its philosophical presuppositions,
which in this case is welfare consequentialism. | argue that the validiay
philosophical criticisms of economics as it has been practiced by the sd-call
“mainstream”, or neo-classical economists notwithstanding, welfare comsedjam
remains a viable, plausible, and even powerful way of thinking about environmental
issues. | will try to illustrate how this may be the case. In particutir,sio by looking
closely at the arguments of two philosophers, Elizabeth Anderson and Mark Sagoff. |
have chosen these two philosophers because they are noted for their criczaistia
regard to economic thinking in general and economic thinking about environmental

matters in particular. According to both Anderson and Sagoff, economics handles

79



guestions pertaining to the instrumental value of the environment poorly and cannot
handle questions pertaining to the non-instrumental value of the environment at all. The
cost-benefit analysis (CBA), the stock-in trade of economics, is not jukqoate for
designing public policy, but can be positively dangerous when used where partycipator
decision-making should be. Economics, on this view, has usurped the role that
philosophy and other social sciences should play in supplying the relevant and gecessar
principles guiding collective reasoning.

| believe that second-order utilitarianism provides a useful framework for
connecting the non-instrumental value of the natural environment with humanewelfa
Welfare, on the view | defend, is determined by the satisfaction of not juségattding,
materialistic needs and wants, but also of other-regarding, non-rist@nmas.
Moreover, while | disagree with these authors, and agree instead with edsribati
is futile to try to gauge the welfare consequences of the environmentsintralue, |
do not agree with the way economists actually try to do it, that is, by using @msaey
universal measuring rod. | propose an alternative method of measurement, onke which
hope to show, in chapter 5, supports the claim that most of the weight of the argument for
limiting economic growth to achieve environmental sustainability must be borm by th

appeal to the instrumental value of the environment for human survival and development.

4.2 Welfare and Intrinsic Valuation
Consequentialism is not itself a substantive first-order moral theory. ltfident
the morally relevant aspect of the object of moral judgments, such as attitndésps,

actions, institutions, and policies, but is otherwise neutral as between different
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substantive views abouthatis good or right. Utilitarianism in general falls under the
genus of consequentialism. For classical utilitarianism, the differergigwo: (1)
happiness is the only thing intrinsically good, and (2) right actions are thogedtate
more aggregate amount of it than any alternative. This distinction betwiamiamism
and consequentialism is analogous to the distinction Michael Sandel draws between
normative and metaphysical deontoldgRejection of utilitarianism, therefore, can be
based on different grounds; one may do so because one rejects consequentialism
altogether, or because one objects to a particular view about what is iatlyngood
and about universal aggregatiiThe considerable plasticity in the demarcation of
morally significant or relevant consequences, on top of the uncertainties about the
definition of consequence, make outright rejection of consequentialism more difficult
than it might seerfy’

| distinguished two kinds of intrinsic value in chapter 2, one attributable to what
hasinterests of its own, and the other to the objects of the non-instrumental interests of
interest-possessors. The environment, in my view, has intrinsic value in the secend sens
but not the first. An interesanyinterest, whatever its content or object, is either satisfied
or frustrated. Our question now is whether the difference between these twoe-dtae
satisfaction of an interest and the frustration of it — can be coherently tashsof a
difference in the welfare of the person whose interest it is. Both Sagoffradetsdn
would deny that it can. Sagoff illustrates the alleged mutual independen@zhbetw

intrinsic valuation and welfare using the example of Charlotte’s valuing kbiivMin

% Michael J. SandeLiberalism and the Limits of Justi¢€ambridge; New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1982), ch. 1.

% Amartya Sen, “The Discipline of Cost-Benefit Ansiy;,” The Journal of Legal StudieSpecial Issue of
Cost-Benefit Analysis: Legal, Economic and Phildsopl Perspectives, Vol. 29, No. 2, June 2000, 931-
%7 Sen, 2000, 936.
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Charlotte’s WebAnderson does this with the example of environmental valuation. Let us
consider their arguments.

According to Sagoff, in thinking “it morally better that Wilbur live out his lifie i
peace than show up with an apple in his mouth at Christmas... [Charlotte’s] idea of what
is valuable went far beyond what she thought enhanced her well-58igw between
what one values and one’s own well-being there is an obvious sense, as Joseph Butler
long ago pointed out, in which the first is logically prior. What one values is aginait
of one’sbeing one’s identity, the definition of which must be antecedent to any
substantive account of what being and daugdj involves for the individual thus defined.
Valuing Wilbur is part of Charlotte’s identity, it cannot be derivative of or based on
Charlotte’s idea of her own well-being any more than Charlotte’s didieardowever,
given her interest in Wilbur’'s well-being, how far it is satisfied muselsystematic
impact on Charlotte’s well-being. Indeed Charlotte herself admitted ds. muc

When Wilbur asked her why she did what she did for him, Charlotte said: “You
have been my friend...By helping you, perhaps | was tryirdttap my lifea little
(emphasis added§? Sagoff takes “lifting one’s life up” to mean “making it better”, and
not “making it better off”. The difference, presumably, is that the first sefethe moral
quality of a life while the latter to the amoral quality of life. But, in tlaise; we can
grant Sagoff that helping Wilbur has enhanced the moral quality of Charld#s’s li
without also granting him the denial — which seems implausible and strainedt-atbat
enhanced the amoral quality of Charlotte’s life. If somebody tells mediregthing has

“lifted up” their life, 1 would be hard pressed not to understand them as saying that thei

% Mark Sagoff Price, Principle, and the Environmef@ambridge, UK; New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 2.
%9 Sagoff, 2004, 1.
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welfare has been enhanced. | also doubt that Charlotte would have herself adreed wit
Sagoff’'s interpretation of her meaning. Note that in the above quote from Ghddet
not say, or even suggest, that helping others indiscriminately would lift up hewvéfe, e
though that would seem to be implied by the principle of impartiality that defirete
of morality (and certainly morality in the Kantian deontological tradition, hictv
Sagoff is writing). Rather, what she says is thathieisausaVilbur is her friend that she
deems it worthwhile to help him. In helping Wilbur, Charlotte is not just helping
somebody, anybody, but somebody she already cares about, somebody whose gvell-bein
matters to her. Wilbur is the object of an identifiable interest that Charidteealently
has. In denying that Charlotte derives (amoral) joy from acting on thidispetarest
we are begging the question against a conception of welfare that is so narrow as to
recognize nothing but a small and arbitrary subset of one’s interests, concernsiesnd va
That Sagofheeddo make this distinction between better and better-off, between
the moral and the amoral quality of life is obvious. It is the basis on which he can
separate (amoral) welfare, which is a function of the satisfaction of preés,eand
morality, which is a function of moral convictions and their role in practical reagoni
This distinction is in turn the basis on which Sagoff can then claim that to tim thee
economics is really concerned with the first, what makes people and sdostter0ff it
is either overreaching itself or guilty of fraud insofar as it tries talspe the second
guestion, the question of what makedater But even by Sagoff's own standards the
distinction is unsustainable, as is illustrated by the comparative anafysoble

Charlotte and ignoble Templeton, the gluttonous rat.
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It is clear that to Sagoff (as it must have been to E. B. White and many if not most
readers) in the final (or perhaps any), analysis, Charlotte emerdesasetwith the
more satisfactory, more fulfilling and happier life, while Templeton thesnatiserable.
Assuming this to be the case, two related sets of questions arise: (1) doegdrehgue
to be miserable and Charlotte happy and fulfilled? and (2) why would either @arlot
fulfilled and happy life or Templeton’s misery be of philosophical significaoce
anybody, but in particular to Sagoff? We can interpret the first question in basical
ways. If what is being asked is whether either Charlotte or Templetardstfabe happy
or miserable, the question is in a sense unanswerable. We could, of course, stipulate an
answer, the same way we can add at will any details to the charactefavBaitis
being asked is whether a glutton is necessarily miserable, or a compasaltnast
necessarily fulfilled and happy, then much more serious issues are asatdkas the
relation between interest-satisfaction and welfare.

| believe that on Sagoff’'s analysis, Templeton’s misery is not merelgeatel,
independently of his being gluttonous, but a necessary consequence of it. What the
example of Templeton shows is that it can, and does, matter to one’s (amorahg welfa
whether one has any other-regarding and non-material interests. Butctbarig
inconsistent with the thesis that Sagoff otherwise wishes to maintain, nanaely
welfare is straightforwardly a matter of the satisfaction of mateeeds and wants, and
that either the having of non-material interests and other-regardingsitster the
satisfaction or frustration of these interests can have no welfareqocemees. But clearly,

between Charlotte and Templeton, the differences in the kind of interests each has
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respectively cannot have no explanatory relevance to the happiness of the fatnher a
misery of the latter.

As | will continue to argue later, the problem with economics as a practical
science in general, but in particular as an approach to environmental manageannt
guide for policy debate does not reside irfotsn, as it were, as defined by its
consequentialist, welfare-oriented meta-ethical foundation (or posture)rRe¢hmust
understand economies it has in fact been practicgthat is, not as it could be practiced)
as a composite of both itsrm and thematerial with which it has tended to deal.
Historically, as a theoretical sibling of industrial capitalism, the stipj@atter dealt with
in economics has overwhelmingly been what industrial capitalism is bestreglynéhe
production of directly consumabieaterial things As such, economics as it has been
practiced suffers from materialisticbias: it is more suited for dealing with matters
relating to the satisfaction of those interests and desires satishiedlgh the direct
consumption of material things. This bias is easily detectable, for example,
characterization of economics as “the study of (a) how scarce inputs of ralman |
accumulated capital stocks of different types, and environmental resarvecd®cated
to different parts of society over time in order to produce outputs of goods andservice
that people want; and (b) how the outputs are distribUfetiid, an important reason it
is more suited for that purpose is the existence of money, a universal and hayasgene
denominator, as the dominant medium of exchange in any industrial market economy.

However, it is notonceptuallynecessary for the formal study of economics to be thus

0 John C. V. Pezzey and Michael A. Toman, “Sustalitgland Its Economic Interpretations,” Bcarcity
and Growth Revisited: Natural Resources and tharenment in the New Millenniunedited by David
Simpson, Michael A. Toman and Robert U. Ayres (Wagion, DC: Resources for the Future, 2005), 123.
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biased, and it certainly would be both confused and unfair to direct complaints dgainst t
bias at utilitarianism.

To interpret “welfare” materialistically is to stack the deck agasnhomics.
“Economic welfare” and “material welfare” become synonymous. Butsttould they
be? If we see that “economic” is synonymous with “material”, and we litige
philosophical difficulty with the concept of “material”’, then we must allow thecept of
welfare to have the room in which to remain definitionally neutral as betthee
economic/material construal and a more comprehensive and subtle construatt The fa
that economists regularly deploy the concept of welfare in their work doesaatthey
in some sense “have it”. They certainly havectaam to what it can or cannot mean. But
to use the concept “welfare” in a way that assumes that its materiahstntation is a
kind of “given” is unwittingly to concede to the economists in the battle of ideas before
one has even begun to fight it.

Anderson adduces a similar argument concerning the relation between individual
welfare and the value of the environment. “Many people,” she writes, “dedicate
themselves to preserving and protecting [them] for their own sakes, evgnifatat
cost to their own welfare,” these people care about the environmental goods ihatays t
are “independent of their concern for human welfatéfbw, as with Charlotte and
Wilbur, it is not because of its perceived contribution to personal well-being, @dinde
the well-being of other human beings, that these individuals value the environment.
However, insofar as an individual cares about the environment for its own sake, it

becomes, for that individual, a source of personal well-being. But in saying thahgvorki

"L Elizabeth Andersonvalue in Ethics and Economi¢€ambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993),
206.
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for a cause in which one firmly believes, to promote the well-being of samethe

values intrinsically, canostone in terms of welfare, Anderson is clearly denying that

any systematic connection obtains between personal well-being on one hand and one’s
value-laden actions on the other. To see how the denial cannot be sustained, let us
consider what exactly the price is one must pay by working for a cause ooy m
committed to.

According to Anderson, environmentalists who work towards saving remote
ecosystems pay the price of doing something that is “boring [and] poorly compénsate
First, this seems rather arbitra@nyjob may be boring and poorly compensated, but it is
unlikely that there is a necessary connection between either of these twonttings
whether the job has to do with saving something of intrinsic value, or indeed, perhaps by
extension, promoting some greater good. We certainly can have little ifasgnre
believe that the substantive content of the work of environmental conservation can
somehowcauseit to be boring and poorly compensated. Most types of work can
potentially become more or less boring after some time, and any kind of work is bound to
be more boring to those who are indifferent to or do not believe in it than to those who do
believe in it. As for compensation, because it is, in the large scheme of thiclyss
unreliable indicator of social value, it seems both haphazard and somewhat frigolous t
bring this up.

For the sake of argument, however, let us grant Anderson both points, that one
who works in environmental conservation most probably, if not necessarily, does work
that is boring and poorly compensated. In fact, we might strengthen the assuloypti

adding, and not entirely arbitrarily, that this kind of work can often also be isglating
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dangerous, strenuous, under-appreciated, misunderstood, and more often than not,
ineffective insofar as it falls short of its intended objectives (becaese are, say,
undermined or otherwise thwarted by corporate interests), and there&irating. But

we must also ask what it is that these individuals believe they gain, and inifadtyga
doing what they do, other than, say (and let us assume, not unreasonably perhaps), a
feeling of moral righteousness. Can doing meaningful and fulfilling work, vinartk t
promotes the well-being of something an individual values for its own sake, not claim
any positive impact on an individual's well-being that is independent of its impact on the
material welfare of the individual? (And, let us not assume that people who dmthis ki
of work do it because they could not find more exciting and more lucratively paid jobs.)
Anderson does not answer the question either way because she rejects thecssampt
which it is based, namely, that there is a meaningful conception of welfare dyevell

that goes above and beyond material welfare.

Still, Sagoff's and Anderson’s arguments do make several valuable points. They
show that the pursuit of non-instrumental and other-regarding interests can be
independent of (and even conflict with) the pursuit of self-regarding interadtspacan
the pursuit of material interests with that of immaterial interesty;réfate (certainly
some vulgar version of) hedonistic utilitarianism (Sagoff's referémeegluttonous rat is
telling), and they certainly illustrate the hedonistic paradox, whereedately aiming at
pleasure (which Templeton seems to do) can be counterproductive, and that happiness
may come more easily as a side-effect to doing something else. Toashailg that we
are not to treat the ordinary use of the concept as normative. Defining “wedfare”

prescriptive task, not a descriptive one. These conclusions are not surprisitigeyBut
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otherwise settle no philosophical question one way or another as to what welfare should

mean or consist in.

4.3 Rational Valuation and Consequentialism

One possible reply that Sagoff and Anderson would give to arguments that
purport to show that an individual’'s non-instrumental interest in the environment, or
anything else, can have welfare consequences (as opposed tommdgonsequences)
for her, would be that such arguments falsely assume the validity of consdmenima
which welfare utilitarianism claims theoretical parentage, as a-gthtcal theory.
Consequentialist theories of rational action, according to Anderson, “chazestdre
end of rational action as the realization of valuable states of affamsd they assume
that there is “one, fixed, canonical description of [the valuable] statesaokafhder
which they are uniformly relevant for assessing all actiéhBy misidentifying states of
affairs as the only thing that is intrinsically valuable, Anderson arguessqasstialism
seriously misrepresents the human experience. Two misrepresentatipagiacgarly
pronounced on her view. First, we value many things besides states of affdiesrfor t
own sake. We value people, things, relationships, and others besides. Secondly,
specifically in regard to actions or conduct, their causal efficacyvelttisome specific
state of affairs is hardly the onfyoundon which we value therf.

As an alternative, Anderson offers the expressive theory of rational acsion. It
core ideas, for our purposes here, are two. First, “practical reason demamie tha

actions adequately express one’s rational attitudes toward the people andrieiicgses

2 Anderson, 1993, 22.
3 Anderson, 1993, 38.
" Anderson 1993, chs. 1, 2.
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about.” Second, adequately expressing our evaluative attitudes “requires b public
intelligible vehicle to make its point.” Fundamental to the “social aspect okfiressive
theory”, Anderson claims, is the fact “that individuals are not self-suffitieaters of
practical reason; they require a context of social norms to expressttitigies
adequately and intelligibly in action, to express them in ways others can Gr&sp.”
Anderson, therefore, the morally relevant aspect of actions, insofar aglteyto
evaluative attitudes, is theymbolic utility(though | am uncertain Anderson would
herself accept this characterizationy@eaning and not the states of affairs they bring
about.

Crudely, a state of affairs is a particular way in which the world camltkel
canonical interpretation, which Anderson follows, a state of affairs isfact,dut the
obtainment or, in Anderson’s term, the “realization” of a state of affaiée might say,
for example, that one and the same state of affairs obtains in one possible wodtibut
another. A paramount property of states of affairs is its descriptive aggralitg. We
can completely describe a state of affairs without assuming a paragalat’s
perspective. The sentences we use in the description would be truth-functional,
analyzable using extensional logic. This does not mean we cannot highlightalgrart
aspect of a state of affairs, but this is consistent with the agent-nguifdhe state of
affairs. Meaning, by contrast, is inherently agent-relative, it is irdaakiMeanings are
meaninggo specific individuals. This does not mean meaning must be private. To the
contrary, for Anderson, both the assignment and the interpretation of the meaning of

action are possible only within a social context. Actions, therefore, aréaghin these

> Anderson, 1993, 18.
® Ramon M. Lemos, “Bearers of Valudhilosophy and Phenomenological Reseafih 4, (Dec. 1991),
873-89.

90



two distinct ways: they can bring about the obtainment of states of affairdegnckin
express and communicate meanings. Their expressive adequacy as careaniofj is
gauged against the requirements constitutive of a set of social norms, whitatisair
efficacy as instruments for bringing about states of affairs is dietedrby empirical
laws.

In Anderson’s view, consequentialism must either deny the distinction between
meaning and causing, and maintain that carrying a meaning or sigrefisgunst one
way among many of having a consequence (or that having a consequence is just one wa
of bearing a meaning), or deny (if they allow the distinction) that th@imgfalness of
actions is a relevant criterion for their moral assessment. But both viesesdimg to
Anderson, do violence to commonsense. We routinely use actions to express and
communicate our attitudes towards people and things. And we gauge the regard in which
we are held by others by reading into, i.e., by determining, the meaning ofctiznsa
So Anderson does not say consequences are irrelevant, only that their importance is
secondary and derivative. When we act to bring about particular states isf affai
involving, and for people and entities we (antecedently) care about, this is notebecaus
those states of affairs are valuable independently of the value of the peophtitesl e
they involve. Rather, we care about certain states of affairs becauseevadaat the
people and things they involve, and believe that one way of expressing our concern with
and interests in people and entities is to bring about certain states af &fathis view,
states of affairs are extrinsically valuable in two distinct senseomlpis their value

derivative of the value of the objects they involve, it is also contingent on the specific
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expressive demands of the evaluative attitudes, which in turn depends on the identity and
nature of the intensional object of the attitude.

Therefore, it is important to distinguish between two issues, one concerning the
choice of comprehensive moral theory between consequentialism and expreshism
other concerning the choice, in a specific case, for a committed expresatusten
expressing a value by means of intentionally bringing about a certaiofédtairs
through an action towards or involving what is valued, and expressing the same
evaluative attitude by means of conformity with some formal requirements arbythe
achieving a certain measure of symbolic quotient. | argue that theeahaportance of
symbolic significance and material, causal significance as two differ@ys of
“reading” actions as expression of evaluative attitudes depends on the natuie of the
objects. Symbolic significance is pertinent and important when the objects of our
evaluative attitudes are entities with moral agency. By contrast, when dusodi our
evaluative attitudes lack moral agency and as such cannot read our intentions, causal
efficacy constitutes the relevant criterion by which the moral soundnessafsacti
towards them must be assessed.

An attitude such as respect, according to Anderson, is directed at ideatifiabl
persons or things, not at propositions that contain the name or definite description of
these persons. Respect, in other words, is not a propositional atfiftiiesame is true
of other attitudes such as love, anger, resentment, jealousy, and so forth. This sagot t
these attitudes are noncognitive. Hosuldthey be? They can be justified, or not,
depending, among other things, on their being based on true beliefs about their

intensional object. What, then, does respecting somebody mean or involve, exactly? For

" Anderson, 1993, 20.
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Anderson, answering this question involves spelling out the actions to which having the
attitudes ought to dispose one, according to some social norms. For example, regpect ma
be associated with making eye contact, refraining from interruptindijnge obeying
and any number of other publicly observable behaviors. The attitude of respect, on this
view, respect is no more or less than the disposition to act in these speygsfitoward
some individual. But such behavioral criterion, which is easy enough to apply,
determining if an individual has fulfilled this particular moral requiremettt vaspect to
another human being, is a relatively straightforward matter.

One obvious shortcoming of this view is that it does not tell us how to distinguish
between fake and genuine respect, a shortcoming it shares with behavioresrarai.g
The fact that respect is in some sense unique among interpersonal (and peidraps intr
personal) attitudes, that unlike love, admiration, gratitude and some other positive
attitudes, it is a moral imperative, only compounds the probi@ut since feelings and
thoughts cannot be commanded, only actions can, compliance with this moral imperative
may be easily accomplished by learning to act convinciimgijyese specific ways
Another shortcoming — at least so | will argue — of this view is that in plgcergium
on behaviors notable for their instant visibility and symbolic significaneceight also
serve to marginalize other concerns besides decorum that may be assothatiee wi
attitude of respect, including concerns with states of affairs involving éssianal
object, that is, what actually happens to them. Part of the difficulty, in relatibisto t

second shortcoming of the behavioral conception of respect, lies in uncertainty about

8 Stephen L. Darwall, “Two Kinds of RespecEthics Vol. 88, No. 1, Oct., 1977, 36-49.

"1t would be possible also to understand Anderserisessivism in terms of the symbolic utility of
actions. See, for example, Robert Nozick’s disarssin this topic in hiThe Nature of Rationality
(Princeton University Press, 1993, pp. 26-35).

93



what states of affairs involving its intensional objects they might be #fizaton of,
which must be desired by the one who harbors that atfifusied it is in this respect that
respect differs from other attitudes and feelings such as love and benevol@obefav
this reason, better illustrate the connection between

In the case of, say, love and benevolence, trying to achieve certain stafasf af
involving their intensional object can be a legitimate vehicle for expretisisg
attitudes. Anderson does not deny this, although she does insist that the appropriateness
of aiming at such achievement “be subject to the constraint that they adeguptelss
their correlative attitudes toward peopfé.Compliance with this constraint requires that
the agent’'sde dictQ concern with states of affairs be dependent upondeerg( concern
with people and thinggnd not the reversdut inclusion of this constraint does not
argue against consequentialism as such. It argues against dispassionateg but mor
importantly, confused and misguided consequentialism. Rather than debunking
consequentialism altogether, Anderson has in effect enriched and improved it by
articulating the proper context in, and background against which, statesirsf défave
their moral significance.

Now in the interpersonal context, Anderson is quite correct that “we cannot make
practical sense of ourselves without grasping ourselves as beings who t#ikedgsa
such as love, hate, respect, and contempt toward other people.” As a corollaey, we ar
also creatures who care deeply about how our fellows feel or think of us. We arer in othe

words, by nature both givers and recipients of interpersonal attitudes. Whileethise a

8 Here | am discounting answers such as “the sfaaéfairs in which one is being looked into the eye
while being talked to”, or “the state of affairswiich one is not interrupted while talking”, oh&
statement of affairs in which one is obeyed”, omginound that they are circular.

8 Anderson 1993, 29.
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truism, the significant theoretical implication of it may be this, that thmatlé reason

why my attitude towards others mattewsmeis that it matterso them If it is in principle
impossible, for whatever reason, for my attitudes to matter to their intehshgeets,

then it is that much less easy to see on what ground it can be maintained that they
themselves (as distinct from overt actions that might be associated with tlhistn) m
nonetheless matter to me. And to the extent they still do — which of course they may —
this fact can only be accounted for by reference to something other than syrmapatheti
identification with another, say, adherence to a certain self-image tb wisdaving of

the attitudes in question is essential.

Unlike individual human beings, and perhaps even some animals, the natural
environment is not an entity to which the regard in which it is held by human being
matters. It will not feel disappointed, offended or insulted, although it can be
“disrespected”, “offended” or “betrayed”. Therefore, insofar as we vaia&insically
(in addition, that is, valuing it instrumentally) concern for the causal effichour
conduct towards or involving it must by far dominate concern for their symbolic
significance. That is to sagdequateexpression of such evaluative attitudes must (1) be
based on the desire to help materialize some relatively narrow rangeesfddtaffairs
involving the natural environment, and (2) in fact do so. Acts that boast perceptual
salience and symbolic significance primarily, and material releveexandarily, if at all,
may still be allowed to be considered expressions of the same evaluatiadeattit
However, it must be conceded that theyinaglequateexpressions.

In conclusion, it makes little sense for us to care about hovegardthe natural

environment because the natural environmental does not and cannot care about how we
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regardit. What makes far more sense is for human beings to care about the state or
condition of the natural environment, an interest that does not presuppose the same
interest on the part of the natural environnfémi other words, our caring for the

condition of the natural environment need not depend on the natural environment caring
about its own condition. What, then, is the range thereof we should care to materialize or
maintain so far as the natural environment is concerned? To be eliminated ireimesliat
existence as such. While this is also Anderson’s position, | do not share her igasonin
She uses a painting as an example in her argument. “It doesn’t make senes,” wri
Anderson, “to care about the existence of a painting unless it makes sense bowatre a
the painting itself, perhaps because it is beautiful. And beauty is a valuablgaibf

the painting, not of the fact that the painting exi$ts&or Anderson, the existence of
something is a state of affairs. If it has value, its value must be derigétive thing the

state of affairs involves, namely the thing whose existence it is. Busiflso true, as
Anderson concedes it is, that the reason we care about something, say, a pathéihg, is

it possesses certain qualities, say, beauty, then two problems arisét iBirgit obvious

that consistency would not require of us to say that it is the Form of beauty that is
intrinsically valuable, and thgbaceAnderson, the painting is only extrinsically valuable

insofar as it happens to be a corporeal carrier of this quality. Second, it isamot cle

8 |n fact, we commonly take this kind of interesbiter people, such as when we help others achieve
conditions that we believe to be in their bestriete even though they may not themselves taketarest
in the same. For example, when parents urge thédren to do what will benefit them in the long+e
and/or in the larger sense, they are often doirggsinst the will of their children which may betdited
by short-term desires and impulses.

% Anderson, 1993, 26.
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makes sense to speak of the beauty of a painting, letthiepainting, unless its

existence is presupposed to be constitutive of and inalienable from the paintftf§ itsel
It is of courseprima faciesensible to say that beauty is a valuable attribute of a

painting and not a valuable attribute of the fact that the (beautiful) paintistg.e€ut the

significance of this claim is predicated on the confusion inherent to the firsinconj

(“beauty is a valuable attribute of a painting”) and the trivial truth ofdwend (“beauty

is not a valuable attribute of the fact that a painting exists”). The secophcbis

trivially true for obvious reasons: we do not attribute properties to existescelasonly

to things. The first conjunct is confusing and misleading because it ctieat@spression

that when we use the phrase “the painting” to mention a particular paintingg we ar

speaking of something that is distinct and separable from its existence aBtyt ban

only be truly (as distinct from “meaningfully”, see below) predicated of p@sthat in

fact exist. If a painting does not exist, we speak falsely (though not ngésssly) when

we say that it is beautiful, not because it is in fact ugly, but because the priecoiodit

true predication is not met, namely, the existence of the subject. “The round square

copula on Berkeley College is both round and square” is not true, let alone anglyticall

not because the round square copula on Berkeley College is really triangulacausebe

there is no such thing as the round square copula on Berkeley College. We owe this view

to Russell and logicians after him, who overcame the problem of non-referring names

(such as “Pegasus”) or definite descriptions (such as “the round square copula on

8 Meaningful predication, that is, predication tisatapable of truth value, is not possible withitet
presupposition that the entity to which propersies attributed through the linguistic act of prediicn
exists. Many logicians have followed Bertrand Rilsadormalizing this requirement by way of the
pronouns. To predicate the property of being bé&aut a particular painting, we say that theresexat
least one thing such that it is both a painting bé@auty and this painting (we can name it, for gxerrand
use its name in referring to it) is identical toeasf them. See Russell’'s “On Denotinlyind, 14, 479-493.
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Berkeley College”) by means of the pronoun, such as “something”, “nothing” and
“everything”. “The round square cupola on Berkeley College is both round and square”
would then be rendered as “there is as least one thing such that it is round and square and
is a cupola on Berkeley College, and nothing else is both round and stugtre.fatter
statement is neither true, nor meaningless; it is false.

So insofar as Anderson wishes to deny the logical primacy of state of affeen
it comes to valuing something for its own sake, she is right to deny thanerissevhat
is at issue. It is, rather, a pseudo-issue in this connection. Instead, what shibeitdsm
whether the natural environment possesses some genuine properties which we deem
valuable. When we value a beautiful painting, it is not its existence that we valits, but
being beautiful, which requires its existence but is not identical to it. Siynianen we
love somebody, it is not their “mere existence”, at least not insofar asehasreing
alive, that we are interested in. What we are interested in isqtneity of life. Genuine
love and respect for specific persons are, therefore, inconsistent witarinsisn
prolonging their biological existence — especially when this is againsittie- and
should instead mean the willingness to let them go should their quality of life belgever
and irreparably compromised. The same is true when the things we valuerfonthei
sake are non-human entities, including individual animals, a house plant, and the natural
environmental as a whole. Love for a pet, or care for a house plant, for example, is
adequately expressed by concrete actions that are causally etfscachelping to bring

about their well-being, at least as we understand it. Indeed, we may everagastof

8 W. V. Quine, “On What There is,” iirom a Logical Point of View2nd edition (Harvard University.
Press, 1963).
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define love and care of this kind in terms of the disposition towards welfare-promoting
actions.

The same is true of artistic appreciation, which might be defined (at bdg) p
in terms of the disposition to act towards, say, preserving the physicaltintddghe art
piece. In the absence of such disposition, verbal declaration has little sigceficAnd
the same, of course, must be true of our interest in the well-being of the envitdome
its own sake. Adequate expression of this interest must consist in our disposition for
actions whose express purpose is to help realize certain states of affaisg the
environment (or, what is the same, to help prevent certain states of affairbding
realized). This is, | believe, quite consistent with Anderson’s expressivey thierational
action (it is really ampplicationof it). As ought to be clear by now, the notion of
“expressive adequacy” refers to a kindhoétanorm for judging actions. Another
example of such a meta-norm is “universalizability” in Kant's ethical thathat the
Categorical Imperative test does is to offer a way of determiningheshparticular
actiontypesas defined by aniversalized maxirfflie when it is in my immediate interest
to do s0”) are permissible. What it does not do, however, is to determine which action-
tokensfall under which actionypes This is, in a nutshell, the so-called “description
problem” often thought to saddle Kant's Categorical Imperative. It is tiig#emn of
selecting among alternative descriptions of one and the same action for the
universalizability test. Unless we have a way of solving this problem, thepdesc
variability of all acts would indeed make the Categorical Imperative eraptyarge

frequently leveled at Kant.
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According to Barbara Herman: “because the C[ategorial] I[mpelgirocedure
assesses maxim of actions and because maxim contains only those descnpéuésele
that belong to an agent’s conception of his action and circumstance, the Cl cannot be an
effective practical principle of judgment unless agents have some morastandieng of
their actions before they use the ClI procedf&hat moral understanding, according to
Herman, consists in the agent’'s knowledge of what Herman calls “rules af mor
salience.” These rules “structure an agent’s perception of his sriigtithat what he
perceives is a world with moral features. They enable him to pick out thosenederhe
his circumstances or of his proposed actions that required moral attéfitfoperson
who is unable to discern these two features would have a deficient perceptuallsppa
However, “to know that something is a morally salient feature of a situation tg not
know what one ought to do[# it is only to know which facts or factors of a situation
“must be included when moral judgment is m&dabout what one ought to do. Indeed,
deciding how to conceptualize particular actions accounts for a considerableiproport
of what we do everyday under the name of moral deliberation.

Analogously, the norm of expressive adequacy cannot guide actions unless we
have some way of determining what, given the object in question, adequacy means so far
as behavioral expression of our evaluative attitudes towards it is concernetdaAnd t
determination must presuppose some understanding of the nature of the object in question,
including an understanding of which of its properties are salient from a moral point of

view. Concerning actions meant to express our concern for the natural environment —

8 Barbara Herman, “The Practice of Moral JudgmeintThe Practice of Moral Judgme(Eambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1993), 77.

8 Herman, 1993, 77-8.

% Herman, 1993, 79.

8 Herman, 1993, 79.

100



since the object of this concern is unable to read meanings into our actions but is
materially vulnerable to our concrete actions — the criteria for adequatyefardo

their causal efficacy in relation to some specifiable range of sthtesditions, and not

to their symbolic significance. In conclusion, Anderson’s expressive theoayiafal
action, and theories like it, can still “begin not with the external aims or steadsirs a
person is to bring about, but with her internal attitudes toward the ends for the sake of
which she acts® but they must somehoand upin a concern for the consequences of

our actions in terms of objectively-describable states of affairs.

4.4  The Intrinsic Value of the Environment, Consequentialism and Econoits
It is time to see how economic thinking, insofar as it is essentially
consequentialist and welfare-oriented, might be usefully employed iroretatihe
guestion of how to honor the intrinsic value of the environment. Economics is concerned
with states of affairs. Specifically, it is about the states of affa@tsvould result when
we economizeln fact, it is not uncommon for economists to use the verb akefimeens
to define “economics”, theefiniendunt* The definitional question is then pushed one
step back: what does it mean to “economize”? To economize, according to the economist
Lionel Robbins, is to “seek[] the efficient allocation of finite resources amaoeignate

uses”. Let us examine this definition more closely.

% Anderson, 1993, 74.

L For example, Lionel Robbins does this in his ¢a$Ehe Nature and Significance of Economic
Science,” inThe Philosophy of Economics: An Anthology edition, edited by Daniel M. Hausman
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 83-Frank Knight does this in his classic essay
“Ethics and the Economic Interpretatioihe Quarterly Journal of Economicgol. 36, No. 3, 1922, 454-
81.
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One obvious — to me anyway — advantages of it, is that it highlights the fact that
economics is first and foremostreethodologyaway of thinking Like all tools, which
have some influence on but do not necessarily rigidly determine the tasks to which they
are applied, to what subjects we apply economic thinking is not something thded set
by any definition of what economic thinking involves. Any rule presupposes prior, and
separate, rules governing the scope of its applicaBflRobbins’s definition, therefore,
is neutral on a number of fronts. First, itapic-neutralin the way just described. It does
not stipulate the scope of the application of this style of reasoning. Whether algartic
situation is amenable Eonomic analysidepends on whether there exists a plurality of
ends — whatever these may be — the realization of which must draw upon means —
whatever these may be — that happen to be finite. In Robbins’ own view, “[s]e&rcity
means to satisfy ends of varying importance is an almost a ubiquitous condition of huma
behaviour.?® This implies that economic thinking may have relevance to a wide range of
topics, and not just those that are paradigmatically associated with the wonorf@cs”
in the minds of most people. My concern here is to show that not only is Robbins right in
this assertion, but that, in particular, human behavior towards the natural enviraament i
one area in which the problem of “the scarcity of means to satisfy ends iofgvary
importance” is particularly acute.

To show this, however, we first need a preliminary account of the built-in
plasticity of the definition of “economizing” just quoted and others in the same vein. The

definition is also neutral between different ways of understanding or appigng t

2 As | discussed at length in chapter 2, we canrd@te what is arbitrary from a moral point of vienly
if we already know what defines the moral poinvigiw. The distinction between these two determaresti
is analogous to the distinction | speak of herevbeh the application of a rule and the applicatiba rule
that determines the applicability of a rule.

% Robbins, 1994, 85.
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concepts of “finitude”, “scarcity”, “resource”, “use”, “choice”, “(opportunigost”, and
“trade-off” and even “means”, and “end”. All these concepts carry large gagdaheir
own, and are really both ambiguous and vague from a philosophical point of view. Take
the concepts of “resource”, “means” and “use”. Now it is commonplace to treat
“resource” and “means” (and “instrument”) as roughly synonymous, and to define the
by means of the concept of use. For example, we might say that a resourcetisrgpm
to be used as a means. But this is not of much help since it is not really clear what it
means to use something as a means, our pre-reflective belief to the contrary
notwithstanding. In some cases (say, the so-called paradigm cases), o quesents
little difficulty. There is no great metaphysical mystery about wheatwe talking about
when we refer to a computer as a tool, or as a resource, an instrument, or a/heans
we use to stay in touch with the world. In other cases, however, the matter is nat.so cle
For example, Nozick has asked whether “in getting pleasure from seeing an
attractive person go by... one use[s] the other solely as a me&@h& is certainly a
meaningful question, and by no means an easy one to answer. Reasonable people, as they
say, may well disagree. Women, or indeed anyone, who feels ambivalent about how to
think of themselves, especially in relation to their secret (or not-so-sadrairers, are
certainly not crazy. What partly accounts for such ambivalence is the atylmfjthe
concept of use, and means. Is the wife who counts on her husband to bring home the
paycheck using him as a financier of her livelihood? Is the husband who counts on his
wife to raise his children using her as a live-in nanny? To these questisne)material
whether the husband and the wife may be deeply in love with each other and take on their

respective roles willingly. Certainly, the fact that the word “use” teodsitry a negative

° Robert NozickAnarchy, State and Utopi@ew York: Basic Books, 1974), 32.
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connotation (one whose origin | do not presume to know) has contributed towards a
(socialized?) reluctance to deploy it in describing interpersonal relafjpofespecially
among moral equals). But this reluctance, even if understandable, may be edisprat
the urge to eschew it in theoretical discussions may even impede understanding.
Similarly, consider the case of artistic appreciation. While it @hélito say that art is
intrinsically valuable, it is far from clear that this means that the conceyseahust be
completely inappropriate for characterizing our relationship to the thingseatedo
beautify our environment, to express our emotions, and to lift the human spirits. More
generally, these two cases raise tricky questions such as whethen@sjmyiething is
the same thing as using it? Put another way, does the locution “using somethingsfor one
enjoyment” mean the same thing as the locution “enjoying something”?

The same ambiguity inflicts the concept of “resource”. A simple exampleesuff
to show this, having to do with the status of human beings. On the one hand, we believe
that human beings have a dignity and are not to be used as mere means. Yet on the other
hand, we routinely speak of “human resources”, without a hint of ftofigere may be
nothing incoherent about making both these claims, for it might plausibly be argtied tha
while humanabor (and perhaps talent also) is a resource, human beings, and/or human
life as such, are not. But if we are to argue along these lines, then what we aeadch
more nuanced definition of the notion of resource than currently exists. Such aatefiniti
must allow us to answer, or think systematically about questions such as howtit is tha

something that is an end in itself (a human beinghuaceof value, can alsoontain

% For example, in the space of one single pagesshiaring the Wealth: Workers and the World Economy
(New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1999), Ethaniapstein says that “we do not like to think of
ourselvesas goods at all”, and that “[t{jhe more that costmake productive use of their human resources,
the more likely they are to witness improved ecoiegmerformance.”
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within itselfsomething that is properly considered a means, a resource (labor power, body
organs), or indeed whether beingaurceof value might not make somethingesource
In the absence of such a definition, the least we can say is that the questiorhef whet
human beings are resources is ambiguous, and can be defensibly answered either
negatively or affirmatively depending on what we mean by the operative concept

What is true of the concepts “means”, “use” and “resource” is also, | think, true of
“finitude” and “scarcity”. As | will show below, while these last two cqpiseprimarily
have applications in qualitative contexts involving subject matters that havedamttyge
been determined to be “resources” to be “used;” such applications themselves depend on
crucial assumptions about how the more basic concepts of unity, division, subtraction and
aggregation organize our perception of the world and our experiences in general, and of
the natural environmental and our relation to it in particular. Spelling out these
assumptions may help to show that these concepts can have wider applications than have
customarily been believed.

My strategy for (partly) vindicating economic thinking on questions relating
human conduct towards the environment, essentially involves freeing the concepts just
discussed of the materialist bias inherent to their common usage. Thesereiasead
due to the historical fact that neoclassical economics developed “aroundtalgrart
social system”, namely, capitalism, whose main virtue lies in “its phbdigenerate
quantities of marketable goods and servicdsyhich are nothing if not instruments of
one kind or another for meeting auaterialneeds and wants. Avoiding these biases

would mean that, when subsuming the natural environment under the concept of

% Herbert Gintis, “A Radical Analysis of Welfare Bamics and Individual DevelopmenQuarterly
Journal of Economigsvol. 86, no. 4, 1972, 577.
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“resource”, say, we doot think of it exclusively in terms of the totality of stuff

extractable and expendable as input in material — industrial or otherwise — jmodunct

the ecological services nor in terms of functions that support such production aedl relat
consumption. It would also mean broadening the concept of scarcity such that it can be
deployed in speaking, not just of quantitative exhaustibility, but also of quaditatid/or
functional degradability.

To keep the analysis focused, | want to use Elizabeth Anderson’s conception (or
caricature, as | tend to think of it) of economic thinking as an example of these
materialistic biases. According to Anderson, economic thinking requires tha we
“always prepared” to weigh the value of some higher-order goods, goods that we value
intrinsically, against the opportunity cost of not using them for instrumental purposes.
Thinking economically about our relationship to our pets, for example, would mean that
we can always be convinced to consider the relative value to us of alterredivesints
our pets may be subjected. But in fact, according to Anderson, feelings such as love
require defiance or resistance to economic thinking; they require that catisiaer
about, say, the opportunity cost of not eating them or selling them for laboratory
experiments be “silenced, that they have no weight in our deliberafionsargue that,
to the contrary, not only does the feeling of love not rule out economic thinking as it is
more broadly conceived of under my analysisgduiresit, at least insofar as we have so
much as a modicum of desire for love and acts motivated by it to be rational.

Let us begin by considering the idea of “silencing”. To silence a voice is
presumably to suppress it. Suppression may occur under one of two conditions: (1) the

suppresser’s knowing what the suppressed voice says, and (2) the suppresser’s not

9" Anderson, 1993, 208.
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knowing what the suppressed voice says. When the suppresser knows what the
suppressed voice says, the silencing of that voice is a result of, as opposed to being
independent of, weighing its merits relative to those of other voices. But when the
suppresser suppresses a voice without any knowledge of what it says, the supggression i
presumptuous and unjustified. It is hard to believe how this kind of suppression can ever
be anything els& As Lionel Robbins puts it: “It is not rational to will a certain end if
one is not conscious of what sacrifice the achievement of that end invoheaseh
when we love somebody or something, it is mad to be completely ignorant of what, under
particular circumstances, the cost of this love may be (which, to belabor the ey i
different from ignoring the cost, which presupposes that one is cognizant oheltaist
iS).

When a hunter and his hunting dog are both on the verge of starvation after
getting lost and wandering in the woods for days, the silencing of the considatadut
the opportunity cost of eating one’s beloved dog in order to save one’s own life is a
luxury one can ill afford under these circumstances. The hunter may decide tthdie wi
his dog, but this decision should be arrived at because of, and not independently of,
careful consideration of the different alternative courses of action. Again, € sick’

child can only be saved by an expensive medical procedure that one can only yay for b

% Of course, given the inherent looseness of natangluage and the most casual way in which it éslus
casual discourse, | leave open the possibility wean people verbally declare that they are simply
going to consider something that is not in fact thay mean. The idea is worth pondering that the
performative and symbolic significance of suchnatbee may be greater than its literal meaning. More
often than not, our saying things like this effeely conveys to our audience our indignation toward
certain assumptions underlying whatever remarksrttzy have prompted our utterance in the firstglac
But this does not mean that either before or dfterexchange — when that is what it is — some think
may not have taken place on the very issue dectarbd deliberatively off-limit. | should hate toitik of
thinking about costs as analogous to looking ah@graphic material; sometimes it is best not tat @b all.
Thinking about costs is not inherently morally rgpant, what matters is that we think about costgitiht
way, and arrive at the right conclusion.

% Robbins, 1994, 104.
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selling one’s beloved pet to a laboratory, there is little laudable in knowingly a
deliberately silencing consideration of this option. No matter how great tivesiotvalue

of a painting may be, if the only way to save a human being from freezing to death is t
set the painting on fire — that is, to use is as a mere means, and instrument, to an end —
silencing the voice that raises this possibility is condemnable. Anderson may have
unintentionally and unwittingly confused rational and rationally explicable latre w

blind and irrational love. Love may be a great thing,dmid andirrational love is

t1°° and it certainly ought not to serve as a model of sohin&ing'**

no
Most of the time, fortunately, people do not face such stark choices. They have

the luxury of not having to go through any overt or elaborate utility calonlédr most

of their daily decisions. Anderson’s mistake, | think, is to mistake this contiragrfof

a necessary truth about love and other such evaluative attitudes. Being subclgnscious

aware is being aware nonetheless, and it ought not to be conflated with eitlggt outri

ignorance or rejection of knowledge. While subconscious awareness may have the

appearance of silencing such considerations, that appearance could be detemive. |

only be an appearance and not the fact of the matter, which is that the weighing of

relative utility has been done under the psychological radar, as it were, aidh#sat

yielded such extremely lopsided outcomes as to be unworthy of being publicized. The

attitudes of contempt, revulsion, and disdain that, according to Anderson, it is appropriat

for us to feel about gaining from using (for instrumental purposes) something in which

we alsohave a non-instrumental interest are, therefore, not certain signs of moral

1% ynless philosophers are ready to use the baslis abtheir trade to deal with such topics, theg ha
better just leave it to literature instead, asah#-theorists about morality would have us danlreot in
favor of such a course of action.

1911t is not even clear that the kind of love that&mson has in mind involves any thinking at alhdt,
then it is even more of a dubious example in tles@nt context, which is after all aboational valuation.
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rectitude or purity of the heart. Rather, they are at best sentimentakesaffordable
only to those fortunate enough not to have to make difficult choices, or, worse, algestura
vehicle for passing judgment to others.

In desperate situations, the willingness to and competence in making these
choices — in weighing the different outcomes of different treatment of sosEnp@r
object — are both necessary and important. This can only be done by reference to some
criterionother thanthat used to attribute intrinsic value. Life can be messy just where
theories are the neatest. A person who does not know that it is a morally bettér thing
save one’s child by sacrificing one’s pet, rather than the reverse, exhibiterabt m
probity, but either lunacy or incompetence or both. Contempt, revulsion and disdain,
based on ignorance, willful or otherwise, are presumptuous and arrogant.

Now, let us see what weaning concepts essential to economic thinking of their
materialistic bias might yield in the pet case. Unlike, say, “cat” oldfgsh”, “pet” is not
a natural kind term. Nothing istrinsically a pet; in order for an animal to be a pet to
somebody, it must stand to that individual in some particular ways, which in turn depends
on the individual’s “evaluative attitudes” towards the animal. Now, if and when
somebody considers a particular animal a pet to her, she has determinieid that i
something intrinsically valuable, something in whose well-being she sakes-
instrumental interest, someone which is a source of utility from her pointvof aileeit
one which generates utility specifically by, say, providing companionship. Howeig
the title of pethood is conferred, or some specific alternative use settled onntlaéiani
an undifferentiated bundle of utility-yielding and welfare-promoting paéntA large

part of deciding whether something is to be conferred the title of a pet, odtseate
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other way, is just deciding which one of these potentials to actualize by wgighin
consciously or not, the relative expected value to the individual of pursuing these
different options. And to understand this as a choice situation at all is just to understand
the fact that there is a necessary trade-off between these differesgscotiactions.

In most cases involving the relationship between individual persons and
individual animals, the kind of trade-off between non-instrumental treatment and
instrumental treatment of the latter by the former is absolute. In most cageand the
same animal is not able to play multiple roles in relation to the same individgal: i
either a companion, or food, or a circus animal, or a draft animal, or an animal used in
competitive sports, but not some of each at the samée'tfiramwever, when it comes to
human relationships with the natural environment, the situation is somewhatdiffere
While there are also trade-offs between our treating nature as sognethimsically
valuable and our using it as a source of input for material production and receptacle for
our waste, the trade-offs allow gradation. That is to say, human conduct towaits and
relation to the environment lies on a continuum, with one end being heedless exploitation
that leaves no corner or nature unsoiled by the human touch, while the other is
prohibition against any physical disturbance, material extraction fromaste disposal
into, the natural environment.

Clearly, both extremes are unreasonable, and the latter (and arguablyrtee f

as well) is patently impossible practically speaking. Propriety lies\wwbere in between:

192 One might have to take this point with a grairsait. In desperate situations where one resokilirny
one’s pet and eating it, the sensible thing toimoyy view, would not be to charge incoherencehin t
classificatory scheme itself, but to say simplyt #@ting one’s pet is the exception and not thenn&uch
extraordinary cases do not threaten our sense aff ivimeans for something to be a pet. There wbaldo
reason to cast doubt on the validity of the cléiat tunder ordinary circumstances, the title of peth
offers a large measure of protection against glges
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use what we need, and leave undisturbed what we don’t. The instrumental value of the
environment to human survival and development does not sanction heedless exploitation;
and the non-instrumental value of the environment does not prohibit usepiamndg and
abuse. However, any instrumental use of the environment for satisfying hureanity’
material needs and wants has an opportunity cost in terms of the space in whickewe lea
the environment alone, as it were. Conversely, leaving any portion of the natural
environment alone has an opportunity cost in terms of the utility that might be derived
from anthropogenic interference with the natural forces operant in thataphds
immediate or not-so-immediate surroundings. The more use we make of the environment
for purposes of producing material goods and services to satisfy our magedsl and
wants, the less room there is in which we can leave it alone so that pristinepasdsca
can remain pristine, other species continue to thrive and ecological stabgigilred in
the long-term. The earth’s natural environment is, therefore, something alysstatele,
not insofar as it serves as a source of raw material and sink for our wastsolfart as it
is expected simultaneously to play the dual role of serving as a maberiedsvaste
receptacle on one hand, and as a quasi-sacred, inviolable object of human worship on the
other.

It might be useful as this point to revisit the earlier quote from the greaomcst
Lionel Robbins, that “[s]carcity of means to satisfy ends of varying impataren
almost ubiquitous condition of human behavioti# It should be obvious now that this
condition accurately describes the human relationship to the natural environhegnt. T
this comes from an economist gives us no reason to reject it as being fataghar

material needs and wants by using what nature has to offer is one human end, while

103 Robbins, 1994, 85.
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spiritual enrichment and edification through reverential non-interfereithenature is
another human end. The satisfaction of each requires a certain manner of tineating
natural environment, which happen to stand in rivalrous relation to each other. It follows,
therefore, that not only is it not absurd to consider how to economize our use of the
natural environment such as to optimize its overall value for humanity as a whole
(including its future members, that is), it is imperative that we think in thass tés a
society, we must decide how much material consumption to forego in order to fulfill our
avowed commitment to protecting nature for its own sake, and how much of nature we
can reasonably and morally permissibly insist on leaving alone, given the cdetagf

SO.
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Ch. 5 The Environment and the Economy
5.1 Theissue

| have argued in the preceding three chapters for a specific kind of
anthropocentric interpretation of environmental sustainability as a principle of
environmental justice. | am now ready to take on the debate between compathdism
incompatibilism as concerning the relation between the moral imperative of
environmental justice and the principle of environmental sustainability on one hand and
the aspiration for ever greater material wealth on the other. Generalkirgpeone of
the key implications of the compatibilist thesis, on any subject matter, i$ thaiates
the need to choose between two claims, whether they are empirical or norsiatige
you can have them both. By contrast, incompatibilism, on any subject matter, commits
one to making a choice between incompatible claims. In theory, therefore,
incompatibilists can be further divided into different sub-categories accduadthgir
positions on the specific claims involved.

In the debate about free will and determinism, for example, the compatithdists
not need to, while the incompatibilists must choose between the thesis of freedom of the
will and that of determinism. There are, however, a critical distinction batwee
compatibility debates such as this one and compatibility debates such as theuine a
economic growth and environmental sustainability. First, not only is the dbetfeeen
believing in free will and believing in determinism not inherently moral, itse plurely
theoretical in the sense that it has little impact on the practical leveiis té what we
ought to do and how we ought to do it. The determinist is likely to deliberate no less than

everyone else, and the believer of free will is unlikely to act as thoughh#lefs,
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desires and conduct are utterly random and defy causal explanations. By cdtrast, t
choice between and/or ranking among norms bear directly on how individuals and
societies ought to conduct themselves or organize their affairs. Unless ienedtat

two or more norms are capable of coming into conflict in practice, one would unlikely
feel it necessary to face what to them would be the counterfactual question of how
potential conflicts might be adjudicated. Falsely believing in compatijltherefore,
would preempt a judgment precisely where one is critically needed. Sugie faikans
that to the extent a set of institutions, policies and cultural and moral norms aenilyhe
biased in favor of any one member of the incompatible set, the other(s) must be
compromised. And if and when it is the lesser value that is privileged by the status quo,
the greater value necessarily ends up being sacrificed.

Such, in fact, is precisely the situation with the imperative of economic lgrowt
and that of environmental sustainability. Even though environmental sustainabiéity, as
overarching principle of environmental justice, is the greater of the two gedalsve to
which economic growth is a mere means, prevailing institutions, policies, anchtult
and moral norms in most contemporary societies pervert our normative priandese
geared primarily towards encouraging material production and economic growth. Ga
on the environmental sustainability front are, under those conditions, left to chance,
which are necessarily poor. And one would have no reason to wish and still less to try to
challenge the status quo so as to correct this inherent bias against the greateregsod unl
one was convinced of the delusional nature of compatibilism, and felt compelled to
choose in ways consistent with our nominal normative priority. There is simply no

underestimating, therefore, the practical difference one’s stance on tpattwnlity
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guestion would make to how she thinks about how economic institutions and policies
ought to be designed and economic life organized more generally speaking.

Two concepts feature centrally in the compatibility debate: “posgibditd
“constraint”. It would be helpful, | believe, to begin by getting clear omtbaning of
these terms, familiar they may seem. Consider “possibility” first. Thedsoohwhat is
possible, of what can be the case, are defined by whatever we would identifg asrla
rules, or principles. There are different kinds of laws, rules, and principles.W$efla
physics define what is physically possible; positive laws define whaja#iygossible;
rules of logic define what is logically possible, the moral law defines ishmorally
possible, and, the laws of the market define what is possible in a market condition, and so
forth. The meaning of statements such as “X is possible” and “you cannot do X” depends
on the context; it depends on the type of law relevant to the issue at hand. What is
possible in one sense, according to one law may not be in some other sense according to
some different law. So one’s stance on the question of whether the earth can support
unlimited economic growth importantly depends on one’s view about the relation
between the laws that govern the economy and those that govern the natural emtjronme
or, to another way, what is possible according to one set of laws and what is possible
according to another. It would seem to be logically possible for one to believkehat
laws that govern the behavior of the human economy are somehow independent of, and
not themselves bound by the laws governing the planetary environment. | belsefeer it
to attribute this belief to most proponents of compatibilism, even though some have

expressed it more explicitly and with greater rhetorical flare thagrsit
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For example, one writer has alleged to have identified a “materidlestyfg
which to him refers to “the illusion that resource and capital are essetttialys, which
can run out, rather than products of human will and imagination which in freedom are
inexhaustible ** The writer calls this “one of the oldest of economic delusions”, and that
it is premised on a category mistake. “Because economies are goverheddiy ' he
contends, “they reflect not the laws of maftebut thelaws of mindemphasis mine)**°
The assumption is that the “laws of matter” somehow do not constrain the mind insofar
as the latter is governed by separate “laws of mind”. To assesssinns®DN, we must
first know what exactly a constraint is or how to properly apply the concept. This
naturally leads us to the closely related questions about what it means to overcome a
constraint. And if a constraint can be overcome, and has been, is it (still) a cohstraint
Wilfred Beckerman, for example, has mocked the very idea of calling reneovabl
constraints constraint§’ The obvious error in such thinking is that the very concept of
overcoming presupposes that of constraint. Moreover, a removable constraint is not the
same as a removed constraint, for until a constraint has in fact been overcome, it
constrains, assuming, again, we have a reasonably good sense of what it means for a
constraint to be removed. This distinction is another one that is dismissed byrBatcke
who claims that we will never run out of resources becangthingis potentiallya form
of resource (since anything can potentially be rendered useful for human purpabes), a

we will never run out of things with such potentiff¥But this argument obviously relies

1% George Gilderyealth and PovertfNew York: Basic Books, 1981), 232.

195 Here Gilder is referring to the laws of thermodyries, which he discusses on a previous page.
% Gjlder, 1982, 263.

197 wilfred BeckermanSmall is Stupid: Blowing the Whistle on the Gregrmndon: Duckworth
Publishers, 1995).

1% Beckerman, 1995.
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on a sleight of hand that blurs the line between possibility or potentiality, pribjadmid
actuality or reality.

An adequate definition of the notion of constraint, therefore, must capture these
considerations. One that meets this requirement is given by Sanjay Redaulglracto
which “[a] constraint faced by an agent is a feature of the world that can abjsba
judged to have the property that the agent cannot chamgfeatut substantial cost or
difficulty, if at all (emphasis mine)*® On this definition, not only are constraints a
ubiquitous fact of life, indeed, they must include any fact at all the alteraitiwhich
entails costs of any significance to an agent. This means, of course, thattorevany
one constraint at least one other kind of resource than what is the subject of thentonstra
must be available to an agent, and in sufficient amount. Moreover, it sugge#te that
concept of constraint is inherently context-relative: how greatly sorhedastrains a
particular agent depends on her specific capacities, and aspirations, ahesrtgings.
The disagreement between compatibilists and incompatibilists would be, acgnding
more appropriately characterized as about whether the facts that needinl@dge for
economic growth to continue indefinitely can in fact be changed in a way thattis w
the expected benefits than it would be about whether there are facts about the
environment thatould constrain economic growth. The latter question is trivial, the first
IS not.

Generally speaking, compatibilists appeal to the power of two “laws of mind”

through which constraints on economic growth imposed by the “laws of matterécan b

overcome. The first is human ingenuity in the areas of technology and engintezing

199 sanjay Reddy, “Apparent Constraints in Normatieagoning,” inCurrent Debates in Global Justice
eds. Gillian Brock and Darrell Meollendorf (DordhecThe Netherlands; Norwell, MA Springer 2004),
120.
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other is the power of the market system as a behavior coordination mechanign. Whi
there are some obvious connections between the power of technology and that of the
market, they are nonetheless not the same. It would be important to keep the arguments
for each separate if we want to evaluate them properly. As | hope will bemiovious

shortly, while the arguments about technology really are pivotal to the compatibil
guestion itself, and that arguments about the market system are in fact ighexetrall

with regard to that question. This latter fact tends to be overlooked in part owing to the
contingent fact that compatibilists are also likely to be staunch defendersnodutket

system who are either skeptical about or hostile to governmental involvement the
economy. But the impression this constant conjunction creates, that the market somehow
constitutes a mechanism that can render compatibilism true, is nedllysson. | will

take up the issue of technology first, and defer the discussion about the market to 5.6.

5.2 IPAT

To understand if technology can help reconcile any potential conflicts between
economic growth and environmental sustainability, we could do worse than first
determining just what role technology is supposed to play in the economy and where it
stands relative to other factors that have implications for anthropogenic eneirahm
impact. As with many concepts, “technology” is easier to use than to defideriEke
Ferre has defined technology as “practical implementations of intelégetcThis
elegant definition encapsulates what | believe are the necessary anidrgucbnditions

for the application of the concept, of which there are three: that it is based on &mpiric

19 Frederick FerrePhilosophy of Technology, Georgia University Préd95 (originally published by
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1988), 26.
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(though not necessarily modern scientific) understanding, that it is embodied, ahd that
is used as an instrument for some productive (broadly construed) end. Technology, on
this definition, is essentially a tool, the exosomatic extension of our biologicaisirg

used to augment the productivity of human labor, with respect, specificallyp to tw
different kinds of products: useful goods, and useless wastes.

A role must be defined by reference to a set of relations. The role of techiolog
determining an economy’s environmental impact is captured by what is now widely
known as the ‘I=PAT’ formula. In 1971, Paul Ehrlich and John Holdren jointly
formulated what they call a “theorem” (supposedly demonstrably true) thairfsito
capture the factors determining the aggregate environmental impact pdpuigtion.

The theorem read as: | = P.F, where “I” is (aggregate) environmentattifopa

population), “P” is the size of the population and “F” is environmental impact per
head"? A few years later, this original formulation was modified, in part in respanse t
criticisms by Barry Commoner, to represent explicitly the two factaeséning F,

namely, consumption level of economic output, and the environmental impact per unit of
economic output consumetf. The revised theorem reads: | = P.C.T, where C is the
number of units of economic output consumed per head and T is environmental impact
per unit of economic output, as determined by the productive technology used. That
formula eventually permutated into its current form: | = P.A.T, where A is/algunt to

C, and stands for the measure of affluence, of which units of economic output consumed

per capita is, by definition, the direct measure.

1 \wolfgang Sterrer, “Human Economics: A Non-humarspective,”"Ecological Economigsno. 7, 1993,
184.

12paul R. Ehrlich and John P. Holdren, “Impact op#ation Growth,”ScienceVol. 171 (26 March),
1212-17.

13 Barry CommonerThe Closing Circle: Nature, Man, and Technoldtjew York: Knopf, 1971).
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To understand the place of the IPAT equation in our understanding of
environmental issues, it is of paramount importance to be clear about the padwise n
or status of the equation, about what it does and does not do. The relationship captured by
the equation, as is originally intended, is “mathematical identity”; and it igfdne,
“true by definition.™!* It serves the purpose of computation of quantity, and in that
respect, it is on a par with an equation that says that the number of calories omeesons
daily is a function of the amount of food and drink one takes in and the number of
calories per unit of intake. What the equation does not do is represent causal connections
among events, since none of I, P, A or T are events. They are standing condlitions. |
makes no sense to ask the question, the type of which is routinely asked in discussions of
causation, whether | would have occurred had either P, or A, or T not. Since, as a
mathematical identity, the IPAT is necessarily true, meaninghidisms of the equation
must be, and often has been, based on grounds other than its truth value. For example, it
has been criticized for being too simple and incompfétBut these complaints are at
best frivolous and at worst ill-conceived. They tend to confuse and conflate three
different things: theorems, theories, and the use of theorems.

Theorems, as symbolic representations of the world, by definition simplify what
they purport to represent. But theorems are not by themselves theories, and only a
constitutive, albeit often important, element in them. Certainly any serionsy thieout
anything at all cannot contain a single theorem and nothing else. Whileraoyss

theory of the relationship between the environment and the economy must saly a gre

114 James Gustave Spefked Sky at Morning: America and the Crisis of theb@l Environmen{New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2004), 120.

15 paul EkinsEnvironmental Sustainability and Economic GrowtheTProspects for Green Growth
(London: Routledge, 2000).
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deal more than IPAT, no theory about this subject has any credibility if it did hadénc

it. Moreover, any theorem or theory, just like any other kind of tool, can be put to better
or worse uses by different individuals. Little is gained by confusing tesssent of

how wisely or unwisely an agent makes use of a tool with the assessment of tiyeofjuali
the tool itself. To accuse the “I = P.A.T” equation of being too simple and incomplete is
akin to accusing “E = nftof being too simple and incomplete.

It seems to me that the charges of simplicity and incompleteness, favehat
rhetorical force they may pack, really reveals a deeper failure to usnitbie basic
distinction between mathematical relations and causal or empirical onego)Recady,
this is a failure from which even some of those who overtly acknowledge IPfiUs s
as a mathematical identity suffer. James Gustave Speth, just quoted, fplegxadams,
seemingly innocuously, that “the fact that [the equation] must be true and the fact that
is handy and revealing, have led some analysts to rely on it to excess. Sosasitvee
want to ask what it obscures as well as what it reveals. It tells a phet stiory, but not
the whole story™*® It is not immediately obvious what it means to rely on the equation
“to excess”, so it is hard to ascertain, on the basis of this statement, justevhature
of the problem may be. But never mind. As for the rest of this comment, it is
unobjectionable, but not particularly interesting. The same, after all, cardbebsait “E
= mc. What is not so innocuous though is what Speth says next:

“Let us begin with the three IPAT drivers: (i) population, (2) affluencd,(@h
technology. We will round out the picture by adding to this list: (4) poverty; (5) market
failure, (6) policy and political failure, and (7) the scale and rate of edorgrowth.

And at an even deeper level we will look at (8) the nature of our economic syste®) and (

18 gpeth, 2004, 120.
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our culture and its values...[and] (10) the forces loosed upon the world by the
globalization of the economy?”

What Speth says here belies his own explicit acknowledgement that IPAT is an
equation (or, as Ehrlich and Holdren originally conceived of it, a theorem). #idypa
category mistake to suggest that population, affluence and technology, within thé contex
of the equation, are somehow items on some “list” of things that would not be complete
until more items are added. This equat@sman equationneeds no “rounding out”. It is
not that items (4) to (10) do not matter — quite the contrary — but they are not on a par
with P, A, or T. They name social forces (which are things that comfortablygoelon
neither the “event” nor the “standing condition’ category) that influence, and yheegb
explain, the value of P, A and T for particular societies at particular times.

Moreover, the forces here named do not even stand on a par with one another, that
is, amongthemselves. Surely, poverty (item 4), is at once, though in different ways, and
on different levels (see below) attributable to market failure (item Sgypahd political
failure (item 6), the scale and rate of economic growth (item 7), the nature of our
economic system (item 8), our culture and its values (item 9) and the forces lpose
the world by the globalization of the economy (item 10). Just as surely, item Hfis its
importantly caused by item 9. The confusion multiplies on its own. To be fair, Speth does
say that items (8) through (10) name forces that lie at “an even deeperhewvel” t
presumably (4) through (7). We can understand this to mean that (8) through (10)
causally determine or influence (4) through (7). This would indeed, at a first gtmere
to be on the right track, until we realize that if we are to allow this intatpyef then we

must further differentiate amount (8) through (10). Isn’t it the case thag ikl

17 gpeth, 2004, 120.
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analysis, it is our culture and its values (item 9) that ultimately deterour economic
system, our social institutions (item 8) and the general contours of human fitstory
10)?

But notice that unlike P, or A, or T, none of the factors named in (4) through (10)
is the sort of thing that lends itself to precise quantification or measurement, aodes
of them can have any place in anything like a theorem. Items (4) through (106¢ttwsS
“list” rightly remind us that when it comes to understanding the relationshigebatw
society and the natural environment, science is necessary but not sufficiehgtame t
ought to guard against either reductionism or determinism. While thisdemgwell-
intentioned and sound as far as it goes, Speth’s formulation of it is misleadiray msof
it runs roughshod over basic logical distinctions. Such a misconception has contributed
more than its fair share towards the persistence of confusion, the plenitudetad@lati

and the slowness of genuine progress in environmental discotirse.

5.3  The population issue
Compatibilists and incompatibilists are agreed that population growth rate shoul
be checked. Systematic treatment of the issue of population growth is usualliylieak

to the British economist Thomas Malthus, who, in his 1798 anonymous treatise, “An

181 “A Reply to My Critics” Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethjdso. 20, 2007, 387-405),
Bryan G. Norton answers the charge that, at 60@gdus boolSustainability: A Philosophy of Ecosystem
Management(University Of Chicago Press, 2005), the subjéet special issue in that journal, is not just
too big, but that it is really two or three diffatdbooks indecently yoked together. He writes: fote this
book because every time | gave a lecture on sopecasf the argument for a new approach to valnatio
and management, | heard the same thing: you aresgidg some part of the sustainability puzzle,
someone would say, but you haven't dealt with..." #red/ acted unconvinced, because they didn't see
how my proposal added up to a complete re-thinkiflgow we evaluate human driven environmental
changes.” (388) What Norton is describing is anothanifestation of the very problem | allude toéner
“Completeness” can be judged either horizontallyentically. IPAT is horizontally complete in thersse
that it leaves nothing out in terms of quantitatiagiable on which the value of | computationalgpends,
but it is certainly not vertically complete sincach of P, A and T is dependent on many other factor
which do not show up in the equation.
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Essay on the Principle of Population as It Affects the Future Improvem8&otcaty”
argued that the exponential increase in population is bound, if unchecked, to outstrip the
land’s capacity to produce enough food to feed it. The basic principle that when demand
of food exceeds supply, such as would take place under the condition of exponential
population growth coupled with arithmetical growth of agricultural yield, foatcsty
makes for social misery, is absolutely unassailable because it is agguiMoen there
is little to go around for all, each gets but a little, and the more there iss$hedleh gets.
The only way to dispute this claim is if one has altogether failed to understand its
meaning. It follows necessarily from this principle that if a society esvoid the
continuation or the intensification of poverty, it must either check population growth or
increase agricultural yield, or botf?

Pessimistic about the prospect for increasing agricultural productivityhhda
argued for population control. Here, he made various controversial assumptiondiabout t
forces that can or cannot be counted on to curb fertility rates. For examplsyheeds
controversially, that only the well-educated are capable of voluntary birth control, and
that the poor must be compelled by circumstances to perform it. This wasithefbas
Malthus’s opposition to welfare benefits for the poor (by means of the English Poor
Laws), which he thought would not only give them the disincentive to work but also give
them no reason to restrain themselves with respect to procreation. Recentaghdancogr
studies have shown the complexity of voluntary birth control, proving the simplistic

nature of Malthus’s conclusions about the exact mechanisms needed to achieve this end.

19 Malthus’s tacit assumption is that per capita desirfar food, which is a basic necessity rather than
mere want, is relatively inelastic compared withttfor other types of goods. Therefore, deliberate
restriction in that regard would be superfluous.
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However, what such findings do not show is that Malthus was wrong either about the
need for population control or about the fact that public policies do matter.

Two strands of technological optimism must be distinguished from each other. On
one, it is based on a general confidence in the intellectual and practicatieajudc
humanity. This is by far the more commonly held view among technological agtimis
The other strand is now largely marginalized but it has historically helg gveantends
that population growth must be encouraged, or at least not discouraged, because it
facilitates technological advancement. On this view, people are not a liabditway
Malthus and Neo-Malthusians conceived of them, but rather an asset priasrily
specimen ohuman resourcedMore people mean greater pool of intelligence and the
wisdom from which solutions to humanity’s problems, including the problem of limits to
agricultural productivity will emerg&® The business management expert Julian Simon is
one of the best-known advocates of this viéliThe argument exaggerates half a truth,
and is vitiated by what it gets wrong. Minds do not exist in disembodied form but are
attached to bodies to form composite beings that must be fed, clothed, sheltereddeducate
and otherwise cared for — all of which require the consumption of environmental
resources. Moreover, good ideas are few and far between but everybody consumes
resources, and ultimately, even the best of ideas cannot accomplish the feat of
transcending the laws of nature. Dubious in theory, the people power theory has had
disastrous consequences in practice. Mao Zedong, the founding father of modern China

was a devout believer. He quashed critics and put in place policies that encoypabed ra

120 30hn R. Week$2opulation: An Introduction to Concepts and Issi@sedition (Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth/Thomas Learning, 2002), 95.
121 julian SimonThe Ultimate Resoura@rinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1981),
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population growth, policies to which many attribute China’s unmanageable population
size.

Not only does the debate between compatibilists and incompatibilists about
technology assume that population growth steuldbe checked, it also largely assumes
that world population will eventually stabilize, and may even decline, albeitgsenua
as soon as we would like. What divides the two sides, then, is the question of whether,
assuming any particular scenario of the long-term trajectory of ihdkxgical
improvement can offset the growth in per capita economic consumption and keep the
aggregate environmental impact of the population safely within ecologically

sustainability limits.

54 Technological Optimism: the Inductive Argument

Let me begin this section with a few additional clarifications of what hat
concerned with here. First, | am not concerned in this discussion with whethewl ey
as such, pre-modern, modern or any other variety, is good or bad. | am not concerned, not
directly anyway, with the arguments of antitechnologists such as Mairtiedtger and
Jacques Ellul and the ordinary Luddite. Moral objections to the “technol@gprédri”,
that is, the “machine way of thinking”, whose essence is the readiness, willirrgress
preparedness to “put exact science to U&efoes not by itself commit one one way or
another on the question of whether technology could not accomplish the feat of
overcoming constraints imposed by nature. Nothing is gained by conflatieg thes

arguments. Secondly, the current debate is not about the virtues and vices, especially

122 Frederick FerrePhilosophy of Technologyeorgia University Press, 1995; originally pubéig by
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1988), ch. 5.
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from the environmental point of view, of modern sciences and the materialistic otitlook i
presupposes. | already answered in chapter 3 some of the unsubstantiatesladergst
modern science in relation to the questions of the nature of value and the value of nature.
Knowledge is by itself practically inert. In fact, by extension, technpoi®@lso neither
intrinsically harmful nor intrinsically beneficial. Human agents alaeepaaiseworthy or
blameworthy for putting knowledge and technology to this or that use, for this or that
purpose, based on this or that motive. When people vandalize the natural environment by
abusing science and technology, our moral indignation is misdirected if we ldemees

and technology, who are themselves collateral damage, for the crime.

What | am concerned with is the role technology plays in the phenomenon
sometimes referred to as “ecological modernization”, another name fgréeming” of
industry. One writer characterizes “ecological modernization” dgdiacing technology
to achieve ecologically appropriate technological systems, designed to astedamd
pollution by dramatically reducing the total use of energy and materiatyary in the
form of hazardous substancé&This kind of language is sufficiently loose and vague,
such that it lacks empirical import. Contrary to what is implied, completéenation of
waste and pollution from economic production and consumption is a physical
impossibility, and whether and by how much any particular improvement (or
“improvement”) in technology can reduce the aggregate use of energy amdimate

depends on changes in the number of units of output. Technology can reduce, up to a

123 Douglas Torgersori,he Promise of Green Politics: Environmentalism #melPublic SpheréDurham
and London: Duke University Press, 1999), 144. ddwcept is widely accepted and used. See, for
example, Robyn Eckersleyhe Green State: Rethinking Democracy and Sovdsgi@@ambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 2004); Andrew Dobso@reen Political Thought?" ed. (London: Routledge, 1995). Dobson
cites A. Weale’'sThe New Politics of PollutioManchester University Press, 1992),that discudseglea
at length. The term “ecological modernizers” isdias if its significance is beyond doubt. Who is an
ecological modernizer exactly?
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point, the total environmental impgmr unit of economic outpubut this reduction can

of course be cancelled out by increase — assuming constant populatiomsize level

of per capita consumption of economic output. Yet it is precisely the expressedrgoal (
one of them) of the imperative of unlimited economic growth to increase, withots, limi
per capita consumption of economic output. Environmental sustainability is not, in the
final analysis, about environmental impact per unit of economic output, but society’s
aggregate ecological impact. It is straightforwardly fallaciousfer what must be true

of the role of technology in the second from what might be true of it in the first.

The tension between unit measure and aggregate measure is a pervasive
phenomenon that manifests itself in relation to all different kinds of subjectrsnatte
Reduction in unit measure, when not accompanied by restriction on increase in number of
units, can never lead to reduction in aggregate measure. In fact, it has been obgerved tha
reduction in unit measure in terms of whatever substance under consideration can often
spur increases in the total number of units consumed, leading to increases ir the tota
consumption of the substance in question. The phenomenon, sometimes referred to as the
rebound effect, is a familiar one. Most of us know from personal experience thadwe te
to eat more cookies if we know they are low-fat, which can result in greategatggfat
and/or calorie intake. When their cars are more fuel-efficient, people teindechem
more than they would less fuel-efficient ones, which sometimes cancels out tigehte
environmental benefits of the greater fuel-efficiency. We ignore the peenasis of the
rebound effect in all areas of individual and social life at our own peril. As the bisethici
Daniel Callahan has noted, “[I]t is typically the case that...as the price pef tiné use

of technology drops, the population of potential users of the technology increases. That
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has been the story of the VCR, the microwave oven, and the personal computer, to take
some obvious examples in our personal lives, and the phenomenon is equally pervasive in
healthcare. The desire to expand the overall market for a medical techrsotogy i

powerful incentive to reduce unit costs... It should hardly astonish us then that there is
simply no evidence, in this or any other society, that a widespread and diligent use of
technology brings down costs in general, even if it brings some discretekateds

savings here and ther®* The same principle applies equally well to the trends in the
aggregate environmental impact of the economy.

Why, then, aside from confusion or ignorance about these well-established laws
of human behavior, would anyone believe otherwise? There are three ways ttamadders
the epistemic status of the belief about the power of technology to keep an ever-
expanding global industrial economy ecologically benign and sustainable. Weatah t
either as a metaphysical claim or as an empirical one, or as some kindidf hyb
Metaphysical claims are priori, not unlike faith, and require no empirical support, but
this is not the case, of course, for empirical ones. | do not address the issue of the
epistemic justifiability of the metaphysical belief in the power of teclgywlimdeed, the
line between such a belief and hubris is a fine one. If economics is to haveaedipect
as an academic discipline, faith should have no place in it. Thus | will treat ithettcdd
there are no environmental constraints to economic growth as a syatpesteriorj
that is, a claim that is in principfalsifiable, the way | believe it ought to be treated, and
examine whether it meets the demands of both science and logic. Specificadythei

claim is (1) about the future and (2) about facts arguably not directly observahte, it c

124 Daniel Callahanyhat Kind of Life: A Challenging Exploration of tB®al of MedicingNew York,
NY: Touchstone, 1990), 89-90.
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only be defended through inference of one kind or another. In this section, | discuss the
weaknesses of the standarductive inferencabout thduture trajectory of technology

on the basis of its track record. In the next section, | will consider the questitretbien

we might be able to deduce both the powers and the limitations of technology — though
mostly the latter — on the basis of the relevant laws of nature.

The basic structure of the inductive argument tends to be transparent. It contends
that since technology has repeatedly worked in the past in bursting the bounds of nature,
it will continue to do so in the future. Mark Sagoff's argument offers a good example
According to Sagoff, whose argument about preference and environmental valuation |
discussed in the previous two chapters, “[i]t is simply wrong to believe thatrssts
physical limits to economic growtH?® He identifies three “misconceptions” about this
issue: (1) that we are running out of raw materials, (2) we are running out of food and
timber; and (3) we are running out of energy. He cites as his evidence sampkds of pa
technological achievements that expanded the economy’s resource base through eithe
substitution or efficiency improvemettf And he cites likeminded economists and, by
way of them, such dubiously neutral sources as a report prepared by the U®~00ffic
Technology Assessment.

Even leaving aside the obvious problem of question-beggingly citing economists
who are similarly upbeat (which most of today’s economists are) about the prospect of
technological solution to all environmental problems, and favorable projections, this

argument has little to recommend it. The strength of an inductive argument trathefe

125 Mark Sagoff, “Can Technology Make the World SafeDevelopment?”, iGlobal Sustainable
Development in the 21sth Centuegls. Keekok Lee, et al (Edinburgh: Edinburgh drsity Press, 2000),
117.

126 5agoff, 2000, 117-126.
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future based on the past depends on (at least) two things: (1) the quality of the
information about the past, (2) the validity of the principle on the basis of which the
future is held to be relevantly similar to the past. When either (1) or (2) is weak, t
conclusion is poorly supported. But this is exactly the case with Sagoftimarg.
While none of the technological achievements that Sagoff cites is faatuatigken,
absent in Sagoff's argument is any mention of a parallel history of theoemental
devastations wrought by technology. Time and again technology has proven to be a
double-edged sword, both of whose edges being equally sharp. As often as not, it “bites
back” at us with unintended and undesirable and serious and sometimes irreversible,
consequence$! Some have called this phenomenon “the paradox of technological
development*?® Sagoff is, therefore, blatantly biased in his selection of evidence about
technology in favor of his preconceived conclusion.

“Against false premises and unsound reasoning,” John Stuart Mill wrote, “a good
mental discipline may effectually secure us; but against the dangeerdoking
something, neither strength of understanding nor intellectual cultivation can behaore t
a very imperfect protection®® An inductive argument about societies’ future experience
with technology that patently misrepresents their past experience fadisildy. What
is at stake, it bears repeating, is not whether technology in the future wilkssohee
problems, the way it has in the past — that is not much in doubt — but whether it will not

create more problems than it can solve (which it cannot indubitably said to have done in

127 Edward TennelWhy Things Bite Back: Technology and the Revengmiotended Consequences
(Vintage, 1997).

128 paul E. Gray, “The Paradox of Technological Depeient,” in Technology and Environment, edited by
Jesse H. Ausubel and Hedy E. Saldovich, Washindga@n,National Academy Press, 1989, 192.

129 3ohn Stuart Mill, “On the Definition and Method Pblitical Economy,” irPhilosophy of Economics:

An Anthologyedited by Daniel Hausmar“2dition (Cambridge University Press, 1994), 66.
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the past) and allow economic expansion to continue without at the same timeigcreas
the chances of wholesale ecological collapse. When we do correct the dmpparnaige
of the argument, we have at least as much reason to despair as we do to be sanguine
about the reliability of technology.

But even then it still needs asking in what sense the future is like the past, not
generally speaking but specifically, with respect to technologicahantation of
humanity’s extractive, productive and waste management capacities? ishgefon a
linear model of the universe where each technological breakthrough is treatadfas a s
contained instance exemplary of a pattern, rather than as a constitutivEgprocess
that leads to changes in the background ecological conditions. This model makes no
provision for the law of unintended and unpredictable and uncertain consequences, and is
particularly unsuitable for the inductive purpose at hand. The planetary environmaent is
complex system, which is defined as “a network of many components, whose aggregat
behavior is both due to, and gives rise to multiple-scale structural and dynamiespatter
which are not inferable from a system description that spans only a narrow window of
resolution.**® Generally speaking, complexity poses epistemological challengessThis i
true of systems of vastly different scales or nature. One celebritygaoomplex systems
is the weather system, an area in which chaos theory has seen maunlydjppiiCations.
Computer networks are another example. The escalating level of complekigsef
networks is increasingly being blamed for mishaps that are practicallgdicable. As

two leading experts on computing noted regarding large scale computer break-downs

130 Raphaél Proulx, “Ecological Complexity for UnifgjriEcological Theory Across Scales: A Field
Ecologist’'s PerspectiveEcological ComplexityVol. 4, Issue 3, Sept 2007, 85-92.

132



“The threat is complexity itself”, and “[t]hings break, complex things breaknmpbex
ways.™3!

The human economy, of which technological application is an integral part, is a
sub-system relative to the earth’s ecosphere, which is a complemsisteuch a
relationship, there are serious “limitations of decision on the level and combination of
inputs in [the] sub-system as a means of controlling the general systanithin the
ecosphere local events can have far-reaching, both temporal and spatial, consequence
that we simply would not be epistemically equipped to predict. This means that the
argument for technological optimism is based as much on ignorance, and ignorance of
ignorance, as on knowledge, or knowledge of knowledge. Ignorance is bad, but ignorance
of one’s ignorance is worse. While a technological skeptic and a technologicakbptimi
may be indistinguishable with respect to their first order ignorance, thegqmapany at
the second-order. While the skeptic counsels caution based on his knowledge of his

ignorance, the confidence of the optimist, by contrast, is based on his ignorance of his

ignorance. Such confidence inspires confidence only in the equally ignorant.

5.5  Technological Optimism: the Deductive Counter-Argument

The weakness of the kind of inductive argument adduced by Sagoff for
technological optimism does not entail that the conclusion is false, only that it does not
follow from certain premises. In this section, | will buttress my arguragainst

technological optimism by deducing its falsehood from the mother of all lanatwfe,

131 John Schwartz, “Who Needs Hackers,” Mew York TimesSeptember 12, 2007.

132 Charles Perringghe Environment and the Economy: A Theoretical fssethe Interdependence of
Economic and Environmental Systef@ambridge [Cambridgeshire]; New York : Cambridgversity
Press), 1987.
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as if were, namely, the laws of thermodynamics. Thermodynamics is theostiingy
behavior of matter and energy. There are four laws in all, though the first two are the
most relevant for our purpose here. The First Law is the law of the conservation of
energy. It states that energy can neither be created nor destroyed)yt‘isansferred
from one body or system or part of the universe to another”. The notion of “energy” is
used here in a sense different from the sense in which we ordinarily use that.conce
While in our everyday discourse, we mean by “energy” what is immedizefyl to do
work, in thermodynamics the notion refers also to “potential energy”. So while we do,
casually speaking, “consume” and “spend” energy, from the point of view
thermodynamics, we cannot do either since energy is essentially urndiéstr What we
can, and do do is to transform it from more to less useful forms. Now the First Law, like
(most) other laws of science, “do[es] not distinguish between the forward the backwa
direction of time.*** In other words, it is timeless and in itself would tell us nothing
about whether within any thermodynamic system there is a necessam pathe

change in the ratio of useful form of energy to useless form of energy. This idgutovi
by the Second Law, which states that in a closed thermodynamic systdmel(seg the
amount of useful energy must continue to increase. This law is sometimes ttedled “
entropy law”, which states that entropy, which is a measure of energgldgdir doing
work (defined in physics as the capacity to dislocate objects of certaironessertain
time period) must increase a thermodynamically closed systdiris a distinction of the

Second Law that it “distinguishes the past from the future, giving a dinesftiome.”*

133 Stephen W. Hawking Brief History of Time: From the Big Bang to thia& Holes(Bantam Books,
1998), 152.
**Hawkins, 1998 145.
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While the Second Law is not in principle inviolable; it is so extremely unlilelyt to
be violated that for all practical purposes, it holds necessatily.

The Second Law rules out the very phenomena of renewal and cyclicatity,
only at the global scale and within a thermodynamically closed s\(steas it is
sometimes called, an “isolated” system). In such a system, entrofgaseceventually
leads to uniform temperature throughout the entire system, a “heat dea#té, ia st
which the system contains no more available (or “free”) energy usefubifoy dork.
Strictly speaking ,the universe as a whole is the only system that does rgg enga
material or energy exchange with its surroundings, because there is nothidg olits
Therefore, everything else, including planet earth, is a sub-systameaétathe universe,
and is, for that reason, thermodynamically open. The loss of useable energytwstbim i
can be compensated for with net energy input from exogenous sources. Life os earth i
both essentially and ultimately sustained by the constant energy incomartae pl
receives in the form of solar radiatibi.Each living organism, such as an individual
human being, and collections thereof, such as a society, is of course also a
thermodynamically open system in its own right. They are continuallygeagin
material and energy exchange with their environmental surroundings. If suchnan ope
system behaves in ways that perturbs the materials and energy balanea litseifeand
its environment, either choking off supply of material and energy or building up waste
directly harmful to itself, or both, its survival is immediately jeoparmdlize

This is the general background against which the power and the limits of modern

industrial technologies must be understood. What we can show, on the basis of these two

135 Stanley W. AngristDrder and Chaos: Laws of Energy and Entrolew York: Penguin Books, 1967.
136 Robert W. Christophersofieosystems: An Introduction to Physical Geogragffiedition (Macmillan
Publishing Company, Inc., 1994), 586.
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laws, and given certain reasonable assumptions of the future trajectory ottipopula
change, is that even if it is technically and theoretically possible to contirxg@and the
scale of the human economy, practically speaking, it will become increasosily to
try to do so, in not only monetary but also other terms, such as risks to human health.
And the cost will eventually become too great to be worth the benefits. | will difoeis
role technology plays in three areas of human impact on the environment: (1) human
consumption of renewable resources, which consist primarily of biomass but alsizincl
such resources as fresh water and clean air; (2) human consumption of non-renewable
resources such as fossil fuels and minerals and (2) deposit of waste into therecosphe
Renewability is the mark of organic entities. It does not, however, negssar
shield the resource in question from exhaustion, for when the rate of extractiedsexce
the rate of replenishment, it is possible for a renewable resource to run out for al
practical purposes. According to the oft-quoted figures worked out by Peter Vitglsek,
humanity already appropriates the earth’s biomass at a rate thatdads its natural
rates of renewal. Human cultivation must be resorted to in order to keep supply up with
demand. This essentially involves manipulation of the productive and collection factors
of organic species: medium (water, soil), feed or fertilizer, harvestatgads, etc. Let
us use agriculture as an example. For much of its history, agriculture was |lahsivat
and technologically primitive. Human control over agricultural yield wasively
limited because we had little control over those factors - weather, waikatality, soil
guality, the genetic make-up of the crops, and pest — on which it depended. While

technology and farming practices continued to improve through the course of,history

137p. M. Vitousek, P. R. Ehrlich, A. R. Ehrlich, P. Watson, “Human Appropriation of the Products of
Photosynthesis,BioScienceno. 36, 1986, 368-73.
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was not until the Green Revolution when agriculture was fully industrialized, begomi

an energy-intensive, highly mechanized, and technologically advanced endeavor.
Through aggressive manipulation and control of water supply, the nutrient profile of the
soil, greenhouse technologies, genetic modification and pest exterminatiompmode
industrial agricultures is vastly more productive than had ever beensihéndaistory,
encouraging many to dismiss Malthus.

But industrial agriculture ravages the environment. Its achievements
notwithstanding, the Green Revolution of the 1960s and the 1970s, also left behind an
atrocious environmental legaty? These include ground water pollution, soil erosion,
aquifer depletion, loss of genetic diversity, among others. Monoculture, adtayefef
high-yield modern industrial agriculture, is fundamentally unsustaifi&bliedeprives
societies of the margin of safety provided by crop diversity, leaving it ewthviable
backup crops to turn to should serious ailment inflict the variety on which it
disproportionately depend® And as genetic engineering becomes more prevalent, there
are growing concerns about the assorted risks for cross contamination, anéef cour
negative impact on the health of humans, on other species, and on the ecosystem as a
whole. Last but not least, the recent spike in interests in bio-fuel production all but
guarantees to compound the ecological problems agriculture alreadyiriaeding

escalating pressure on dwindling global fresh water supply. As recentsstudiee long-

138 Charles C. Mann, “Future Food: Crop Scientistsk$elNew Revolution,” News FocuSgienceVol.
283. no. 5400, 15 January 1999, 310 — 314.

139 Reem Haijjar, et al, “The Utility of Crop GenetigvBrsity in Maintaining Ecosystem Services,”
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environmekfol. 123, Issue 4, February 2008, 261-270; Mighehltieri.
“The Ecological Role of Biodiversity in Agroecosgsts,” Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environmekl.
74, Issues 1-3, June 1999, 19-31.

140 pan KoeppelBanana: the Fate of the Fruit that Changed the \#diNew York, NY: Hudson Street
Press, 2008). The book provides a rich accourtimfitute vulnerability of crops that can resulbfro
forced genetic homogenization.
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term environmental implications of increased bio-fuel production have revealed: “A
widespread shift toward biofuels could pinch water supplies and worsen water pollution.
In short, an increased reliance on biofuel trades an oil problem for a watempsoH

The bottom line is this: we can stretch the productivity of earth’s biomass
including crop, fish, timber, livestock, and any species of fauna and flora apprdgaat
one use or another — but only within certain naturally imposed limits, the most rigid of
which being the availability of the most basic and necessary sources sblie,
radiation, water, and nutrients. Nor are these factors mutually independené&rtéiespl
endogenous biogeochemical cycles through which carbon, hydrogen, nitrogen,
phosphorus, potassium, magnesium and so forth are replenished and recycled are
themselves dependent on solar radiation, water, and the earth’s atmosphatidal pr
terms, these brute physical, chemical, ecological and biological linply timat the cost
of overcoming them will tend to escalate as human pressure on the environment
increases?? Efforts towards that end will likely succumb to diminishing returns in terms
of economic and social benefits at the margins.

What is true of human demands for renewable resources is also true of human
appropriation of non-renewable resources, such as minerals, metals and various forms
fossil fuels. While non-renewables are, by definition, ultimately depletemhgoals their
use is not discontinued altogether, depletion can be delayed. The economist Partha
Dasgupta lists eight “innovative mechanisms” through which this delay canelotedtf

They fall into two categories: (1) those that involve the introduction of technsltigie

141«Another Biofuels Drawback: The Demand for Irriget,” ScienceVol. 326. No. 5952, 23 October
2009, 516 — 517.

142 Tilman, David, et al. “Forecasting AgriculturalBriven Global Environmental Change,”
ScienceVol. 292. no. 5515, 13 April 2001, 281-284.
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allow the substitution of more for less abundantly available @ lglss easily extractable)
forms of resources, and (2) those that involve the introduction of technologies that
increase the efficiency with which any given form of resource is used. Hoveenke

again, the cost of either is a function of the aggressiveness of the technological
innovations required, which in turn depends how nature must be bent and manipulated to
meet our needs. As the “low-hanging fruits” of non-renewable resouregsvfhat exist

in highly concentrated, and therefore high-grade and easily accessib$g fomout and
societies resort to resources of lesser quality and more restrictegibiite, the

technical challenge and the attendant financial and other social costs involved i
maintaining supply is bound to become more sel/&t@. a world governed by often

rigid intellectual property rights and the imperatives of private profit atidiesd
competitiveness, this inevitably means that the poor will likely have even poosgept

of benefiting from what technologies there are. To the extent technologiozktions

can solve some resource shortage problems, therefore, they may well do so in a way that
perpetuate extant patterns of social and international inequality.

The bottom line, so far as non-renewable forms of resource are concerned, is that
it is anecessary ecological and thermodynamic tithiht “the more a resource is being
depleted, the more energy an organism has to spend harvesting it, to the point where the
net yield approaches zef8® because “the resource transformation process [is] one that

uses energy to upgrade the organization of matter to a more useful*st@iece “large

143 partha Dasgupta “Exhaustible Resourdéie Fragile Environment: The Darwin Lecture Series
(Cambridge University Press, 1991), 119.

144 Sterrer, 186.

145 Matthias Ruth, Cutler j. Cleveland, “Modeling thgnamics of Resource Depletion, Substitution,
Recycling, and Technical Change in Extractive Itides,” in Getting Down to EarthPractical
Applications of Ecological Economioads. Robert Costanza, Olman Segura, and Juambla#lier
(Washington, D.C. : Island Press, 1996), 303.
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amounts of fossil fuels are used to extract minerals and fossil fuels themselv
[clumulative depletion of a metal...increase[s] the energy cost of extracting of
[it].” **° In the other direction, “the increase in the energy cost of [a metal] s éze
cumulative depletion of oil, which in turn increase the energy cost of oil, and $& on.”
What this means is that there is a “positive feedback ...in which the depletionibf foss
fuels and other minerals” — both of which are non-renewable resources — “feed on each
other.”™® Technology cannot circumvent this vicious circle, it only aggravates it. All of
this, of course, serves to highlight the wisdom contained in the definition of the notion of
“constraint” on which my argument against technological optimists.réghat it implies,
as | already noted (p. 117), is that since any act of overcoming requires exygeotit
resource (or entails costs to an agent), there can be no overcoming of any one type of
constraint unless there is at least one other area in which the agent isiladysim
constrained, or constrained to the same degree. Put another way, it takes relati
abundance of one thing to overcome the relative scarcity of something elséorEhere
only local (or select), but not global (or comprehensive), scarcity can beoawer

As acutely urgent a problem with our use of non-renewable resources as their
finite supply and growing scarcity relates to the environmentally delatesdffects of the
waste it generates. The most prominent issue in this connection is anthropogenic globa
warming, where buildup of gasses emitted from the burning of fossil fuel, among other
things, in the atmosphere traps heat, thereby raising the surface temperttarearth.
To be sure, the full scale and the distribution across the globe of the economic ahd soci

consequences of climate change are difficult to predict with precision, baiisher

146 Ruth and Cleveland, 304.
147 Ruth and Cleveland, 304.
148 Ruth and Cleveland, 304.
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considerable agreement among experts that they will probably be catastropia so

for poorer continents, regions, countries and people. But of course, uncertainty itself is a
powerful factor in decision-making. Under some interpretations of the principle of
precaution, it constitutes sufficient reason for choosing, especially in,saxigpposed

to individual, contexts, where risks are dispersed inter- and not intra-personally, to
choose to avoid the worse consequerites.

Aside from efficiency improvement, whose limitations, both technical and
conceptual, have already been discussed (see p. 126), the two main approaches for
dealing with pollution from burning fossil fuel are: (1) shifting away fromifdgsl and
towards alternative sources of energy such as biofuel and nuclear fuel; aapit(?ng
and sequestering the greenhouse gasses emitted from burning fossil fuel so they do not
enter the atmosphere. Recent efforts to divert agricultural output from human and even
livestock consumption to fuel production illustrate the first approach, and we have seen
how it in effect “solves” one environmental problem by creating and worsening othe
The second approach faces insurmountable challenges of its own: not only is 100 percent
carbon capture disallowed by the laws of physics, safe and cheap largeasioate
storage is still firmly in the realm of science fictit!.

Other kinds of pollution problems besides the greenhouse effect of fossil-fuel
burning are also associated with the use of non-renewable forms of natural esource

Petroleum-based products such as plastic are typically non-biodegradablebedome

149 Tim O’Riordan, James Cameron and Andrew JorBamterpreting the Precautionary Principle
London: Cameron May, 2001; Kirstin Shrader-Frech&isk Assessment and Uncertainty Risk
Assessment and UncertaintfpSA: Proceedings of the Biennial Meeting of thdd2oiphy of Science
Association Vol. 1988, Volume Two: Symposia and Invited Pap@88), pp. 504-517. For a contrarian
opinion, see Cass Sunsteihgws of Fear: Beyond the Precautionary Principambridge, UK ; New
York : Cambridge University Press, 2005.

150 Elizabeth Rosenthal, “Europe Turns Back to CoaisiRg Climate FearsThe New York Timegpril
23, 2008.
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environmentally hazardous waste when disposed of. While emission from combustion
fouls the air and changes the climate, non-biodegradable wastes foul tharvddties

soil, and threaten the health of the ecosystems inherent to or dependent on them. Another
example comes from the involvement of heavy metal in industrial processes andfman
their final products, which accounts for the toxicity of many forms of industrcal a

municipal (that is, household) wastes. Like non-biodegradable wastes, toxic wastes
threaten the health of both the natural environment and human beings, directly or
indirectly.

What | have tried to do in this sectiondisducefrom the basic laws of nature
governing the behavior of matter and energynbeessaryruths about the prospect for
indefinitely rising costs of meeting both the challenge of keeping the sopplgterial
and energy resources up with demands and the challenge of keeping in check the
generation of environmentally harmful wastes. As two economists, who happen to be
Nobel prize winners, put it:

“Saving the environment without causing a rise in prices and subsequent
check of production growth is only possible if technology is invented that
is sufficiently clean, reduces the use of space sufficiently, leavesithe s
intact, does not deplete energy and resourcasdis cheaper (or at least

not more expensive) than current technology. This is barely imaginable for
our whole range of current activities... From the above it follows that
saving the environment will certainly check production growth and lead to

lower levels of national incomé®!

151 3. Tinbergen and R. Hueting, “GNP and Market Ricia Population, Technology and Lifestyle: the
Transition to Sustainabilityedited by Robert Goodland, Herman E. Daly andl &erafy (Washington,
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The arguments of the last two sections, set against the background of the IPAT
equation discussed in 5.2, conclusively show that compatibilism is not only unjustified, it
is quite ignorant and stupid. According to the logic that ¥jipuld be logicallyedundant
to impose a sustainability constraint on an economy in pratticere is good reason to
expect technical progress to enable economic growth to continue, with no long-run
constraint from environmental resource depletion and degradation, leaving future
generations better off than today? then, the conclusion we must draw is that, insofar
as compatibilism, undergirded by technological optimism, is false, a “sust@jna
constraint on the economy would in fact need to be deliberately imposed if
sustainability is to stand any realistic chance of being achieved.Jdoyyest what the
nature of this constraint is, how restrictive it needs to be, and the manner in which it is
imposed, and how the burdens it entails are to be shared among contemporaries depend
on the distributive principles. To the question of what these principles are viarwiih

chapter 6, but before |1 do so, we must face the issue of the mguagtly, if also briefly.

5.6  The Role of the Market: Allocation versus Distribution versus Scale
What is the role of the market in relation to short-term economic growth and long-
term environmental sustainability, respectively? Note first that tlasey different
guestion from that of the role of the market in the compatibility debateep&€hs issue
of compatibility is essentially scientificone. It ultimately turns on the question of the

physical possibility of progressively reducing, through technological innovatien, t

DC: Island Press, 1992), 52-62, cited in Paul Ekt®nomic Growth and Environmental Sustainability:
The Prospects for Green Growthondon: Routledge, 1999), 179.

152 John C. V. Pezzey, and Michael A. Toman, “Sustalitg and Its Economic Interpretations,” in

Scarcity and Growth Revisited: Natural Resources tne Environment in the New Millennipyedited by.

R. David Simpson, Michael A. Toman, Robert U. Ayf@gashington, DC: Resources for the Future, 2005).
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ecological impact of material production and consumption per unit, anchdbeéspend
on how society is organized. Of course, some economic systems are more conducive to
technological innovation, and might stretch the environment a bit further, but this does
not mean that under these systems compatibilism is or can be true. Aggressinene
bending the environment for human purposes does not amount to or entail the ability to
abolish limits to such efforts. Indeed, insofar as technological innovation iScu{aart
kind of response to environmental constraints on economic growth, it is logically on a par
with other kinds of responses to the same, including, of course, reigning in society’s
material aspirations. After all, both earning more and spending less ys@fachieving
a fit between income and expenditure. Therefore, genuine agility of an ecasystem
in adjudicating potential conflicts between the environment and the economy remiires
only the disposition to push back the former but also the disposition to restrain the latter
For all the credit the market system can take for the first, however, ibhpsowen
competent in regard to the latter.

Defenders of the market would surely dispute this assessment, and they have long
hailed the market’s singular ability to shape demands in accordance witly asppell
as the other way around. With respect to natural resources, the assurance tben take
form of a statement such as “the world is unlikely taigshing full-speed into the wall
of resource depletion or environmental collapse without warning from the prieensyst
something is going terribly wrong (emphasis min&y'But this hardly inspires
confidence, not in those who know what societies really ought to worry about. First,

protection against crashing full-speed into the wall of resource depletion and

133 Quoted in Mackellar, F. Landis and David E. Hohkaic “Population, Living Standards and
Sustainability: An Economic View,” iBeyond the Numbers: A Reader on Population, Consomand
the Environmentedited by Laurie Ann Mazur, Washington D.C: Isldress, 1994, 83.
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environmental collapse is an excellent thing, but it is not the same as protectist aga
resource depletion and environmental collapse in a less spectacular fashiom o eve
the market is smart and savvy enough for the first, we would presumably exqrecdf

it, that it be wise and fair enough to ease the society into a steaglgabaiomy and to

do so in a way that equitably distributes the benefits and burdens.

Secondly, protection against depletiompafticular forms of resources not the
same as protection against depletion of resources in general, or actossrthet is true
that the market is demonstrably deft in switching societies from ooerpesto another,
and another, and another, yet it has also been largely insensitive to geneitgl thedr
requires checking the overall rate of economic expansion. The prospect afiegcal
water problems as many societies now increasingly try to turn to lsafuerder to be
weaned of dependency on fossil fuel plainly illustrates the market’s nanmgedness
and short-sightedness. Where transformation in values, and wholesale restrodtimng
economic system and the prevailing model of production are needed, it continues to offer
ad hocband-aid solutions.

Markets are institutions. Essentially, they are based on, consist in or Gierwi
involve voluntary exchange. Through such exchange, information about the supply and
demand of particular things of value is communicated among individuals, which in turn
shapes their respective incentive (and disincentive) for production and consumption.
Systems of voluntary exchange come in different kinds, depending on the mode of
exchange (with or without a neutral medium such as money), the number, size and
identity of the participants, the intrinsic nature, and the property rights or dwmers

condition of the objects traded. Furthermore, since any economy at all must feane
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voluntary exchange, whether and to what extent an economy can be characterized as a
market economy depends on whether this institution is a dominant role in it regative t
alternative mechanisms for coordinating behavior and allocating resourc

For example, Adam Smith’s market was made up of a large number of small and
privately owned businesses who competed for consumers to whom they sell their
products directly. This is very different from the kind of market we associdtegiat
corporations and conditions of oligopoly, or of monopoly, which thwart competition to
varying degrees. When the relation between private production and private consumption,
between buying and selling is mediated by or goes through a middleman, say, the
government, we get an indirect kind of market subject to a considerable measure of
centralized management and control. For the provision of many forms of public goods,
among which undiminished carrying capacity of the environment in the long-terbeca
plausibly included, as well as the satisfaction of certain basic necgsitsekind of
market afford them a greater measure of protection against the whims ¢ priofi.
Moreover, depending on the prevailing ownership condition of the means of production,
we would have either (degrees of) capitalism or (degrees of) markalisocr*

Despite these variations, the notion of the market, and the market economy, is
often narrowly associated with the free enterprise system, chiazact by the private
ownership of the means of production, or capital, open competition and decentralized
decision-making by firms and consumers in matters relating to maievdliction and
consumption. This association undergirds the influential but flawed notion that the

market and the government, especially that of the modern state, are geali@rabtive

154 Julian le Grand and Saul Estrin, editdvgrket SocialismClarendon Press, an Imprint of Oxford
University Pres, 1989.
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ways of organizing society rather than existentially interdependeritiaationally
complementary. With their vast arrays of laws and regulations, taxeees)djtiotas and
tariffs, subsidies and public programs, governments in even the most nominally-marke
dominated and deregulated societies have their handprints all over the economy down to
its last nook and cranny. Yet, widespread obliviousness and/or delusion about this fact,
due as much as to ignorance as to propaganda, warrant calling the governnathetthe
invisible hand”, if we should accept the validity of the metaphor in the first place.
Conversely, many nominal markets as we know them cannot have become what they ar
and could not have done what they have managed to do without significant and diverse
modes of government involvement. They are, in this sense, fundameiggdlgl markets.

For example, given the sheer magnitude and lopsided nature of agriculture subised
United States, the food industry is anything but a free and competitive market.

For my purposes here, there is another dimension to the same association that is
of particular significance, which is that the notion that the market can bring about some
particular socially desirable outcome, say, environmental sustainahilittg own either
presupposes, or is really an expression of the belief that microeconomics is both
conceptually and methodologically adequate for addressing the given problem, and that
there is no need, or room, for a macroeconomic perspective or prescription.
Microeconomics, generally speaking, focuses on the “allocation problem” ablepr
of how firms and consumers, through voluntary and open bargaining, arrive at prices that
are “efficient”, i.e., maximize aggregate value. It is, therefore, bedi¢e be concerned

primarily with the workings of the stereotype of the market as substaraiatiypomous

1% Herman E. DalyBeyond Growth: The Economics of Sustainable Dewedop Boston, Beacon Press,
1996, ch. 2.
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of government involvement. While this process does tend to achieve greaieneyfin
allocation than alternatives, it fails consistently by two other citésirness in

distribution and optimality in aggregate scale. Macroeconomics, gengpaliking,
focuses on the second of these (while the first of these might be best thought to be
addressed outside of economics altogether, in social philosophy and ethics), including
such issues as aggregate demand, unemployment and inflation, areas in wigich man
economists concede the market can fall considerably short of deliverintpbpti
outcomes. To the extent the government is believe to play a critical roleendhemy

with regard to these issues, it is studied more openly and extensively in macro@sonomi
and also features more prominently in theories of macroeconomics. (It is of almarsé
central concern to the study of justice in social philosophy and ethics.)

The difference between environmental microeconomics and environmental
macroeconomics roughly tracks the same pattern. Environmental microecsmomic
mainly concerned with how firms and consumers, the primary participants of “the
market”, can “get the price right” for both environmental goods such as resources and
environmental bads such as pollution through bargaining and competition,
guintessentially market processes. As such, it typically does not so muchastheoa
guestion of the “proper, [i.e., optimal,] scale of the macroeconomy relative to the
ecosystem,” which would be the main focus of an environmental macroeconomics, and
whose solution would demand considerable government involvéridrtat recognition
for the need for an environmental macroeconomics is slow and uneven attests to the
continuing sway of the belief among many economists that the question of cptateal

of the economy is not an economically interesting one. And this in turn helps to account

1% Daly, 1996, 48.
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for their dismissal of the need for government involvement specificafjyamoting
environmental sustainability, which is unavoidably, though not exclusively, anaésue
scale. (It is also, of course, an issue of equity in how, at any given scalaatheenefits
and burdens at are to be equitably distributed among claimants, for which the power of
the government is also needed.)

The reason why the market in its allegedly “pure”, i.e., laissez famm, ifo
inherently disposed to miss the mark of optimal scale relative to the ecosgsie
therefore cannot be depended on for delivering environmental sustainability, can be
distilled into two main ones. One has to do with limitations to the kind of information in
which firms and consumers tend to be interested and is communicated among them. The
information conveyed by market prices reached through spontaneous mutual adjustment
between supply and demand do not reflect the long-term impact of the economy as a
whole on the overall condition of the ecosystem, especially insofar as theslateni
not only as the “free gift” of nature but also as infinitely plastic, that idt ¢hgt keeps
on giving. As such, this information can have but limited value towards efforts tgeana
that impact. The other problem with a laissez faire market has to do withitbmstso
the kind of incentive that prevails under this kind of economic condition. Private pursuit
of self-interests by the individuals unburdened by any concern for the common good can
and often does lead to suboptimal social outcomes. Therefore, an economic system
deprives itself of the institutional instruments with which to correct denistimm
socially optimal outcomes in as much as it imposes stricture upon legitineaferemnce
in the pursuit of individual self-interest. Together, these two problems make

environmentally sustainable use of environmental resources highly unlikely under the
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somewhat fantastically “pure” form of the market. The solution to both mustyong
degrees involve the government.

First, the government can play a considerable role (albeit not an exausiyef
it so chooses, in the collection of information about the long-term anthropogenid¢ impac
of the macroeconomy on the ecosystem. More important than its ability to brimghfe
resources to do this is the fact that it presumably has greater interessimmue it than
private parties might typically be expected to be because the governpreserds, at
least nominally, and ideally, the general will of the society. Howeveat wiay be truly
decisive about the government’s role in promoting environmental sustainabilityaistw
can do to correct the biases inherent to private incentives, and thereby “comgdsl soci
desirable behavior” on the part of firms and consumers. Such intervention — whall you ca
it is immaterial — helps to “get the price right” from {ha&nt of view of the larger society,
that is, more right than it would be without the intervention. What government
involvement aims to do, in a nutshell, is to forcibly internalize the social cost ofgrivat
conduct into the actual cost of doing business. A good deal of this can be and often is
done without threatening the prevailing private ownership structure of the economy
(though of course it amounts to the curtailment of the free exercise of praghtsy. If
anything, laws and regulation, taxes and fees presuppose a free entgspeise since
these are the very entities meant to be subject to them. And when and to the extent these
interventions work, it is precisely because they realign corporate profytatih the
promotion of the public good.

But the modes of government involvement in promoting the common good run

the gamut. It can engineer the incentive for socially beneficial behawithe part of
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private entities by creating competitive marketsnihila Consider the cap-and-trade
scheme for reducing hazardous emission. Here the government sets thendet of
pollution permits for the target pollutant by capping the aggregate emissiqor,\zate
corporations can then buy and sell these permits on an open market. This is supposed to
provide a financial incentive to cutting emission. Moreover, government’s role in
verification will also be crucial to the effectiveness of the cap-amtfpaogrant?’

There are two basic lessons to be learned from this kind of schemet Eoafjrims that
not only does government involvement in environmental management not entail the
replacement or displacement of either the existence or the operatiomudriket, to the
contrary, it can be directly inspired by insights drawn from microeconomacs, f
marginalist analysis, and the law of supply and demand. Smart public poleief$ear
modeled on the market. This lays bare the futility of asking whether the matket or
government alone can achieve environmental sustainability or any other cgicizdl
outcomes. (And it would be similarly futile to ask which is to blame for adverse
economic conditions. Markets can fail, and governments can certainly compound the
failure by their own failure in trying to correct them. The reverse tsamisrue->®)

Secondly, we also learn that one key role of the government is preciselytto exe
direct influence over the scale of the macroeconomy, something that fichteasumers
are individually poorly informed, weakly motivated and ill equipped to do, even though
they may be well-informed, strongly motivated and adequately equipped to do other

things. In the end, of course, the level of tolerance for this role of the govarrand

57T, H. TietenbergEmissions Trading: Principles and Practjc®® edition, Washington, DC: Resources
for the Future, 2006, chs. 1-2.

138 Clifford Winston,Government Failure versus Market Failure; microeeonics Policy Research and
government Performanc®#ashington, D. C.: AEI-Brookings Joint Center Regulatory Studies, 2006.
Also see my interpretation of the concept of “maifedure” in ch.6 (no. 44).

151



how far it might be strengthened, if at all, even in this new era of unpreeddgabal
environmental crisis, are open political questions, to be settled through public skscour
and democratic processes, at both the domestic and the international levels.

To conclude, it is true that the market plays a large role both in encouraging
technological innovations and in adjusting society’s demand for particular forms of
environmental resources. However, given the inherent heteronomy of the matdset sys
relative to the government, the statement is also vacuously true, in thersgntsmasks
greater and more complicated truths, and it certainly does not say that thecaangall
these off entirely without government involvement. | have in this last sectohteri
highlight two of these greater and more complicated truths. One is that haleévand
competent the market might be, ultimately it cannot defy the laws of natorake
unlimited economic growth possible in an ecologically finite world. Secondly, haly def
and competently the market can piyrole in promoting environmental sustainability is
largely contingent on how deftly and competently the government caittale in
either cajoling or coercing firms and consumers into self-interestedibehahose

aggregate outcomes are socially beneficial.

152



Ch. 6 Distributive Environmental Justice in a Finite World
6.1 Environmental saving for the future

In this chapter | sketch an outline for a theory of distributive environmental
justice, that is, a theory of distributive justice with respect to the use sbemental
“goods” such as natural resources, ecological services and functions, aodnffeem
environmental “bad” such as environmental pollution, and arguably, resource shortage.
The basic issue of intertemporal environmental distributive justice concettihe (st
rate of saving of and investment in environmental goods, and (2) prevention of
environmental bads, for the future. The basic issue of intragenerational envirdnmenta
distributive justice concerns (1) the just allocation of current allowance abenwental
goods and bads, and (2) the burden of saving for and investing in the future. One of the
most important theoretical questions about environmental distributive justicefptieer
will concern the integration of these different issues into a coherent, and congprehe
at least with respect to scope — account.

Intragenerational distribution in general — both domestic and global — has
arguably been more intensively studied and written about than intergenerational
distribution. Indeed, rough contemporaneity of claimants tends to be the default
assumption of writings on distributive justice. The challenge raised by iyplic
extending distributive concerns to future generations consists in not just theatact
generational cohorts are collective claimants — and perhaps a speci&lekaaf t as
opposed to individual claimants of distributive justice, but also in the fact that both the
size, the total number and membership details of future populations are unknown (and

possibly unknowable) variables. From a purely technical point of view, these epistemic
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limitations alone, that is, even without being compounded by our epistemiditimsta
with respect to ecology and technology, imply (in the spirit of Aristotelian xtuaksm)
that intertemporal distributive principles are unlikely to achieve the leyaleaision or
determinacy that may be possible for principles of intragenerationabdistg justice.

These obvious and somewhat intractable epistemic and related conceptual
problems notwithstanding, it is nonetheless possible to encapsulate the basointuit
about the core requirement of intergenerational distributive justice with tbeviiad
dictum: that each generation must leave, i.e., save for, posterity with enough aod as g
of something, provided it is able to do so. The terminological coincidence with Locke’s
Second Proviso, the “sharing clause”, is unintentional. In its essentially &drfoat,
and shorn of its Lockean associations and/or connotations, the phrase “enough and as
good” aptly if also inadvertently captures both the idea of sufficiency, whigkspe
the quantitative aspect of the saving requirement, and that of functionality, whads spe
to the qualitative aspect of the saving requirement.

Any particular application of the eponymous principle must be based on answers
to three questions: (1) enough and as gooevhom (2) enough and as goodl what(3)
enough and as goddr what end In the context of intergenerational environmental
distributive justice, each generation is to leave future generationsgattsquestion 1),
as a matter of justice, natural resources (broadly construed), and cestagicat
conditions (answer to question 2). These are, of course, only the beginning of any
adequate answers to these two questions, and by no means the end of them. For example,
how many generations must be considered? While a precise answer may not be

forthcoming, we can rule out extremes. One extreme treats of the currertigenas if
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it was the penultimate one in the lifespan of a society, the other would require of the
current generation to concern itself with the interests of an infinitely tangder of

future generations. Some philosophers have, quite sensibly, taken a cue from Native
Americans’ practice of considering the interest of seven generationthénfuture"® If

we assume 30 years per generation, that would really require of us to think faxtthe ne
200 years, which, even on the historical scale, cannot be said to be an astréyomical
large number.

The above answer to the second question also begets more questions, among
which the third question listed above may in fact be the most important: the very act of
naming the things to be saved already presupposes, and can only be justified byereferenc
to, some beliefs about the thing(s) named, including, but not limited to, beliefs about the
value of the ends for whose realization they can be instrumental. It isnaenédey point
that the “what” and the “why” are conceptually and inextricably linked with e#eer.

So far as natural resource and ecological conditions are concerned, how mucklis enou
and how good is good enough depends on not just what humanity depends on the natural
environment for but also the scope for the duty of justice towards (seven gerseoft

future generations. So while it is clear enough that humanity depends on theezoosyst

for biological survival, spiritual fulfillment and cultural development, it is nohatsame

time clear how to adjudicate or otherwise order these different types obtstsoefar as
environmental justice towards future generation is concerned.

The issue of how much weight to assign the different kinds of interest future

generations will have in the environment is key to not just the interpretation dut als

159 isa H. NewtonFEthics and Sustainability: Sustainable Developnaeit the Moral LifgPrentice Hall,
2002), 1.
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perhaps more importantly, the operationalization, of the “enough and as good” principl
of environmental saving. Presumably, what is enough for the purpose of meeting bas
(material) needs would not be enough for meeting non-basic as well as basicméeds, a
still less so for meeting wants as well as needs. The isatme of qualitative assessment:
conditions good enough for building shopping malls would not be good enough as either
a park, a wildlife sanctuary or a wilderness retreat. Roughly speakingptieebasic
needs are those interests of future people to be considered by the living ones from the
point of view of justice, and the more simply they are satisfied, the less demuamdilay
be the saving requirement and the more latitude for current consumption and usage.
Neither the extreme of aggressive saving that imposes extraordinary and
unnecessary hardship on the currently living, nor that of zero or negative saving (when
this is not necessary to meet the non-savers’ own basic needs) that expiesiy fwos
the risk of deprivation and the hardship it entails, haganya facieplausibility as a
requirement of intergenerational distributjustice Both of them flagrantly run afoul of
the principle of impartiality as a core requirement of justice: edrsaving unfairly
favors future generations and shortchanges the currently living while unredtcairrent
consumption indulges in the pursuit of short-term interests at the expense of those of
future generation¥?
Contractarian thinking can be, given the high premium it places on the principle

of impartiality and fundamental equality, especially pertinent for theabBnding the

%0 The second of these unjust scenarios, that offingnt saving for the future, is to be distinguési
from the problem of future discounting. Futurecdisnting is a problem about the determination of
expected future value on the basis of present \ataerding to certain discount schedule. By cohtths
unjust present-future partiality characteristiziofestrained current consumption is a problem abowt
expected future value — however it is calculatedt ts, at whatever discount rate — is weighedresgai
present value.

156



mean, as it were, between these two extremes. The basic idea, as exaimplifie way

in which Rawls, for example, treats of the justification for the savings praagothat
impartial contractors, ignorant about, among many other things about themselves, the
generation to which they belong, would agree to whatever savings principles kndjich t
would reasonably want preceding generations to have foll&%W@&this is at its core a
variant of the familiar Kantian notion of justification-via-universalizatieach

generation is to bind itself on account of the interests of posterity in a wagteomsvith
the way in which it would want preceding generations to have bound themselves on its
account. However, since it is the nature of contractarian thinking to impose certain
methodologicabr proceduralconstraints of rationality on practical reasoning, it
underdetermines the substantimaterial contenbf the outcome, which also depends on
the substantive values used as independent variables in the construction Bf Gmrm.
whatever value contractarian thinking has for eliminating both extreme sandrmee0
saving (or even deficit spending), it still leaves it somewhat open as to whicstatéf

posterity) ought to constitute the reference by which the jtesiofesavings is determined.

181 John RawlsA Theory of Justic€Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard Ursitg Press,
1971), 284-93.

1821t is commonplace for liberal theorists to put fiwnt in terms of what people would or would not
complain about. This practice presupposes that tanips in some sense the logical opposite of eahs
which is the cornerstone concept of contractarmanBut it is possible to be too quick in treatiransent
and complaint as mutually exclusive, bivalent, gatees like those of assertion and denial. In “Edhi
Consistency,” (iressays on Moral Realismadited by Jeoffrey Sayre-McCord, Ithaca, NY: Gdirn
University Press, 1988) Bernard Williams has argiedl unlike situations of conflicting beliefs, wha
(1) the discovery that two beliefs cannot bothroe s reason enough to abandon one of them, anidg2
abandoned belief ceases to have a cognitive grtheagent, in situations of conflicting desired, the
discovery that two desires cannot both be satigfsedhlly does not straightaway eliminate one frben t
incompossible set, and (b) an unsatisfied destenafoes not just go away but can retain its pdgcieal
grip on the agent by “reappear[ing] in the formaoégretfor what was missed (original emphasis)” (44).
If “consent” and “complaint” are closer to desithan to beliefs — which seems possible — then ‘eons
albeit with complaint” would not be an incoherenncept (implying that it may be possible for us to
consent to some principle without also consentioigtm complain, at least on occasion, about the
consequence for ourselves of its application). Thiwplicates the contractarian approach to prdctica
reasoning.
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6.2 Interpretations of the “Non-declining” Just Savings Principle

On this substantive question, it is widely agreed that intergenerationag justic
requires that among the following candidates — welfare, utility, opporturatygé of)
options, possibilities, wherewithal, resources — something or other not be allowed to
decline or diminish over time. All varieties of the “no-decline” criterionyvagmight call
it, face the basic difficulty of justificatiot?> Wilfred Beckerman, for example, has
challenged this criterion. While he directs his criticisms specificdlthe non-declining
welfarecriterion of intergenerational equity (which he associated, perhapslynfaih
the notion of sustainable development, of which he is famously critféalpelieve the
same criticisms apply, in the main, also to the non-declining utility, non-deglini
opportunity, non-declining (range of) options, non-declining possibilities, non-declining
wherewithal, non-declining resources criteria of intergenerational edlity difficult to
see,” Beckerman writes, “why one should attach crucial normative sigma to the
current level of welfare. It cannot be argued that, by some extraordinacydasice, that
present average standard of living constitutes some minimum subsistencel@avel be
which future generations must not be allowed to f4fi."The suggestion is that since
“current” is an indexical, a nonrigid designator, that is, it changes from ntdme
moment, it must be an arbitrary base for comparison. A criterion defined bgnedeo
some kind of substantive baseline would, by contrast, be non-arbitrary, and therefore,

morally more justifiable.

183 This justificatory question should be distinguidtieom the empirical question of what we would like
prefer and why.

164 See, for example, BeckermaSmall is Stupid: Blowing the Whistle on the Gregrmdon:

Duckworth ,1995), 126-7, amdl Poverty of Reason: Sustainable Development anddtnic Growth
(Oakland, CA: Independent Institute, 2001).

185 wilfred Beckerman, “Sustainability and Intergerignaal Equity,” inFairness and Futurity: Essays on
Environmental Sustainability and Social Justied. Andrew Dobson (Oxford: Oxford University Pses
1999), 73.

158



There is something fundamentally right in Beckerman’s contention, the core of
which is the insight that the facts that obtain at any moment (say, thelevelfare),
are in some deep sense arbitrary because they are to a considerable ectentldhia/e
effects of historical accidents (which may themselves be good, bad, or ndivalare
considering the welfare trajectory covering the entire span of theyhadtarsociety from
some transcendental perspective, it is not obvious why periodic decline in welfare
provided it does not dip below some baseline, must be incompatible with intertemporal
distributive justice. At least, it does not seem quite right to say that gnswadt at all to
the question of justice, what the absolute level of material welfare is frooma dip
might occur. The general obligation of justice to ensure that welfare dodsatioie
from the current level, regardless of where or what that level is, is eithexrsiant or
poorly justified. Generally speaking, people naturally (but perhaps alsottgaprefer
getting to losing, having more to having less, having more than others to havirgiess t
others, but it does not follow from this that when our preferences are not satisfied
injustice has been committed.

A non-utilitarian would resist Beckerman’s conclusion by rejecting the
(quintessentially utilitarian) premise that the transcendental perspecthe one that
should be assumed by each generation as it tries to consider what its own respassibiliti
are towards (at least) immediate successors (or seven generationg.tBei@oBarry,
for example, has defended the no-declining natural resource criterion for
intergenerational distributive justice on the basis of a “principle of respotysibili

According to this principle, “a legitimate origin of different outcome foredéht people
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is that they made different voluntary choic8&”Since “people in the future can scarcely
be held responsible for the physical conditions they inherit,” applying thigglaro
future generation yields the judgment that “it is unjust if people in futerevarse in this
respect than we aré® Here the indexical “we” designates, nonrigidly, each generation
that deliberates anew. In response to Beckerman’s charge of the iadsan taking the
present condition as the baseline, Barry writes that “[t]Jaking the preseut eeference
point is arbitrary only in some cosmic sense in which it might be said to beayriitat
now is now and not some other timé®.If the year 1998 is no more or less arbitrary
from the point of view of 1998 than 2099 is from the point of view of 2099, then,
according to Barry, the charge of arbitrariness such as that made riBaokhas no
meaning, or least no normative import.

While | find Barry’'s application of the principle of responsibility to the
intergenerational dimension intuitively appealing, | am not convinced thatitesifb
justify or validate the no-decline criterion for intergenerational digtive justice. | think
Barry may have misinterpreted Beckerman’s criticism of the nargectiterion. Barry
is right that any agent deliberating in real time cannot treat her own tdrigquatzon,
cosmically contingent and arbitrary as it may (or “must”?) be, asiegmy significance
from her subjective point of vieW® There is no inconsistency, as Thomas Nagel, among
others, has argued, between seeing our individual, or even collective existence as

fundamentally arbitrary and perhaps meaningless the outsidand taking ourselves

186 Brian Barry, in Dobson (ed.), 1999, 97.

167 Brian Barry, in Dobson (ed.), 1999, 98.

18 Brian Barry, in Dobson (ed.), 1999, 107.

%9 Though it is still open to question as to whetihés is of normative or psychological significance.
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seriouslyfrom the insidé’® This elementary point is unlikely to have been lost on
Beckerman, who would, for that reason, probably not object to this somewhat trivial
sense of “starting from now”. The problem, however, is that “starting from noavi is
ambiguous phrase that can also haweratrivial meaning which assumes that what(ever)
is true at the time of an agent’s deliberation and/or existence of the humaiocoisdit
the norm, not just for that time, but period, as it were. Beckerman'’s objection to the idea
of “starting from now” is not directed at its trivial construal, the one on whishaibout
time as such, but at its non-trivial construal on which it is about, in this case, the level of
material welfaré* If there is a level below which no generation should be allowed to fall,
specifically as a matter of intergenerational justice, that level dmatlbe fixed solely
by either some nonrigid designator such as “now” or even rigid designator such as
“1998”, but rather by some definite and substantive description of the kind of human life
that is possible at that level.

An alternative to formulating the “no-decline” criterion for intergenersl
distributive justice in terms either of welfare output or of material input fndnich
welfare output could be generated would be in terms of the number of options available
to future generations, that is, their “range of choices and opportunities to putsire cer
valued interests and activitie§'® In this vein, the legal scholar Edith Brown Weiss, for
example, has proposed the following three principles of intergenerationaf: étjuthe

conservation of options (“available to future generations in solving their problems and

10 Thomas Nagel, “The Meaning of Life,” What Does it All Mean: A Very Short Introduction to
Philosophy(New York: Oxford University Press, 1987), 95-100.

" 350 it is a Non Sequitur to point out that we cadrgmback in time to correct the levels of welfaréhe
past. Time’s Arrow is a sui generis phenomenondkdatits of no equivalence in the area of, say, the
historical changes in material wealth.

72 Norton, in Dobson 1999, 133-4.

161



satisfying their values”); (2) the conservation of quality (of planatangitions) and (3)

the conservation of access (“to the legacy of past generatidighis is, on the face of

it, a rather compelling idea, especially given the hold the lofty idea offiegof

opportunity” has taken in liberal democratic societies. Howevedéiig is in the details:

the operationalizability, and the operationalization, of principles framed irs @frthe
concept of opportunity and option depend not just on how we understand these notions,
how we individuate, count and measure them, but also ultimately on just what sorts of
problems we figure future generations will need to solve and what values we figyre th
will (or should) want to satisfy. The value of all of these variables is contiageinquite

fluid.

To illustrate these complexities, | want to examine closely Bryan Narton’
defense of a version of the “option-preservation” interpretation of the “nomdéulew.
According to his argument, people can be harmed in different ways: they can bd harme
if their material interests are set back, but they can also be harmed mfahenaterial
interests are set back, yet when they are harmed in the second kind of waye they ar
somehow, (and somewhat confusedly), worse-off without being less well-off. fdety
non-material interest that Norton is particularly concerned to defend, in thextoht
environmental sustainability, is the availability of such opportunities asotleaiperience
directly pristine landscapes. Norton writes:

“[S]uppose our generation convert all wilderness areas and natural
communities into productive mines, farmland, production forests, or

shopping centres... and we do so efficiently...leaving the future far more

173 Edith Brown Weiss, “Our Rights and Obligationshisture Generations for the Environment, Tine
American Journal of International Lawol. 84, No. 1, Jan., 1990, 198-207.
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wealthy than we are. Does it not make sense to claim that, in doing so, we
have harmed future peoplet economicallybut in the sense that we
seriously and irreversibly narrowed their range of choices andierpes?

A whole range of human experience would have been obliterated; the
future will have been at least given the values of many environmentalists

- impoverished (emphases minéj*

Three comments are in order. First, Norton has, not unlike Mark Sagoff and
Elizabeth Anderson, whose views about welfare | scrutinized in chapter 4, built a
materialistic bias into the very notion @onomiovelfare and wealth (the latter of which
is typically used as abbreviation for “money/material wealth”). Assurthisgbias, it is a
mere tautology to say that people who are (assumed to be) wealthier are not harmed
economically, which is to say nothing more or less than that wealthier peeple ar
wealthier, or, what is the same, that people who are benefitted economrealigt
harmed economically. Interestingly, or perhaps paradoxically, Norton has nemrobl
deploying the notion of “impoverish” (which he daest enclose in quotation marké)
at the end of this passage, despite, or perhaps precisely because of its aindtigern
the materialistic/monetary and the non-materialistic/non-monetarsgtruals. But if
“impoverish” can be used in a way apparently unencumbered by any mateigdistit
see no good reason why the same cannot be true of “welfare” and “wedlth(§)ie

don’t let the economists “have” the concept of impoverishment, why do we let them

174 Bryan Norton “Ecology and Opportunity: Intergertevaal Equity and Sustainable Options,” in Dobson
1999, 132.

75 Nor do | suggest that Norton should have encléisederm in quotation marks. After all, we already
routinely use constructions such as “intellectualiyotionally impoverished”.

178 Nobody thinks “wealth of knowledge/information”asnonsense phrase, because it is not.
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“have” those of wealth and welfare? After all, they get to have them (i.e., dedimeon
their own terms) only if we let them. We should not.

Secondly, even if we grant, trivially, that by obliterating all naturad$gzapes we
do not necessarily harm people economically, it nonetheless does not follow, or cannot
simply be assumed, that it harms them at all. It cannot be the caaayhsgrious and
irreversible narrowing of range of choices and experiences” constitaten. It depends
on the substance of the choice or the experience: loss of the opportunity to practice
human sacrifice does not harm, economically or otherwise. Norton apparengisacce
this, which is most probably why he feels it necessary to qualify his claincluging
the clause “at least given the values of many environmentalists”. But tlifgcgtian
raises two difficulties, one semantic or terminological, and the other substariese
semantic problem is that it is not determinate or clear who is supposed to make dine cut f
the label “environmentalist”. If it applies to anybody who “cares about” theement,
it masks important distinctions between different reasons for one’s cdrstigctions
with which much of environmental philosophy is preoccupied. If, alternatively, an
environmentalist is somebody who cares about the environment for its own sake; entirel
independent of any reference to human interests, it is not clear that one (suctoas Nor
who holds that environmental degradation leadsutonanimpoverishment would not be
mislabeled as one. On this more restricted, or “purist” interpretation, no one who is a
utilitarian about environmental protection can be called an environmentalish sdems
gratuitously exclusionary if not also strategically counterproductive. THetssthat
Norton’s casual use of concept of “environmentalist”, as almost a throwawagdiee

nothing (except perhaps in a fallacious manner) to help advance his argument.
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The substantive issue with the qualification is simply that it is not cleartwhy
does what Norton apparently believes it can do or should do, namely, ground general
claims about the well-being of a society as a whole. Norton allows that thigoe at
least two types of future people: those who, because they “lack[] an opportunity to
develop a ‘wilderness sensibility’, simply do not miss'ff,’and the so-called “wilderness
enthusiasts”, who “retain their love of wilderness” and who “insist that theylesare
materially and spiritually impaired by our economic choices”. Somewhatipgky, he
goes on to say that “[h]aving noted these cases, it is still reasonable tdhethenmihey
recognize their loss or not, future people who are deprived of the opportunity to
experience wilderness are simply worse off than they would have been if that option ha
been held open:*® But clearly, the wilderness-deprived are either impoverished “given
the values of many environmentalists” or they are “simply” worse off, but notIboth.
other words, it is either an objective fact that they are or not.

Of course, Norton might defend the authoritativeness and objective validity of the
value of the enviornmentalists along the following lines: in dismissing the oblhasas
of non-wilderness enthusiasts as sufficient ground for refraining frioiinugitng harm to
them, Norton might have intended to imply thatdiné/ reasorthey are oblivious is that
they have not been exposed to the wilderness experience. Had they had that exposure,
they too would become wilderness enthusiasts (or environmentalists?) thenaselve
would not only recognize their loss but regret it. Therefore, even though the values and

tastes of the environmentalists (or wilderness enthusiasts) arefactuniversally

Y7 Norton, in Dobson 1999, 133. He goes on to say‘thahis case, they will not feel their loss big
whole range of experience, or at least they witlnegret it, finding adequate fulfillment in human
dominated landscapes.”

% Norton, in Dobson 1999, 133-4.
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shared, they nonethelessuld beuniversally shared if only all were properly
epistemically and experientially situated.

But | don'’t believe this defense is successful. When J. S. Mill tried to defend the
idea that intellectual pleasures are preferable to bodily ones by appegudgiment of
the “competent” judge — one who has experienced both — he is, in my view, confusing an
a posterioriquestion with am priori one. While Mill clearly intends his conclusions
about the relative merit and worth of the different pleasures to be objectiviss, tioat
carry the kind of certitude and necessity typically associated with perfist theses
about well-being and happiness, the inference by which they are arrivedradstive,
and as such honors his empiricism, in the sense that the premises are what pedple (albe
a special category thereof) actually think and feel. But how can or do we go from
contingent premises to necessary conclusions? Mill’s solution to this (inpargdies in
his specification of the kind of people whose feelings, experiences and thougbts are t
count for the purpose of fixing the standard. Not anybody'’s feelings, experiences and
thoughts are to count, but only those who qualify as experts, or competent judges,
because they have experienced, without prejudice, all the different kinds diexctivi
be rated for their utility potential.

But is Mill's sense of certainty that the experts wouddessarilyarrive at a
uniform judgment in matters of well-being and happiness well-founded? Is it truly
unimaginable for somebody who has had the required range of experience and
commitment to impartiality to prefer certain kinds of bodily pleasures taindypes of

mental ones, and artificial environments to natural ones? | would submit that it is
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certainly not unimaginab&? However, if we treat this as an empirical question, then we
should only settle with an empirical answer, one based on evidence. But | am not
convinced that this is how Mill himself might have treated the question, who would likely
have resorted to preempting the possibility that a particular expert’s gdgnight be at
variance with Mill's substantive conclusion by disqualifying anyone who issue an
anomalous judgment as an expert. After all, the question of just who is or is not
“competently acquainted” with different kinds of experiences is itselfgelbane, if for

no other reason than that “competency” is a normative concept.

The distinction on which the difficulty of deciding who is genuinely competently
acquainted with something turns is that between doing something and doing something
right. It is not uncommon for us to try to explain how it is others do not share our own
preferences with regarded to something that they simply haven't “done it rightying
that it they had, they would (probably) acquire the same preferences. Now thequest
becomes just what “competency” involves: merely doing/experiencing smgeor
doing/experiencing something right (or in the right way)? If the formen, @hg way of
doing/experiencing something is as normatively valid as any other, and there is
intelligible distinction between doing/experiencing something right and
doing/experiencing the same thing wrongly. By contrast, if “competgme&gupposes
doing/experiencing somethimg the right way then we need an account of what makes a

way a right way and another wrofft].Otherwise, we would have no way of preventing

179t is most likely empirically false that every kicho has been exposed to both computer games and
running around in the woods would prefer the latterd it is dishonest to treat this as a caselséfa
consciousness as opposed to a genuine challetige perfectionist thesis.

1801t is common enough to hear it said that people i not like a particular subject, say, mathersatic
the sciences or literature or whatnot had bad #ractho were unable to give them the proper initiat
and to get them interested. This seems to sudustsMill may have been operating with an overly
simplistic notion of what it means or is to expade something.
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the arbitrary engineering of agreement among the experts by veawawbitrary criterion
for qualifying as an expert. Obviously, the danger of understanding “competency” in
terms of doing/experiencing something right is that we might end up begging the
guestion about what the judgment of the expert ought to be by illicitly building our a
priori conception of it directly into our account of in what the rightness of thewigint

of doing/experiencing something consists, and therefore, our criterion for who thakes
cut for being called a competent judge at all.

A third point regarding Norton’s argument about the harm from opportunity loss
is this: if what we do can lead to such consequence for future people where tlasy are,
he claimsat once“far more wealthy than we are” (because their material interests ar
furthered) and “simply worse off” (because their non-material onefsumteated), then
without a meta-criterion for weighing the relative worth of the two kinds ofasts, and
the relative worth of their satisfactiompthinglogically follows as to whether wrong (i.e.,
injustice) has been done to them because nothing logically follows as to whetier the
has been decline in their well-being, all things considered. If, as Nogamsge imply,
some loss of material wealth can in fact be good for the individual insofar asghe los
more than fully compensated for by advances in their non-material interdstss(at
those they would have under ideal epistemic conditions), then we have to have some way
of determining how the trade-off works.

Now | am not arguing that it is not wrong for us to “convert all wilderness area
and natural communities into productive mines, farmland, production forests, or shopping

centres”, even if we can do so efficiently (which presumably means “susté)n&lor

181 people who leave their homeland in pursuit of ecain opportunities and the better material lifeythe
entail often endure emotional hardship by leaviebibd their social network. But we say (becausg the
themselves do) that, at least for most of themthe wholgetheir new life isbetter thartheir old one.
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am | arguing that we could not cast the wrongness of it in terms of harm to humgs bei
What | am arguing is thatwe should choose to do,dbere is no reason why we could
not or should not conceptualize the opportunity loss, on the basis of which harm is
attributed, as either directly or indirectly welfare-reducing (wheedfare” is

understood holistically, shorn of any crass materialistic bias), that is, idlyrdgditarian
terms’®? Conceiving these opportunities as welfare-consequential allows us to speak
meaningfully about whether their loss is or is not compensated for, and the degree to
which it is neutralized by gains in welfare or utility from other sources¢ssuthat is,
having to do with alternative ways of relating to the environment). This would then in
turn make it possible for us to say more than that the future people in Norton’sscenari
areat once“more wealthy than we are” and “impoverished” and “simply worse off”, but
also that they arall things consideredor on the wholgeither better or worse off than
people with some alternative welfare composition profile (or opportunity bundle).
However, we are not able to make this judgment about the future people in Norton’s
scenario as they compare to their predecessors because of insufficienttiofgrned

just about these future people’s preferences, tastes and values, but also — perhaps more
importantly — about their predecessors’ precise welfare compositiote@géinst which
that of future people are compared. What we can say, however, is that it mast matt
greatly whether the comparison is with a baseline that features matarradance (say,

of the sort that members of the global consumer class take utterly fordjf3aeone

that features grinding poverty (which describes the condition of a vast number of

182 Norton’s insistence otherwise is really self-défegsince it is difficult to interpret the notiaf being
“worse-off” in any way other than a reduction inlfaee.

183 Alan Thein DurningHow Much is Enough?: The Consumer Society and ther€ of the Earti{New
York: W. W. Norton, 1992).
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humankind today), whatever may be true of the opportunity for the non-material
enjoyment of nature.

Alternatively, if we insist that the kind of nature-related opportunities and options
Norton draws attention to simply cannot be accommodated within tangihi framework,
then we should altogether dispense with the language of harm (and cognates such as
“impoverishment” and “worse-off’) in characterizing the nature of the wmeag of
wholesale environmental destruction (beyond what is needed for human survival) that
leads to this kind of opportunity loss (but otherwise poses no threat to the continuing
supply of critical natural capital). There is no conceptual difficulty in gathat an act is
wrong even if it harms no one (it is anyway philosophical commonplace that harming
somebody is but one way in which an act can be morally wrong, “victimless cmmaeg”
not be a contradiction in terms). So we can still condemn wholesale destruction of
pristine landscape, but on grounds other than its harmful effects on future peopld, Instea
the wrongness would consist in the destruction of something intrinsically va(salgle
the integrity of nature), completely independently of any reference to hureagsiistand

desires.

6.3 A Matter of Priority: Integrating Just Savings with Intragenerational Justice

Consistent with the anthropocentric orientation of my understanding of
environmental justice and environmental sustainability, in conjunction with nnedesi
unburden the concepts of “welfare” and “wealth” of the connotation of materialisin (a
to thereby reclaim them from economics), | am in favor of a conception of thearrit

for intergenerational environmental distributive justice that takes serimis|
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consideration the non-material contribution nature can make towards human.welfare
This obviously raises the question of priority among the different sourcesfafayeit
least insofar as their implications for environmental use and bequest arenednce
Acceding that the opportunity to enjoy wilderness may well be integral &ircert
conceptions of the good life, does not mean that even on those conceptions the
opportunity for wilderness enjoyment would claim priority over other welfaneigging
uses of the environment. In the end, and in the large scheme of things (which is the only
scheme becoming to the current discussion), basic human needs must claim priority, not
only over mere wants, but also over non-basic needs.

Some clarifications are in order as to just what kind of a principle this prinsiple i
of prioritizing basic needs over other interests. In the taxonomy of principles attee
genus and species. What | am in particular concerned with here is the sensé ithevhic
principle of prioritizing basic needs over other interests may or may notuljhja
regarded as a species of the genus of the principles of equality. The namadsriad, it
is the substance of the principle that matters. As Amartya Sen has noted, pgwedull
believe correctly, “[w]e cannot begin to defend or criticize equality without krgpw
what on earth we are talking about, i.e. equality of what featurfé THe notion of
equality, Sen shows, is so protean that most every ethical theory can be interpreted in a
way according to which it contains a principle of equabfysomething or other
Utilitarianism, for example, for all its reputation as an ethical theory abis/to
distributive concerns, must nonetheless be said to demand “equal treatment of human

beings in the space ghins and losses of utilitiegoriginal emphasis}*° For its part,

184 Amartya Senlnequality Reexamine@Harvard University Press, 1995), 12.
%5 5en, 1995, 13.
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libertarianism must be interpreted as “demand[ing]...important featurequsl‘e
liberty'...equal immunity from interference by othef8®The key insight of Sen’s (meta-)
analysis is to highlight the significance of the idea of the “space” or thie ‘tf
application” of (the principle of) equalit{’ Once we acknowledge this fundamental
point of the differential applicability of the principle (and more basicdily,rtotion
itself), we must concede that a chief preoccupation for those who study it oughihéo be t
determination of which spaces are central or “basal’ (that is, more impfsdansome
particular normative point of view) and which ones are “peripheral” (less impdmamt
the same point of view).

| suggest that one of the implications of Sen’s argument for the current discussion
is that it removes a conceptual obstacle to conceiving of the principle of pingribiasic
needs over other interests as a species of the genus of the principles of. €guatty
Sen’s phraseology, we might say that this principle seeks to secure eqedifically
within the space defined by basic needs. What this principle specificaiyndbeemand
is equality within other spaces, such as that defined by material possessmmegr m
income. However, the fact that the “principle of equality in regard to basic neeus’
equivalent to the principle of equality in regard to total holding of all things valualde doe
not in itself contain clues about how much inequality in terms of total holding of all
things valuable might result from or could be consistent with equality in terms of basi
needs. | return to this question in the last section of this chapter.

The implication of this principle — by whatever name we might refer to it — for

environmental sustainability is this: while the maintenance of “critidalrabcapital”,

186 5en, 1995, 22.
187 5en, 1995, 22.
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that is, those natural resources and ecological processes that are, asvieesirajudge,
given our epistemic limitations, ttsgne qua norfior meeting basic human needs does not
and should not exhaust the scope of environmental sustainability, it must nonetheless
claim priority over the maintenance of other environmental features.

Now the critical natural capital conception of sustainability (which isre&sly
equivalent to the so-called “weak sustainability”) has been criticizeddny writers,
including but by no means limited to philosophers, who are not economists by either
training, or profession, ideology or sympatf$/But these criticisms, if and when well-
defined, are either trivial or baseless. It is most likely trivially tforeinstance, that
sustaining only critical natural capital would be, generally speakingréssrictive on
environmental use, particularly for purposes of material production, than sustahleng ot
environmental features as well as critical natural capital (thaledc'strong
sustainability”). Whatever else that is conveyed by the labels “weak salstayi and
“strong sustainability”, they convey the idea that ongéaker tharthe other'®° But
what follows from this? Being weaker in relative terms is not the samg &isi being
weak in absolute terms. This is anything but a novel idea. We know from commonsense
that being better is not the same as being good, being bigger is not the samg kg bein
being older is not the same as being old, being thinner is not the same as being thin, being
safer is not the same as being safe, being freer is not the same dsdegiagd so on

and forth.

188 Andrew DobsonJustice and the Environment: Conceptions of Envirental Sustainability and
Dimensions of Social Justi¢®xford: Oxford University Press, 1998), chs. 2 5.

1891t may be more accurate to use the phrases “wealstainability” and “stronger sustainability”, tead
of “weak sustainability” and “strong sustainabilitf hese replacements are bound to raise the guesti
“than what?”, precisely the question that mustadjsand answered, if we are to truly understand vshet
stake.
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Of course, if it does not follow from the fact that weaker sustainability akwe
relative to some substantive criterion, nor does it follow that it is strong. Baswweak
sustainability demands of us, in concrete terms is simply something thaberargued
for independently, that is, on the basis of objective facts about ecology, on one hand, and
of humanity, on the other. From a practical point of view, what we are concerned with is
whether it is so weak and toothless as to permit the exploitative and destmectineent
of the environment currently prevalent in much of the world to remain largely
unchallenged. Might it (not) permit, for example, the wholesale destructioeesfif it
should turn out that plastic trees can “be as good as real ones,” if they can someday
“perform the same [critical] ecological functions as real oné&\2y contention is that
the worry that the principle of weak(er) sustainability is so (absolutedgkwhat it
cannot support or justify injunction against resource depletion, ecological destroc
unlimited economic growth, is based on the confusion about what is extrinsic and non-
essential about the critical natural capital conception of environmentahsiosliy, and
what is intrinsic and essential about it.

The two theses that are extraneous to the critical natural capital conagption
environmental sustainability but that, because they have tended to be packathed toge
with it, mistakenly thought to be intrinsic to it, are the assumption of near-perfect
substitutability between natural and human-made capital and the assumption of
ecological infinitude. What the two assumptions have in common is that they are both
based on technological optimism (see chapter 5), and herein lies the source of the

mistaken belief about their relation with the critical natural capital (alooeception of

19 peter Bartelmusnvironment, Growth and Development: The ConceptsStrategies of Sustainable
DevelopmenfLondon: Routledge, 1994), 65, quote in Dobso®8191.
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environmental sustainability. It is a fact that weak sustainability is popatong
economists, and it is also a fact that economists tend to be technologicalteptimis
However, it simply does not follow from the (contingent) conjunction of thesetfaadts
the critical natural capital conception of sustainability either contailesi@uis core
claims or is otherwise logically bound-up with and inseparable from atigydar view
about technology, about substitutability or about the limitlessness of naturalyeier
hold that weak sustainabilityg itself must be guilty of what the wrong view about
substitutability or about ecological plasticity is guilty of, is to commdrate the
association fallacy (the lumping together of mutually independent these$leapeintetic
fallacy (the lumping together of mutually independent theses on the basidadtttieat
they are held by the same people). A proponent of weak sustainability nhaytwvit
contradiction be ecologically informed and realistic, and even humble about the power of
technology to bend, stretch, or otherwise manipulate nature.

False beliefs about the limitlessness of technology account for but one way in
which one can be wrong about the prospect for near-perfect substitution. Substitutabili
betweentypesof things (as opposed to particular tokens of things) depends on three
things. Firstly, it depends on whether it is technologically (or technigadig$ible to
make the types functionally equivalent. For example, whether plastic énessilostitute,
from an ecological point of view, for real ones depends on whether the former can be
made to photosynthesize and whether forests of plastic trees can perfonnal seaiter
retaining, climate stabilizing, wildlife supporting and other ecologizattions. Second,
substitutability depends on practicability constraints such as financidifiyasto the

best of our knowledge, running and advancing modern civilization entirely on renewable
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sources of energy such as hydrogen and solar power is not financially feadédast at
not for a very long time. Therefore, even if it is technologically possiblef@wable
sources of energy to substitute for non-renewable ones such as fossil faetsstiinot
practically possible in the immediate future.

But there is a third factor on which substitutability between two types of things
depends: people’s values, tastes and preferences. To somebody who values gytaentici
fake, no matter how “good”, can never be a substitute for, i.e., have the same meaning or
worth as the real thing. Whether forests of fake trees will be as goocsisfof real
trees will depend on whaiactlyit is about forests people who care about forests care
about. For those who genuinely care about the authenticity (whatever that magfitahe
the forest they might, say, take a walk in, plastic trees will never be an sslequa
substitute, even if they could perform the same ecological functions as realrmhes, a
perhaps even be prettier than the real ones. This is an important point becauséadt helps
remind us that resistance against the near-perfection substitution assumatronlti-
front struggle. It is not only about the supply side, as it were, of what is techradiipgic
and practically possible, but just importantly, it is about the demand side as wed, tha
about what we want, desire and prefer, or more precisely, whsttouddwant, desire
and prefer. For if we can pass on to (or restore in, as may be the case) meriters of
generations an unyielding collective commitment to (and demand for) what &k
authentic about, in, and of nature, then that would to some degree render the question of
what is technologically and practically possible (that is, what can be supplied)Anoot
distaste for artificial simulacrum of nature would go considerable destameards

helping to protect nature from being wholesale substituted.

176



Let me resort to an analogy to make this point more vivid: whether the
experiences generated by something like Nozick’s experience machiselbstitute for
the real experiences depends not just on how real the virtual experiences &b lout
whether people would in fact use it because they decide that the two are indibabtgii
in all ethically significant respects (or that the virtual experieacepreferable to the
real ones)?! Therefore, for those who are alarmed by the threat posed by such a machine
to authentic living, they would be as well advised to endeavor to work on the demand
side by inculcating in the public an aversion to the virtual as they would be to engage in
sabotaging the supplying of it.

We cannot know for certain what value future generations will attach to
authenticity when it comes to wilderness, or the length to which they would be walling
go to have the real thing, and indeed, we might be forgiven for being cautiously
pessimistic:?? This uncertainty has two implications. First, how true the near-perfect

substitution assumption can be is as much a function of the reaches of technology as it i

91| might note, however, that the convention ethipaéstions raised by the experience machine are
different from the question of whether virtual ematism of a kind that might, let us imagine, be mad
possible by experience machines that can geneilterness experiences, might not actually be a foon
the environment. With such a machine, people wbeldble to satisfy their yearning for nature
experiences without having to actually set footind thereby risking perturbing natural landscapes.
921n most other areas, ranging from beauty to iigefice, history has witnessed the steady decline of
authenticity’s hold on us. Indeed, the very ideawthenticity has largely lost its sharp edgesnsch so
that a great deal of what is peddled as authemtiayt is probably just the opposite, namely, a céisef
packaged commercial product the design of whichidfasothing about its reception by and success
among some intended audience to chance. Fake siaityemay be a contradiction in terms, but it is a
genuine phenomenon. It is an assault on the iotetlee senses, and a blight of commercial socitign
Barry may be right when he writes that somethini @ive gone terribly wrong with the world if peepl
prefer plastic trees and electric birds to reakobet it is difficult to decide what to make ofsthvorry.
Every epoch has something terribly wrong abouttiteast according to some of its internal critid&®
already live in a world in which many prefer a #itno a giant shopping arcade to a stroll in theods,
watching television to watching sunset, and stdrenhappily acquire that preference. It smackslief i
wistfulness to be fighting for the preservatiorttihgs whose intended beneficiaries may not apatecor
at least do so to the extent we might believe apprtionate to our zeal or effort. In many Chinegies,
ancient structures of cultural heritage valuessaramarily torn down, only to be replaced by gauakes.
While conservationists, scholars and the simplytailge ceaselessly decry this crime against culéune
history, the young, the hip, and the foreign tdasrisave little doubt that the fake can be juspraditably
and happily consumed as what they are fakes of.
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a function of the future trajectory of society’s tastes and preferencesttersrelating to
the environment. We can imagine that had people been obstinately against, say,
substitutes for real fur, real butter and real human-to-human relationshipstttiata
faux fur and fake butter and simulations of real interpersonal relationship are
technologically available would have not by itself been sufficient for @fgetholesale
substitution at the societal scale. Second, just what the future trajectoryaty'sdeistes
and preferences in matters relating to the environment will be will not beniietel by,

but may be relatively independent of, whether we accept the near-perfaittisahs
assumption. If we believe either that the assumption is, or that it ought to he e s
the more meaningful things to do is to pass onto future generations a healthyadesire f
what is genuinely natural, and of course, a healthy aversion to artificialiomgahereof.
To the extent we succeed in this endeavor, the question of whether one day plastic tree
will replace real ones will become moot.

Under the premise of ecological scarcity and finitude, weak (or “weaker”)
sustainability is strong enough to require the steady-state eventualkdseiw growth,
rather than continuing on open-endedly, tapers off when per capita material nasal
reached a certain level, and the scale of the macroeconomy is (shif) thie limits of
the carrying capacity of the ecosystem coterminous with the economy troquBsit
even if one rejects the steady-statentuality due to, say, cautious optimism about long-
term technological advancement, it still does not mean that there midbe gobd
reasons for accepting a steady-staterludescenario wherein a kind of moratorium is
placed on economic growth when the environment is under acute stress, until such time

when the stress has been relieved.
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There is overwhelming empirical evidence that the time for a stea@y-stat
interludeis right about now?* Humanity has, as a matter of fact, already gravely
impaired earth’s life-supporting capability by threatening to depletaigply of arable
land, of fresh water and multitude of critical natural resources, to say notroog afle
in global climate change (which will unleash numerous untold changes to the earth
ecological conditions), and we are as of yet woefully behind on the search for, and the
development and large-scale implementation of, the much-fancied and hyped-about
technological innovations (the likes of plastic trees) that might (or not) in onemway
another neutralize these damagdshis time nothing less than aggressive resource
conservation, pollution abatement and ecosystem preservation measures wouldde neede
to achieve even the comparatively moderate (“light green”) objective @iirsingt (or
perhaps restoring) critical natural capital. And at this time, theseunesamay well have
the effect of bwing down, if not halting, the growth of the aggregate scale of the
economylf we do not do this now, we might pass the point of no-return and it will then
not matter much if theoretically unlimited economic growth (defined in and hsue
ways that have historically not been the case) and environmenthabdity are (that is,
could be/have beg¢rompatible.

The principle of prioritizing basic material needs over other grounds fongta
claims upon finite environmental (or indeed any other kinds of) resources apphd¢s al
the distribution among rough contemporaries of current allowance (as constsathed b

savings requirement) of environmental goods, of environmental bads, and, derivatively,

193 According to Global Footprint Network, co-creatsdthe economist Mathis Wackernagel (who coined
the concept of ecological footprint), humanity astele is already living beyond its ecological mean
“Globally”, the website recently reported, “we nogguire the equivalent of 1.4 planets to support ou
lifestyles.” This means that we are now alreadghanphase of “the ecological equivalent of deficit
spending, utilizing resources at a rate faster thlaat the planet can regenerate in a calendar’year.
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of theburdenof environmental saving. Conjoining the two normative premises — we
ought to prioritize the basic material needs of future generations and that t¢aug
prioritize the basic material needs of the currently living — and the eadgirnemise of
ecological finitude, it follows that what justice requires is each geaeratirsuing
poverty alleviation and/or the sustained provision of the social minimum for all, & way
other than those that necessarily involve or otherwise require expanding thetbeze of
proverbial economic pie. In other words, the application of the principle of priority on
both the intragenerational and the intergenerational dimensions rulestdgutional,
structural and/or ideological dependenagaggregate growtlas an (alleged) means for
poverty alleviation. Insofar as certain configurations of social institatand economic
systems, such as the technology- and energy-intensive and profit-driven sf/stem
production, distribution and consumption in place in much of the world today, has the
effect of institutionalizing this kind of dependency, it constitutes an institatithreat to
environmental sustainability.

What integrated environmental distributive justice rejects is the sextity of
the categorical imperative of growth-by-any-means-for-arg-#vhat it does not reject
is growth-by-certain-means-for-certain-ends (and of course, up tteengeoint). The
negation of “must” is not “must not”, but “not must”, and that of “must try to achieve
by means of” is not “must not try to achieveby any means whatsoever”, but “may try
to achievex in some other way”. But this “demotion” of the imperative of growth from
categorical to contingent status could not be more important. Within the conteyt of an
set ofmoral rules, it is those members that are considered categorical thadrfuncti

relative to other memberas “side-constraints”. A side-constraint constrains “on the
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side”, as it were, that is, it constrains how some other independent end can be pursued. A
side-constraint derives its normative force (its “trumping power”) floamigidity or
absoluteness of its underlying vaftiéThe paradigmatic example of this kind of

relationship between two moral values is that between individual rights and d@ggrega
utility: we may seek to maximize the latter (as a moral goal), but onlyainasfour

means for doing so does not violate the first. If the imperative of growth is ngocass,

it will be effectively stripped of its ability to constrain, i.e., impede or olgstthe

realization of other kinds of good and social values, including, of course, environmental
sustainability and social justice. That, after all, is precisely wéwedenow the goal of

growth ought to be: humbled, but not outlawed.

Here and now in this world — at once economically lopsided, epidemically poor,
and ecologically over-spent — poverty alleviation requires a multi-prongmdach:
protecting the free access to such natural resource as land, water asdromesvhich
many of the world’s poor have traditionally derived their livelihood, increasing
environmentally-sensitive economic production for internal consumption (as opposed to
export) in regions where living standard is below or just above subsistences/éestel
transfer — both domestically and internationally — of material wealth, mooeme, and
technological know-how from the rich to the poor countries, and either active or passive
reduction in per capita consumption of economic output and ecological resources among
the rich so as to free up ecological space for the poor to consume more. Each of these
approaches is individually necessary yet insufficient.

On the account | have just given, | was able to derivartperativeof wealth

redistribution (on the intragenerational dimension) under the current global cosditi

194 Robert NozickAnarchy, State and UtopidNew York: Basic Books, 1974), 153.
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both social and ecological, without any direct reference to amiraciple of

redistribution as a general distributive principle. Still, it needs to be asketewxiseich a
principle must form part of any integrated theory of environmental distréistice (or
indeed, of any comprehensive theory of justice), and if so, how it might relate tbi¢he ot

parts of the theory. We must now turn to these important questions.

6.4 Redistribution

In the general discourse on distributive justice, especially within the context of
intrageneratioanl justice, the taking from some and giving to others (who gte rou
contemporaries or belong to significantly overlapping generations) — no rhatter t
precise mechanism by which this is accomplished — is customarily chienedttes
redistribution. This concept, however, is both semantically ambiguous and ideologically
loaded. If we take its prefix at face-value, indicating the dagejn of something that
has been done (at least once) before, then it accurately applies to mostnagenable
form of transfer going on today anywhere and everywhere and any thab will ip the
future. But this obviously empties the concept of any import. In the way it is most
commonly used in current literature on distributive justice, the word is ins¢@dam
the ideological baggage it carries, which it has acquired over the decades obbdebate
justice in distribution. It refers to any measure that is either designetievaor in fact
has the effect of adjusting people’s income from their normal participatidading the
lack of income due to involuntary unemployment), in various capacities, in economic

production. Moreover, while the conception of redistribution is inherently neutral
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between different directions, much of the normative discourse concerns the legiiima
taking from those with more and giving to those with f&3s.

| want to argue that what precise ral@rinciple of distributiormay play in a
theory of distributive justice depends on (1) one’s view about what it is a theoryicé jus
is a theory of, (2) the type of theory of justice one favors, and (3)athatprinciples of
justice one is willing to accept. Furthermore, whether redistributions required unde
current global conditions can be justified on the basis of a particular principle of
redistribution depends not only on answers to these questions but also on what we
understand, from a normative point of view, the nature of these redistributions to be. The
discussion will proceed as follows. First, | consider the different placespes of
redistribution might occupy, respectively, in the two basic types of theoriastafg in
the canon. The first includes theories of justice that are primarily histand
backward-looking in orientation and that are relatively indifferent to therpatt
exemplified in the distributive outcome from moment to moment, and the second
includes theories of justice that are primarily ahistorical and place a taghym on the
instantiation of certain distribution patterns, particularly those chaizeddoy limited
inequality. Second, | compare and contrast the ways in which each of these twaf types
theories handles the call for redistribution under current global conditions. Myttonte
is that while historical theories may be more suited for justifying curesgistributions,

this nonetheless does not entail that we must adopt a historical theory of justlce for a

19 Those who have vehemently opposed redistributimm the rich to the poor have not always similarly
objected to redistribution in the other directitbmfact, economic policies that in fact have tlésand kind
of redistributive outcome (such as many inspiredheyso-called “supply side economics” and regvessi
tax laws) are typically not even acknowledged dsstebutive, and are as such illicitly shieldedrfr any
criticism nominally directed at redistribution. Bifibne is not opposed to redistributipar se but only to
redistribution in a specific direction, they mustdoncerned more with protecting the interestbef t
beneficiary than with defending a particular distitive mechanism.
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other purposes. The issue of redistribution, as such, may suggest a source of necessary
incompleteness of both types of theories so far as their applicability inelheard is
concerned.
Historical theories of justice tend to be marked for their indifference tesssu
equality. By default, therefore, there is no place in them for principlesistribution
whose purpose it is to ameliorate inequality for the sake of ameliorating ieqiais
does not mean, however, that no redistributive measures can ever be justified on the basis
of historical principles. For example, the principle of rectification in Noziektitlement
theory, whose purpose is not to maintain some particular pattern for its own sake but
rather solely to right past injustices in acquisition and transfer (thatustiogs
according to the other principles of the same theGRNozick writes:
“In the absence of [a full treatment of the principle of rectification] to aqodar
society, oneannotuse the [entitlement theory] to condemn any particular scheme
of transfer payments, unless it is clear that no considerations of reaficiti
injustice could apply to justify it. Although to introduce socialism as the
punishment for our sins would be to go too far, past injustices might be so great as
to make necessary in the short run a more extensive state in order yothectf
(original emphasis).**’
Of course, whatever appeal and promise the principle of rectification has ip, theor
proper application of it in practice necessarily faces daunting and perhaps even
insurmountable difficulties, both technical and ideological. Not only does it presuppose

an understanding and interpretation of actual history that are as unbiased as is

19 Nozick, 1974, 153, 231.
197 Nozick, 1974, 231.
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intellectually possible, which can be a challenge in its own right, just as impprta
given the magnitude of past injustices, compounded over the ages, it may not always be
feasible to completely undo them even if we know what that would involve.

Now when we turn to the other type of theory of justice, which assumes the
intrinsic moral value of restricted inequality, the issue becomes somewhat m
complicated. In this context, there are two possibilities regarding the peradipl
redistribution. One involves the acceptance of such a priregplee!l agprinciples
whose application tends to generate inequality. When a theory of justice felagures
conjunction of these two functionally distinct (and mutually complementaryptets
principles, it would imply a distributive system of which the creation and the tarhing
inequality are parallel processes, different aspects, or momentsnoffrital functioning.
Such a system features extensive liberty in economic activities cahpitreextensive
redistributive measures supported by steep taxes. By contrast, we might ojbiiarya
that rejects both these kinds of principles and endorses instead principles whose
application consistently and directly produces relatively equal distributicemes.
Economic decision-making would be more centralized, allowing for more economic
planning through industrial and economic policies, income would be more equally
distributed and less steeply taxed than under the alternative system.

The choice between these two principle sets is, as would be immediately
recognized, the subject of a host of familiar and ongoing debates. Obviously, one’s
position on the specific issues of redistribution will depend crucially on one’deoedi
judgment about and/or preference between these two competing visions of a good and

just society. But what does or should those depend on? If procedural freeeedoirin
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ownership, trade, production and consumption) and freedom from equalization measures
(those primarily meant to benefit rough contemporaries) are the only twe \\mdagng

on the choice, given the necessary trade-off between them, it might alyirnat
indeterminate, in the absence of another value, as to which of these two distributive
systems and their underlying theories can claim superiority over the'StRerasonable
people of fundamentally different intuitions may simply disagree. Howevee #renot

the only two values relevant to this question, the value of environmental susiiyimabil

the long-term is in fact the third value that must be brought to bear. Why and how would
consideration of this issue make a different in our calculus? As we saw in th@uprevi
chapter, environmental sustainability is to a large extent a matter wfamaig the

optimal scale of the macroeconomy, which is importantly a function of the rates of
economic growth. Therefore, insofar as the two sets of principles of disinkhave not

been formulated with either a keen awareness of or explicit referencesieettial

demands of distributive issues in relation to the environment (which is very much the
case with most past debates about socialism and capitalism), the (rela¢ndy

articulated) norm of environmental sustainability provides a somewhat independent
criterion by which we can assess their relative merits. Specifidalgighs in favor of

those principles that entail a system with a relatively high level otiaterfor relatively

low rates of expansion in aggregate scale, that is, a system that is stguotaral

congenial to the emergence and the maintenance of a steady-state economy.

1981t may be of interest to note that the choice li@nperhaps suitably, particularly difficult foroge who
have had the fortune of experiencing life undehbands of systems. It is common for many peopl® wh
live in societies that recently underwent the titéors from planned economy to a more market-based
economy to feel torn about life before and afterc¢bllapse of the old system. Even as they enjeat wh
they now have that they didn’t formerly, they oftene gripped by a strong feeling of nostalgia fbeat
have been lost, in some cases perhaps foreverasyob security and other forms of social minimum.
This in itself is no proof of anything, of courdmit it goes to show that at some level, the questfovhich
is a better system shall remain forever open anggps unanswerable.
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Part of what is meant by tolerance for low rates of expansion in aggredate sca
and level of congeniality towards the steady-state is the degree to whicbreméc and
distribution system depends on high levels of growth for realizing other formsialf soc
good, such as full employment and reduced or suppressed — even if only in the short-term
— class conflict. But if these other social goods are to be realized even towlr g
neutral conditions, that is, without continually enlarging the size of the provpibjal
they would have to be pursued by other means, means that necessarily involve more
centralized economic decision-making, that is, greater (but preferably ast) sm
government involvement in the economy, which means, and of course, more restricted
liberty in ownership, trade, production and consumption. The conclusion, therefore, is
that bringing the consideration of the norm of distributive environmental justicertesbea
most likely to lean us in the direction favoring principles that call for grg@iegrnment
involvement in the economy, the steady-state, and that has limited need foibredhst
for purpose of equalization. Of course, in the end, even when all the different values, and
the sources of their potential conflicts, are laid bare, how much of one a sswigting
to surrender will depend on how badly it wants more of any of the others.

How, then, should we think of redistributions under current global conditions
from the point of view of either of these two types of theories? Let’s begin sitbrical
theories, represented here by libertarian theories such as Nozick’s.aSo far
environmental distribution is concerned, historical evidence for serious pastdiiibe
injustices,” that is, injustices in acquisition and transfer of environmental goodsads,
in both the domestic and international contexts, is overwhelming. Land enclosures,

colonization, imperial conquest, unfair and unfree trade, and discrimination against and
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exploitation of the disenfranchised by the powerful on varying fronts are buitte m
notable transgressions. The cumulative effect is that the pattern of holdingsnote
material wealth that obtains today is not what it should be: some have more, and
sometimes a great deal more, than what they might have been entitled to, hndrile ot
have less, and sometimes a great deal less, than what they might have bedrtemd
such, at the present time, considerable rectification, of the sort and magnitucbntha
only happen through state actions (or more generally, forces exogenous to thgismarke
obligatoryon libertarian ground Where there is bound to be a great deal of possibly
unresolvable uncertainty is over the question of how the scale of the redistribuition is
be determined. Nozick was appropriately vague on this practical question:
“Lacking historical information, and assuming (1) that victims of injustice
generally do worse than they otherwise would and (2) that those from the least
well-off group in the society have the highest probabilities of being the
(descendants of) victims of the most serious injustice who are owed compensation
by those who benefited from the injustices... theawghrule of thumb for
rectifying injustices might seem to be the following: organize sosiefys to
maximize the position of whatever group ends up least well-off in the sotity.”
Noticeably, in its current form, the rule is nearly indistinguishable from Kawl
Difference Principle (which of course is not by itself a reason for eitloeipéng or
rejecting it). The chief problem with it, however, is its incompletenessaximmzing the
position of the worst-off group is necessary for redressing past libartapigtices, it is
not obvious why checking the advancement of the best-off group would not be. Moreover,

as heavily burdened with past libertarian injustices as we are, it would lsgem t

199 Nozick, 1974, 231.
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rectification — by whatever means — is not just needed at this time but thesttooth in
theory and in practice, be accorded significant weight relative to othetagh¢he
distributive system. Until we have made some meaningful progress towdressiag
past wrongs, just transactions now and in the future (by libertarian standard) would
nonetheless perpetuate unjust patterns of holding because they start froosan unj
baselin€®®® But in fact, between the principle of rectification and the principles that
govern acquisition and transfer, defenders of entitlement theory of justicaltygio not
so much as pay lip service to the former while devoting much of their energy to
trumpeting the latter.

Now how should we understand redistribution being called for under current
global conditions from the point of view of ahistorical theories of justice? Even if we
should favor a version of this type of theory that features some principle ofibedish
that ameliorates inequality as generated through people’s normal andriregpgtion in
acquisitions and transfers, it does not automatically mean that the kind of bedistri
measures being called for now can be justified on its basis. More genpealkirgy,
whether all and any redistributive measures can and should be justified eyncefes
the principle of redistribution within an ahistorical theory depends on two thingse(1) t
scope of such theories (and by derivation their constitutive principles) and (Rewhet
certain redistributive measures that justice seems to demand might falemitg, and

need to be justified in some other way. | argue that since ahistorical thegtissoaf are

20 Thomas W. Pogge, “A Global Resources Dividertgttiics of Consumption: the Good Life, Justice, and
Global Stewardshipeds. David A. Crocker and Toby Linden (Lanham, :NRdwman & Littlefield, 1998),
508. Pogge has tried to show how little it wouldnd@d of wealthy nations to alleviate global povewtgt

he is not doing this in order to argue that no nibam this little bit should be done in the namégusfice.

He is doing this to show how even this minimal iegment demands more of wealthy nations than what
they are in fact doing.
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typically supposed to be theories of what an ideal system of distribution in an ideal
society ought to be, their scope of application is inherently limited. In panticbhkey are
not especially well-suited for addressing questions of how societies should be
transformed from the non-idestlatus quanto the ideal (or at least the near-ideal)
conditionsin ways that are themselves just

That ahistorical theories of justice tend to be long on articulating thesgsaim
of delivering just distribution and short on specifying directions for getting te#ms to
be common presumption among theorists. For example, commenting on recent literature
on global distributive justice, Charles B. Beitz notes that a great deahegrié ‘framed
as if the most important practical consequence of taking justice seriomslg e a
requirement to advocate large increases in inter-country transfer pigyiigut] this is a
mistake: a confusion of a part for the whol&: Beitz gives an indication of what he
takes the whole to be when he concurs with Rawls that “the aim [of a theory of
distributive justice] is to design a social system so that, so far as posdiatever

distributions were produced by its normal operation would be acceptibléoivever, it

21 Charles R. Beitz, “Cosmopolitanism and Globalid¢est in Current Debates in Global Justiceds.
Gillian Brock and Darrel Moellendorf (Dordrecht, 8 Netherlands: Springer, 2005), 23.

292 Beitz, 2005, 23. It may also be of interest tcerthiat Beitz goes on to say that “[d]irect incomansfers
were to be relied upon to guarantee a suitabl@bognimum, but this was a backstop for circumsgsno
which markets failed.” This curious statement ob&iss the issue by conflating empirical descriptidth
normative evaluations. The notion of “market fadfuis not only inherently normative, but more
importantly, fundamentally ambiguous (and for tregtson deeply misleading). The market is a mechanis
by which scarce resources are allocated accordiaditity-to-pay, noheeds as suclthat is, needs as they
exist independently of the ability to pay for megtithem. Therefore, it is precisely from thermal
functioning of the market that deprivation resifisofar as it is the case that some needs will ydvexist
even though the ability to pay for meeting themgoet. It follows, then, that if we are measuring t
success or failure of the market as an instituiorording to it$nternal logic that is, from anorally

neutral point of view (which in any case is the point ¢dw welfare economists tend to think they are
writing from), the existence of deprivation indieamarket succesg\lternatively, we might mean by the
notion of “market failure” that the institution guestion fails to achieve some external good, sscbqual
need-satisfaction for all (a distinctly moral vdlueven though it has achieved excellence accotdiitg
internal standard. This distinction is crucial hgsmon one interpretation of “deprivation as maf&itre”,
it takes strengthening or at least maintainingrthe of the market and improving its working to dicate it
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is not clear as to the sense in which calling for inter-country transfer p&g/foems part
of a theory of the ideal social system (assuming this is what Beitz mEan&) order
for a system to regularly produce acceptable outcomes, it is not enough thate®per
normally, it must also be the case that the background conditions in which the system
operates fall within some range we would characterize as néthiElen a properly
functioning rice cooker may make a lousy pot of rice when used at higher altihzateis
assumed by the original design.) After all, if we see the transfeg lsalled for now as
itself a part of the normal operation of an ideal social system, then we areynot onl
presupposing that the status quo is in some sense normal, but that the transfer can be
deduced straightforwardly from a theory of the ideal system. In this chamazy for
the transfer relates to the articulation of the ideal social system nattde whole but
rather as empirical application to general principles. If, however, ethsdransfer
being called for now as part of the transition from the urgtatis qudo a condition
more conducive towards the establishment of the ideal social system , then gas not
much an application of tharinciples of justice definitive of that system as preparation
for their applicability.

In a similar vein, Philip Pettit has claimed that the “specification ofustesiocial

order”, which to him is the “traditional philosophical concern [for political

but on the other, it takes diminishing the rolatef market and strengthening the role of the gowent to
eradicate it.

293 This is why there is no analogy between the mfetietween ideal normative theories and social
conditions and the relation between laws of phyaits$ physical conditions. While it is indeed theecthat
the absence of friction is a standard assumptionasfy physical laws, and that it is a conditiort tha
rarely satisfied in reality, still, depending ortbubject matter at hand, so long as friction feonbient air
is a sufficiently small factor relative to the othgit poses no threat to the applicability of théswvs. By
contrast, it is far less obvious that most of iheetthe social conditions in most places are sffity
close to the ideal envisioned in most contempom@ryot-so-contemporary contract theory of justice.

191



philosopher],***

ought to be distinguished from “two closely related ones”: (1) “the
scientific question of what social orders can arise from the existingamk(2) the

practical question of what we are obliged to do by way of transforming thtengrasder

into a more just dispensatioff® In a trivial sense, the question of transformation is
practical if any question is. But it is less certain that it is prdatidhe sense of being
nontheoretical, in its own right. In fact, | am quite certain it must be an imgorta
theoretical question in its own right as to how to effect the transition fromisvtatvhat
ought to be the case. While it is correct to say that “if one cannot say how shoigty s

be organized in an ideal world...one [cannot] know what changes should be wrought in
its mundane equivalent® it does not follow that knowing the ideal means knowing how
to achieve it, especially in ethically acceptable, and just, ways.

Indeed, Pettit's deployment of the deontic notion of “obligation” belies what he
may have intended to assert with the statement. Even if we are not obligated to, sa
resort to violent means, might we never be permitted to do so, in the name of justice?
This and others like it are cleattyeoreticalquestions without stretching beyond reason
the meaning of “theoretical” (and indeed, philosophers, reaching as far badkast a
Aristotle, have written on it), even though they may not be theoretical questions
distributive justice So Pettit’'s claim that the three questions are distinct and separable is
neutral on the question of what the “close relation” between the latter two andthe fir
the “traditional philosophical concern [for political philosophers” is supposed to mean for

the scope of a theory of distributive justice. It seems that so long as iricteesn the

204 philip Pettit,Judging Justice: An Introduction to Contemporanyifk@l Philosophy(London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1980), xi.

2% pettit, 1980, Xi.

2% pettit, 1980, Xii.
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way indicated by Beitz and Pettit, the theory must have but limited value for siddres
redistributive measures required expressly for transitional purposes.

This argument can be further strengthened by direct evidence for my claim tha
theories of the ideal social system — contractarian theories of justigetheimost
notable examples — do not typically contain recipes for how normal background
conditions necessary for its establishment and operation are to be achieviatt The
that theories that are plausibly thought of as dealing specifically hattransition from
abnormal to normal social conditions for purpose of distributive justice are oftencidist
and separate from any ahistorical theory of justice. Let me give tam@gs, one
concerned with peace, the other with violence. In most nominal theories of digéributi
justice, the assumption of peace forms part of the general background condition, or
precondition, for the establishing and the subsequent normal operation of some ideal
system of distribution. However, the same theories will not necessarilyrcoatges
for how to achieve peace if it does not in fact obtain, which is a different subjeat matte
altogether. Secondly, while economic redistribution and political reorganizhtmungh
violent means is sometimes necessary for the transition from abnormal to,ntbrsnal
topic does not usually fall within the purview of ahistorical theories of distribuistece
either?” It is rather dealt with either in theories of revolution or, more broadly, of fadica
political philosophy?® Interestingly, Marx, who has more than most to say about this
issue, particularly in relation to inequality and exploitation, is nonetheless theught

rightly or wrongly —notto have a theory of distributive justice (and revolution is

207 ocke’s theory of revolution may be thought ofemsexception.
28 Ted Honderich, “Inequality and Violence, And Diéaces We Make Between Them, Nature and
Conduct by Royal Institute of Philosophy, 1975.
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supposed to take us straight from the state in which justice cannot be had to the state in
which justice is no longer needéed;.

So far as the redistributive measures being called for now are concerned, how
their justification is to be furnished depends not just on what theory and principle of
distributive justice we have antecedently accepted, but also on what we takeitbehat
these measures to be. There is a preponderance of reason for thinking of the atugent st
qguo as abnormal, and therefore of the redistributive measures under discussion as
essentially transitional or transformative towards more normal conditionse\t¢ow
since it is not abnormal in the sense of lacking general peace, nor do we expect these
redistributive measures to involve violence, it is to some theory of distributives wsti
naturally turn for understanding and justifying them. As | have tried to show, the
transition from abnormal to normal is inadequately handled by ahistorical pesapl
justice but readily handled (if only in theory) by the historical principlefreation.

What this suggests to me is the possibility of a hybrid theory of justice thatefea
backward-looking principle designed to deal specifically with remedyas] injustices.
This principle, however, does not commit us to a purely historical theory of jusige. |
consistent with our favoring forward-looking, ahistorical, pattern-honoringiptes of
distribution in a rehabilitated and normalized social condition.

Whether these principles include an equalizing principle of redistributive will
depend on what the other principles are and how much inequality will be allowed to be
generated in the first place through largely decentralized economstathemaking.

Given the contingent relation between theory and practice, between agalityeal, and

209 Allen W. Wood, “The Marxian Critique of Justicé?hilosophy and Public Affairs/ol. 1, No. 3, 1972,
244-82.
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between the past, the present and the future, by adjusting its lens, as it weréindepe

on what it is looking at (and perhaps what it wants to see), a hybrid theory such as just
crudely outlined seems to allow us to better understand the normative basis and
implications of the call for redistribution at this historical junction than migin lheeen

possible from the point of view of either contributing theory.

6.5 Equality: Principle versus Outcome

It is a truism, perhaps, that one of the most profound distributive outcomes of
wealth redistribution in today’s world would be a drastic reduction in inequality, both
domestically and internationally, in what | earlier in the chapter cédlb¢al holding of
all things valuable”. More generally, a world that honors the principle of a uriversa
social minimum (or equality, a la Sen, within the space of basic needs), howsvsr thi
determined, and recognizes ecological constraints as well would accotartessa
inequality in material possession and money income than one that does not do either of
these two things. How is it possible, then, that relative equality might beackalithout
overt commitment to or explicit pursuit of egalitarianism (with respectotal*holding
of all things valuable”)? Is there not something like the hedonistic paradox goingepn he
where we are more likely to end up getting something if we do not deliberateét ai
getting it (by, say, acting on a maxim which contains the name or definitivepdiesc
of the desired end-state)? If we can get equality without beingaggalit might it not
dispose of or at least defuse the theoretical debate abqurirtbiple of equalityin

distributive justice?
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One answer, the trivial one, is negative, and it is based on Amartya Sen’s analysis
of the idea of equality. According to that analysis, the debate about equahtyt &
disposed of, not because of normative reasons alone, but also, and perhaps more
importantly, because of logical and semantic reasons. The non-trivial answer is a
qualified “yes”. Let me explain the latter answer by showing how, contwamdely-
held beliefs, relative equality must result from (as opposed to being merelgteansi
with, which is a much weaker claim) libertarian social institutions and ecorpmiiides.
| single out libertarianism for this demonstration for the simple reason thdahé one
theory that is thought to have the most inegalitarian implications. Moreovent tava
suggest that indifference to or even contempt for the idea of equality does esgargdy
result in radical inequality.

As noted earlier in discussing Sen’s analysis of the concept of equality,
libertarianism is committed to “equal liberty”. Now libertarians undestéberty”
negatively, that is, freedom from the meddling of others (the state in paijtiGuaias
has often been pointed out, the negative doctrine of liberty cannot constitute an adequate
foundation for a complete social/political philosophy, about what the government should
or should not do. A baby left alone is soon a dead one. Liberty (like choice) is only
incoherently thought of as something desirable entirely for its own sake, ad an e
itself. We do not live to be free, nor is it the case that we need freedom just to live. |
seems closer to the truth to say that we want freeddinetéreely(andwell), but of
course we can neither live freely nor live well if we do not live at all, and do so like

human being$*° And it is precisely for guaranteeing that we all live at all, and like

219t is worth remembering that libertarianism aleters to a particular position in debates about Wwél
and determinism. It is not an accident that lib@atasm in issues of justice and libertarianisnssues of

196



human beings, so as to be ablemgpoy(as opposed to merehave in some passive
sense of the term) our freedom, that we need a positive doctrine of liberty thatsrequire
more of the government than non-interferefic&his means that “equal negative
liberty” must be capable of being “cashed out” in terms of equality in a nurhbelated
spaces either conceptually or materially derivative of (the capacihjdg)enegative
liberty. One such space is occupied by basic needs, whose satisfaction isahdipomn
for (or indeed the very meaning of) living at all. What | want to suggest igvkatthis
minimal (additional) assumption (that negative liberty cannot subsist on its own,
suspended in a material vacuum) would take libertarianism considerable distdrece in t
direction of restricting inequality by means of placing constraints on atquaiand
transfer of assets, provided, of course, that we also correctly understandldggcal
reality of the world.

It is possible to interpret both the “sufficiency condition” and the sharingeclaus
(aka “the Lockean Proviso”) as answering to the concern with basic needsfdsinc

Locke, the right to self-preservation and, derivatively, to its mateabpmdition, form

free will share the same label: the two positioagehclear affinity with each other substantively.
Libertarians about matters of justice are far mikedy also to hold the view that our socioeconostiatus
(among other things) is primarily a result of orgef choice and only marginally attributable to
circumstances. Whether this is true generally, aeeltgood reasons to believe it is false specifidall
respect of economic success and failure. As PatgeBSreminds us, “[tjhe Nobel Prize-winning ecorigim
and social scientist Herbert Simon estimated tatial capital’ is responsible for at least 90 petof

what people earn in wealthy societies like thosthefUnited States or northwestern Europe. By $ocia
capital Simon meant not only natural resourcestate important, the technology and organizational
skills in the community, and the presence of goodegnment.” (“What Should a Billionaire Give — and
What Should You?The New York Times Magazjiizecember 17, 2006). But if libertarianism in
guestions about justice presupposes libertariamsimestions about human choice and action, and
libertarianism about human choice and action ietha@s ignorance about facts, then abstract philisap
argumentation can do little to settle the issuewag or another.

21 This elementary point has been eloquently andatepéy argued. See, for example, chapter 1 of yHenr
Shue’sBasic Rights: Subsistence, Affluence, and U.S.ifoieolicy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1980) anBlocial Welfare and Individual Responsibiligds. David Schmidtz and Robert E. Goodin
(Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Pre€98), especially part 2 (by Goodin). The
capabilities approach developed by Amartya SenMarda Nussbaum is also a direct rebuke of the
formalism of (negative) libertarianism.
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the justificatory foundation of the right to appropriation without consent, any one act of
appropriation, by any one individual in relation to any one part of the common is
legitimate only if it does not violate those same prior rights of others. But cfezdbe
preservation of the biological self essentially requires or involves thengeédtts basic
biological needs. Specifically in regard to the sharing clause, even though Laske w
himself vague about what he meant by “enough and as good” (see 6.1 for my own
analysis of the phrase), any interpretation thereof that appeals to conobpds ©rarm or
injury (according to which the sharing proviso says that no appropriation is legitima
that harms others), which is to say, any minimally plausible interpretagiomst

plausibly understood in terms of the notion of basic né&d&hile we can harm people

in many a way, depriving them of the means to meet their basic needs is ceriaioly

the surest and most effective ways of doing so; whatever else we cad tredsain
depriving a human being of their means of subsistence, we must be said to have done
them harm.

How much inequality in holding would be consistent with genuine adherence to
the two Lockean provisos (suitably interpreted), the spoilage clause and theg shari
proviso, in which the notion of basic needs plays an important role? Locke and his
followers might have thought, and did, and continue to think that the entitlement theory
of justice provides ample justification for radical inequality in holding. But it do¢s
follow from this that the theory justifies radical inequality in holding. The=oare all the
time being misused, abused or otherwise co-opted for ideological purposes, even those to

which the original theorists may be opposed. To see how the radical inegalitarian

%12 Gopal Sreenivasaithe Limits of Lockean Rights in Propeflyew York: Oxford University Press,
1995), especially chs. 1,2 and 4.
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implications of libertarianism come to be, it helps clearly to distinguish anheng t

different premises from whose conjunction they are drawn. They can be divided into two

categories: normative and factual. Normative premises asservisfiy true or valid

“axioms” or “first principles” that issue largely from a particulardhst’s moral

intuitions. These concerns matters of basic values, such as the nature of thesgobdnes

pleasure, equality, liberty, rationality, truth, and so forth. These first plasampay or

may not admit of proof. Factual premises assert (non-moral) facts aboudrtde w

including, of course, about human nattif&Those statements are either true or false.
What | am trying to highlight is the importance of clearly distinguisihieigveen

what is essential and what is non-essential to this type of theory in partandao any

theory of distributive justice in general. John Locke, as we know, as well as rheny ot

who have written on issues of justice and property (as well, indeed, as many who have

not), have been (grosslgmpiricallywrong, about natural resources. If Locke’s

ignorance was excusable, given that he wrote in tf‘i‘e:éﬁftury, the ignorance of many

writing and talking about the issue today is not. My point, however, is even though the

cornucopian assumption about nature, which | have shown is decidedly false (see chapter

5), features prominently in Locke’s own, and Lockean-inspired theories of pyroged

continues to be taken for granted by many contemporaries libertarians, it iseleset

not essential to these theories. Essence and importance are two distinciesgtégo

What is essential to these theories, and indeed any normative theory of justthesar

propositions that are more appropriately classified as statements pfifugples:

23 More generally speakingny argument in first-order normative ethics must henie form, containing
both normative premises and factual ones. A siegliersion of this form is Aristotelian syllogisim,
which the Major premise is normative, the minompise is factual, and the conclusion is normative, o
practical.

24 5Saul A. Kripke Naming and NecessitCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1980).
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incapable of proof but perhaps needing none either. So far as Locke’s or Lockean
theories is concerned, | would include among these the doctrine of natural hights, t
doctrine of self-ownership, and even the so-called labor theory of value, all of wéich a
clearly definitive of any nominally libertarian theory of justice. tul, therefore, be
logically possiblgo combinethesepropositions (or at least a number of them) with more
ecologically informed empirical assumptions about the natural world, about land, about
natural resources, and about the limits to the carrying capacity of thesternsGod-
given or not. Should we do so, the resultant theory, would be a “new and improved”
version of libertarian theory of justice, which, as | will further argue belaould likely
in practice have far more egalitarian implicatiéts.

The larger point | wish to make with this analysis is that whileaquniori
intuitions about the intrinsic desirability of equality may maitérjnsically, it may
matter less how unequal the distributive outcome will be of the application of any
particular set of distributive principles than we have often been led to believetiwha
actual outcome would be of the application of a normative theory depends at least as
much on empirical assumptions about the subject to be distributed as otbkkias
distributive values we may hold, as it does on our beliefs about the value of eaiality (
total holding) as such. While explicit commitment and adherence to the egalitaria
principle may produce egalitarian distributive outcomes (or it may not, if the hedonist
paradox has any truth to it), regardless of whether the world is resource reSoorce

scarce, this does not mean that the absence of such explicit commitment opens the door to

25|n chapter 1, | noted that whether a utilitariamutd condemn ill treatment of animals of a partcul
species depends importantly one her scientific tgtdeding as to whether that species is sentidmreTis
a close parallel between that issue and the onerutiscussion: if the core normative commitment of
utilitarianism is its attaching great moral weigitthe ability to suffer pain and pleasure, thimmatitment
is nonetheless consistent with different views alvchether any particular entity has this ability.
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unmitigated inequality. For there are, to use this imperfect metaphor, (atweadoors
that jointly control how much inequality is to resmltfact one door is the distributive
principle (s), the other is empirical statements about the world (about the fiofttide
thing to be distributed, the number of claimants, etc.). As widely as we might open one of
them, if the other one is stuck at an ajar position, the size of the opening is bound to be
limited. Ecological finitude is the door stuck at the ajar position.

The familiar question about whether it is the principle of equality or the principle
of minimum standard on which we should base our theory of distributive justice —
whether it is in the domestic or in the global context — has often been posed in a way that
seems to assume or suggest that (1) the eventual practical outcome of theadswbd ki
principles would diverge drastically, and (2) which kind of outcome we will end up with
hinges solely on our choice of distributive principi®But these assumptions are
themselves made in an ecological vacuum. Indeed, this continues to be a major sveaknes
in much writing on distributive justice, perhaps in particular internationailulisve
justice. If we ever could before, we can no longer afford to pretend as though
environmental sustainability and economic distribution are separate or sepssabk.
On the one hand, to consign ecological issues to the margins of discussions of gistributi
justice is fundamentally to fail to appreciate the critical importancesoluree scarcity,
environmental pollution and ecological stress for how we think about and strive fdr socia
justice under the current global ecological conditions. On the other hand, in the case of
those who have been advocating redistribution now and greater equality in the future

both between and within countries, bringing attention to and raising awarenless of t

#8 5ee, for example, Veronique Zanetti's “Egalitar@lobal Distributive Justice or Minimal Standarih”
Real World Justice: Grounds, Principle, Human Reghimd Social Institution®ds. Andreas Follesdal and
Thomas Pogge (The Netherlands, Springer, 2005)2139
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unfortunate fact of the global ecological crisis and its implications facgusay do
more for their causes than they ever could have hoped for by championing the abstract
idea of equality. If we should “never waste a crisis” in politfésye should do the same

in our theoretical enterprises.

27 Rohm Emmanuel, chief of staff to president Obamaa, been widely reported to say this repeatedly.
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Ch. 7 Environmental Virtues
7.1  Virtuous Sentiments

If environmental sustainability and social justice are macro moral gwatisef
society at large, their achievement requires of the individual memberssudiegy to
each live, at the micro level, an ecologically sound lifestyle, whereinkii@yingly,
willingly and consistently conduct themselves in ecologically sauegs. In this chapter,
| explore just what such a lifestyle might involve and what are or should be the
environmental virtues constitutive of, and by derivation the environmental vices
incompatible with it.

“A complete environmental ethic,” writes Ronald Sandler in the introduction to
his edited volume on environmental virtue ethics, “will include both an account how one
ought to interact with the natural environment and an account of the character
dispositions that one ought to have regarding the natural environfiiémt.Rosalind
Hursthouse’s words, to instill environmental virtue in a person is to “shape [in them] a
particular way of perceiving, acting in relation to, feeling and thinking about theaha
world.”?*® Two main themes of environmental virtue ethics, as suggested by these general
remarks, and Aristotle’s own canonical view, are ecologically virtuoumfseand
passions on the one hand, and ecologically virtuous conduct and actions, on the other. |
treat them separately not due to a failure to realize that they atedrednd perhaps
systematically so (indeed, they had better be), but rather becaus¥ ¢ lteére are
substantial limits to the usefulness of the kind of language typically depiloye

discussing the former, for discussing the latter. In this section, | foaudynon the first.

218 Ronald Sandler, “Introduction: Environmental VetEthics,” inEnvironmental Virtue Ethicsedited by
Ronald Sandler and Philip Cafaro (Lanham, MD: Romtland Littlefield, 2005), 6.
19 Rosalind Hursthous@n Virtue Ethic{New York: Oxford University Press,1999), 165.
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| will examine and criticize the view that perceptions, feelings and thoagbts the
environment that are based on the belief that the latter has mind-independent intrinsic
value and these constitute environmental virtues. In the following sectiofisturato

the questions of ecologically-sound conduct. | suggest that the kinds of attitudes and
feelings discussed in this first section are neither necessary narequffor informing or
otherwise motivating ecologically sound conduct.

A patrtial list of attitudes towards and feelings about the environment that have
been claimed to be worthy of the label of environmental virtues include: proper
humility®?®, respec?, love?? reverencé? benevolence, friendless, kindness, generosity,
compassiori?* gratitude, attentiveness, aesthetic appreciation and wofdepartial
list of the corresponding environmental vices include jealousy, selfishnesd, gre
profligacy, indifference to the well-being of othéf&and arroganc&’ The first thing to
note about these attitudes and feelings is that all of them have traditiondllygidnaps
also universally) been recognized as either virtues or vices, quite independagnt of an
special consideration of the natural environment. They are properly calledoyertues
or generic vices. What then is meant by calling them specifieallironmentavirtues or

vices? For the qualification to be meaningful and non-trivial, it must presuppose an

independent judgment to the effect that the natural world, the environment, qualifies f

220220Thomas E. Hill, Jr., “Ideals of Human Excellencel @reserving the Natural Environment,” in
Reflecting on Nature: Readings in Environmental®duphy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994),
98-110.

221 paul W. TaylorRespect for Nature: A Theory of Environmental EtfiRrinceton: Princeton University
Press, 1986); Holmes Rolston Hnvironmental Ethics: Values in and Duties to tretudal World
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1988).

#2 Ronald SandleiGCharacter and Environment: A Virtue-Oriented Apprbao Environmental Ethics
(New York, NY: Columbia University Press, 2007), 2.

22 Albert Schweitzer, “The Ethics of Reverence fafel’i Christendom1, 1936, 225-39.

224 Geoffrey Frasz, “Benevolence as an Environmental¥,” in Sandler and Cafaro (ed), 2005, 125.
225 Hursthouse, 1999, ch. 7.

226 Frasz, “Benevolence as an Environmental Virtue Sandler and Cafaro (ed), 2005, 125.

2T Hursthouse, 1999, ch. 7.
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being the intentional objects of the virtuous attitudes and feelings, or possessgsoperti
that render them inappropriate objects of the vicious attitudes and feeliagalft

proper humility is a virtue only when, by definition, it is directed at what it ought to be
directed and nothing else. And the same is true of all of these other virtuous at8mdes
the case for any particular attitude or feeling being a specifieallyonmentalirtue

must rest on some intellectual judgment that there are some propertiée that t
environment has in virtue of which it is worthy of that attitude and feeling.

The one property that writers who defend the view that these attitudes and
feelings areenvironmentavirtues have tended to cite is the environment’s possession of
some kind of intrinsic value: of either the mind-dependent or the mind-independent sort
(see 2.3 and 2.4). But just what is the nature of the connection between these attitudes
and feelings, on the one hand and the belief about the intrinsic value of the environment,
on the other? Are they appropriate intentional objects of these attitudes amgkfeel
becausedhey are intrinsically worthy or are they deemed intrinsically wolsiicause
they are the intentional objects of these attitudes and feelings? Tlatérsative
presupposes that the intrinsic worth of the natural environment is capable of being
established as an objective, empirical fact of sorts. In chapter 2.3,ikedtibe realist,
mind-independent theory of value in general and in 2.4, the realist, mind-independent
theory of the intrinsic value of nature in particular. Against the first, leatgon the basis
of the interest-theory of value (according to which something has value iasatas the
object of an interest, broadly construed, that is, including instrumental and non-
instrumental interests) that the very idea of mind-independent and interesi-valute

is unintelligible. More particularly, | argued, against the latter, thatrgliments that
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have been adduced for the intrinsic value of nature are in effect bakadchaninterests

of one kind or another, that is, in certmmanpro attitudes towards those natural (that

is, inherently non-moral) features of the natural world (whether it is andediof some

kind, or integrity — whatever that may mean — or beauty) on which the intrinsicisalue
believed to supervene. Therefore, | do not deny that the environment has intrinsic value
What | argue is that since the idea of intrinsic value is ambiguous, aniyasaéout it

needs to be clear as to which metaphysical theory of value in general, anccintiasi

in particular, is being assumed. The only kind of intrinsic value that the environment ca
be said to have, in my view, is of the mind-dependent variety.

This analysis suggests that we cannot approach the questions raised at the
beginning of the last paragraph without specifying the type of intrinsic value the
intentional objects of the proposed environmentally virtuous attitudes and feeéngs ar
supposed to have. If it is supposed to be of the mind-independent kind, these attitudes are
no virtues at all insofar as they are based on a fundamental intellectuaRgrerson
who has no faith in God cannot be said to be lacking in a key form of human excellence
if there is no intellectually respectable way of demonstrating theeekia reality of the
purported intentional object of such a mental state. Indeed, the opposite may twedl be
insofar as belief in the existence of a supernatural being is indicativeahderms of
serious intellectual shortcomings.

If, alternatively, the kind of intrinsic value the intentional objects of the proposed
environmentally virtuous attitudes and feelings are supposed to have is of the mind-
dependent variety, then the same attitudes and feelings constitute the very human

interests — of the non-instrumental kind, of course — in which that value consists. This
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certainly does not mean that these attitudes and feelings must themsetvasoneli or
baseless. To the contrary, they may (and will most likely) be informed diecttal
understandings of non-moral, that is, natural facts about the environment. | believe, f
example, that Thomas E. Hill, Jr. is quite right when he writes that “irenieas
understanding of nature tends to heighten people’s concern for its preseritidre”
key words here are “tends to”; the idea is not that the intellectual undengtaidine
immense complexity of the ecosystem (as opposed to — to belabor the point — beliefs
about the mind-independent intrinsic value of the ecosystem) logically natessiny
particular evaluative attitudes, such as proper humility, benevolence and wonaedst
nature. Rather, the point is that these are natural, if not universal psychic regponse
such intellectual understanding. It is by no means an extravagant suggestiamtaa
nature may be such that we do not tend to remain completely indifferent emotionally
towards what we know. If this were not so, our species would be in still deeper trouble
than it already is.

But if cognitive beliefs about the environment form ¢ineundfor diverse modes
of non-instrumental interests in the environment, what might beotmentof these
interests? What exactly is one interestednsofar as one harbors proper humility,
respect, love, reverence, benevolence, gratitude, aesthetic appreciaticonded
towards the environment? The answer, as | suggested in 2.4, ought to be the meservat
of those empirically describable, natural features of the environment, knowledgal (ca
or scientific) of which elicits these feelings in the first place (or biclvthe mind-
dependent intrinsic value of nature supervenes). The significance of this point cannot be

overstated: for it straightaway brings us to the second (and in my own view the more

228Hill, Jr., “Ideals of Human Excellence,” 103.
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important) of the two main themes of environmental virtue ethics, namely, the ofture
ecologically virtuous conduct. While attitudes, feelings and beliefs, or “inakss in
general, may themselves be the terminal objects of moral appraisal, anasgheenefit
their possessor in one way or another, it seems gratuitous to caktiveonmental

virtues unless they also have the tendency reliably to issue in conducts that promote
environmental sustainability. Mental entities are immaterial, and by tteessthey

leave no material footprint (see 4.3 for a more detailed discussion of this). arhewnly

do so indirectly, by shaping human conduct. Correspondingly, no theory of
environmental virtues can be complete without an account of environmentally virtuous
acts, which is derivative of, but nonetheless distinct from, an account of enviroliynenta

virtuous sentiments.

7.2 Virtuous Acts

Crudely, acting virtuously towards nature involves acting in relation to it irs way
thatexpress or exhibiirtuous attitudes towards it. But a more substantive theory, one
that can genuinely live up to virtue theory’s reputation for user-friendliness, ailsout j
which types of act so qualify, must include not only an account of what it is to act “in
relation to” nature, but also an account of what it means for an act in relation ®toatur
express certain thoughts, beliefs and feelings about it. Generally speakyrart might
be an expression of any idea, depending on who is judging, and the complex of
background assumptions (some empirical, some metaphysical, and still otheasve)rm
through which the meaning of actions is distilled. Moreover, all expressions @intige s

mental state are not equal: some are powerful, some tepid, some costly, some not, some
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straightforward, some subtle, direct, some indirect, some preferred by thosxpress
the idea, while others by the targeted audience, and perhaps still othersl{pattyr
spectators with no personal stakes in the whole business. If this is true ofrsuegbe
attitudes and feelings — and we know it is — it can only be more so of human attitudes
towards and feelings for the non-human.

A wide range of acts can be, and have been, labeled as environmentally virtuous
insofar they all can be plausibly said to issue from pro-environment or “green”
sentiments. Recycling, growing vegetables (and, increasingly, raisitigeali enjoying
environmental amenities, demonstrating against the World Trade Orgamjzati
boycotting environmentally objectionable consumer products, and arguably even
participating in what has been called — though not necessarily alwdyofaightly —
“eco-terrorism”, are just a few examples. How, then, might we begin tensgsze our
thinking about these conducts such as to make principled distinctions among or otherwise
classify them, even as we recognize their commonalitie€hdmacter and Environment
Ronald Sandler has discussed four genera of environmentally virtuous condtct. Firs
there are what are called virtues of environmental sustainabilityhvithigpose their
possessor to maintain or promote a limited-term sustainatffitgecondly, there are
virtues of environmental activism, which are “conducive]...] to success in soalal
political domains in securing environmental goods[%9"Thirdly, there are virtues of
communion with nature, which “enable an individual to enjoy and take advantage of
[environmental amenitiesf> Lastly, there are what are called virtues of environmental

stewardship, which “involve dispositions to appreciate the various ways environments

229 sandler, 2007, 48.
20 sandler, 2007, 49.
1 sandler, 2007, 50.
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function as public goods...to maintain them as pubic goods... and to see that the goods
are justly distributed®®?

Among these four groups of alleged environmental virtues, virtues of communion
with nature are qualitatively different from the other three: virtues of eamviental
sustainability, activism and stewardship. Behavioral expression of communion with
nature, as Sandler understands it, tends to take the form of enjoying and taking advantage
of environmental amenities, that is, non-basic environmental goods. For example, one
practices this latter virtue insofar as one is disposed to appreciate tiye difete sunset
or the call of a songbird. By default, acts such as these mean more to the indnadual t
they do to the environment, to which it may make no material difference ateadl.3e
But even the benefits that purport to accrue to the individuals that possess these virtues
are, as is perhaps typical of virtues generally, of an uncertain nature, anfiactisat
“they areonly available to those who are disposed to seek or receive them (emphasis
mine).””*® For example, “an individual who isable toappreciate the beauty of the
sunset or the call of a songbird literally misses out on the experience @snpiiree)">>*
Now it is of course vacuously true that one misses out on the experience of aipgreciat
something insofar as one does not appreciate that thing. But one’s missing out on
appreciating something has negative implications for one’s well-beingfamhat is
being missed out is something that is integral to human flourishing.

It is no doubt Sandler’s point that those who do not have a taste for nature-themed

hobbies necessarily flourish less than those who, other things being equal, are not

similarly disabled. But not only does Sandler not give an argument for this camcepti

2 gandler, 2007, 55.
3 sandler, 2007, 61.
24 sandler, 2007, 50.
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human flourishing, it is not clear to me that non-circular arguments are forthctoning
this claim, which one either accepts a priori, or not. Do people who don’t enjoy cooking
and sewing flourish less than those who appreciate the intringgcde of such activities?
It is not obvious to me that either the negative or the affirmative answer to suclmgiesti
admits of rational support through the art of argumentation (see 6.2). But, in fact, |
believe less hangs on how we resolve the issue about the personal payoff of virtues of
environmental communion in terms of happiness, than might have been imagined. For
whatever it is that the disposition to enjoy nature-themed hobbies does for the individual
by itself it does nothing for the environment. So even if they are necessary in@etjenui
environmentally virtuous person — which | am not quite willing to grant, but no matter —
they are by no means sufficient, and must be supplemented by a disposition for conduct
that can make a tangible difference to the environment. This brings us to cdwaduct t
presumably, is associated with one of the other three groups of environmental virtue
Sandler identifies: environmental sustainability, stewardship and activism

Let us begin with the virtues of environmental activism. As opposed to being
distinct from the virtues of environmental sustainability or those of environmenta
stewardship, as Sandler’s classification has it, | believe virtues of enantahactivism
are more appropriately treated as a species of the latter generaassibia concern
with either environmental sustainability or environmental stewardship or both, tha
defines the motivation for involvement in environmental activist activities. itathar
way, participation in environmental activism is but one way in which to act out one’s
commitments to environmental sustainability and/or environmental stewardship. B

what exactly distinguishctivistactivities from other types of activities similarly
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motivated? After all, being a vegetarian does not make one an animal righst and,
conversely it is certainly possible for one to be an animal rights activisdwtibeing a
vegetarian.

We ordinarily understand activism to involve so-called grass-root effotts, i.e
efforts by ordinary citizens that agitate for change and are diratt®rporations, trade
groups, and governments and other institutional entities. These activities tend & be of
political and public nature, and often (but not necessarily) follow certain fosrautd as
mass protest, letter-writing campaigns or artistic demonstrationsiriresttal for
(effective) activism, Sandler correctly notes, are traits such as “ttorent, astuteness,
disciplines, attentiveness, discernment, fortitude, creativity, courageosetol,
cooperativeness, patience, solidarity, perseverance, and optififddnivever, all these
traits are “executive virtues”, and they do bgtthemselvedefine the ends of the
activities in whose performance they are to be exercised. Indeed, thagtas |
indispensable for being an effective human trafficker, suicide bomber, or bank asbber
they are for being an effective environmental activist. Their identiicaloes little,
therefore, to advance our understanding of what is environmental about the virtues of
environmental activism. Indeed, the same can be said of associating traits such a
“diligence, trustworthiness, justice, loyalty and honesty” with the virtfies
environmental stewardshff® These are generic virtues, and there is nothing specifically
environmental about them.

More important, | believe, is the fact that there are obvious and necessary

limitations to both the scope and the intensity of one’s involvement in activistiast

25 sandler, 2007, 49.
26 gandler, 2007, 55.
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One’s life can be filled with only so much that is of a political and public naturegghe r
of which — the living of one’s daily life — must be taken up by activities that araply
of a personal and private nature. And it is in how one carries out these personal and
private activities of everyday living where | believe the virtue of gvam ecologically-
informed lifestyle is practiced.

“Lifestyle” literally means the style of one’s living. The notion of sigpmlies
only when a pattern is discernible, that is, where and when otherwise diverse phenomena
appear to cohere around some regulative principle or norm. What we commonly call
lifestyle choices are those that shape the substance and the contours of opeés/ever
activities, those that form the (essential) core, as opposed to optional orramenta
ingredients of life. These include choices in matters such a®hewwells, eats, dresses,
cleans, travels, shops, relaxes, entertains, and so forth. While we may akpays di
whether any particular choice is properly called a lifestyle choiageneral, choices that
can be so classified should be distinguished from a number of other kinds of choices,
including choices in profession or career, in political/social activist involveraedtin
hobbies. These are different spheres of a whole life and we are better selytchdpa
by compartmentalizing them. “Green” activism, “green” hobbies and “fiebs are not
the same thing as, and do not substitute for, so far as the practice of environirtertal
is concerned, “green” living. For example, while participation in some profeds
capacity, in ecologically devastating industrial and commercial primtugtactices such
as mountaintop removal mining may be vicious from an environmental point of view, its

viciousness is clearly different from what we might, and indeed should, attabute t
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ecologically unsound consumption practices individuals engage in day in and day out in
their capacity as consumers and private citizens.

While (de)limited in scope, the concept of lifestyle is nonetheless halighim
its proper reach, and resists reductionist interpretation. Eating fruitsalfyait exercising
by itself, even if done regularly, does not make for a healthy lifestyle hwivolves
consistently doing a variety of things with health benefits and few things iviiny
adverse health consequences. So living an ecologically sound lifestylesetpt doing
a few select green things haphazardlydartsistentlynaking ecologically-informed
choices in one’s daily living in wide rangeof matters and areas. In sections 7.4 to 7.6, |
discuss what such choices involve in relation to three different mattersesasd But first,
| wish to elaborate and defend my view that ecologically-informestyie choices do

not presuppose, or only weakly depends on, beliefs in the intrinsic value of nature.

7.3 Ecologically-sound lifestyle and the intrinsic value of nature

Like virtues of environmental activism, the virtue of ecologically-sound liiang
perfectly consistent with different shades of green commitment. Nowant asticle of
faith among many writers that “a central cause of reckless environmeplait&tion is
the attitude that nature is merely a resource for satisfying human wamtses®* In
2.5, I discussed some of the confusions that afflict this line of thinking. | argued that
teleological centrism, whose truth is presupposed by teleological anthnieoe is not
the same thing as both geometric (or spatial) centrism (whose truth is presuppos
geocentrism or heliocentrism) and normative centrism (which is presupposed by the

mind-dependent theory of value). Accordingly, | distinguished between strornvgeakd

7 sandler, 2007, 2.
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instrumentalism about nature. Strong instrumentalism claims that theseadihanly
useful, but that it has been created to be used by humanity. By contrast, weak
instrumentalism is compatible with the complete rejection of teleolocgrdrism. We
can, and should, reject strong instrumentalism without rejecting weak instrlismnta
Weak instrumentalism, in the current connection, is fully capable of supporting
environmental virtues. Specifically, | will argue that whether one happensdoehat
nature is merely a resource for satisfying human wants and needs, may sidebsiae
a factor in one’s conduct towards the environment, as statements such as Saodiler’
have us believe.

Part of the problem with claims that identify the attitude that “natunearely a
resource for satisfying human wants and needs” as “a central cause e$seckl
environmental exploitation” is thatyhen interpreted specifically within the context of
personal belief and personal condias opposed to at the level of macroscopic historical
and cultural analysis), is that they play fast and loose with the quasigaichoiion of
“cause” (and its variant “because”). | do not dispute that one who believes in strong
instrumentalism or teleological anthropocentrism might feel a speais¢ s entitlement
towards the environment and acts exploitatively towards it. Nor do | dispute twaebet
any two people, the one with this attitude is more likedyeris paribusthan the one
who does not, to act recklessly towards the environment. However, correlations, however
strong, are not causation (or, for that reason, explanation). In what sense, then, can the
belief that nature is “merely a resource for satisfying human wants adsi'feesaid to

constitute a “central cause” of a particular individual's reckless actytisvhe
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environment? What is the import of the notion of “central cause” that is camyolh of
the burden of the meaning and truth value of the statement here?

The idea — at least as best as | can make out (since the idea of “centralause”
itself loose and slippery) — seems to be that the belief is either necessaffycent for
supporting or encouraging an exploitative disposition towards the environment. In 2.5, |
already noted that the belief that nature is merely a resource foyisgtisiman wants
and needs is, by itself, quite compatible with the moral imperatives to consesgypre
or otherwise maintain God’s creation in good conditions so that it can continue to be
available for use by generation upon generation of human beings. Therefore, this belief
not logically sufficient for an exploitative disposition towards nature, whichdhdeems
to be much more tightly linked with two other beliefs: (1) that there is no specidl mora
obligation to share things with other (including future) human beings, and (2) that the
things in question are either quantitatively or functionally infinite suchttiegtare
incapable of depletion and/or susceptible to functional decline. These two betiefs
more reliable predictors of how people treat of something than the firsdily itbelieve
they provide, for example, powerful sociological explanations for the capdepeo or
do not take of their earthly possessions. By comparison, the attachment of sehtimenta
value, while not completely inert, is explanatorily far less illuminatiegtainly of fewer
sociological facts than we might like to be able to understand.

In fact, it stands to reason thegteris paribusthe more instrumentally useful and
the more prone to wear and tear one believes something to be, and the larger number of
people among whom one believes this resource must be shared, and the stronger one’s

general commitment to distributive justice, the stronger would be his or hex dewiill
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to act responsibly and protectively towardS{tThe question about the belief in its

intrinsic value becomes, on this explanatory paradigm, completely imnhaiéig

suggests that the belief in strong instrumentalism or in teleologicabanttentrism is

not necessary for an exploitative disposition towards nature. A weak instalistemtho

is agnostic on the question of teleological centrism, or who rejects it outrigint, m
nonetheless feel no compunction about environmental spoilage and devastation. Such a
disposition would have to be attributable to the person’s beliefs about the ways in which
human survival depends on ecological conditions, about the renewability of
environmental resources and ecosystems resilience, about the number of hunsan being
that will come to depend on earth’s resources, functions, and services and, dinality

the value of sharing.

It follows from this analysis that the belief that nature is merely a resdor
satisfying human wants and needs really plays but a relatively smaH celeainly much
smaller than has sometimes been suggested — in explaining humanity'ssrackles
exploitative attitudes towards nature. The latter may be due much more to our long-
standing ignorance about ecological finitude, about the fragility of thie, edrut
thermodynamics, about our utter dependence on the health of the environnegaisom
individualism, hubris, petty greed, short-sightedness, entrepreneurial overneafgus
outright selfishness and humanity’s collectakasia than to the failure to acknowledge

the intrinsic value of nature. Nor do | think it true that instrumentalism about ngature i

2381t must also be recalled that on the interest-hasdinition of value, something can have no value
either positive or negative — to some center oscmusness, if it is not the objectarfy kind of interest at
all. If I am disinterested, or uninterested, in stinng, | neither love nor loathe it; | am indiféet towards
it. Now obviously indifference or disinterestedneasnot possibly motivate care (or harm). Therefibre
can be argued thabtseeing any instrumental value in the environment ba if it means utter
indifference towards it, just as environmentallyrhful as seeing such value in it.
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itself either necessary or sufficient for these other beliefs. tnifamy view, the

problem is not that we do recognize the environment’s instrumental value to humanity,

but rather than we have not appreciated thateiagtigh The problem is not so much that

not enough of us care about nature for its own sake but that too many of us care too much
about our own material comforts and those of people close to us and too little about our
fellow human beings, especially those who are not close to us. Too few ofais,l cl

have the required level of sense of and commitment to distributive justice. loaddit

crude as this may sound, plain ignorance is more often than not a powerful, if not
exhaustive, explanation for why people do not do what they ought to. This is the true
pathological root of ecologically mindless living.

At a time when affirming the intrinsic value of the natural environment is in
vogue, and doing otherwise can almost be considered politically incorrect, ihikesse
convincing than ever to chalk up humanity’s unabated exploitation of nature to d flawe
metaphysics. It is little more than a straw man. And it is a corollary alrthenent of
the previous paragraph that the “correct” metaphysics would offer the envirobutent
feeble defense against abuse. What we need more than anything to makadaray foe
the environmental front, | believe, is respect and compassion for our fellow humgs,bei
regardless of their temporal and spatial location, and of equal importance, edologic
literacy. If | may reason backward from treatment to diagnosis, thissikeat the more
relevant diagnosis for humanity’s current predicament would have to be castsmofer
challenges in areas such as politics, economics and material cultinesor of

ecologically-sound living, according to this logic, does not need and may be liftelhel
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by tectonic shifts in our views on the nature of value and the value of AitArgreat
deal can be achieved, so far as such a theory is concerned, if we remind people of our
fellowship with other human beings, and teach them about societies’ dependency on the

natural environment.

7.4 Frugality and Material Simplicity: Needs, Wants, and their Satisfaction

The ecological impact of our everyday life is determined by our maserial
energy throughput, which in turn is determined by our material lifestyle. Thefleach
one consumes, and the less waste one generates, the lighter one’s persaiehlecolo
footprint. The virtue in material and energy consumption is the mean between ta/o vice
consuming too much, or wastefulness, and consuming too little, or debilitating self-
deprivation. Since the temptation of the vice of deficiency is rather limited orhible,w
towards which human beings are naturally disinclined, | will focus on profligaty a
wastefulness, which are both environmentally destructive and yet poweddllgts/e if
not altogether addictive.

James E. Nash has defined the concept of frugality as follows:“[it] denotes
moderation, temperance, thrift, cost-effectiveness, efficient usage, atisfacsion with
material sufficiency... [It] means ethically disciplined production and consomfitr
the sake of some higher ends...It generally implies both a reduction in the consumption

of material goodanddifferent patterns of kinds of consumption....[l]t thrives not only

239n fact, such a shift, if not done properly, caad to absurd consequences. If the richer conswhéte
world should decide that the nature must be preskeither for its own sake or for the sake of its
recreational or amenity value, it might well lehém to place this concern higher that the sunaval
developmental needs of the world’s poor for natugaburces to. For an insightful discussion of ibssie
see Ramachandra Guha'’s “Radical American Envirotatiem and Wilderness Preservation: A Third
World Critique,” inEnvironmental EthigsVol. 11, No. 1, 1989, 71-83.
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on restrained consumption but also on conscientious conservation, optimal technical
efficiency, comprehensive recycling, and an insistence on built-in duramlity
repairability.””*° There are, as is implicit in this passage, two distinct yet relapettas

to the virtue of frugality: one having to do with one’s attitudes towards oneself, one’s
needs and wants, and the other having to do with one’s attitudes towards material things
as such. The first is captured by the idea of “satisfaction with materi@ienty”, while

the second by that of “conscientious conservation”. So far as satisfaction atéhahn
sufficiency is concerned, the issue can and should be further divided into two parts: (1)
knowing where the limits of sufficiency lie, and (2) knowing what it is to befsat

with them. Similarly, the issue of conscientious conservation also has twosagpgect
knowing the value of material things and (2) knowing what it ate for/aboutand
respectthem on account of that value.

My basic methodological assumption with respect to the question of moral
motivation is externalism. This is essentially the Humean position thatottellly)
knowing the moral rightness of a course of action does not necessarily make ote want
do it. The chief rival position is motivational internalism, typically assediavith
Socrates, Plato and Kant, according to which, roughly speaking, a fully ratiosah pe
necessarily wills to do what he acknowledges is morally right or obligakogyably, at
the phenomenological level, motivational externalism makes appreciablydezite of
the facts (or at least the apparent facts) about human beings. Most of uewithak we
are all too familiar with gaps, sometimes seemingly unbridgeable onesghetwe

understanding and motivation, and action. Internalism, by contrast, solves, or “solves,”

240 James E. Nash, “The Subversive Virtue of Frugality Ethics of Consumption: the Good Life, Justice,
and Global Stewardshjgdited by David A. Crocker and Toby Linden. LamhaiD: Rowman &
Littlefield, 1998.
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the problem of the existence of the apparent gap by dissolving it, that is, bypgléfini
away. Between the challenge of having to explain how various foralgadiacan be
possible and the challenge of having to explain how widespread and persistent ethical
ignorance can be possible, | have come down on the side of the first.

Particularly in the current context, it seems to me that internalistngs®ns
would in principle prevent some of the most important and urgent questions from even
being asked. Most notably,khowingwhere the limits of sufficiency lie necessarily
means beingontent or satisfiedith those limits, and acting accordingly, okifowing
the value of things necessarily provides sufficient incentive for actingysprotective
towards and respectful #hem, then obviously the intellectual and the motivational
issues are collapsed into one. On such assumptions, the issue of convincing or teaching
people, others or ourselves, to be satisfied with what is as a matter ofdagheand to
refrain from taking more (and from wanting to take more), that some wants ought not t
be fulfilled or altogether suppressed, and that things of value ought not to be wasted
would, by definition, be non-issues. But much stands to be lost if we chalk up voracious
acquisition, consumption and disposal to genuine ignorance about what enough means
and what value material things have, and we can learn more if instead of treating
acquisitiveness as a lack of knowledge we treat it as a lagitl oAccordingly, 1 will
treat the issue of “satisfaction with material sufficiency” and “ceamgious
conservation” in two separate steps: (1) determining how to figure out, in bothridcal a
global contexts, how much is enough, and what value material things have, and (2)
determining what it takes to let such intellectual understanding be desiratgenand

action-guiding.
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The concept of sufficiency is best understood not only in conjunction with, but
perhaps, as | will try to shown terms ofthe concept of necessity or need, as the
necessarguantumor quality of something. In the current context, the latter concept is
fundamentally relational. As Harry Frankfurt puts it, “nothing is needed, ekueibte
sake of an end for which it is indispensable,” meaning that “when something is needed, i
must...always be possible to specify what it is needed for, or to explain what one cannot
do without it.*** When understood as necessity in terms of quantity and quality, the
concept of sufficiency is similarly relational: no amount or quality of somettangbe
called sufficient except for the sake of an end for which that amount or that qhalhey
thing is indispensable. Therefore, when a given quantity or quality of somethad te s
be sufficient, it must be possible to specify what it is sufficient for, thathat it is that
one cannot do with less of it in either quantitative or qualitative terms. Thé&aché
concept of sufficiency can be used for assessing both quantity and quality stiggests
its application typically makes existential assumptions. Not only is ihmgiess to
invoke it in relation to what does not exist (so it makes no sense to ask how many
unicorns are needed for the local zoo) but, moreover, questions about it arise typically
relation to something that has been antecedently determined to be an elystentia
necessary means to some end (so it makes sense to ask how much yarn, but not how
many chain saws, are needed to knit a sweater). As a general rule, thénefarere
specific, precise and detailed we can be about an end, the more specific, pécise a
detailed our inference can be about what is existentially, quantitatively antztaywedl/

necessary for its realization.

241 Harry Frankfurt, “Necessity and Desire,”Rhilosophy and Phenomenological Reseakédl. 45, No. 1,
Sept., 1984, 1-13.
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If we are to be able to say that the notion of sufficiency applies to material
acquisition and consumption, then, according to the foregoing logic, it must be possible
to say what sufficient levels, both in quantitative and qualitative terms, efialat
acquisition and consumption are sufficient for, that is, what it is such that one cannot do
without it. Plainly, if the accumulation of material things is an end in it$edf) the
guestion of sufficiency cannot meaningfully arise. But we can safely ashanthis
assumption is without merit and is not worthy of serious consideration. Material
acquisition and consumption are means to an end, which is, at least ultimately, the good
life, the happy lifeEudaimonia or whatever. While there will always be disagreements
about what the ideal of the good life is, for my purpose here, which is to understand
sufficiency in material acquisition and consumption, there is enough substantive
agreement about some basic elements thereof. Whatever else living wellrajna/elibi
must or must not involve, it must involve sufficiency in material acquisition and
consumption, and not levels of material acquisition and consumption that fall outside that
range. The range of sufficiency is in turn defined by means of such more bagptsonc
as needs and wants, and, a fortiori, the idea that there are differences\libeneéhat
are genuine and morally significant.

These virtues are constitutive of two more basic parts: (1) a sound and honest
understanding of one’s needs, and (2) willingness to restrain one’s acquisitive a
consumption behavior in accordance with that understanding. Correspondingly, we can
distinguish two ways in which one can fail to meet each of these two conditions. In
respect to the intellectual understanding of the boundaries of necessity aridrsyffi

one can fall short either by failing to consider the question at all or hygadithink

223



about the matter correctly. And for one who does manage to succeed at both of these
intellectual tasks, she may nonetheless fail to reign in her acquisitivet@@mel/or

behavior, either because she does not try to or because she has tried but failed. , There are
therefore, schematically, four different ways in which one can fall shouatying

degrees, of the virtue of the mean in material acquisition and consumption. In an age in
which individuals are constantly subject to powerful forces that conspire to undeaurmi

in all of the four ways, such virtue is a remarkable achievement.

Let us start with the failure to recognize or take seriously the questiorisadf w
separates needs from wants: one’s own needs from one’s own wants. | think it would be
fair to think of those of whom this is true as thoughtless, oblivious, brutish, crude and
unscrupulous. Such a person is something of a wanton. However, she is nonetheless to be
distinguished from the person who, while not as clueless about the general udkllect
issues about needs and wants, for one reason or another misapplies these concepts when
it comes to their own situation. When thinking about what each of us needs, our
reasoning is as often mendacious, superficial, ill-informed and, ultima&tgromomous
as it is otherwise. It is not only natural but tempting, but also fallacious etovitiat we
ourselves need either from what others have who are near or around us, eitHbf, spatia
temporally, socially or culturally, or from what is available. Compounding thatsn,
increasingly, powerful commercial forces conspire to mislead and misirtfa
individual about such matters by any means possible. But even for the most alert and
sincere, the question of the line between needs and wants is not an easy one. To decide
into which category some patrticular thing falls, one often needs to ask, and ansyer, de

and tangled questions about what it is we want for ourselves, those we care about, about
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our basic values and even about the meaning of life. It is not everybody, and it is
certainly not all the time, that we can invest the time and mental enemgdeethink
these things through.

But even when a lucid intellectual understanding of the issues about necedsity a
sufficiency, either in general or in respect to oneself, has been achiegadsutily
insufficient for practicing the virtues of frugality, thrift and simplicityft€h, people are
just not satisfied with material sufficiency, the state in which theiuige needs have
been adequately met. They not only want more, and know that they want more (than they
need), most importantly, they also don’t have any desire to check those wants. Such a
person has, besides her first-order desires, no higher-order ones whose inteljgcia
are the first-order desires themsel&sSubject to no second-guessing or moral scrutiny,
herde factodesires define her will, which, in the current connection, shape her
acquisitive behavior. This individual is also a kind of a wanton, though a different kind of
wanton from the one discussed earlier, who pays no heed at all to the theoretical
distinctions between needs and wants, and that between sufficiency and insufficiency.

From where might one draw the volitional strength to check those temptations
which one not only understands to be mere wants but also believes to be unworthy of
satisfaction? To put the question more bluntly, what could possibly serve as thevéncent
to refrain from doing what we want to do? How we think of these matters depends
importantly on one’s general conception of virtue. According to the view on which they
are analytically linked to the possessor’'s own happiness or flourishing, wetngight

engineer the motivation to check our wants and desires for things we do not need out of

42| adopt this language from Harry Frankfurt's “Fdeen of the Will and the Concept of a Persérhe
Journal of PhilosophyVol. 68, No. 1, Jan. 14, 1971, 5-20.
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our understanding of what is in our own enlightened self-intéf&6m this approach, the
pain of self-denial in the short-term is but the price one pays for greademare
sustained, satisfaction in the long-term. The virtues of this approach areidetiteit is
hard to persuade people to give up something for nothing. It is not immoral, but amoral,
to ask, of any exhortation to sacrifice, “what’s in it for me?” However, theregually
powerful arguments against such strategy. One line of thinking turns its alleged
advantage on its head: the weakness of the appeal to enlightened self-interast tiee
in the part about “self-interest”, but in the part about “enlightened”.

It is often assumed that human beings are necessarily better at, dueatyna
more inclined towards, thinking from the first-person point of view, even in long-term,
than at or towards thinking from the point of view of another human being or non-human
entities. But this seems to me quite without basis either in fact or in theorye el
seem as prepared to make short-term self sacrifices in the interestladraif only to
achieveinstantpsychic gratification by acting on th@nmediatemoraldesires as they
are to make comparable short-term self sacrificeth&r own long-term benefitd not
more?** It is notprima facieabsurd to think that the contrast between now and later,
between the short-term and the long-term, rivals the contrast between thnel sehiers
in respect to psychological force. The implication of this for the theory of sirtuinat

virtues may not have to be tiedalytically, that is,by definition with the possessor’s

43| do not refer here to benefit in terms of imprévimances, but something logically distinct from i
something that would accrue to the individual eifesthe had boundless financial resources and ssiels
invulnerable to ruin however extravagant her spegdiiabits were.

244 For example, lavishing gifts on friends and fanailylimited income might be thought of as paradalxic
in precisely this kind of way. On the one handeiéms praiseworthy from the point of view of
interpersonal morality insofar as it exhibits gerséty, but on the other hand, from the point ofavief
personal responsibility, it may also, insofar as financially imprudent, blameworthy, or at lehighly
guestionable. | don’'t mean to suggest that it &y@a decide how to assess the logic or the edfissch
behavior. However, it is worth pondering the imations such phenomena have for how we understand
human nature and morality.
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own happiness or flourishing. So far as the question of the source(s) of the volitional
strength needed for practicing the virtues is concerned, there may well beaec
gained from including among them beliefs about their beneficial consequenodsets
Accordingly, when it comes to persuading people to practice the virtues alitiyug

thrift and simplicity, it would seem unnecessary, and unwise, to eschew anisdppea
other-regarding interests and concétfis.

In fact, it stands to be reasoned, in the Kantian vein, that given the necessarily
vicissitudinous nature of personal happiness, impersonal interests and concerns might
prove to provide a steadier (though by no means foolproof) moral compass. Lagtly, for
intents and purposes, from the virtue ethics point of view, looking past, rather than
through, the link between virtues and individual happiness may also prove to have the
additional benefit of more effectively inoculating the individual against psygloalb
exploitations by marketers. Commercial interests are seldom serngEbphe not
acquiring stuff, and so long as the “advertisement” for the virtues of ftygaliift and
simplicity is predicated on their necessary link with personal bliss, thasliakvays
vulnerable to being co-opted by marketers and to be used for contrary purposes. Rathe
than general restraint from excessive material acquisition and consumptsumgbdliss

might be made out to require buying one brand instead of another.

7.5 Notable environmental vices (1): Wastefulness

245 |ndeed, | am inclined to agree with the pragmsitistho say that when it comes to doing the rigimgth
for the environment, we can no longer (if we ewvauld) afford to be overly scrupulous about the rodth
of persuasion. We must be willing to use all ang measure we can get or that could work, whethey th
be carrots, sticks, appeals to reason, appeatadtian, to the id, the ego, the superego or theisdpper
ego. The environment does not care one way or anoth
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If excess material acquisition is the vice most commonly opposed to the virtues of
frugality, moderation, temperance, thrift and material simplicity, it shoat be treated
as the only one, or perhaps even the most vicious. In this and the next sections | discuss
two other distinct, and distinctly environmental, vices: wasteful disposal asetcah
laziness. Compared with the amount of scholarly attention that has been lavished on the
topic of consumption, the issue of society’s disposal habits has been subject to only
haphazard and superficial theoretical treatment. And for those who expect toHiaddic
substantive discussions of the phenomenon of wasteful dispitisial the vast literature
based on multi- and inter-disciplinary studies of consumption, one is likely to be
disappointed. Physical laziness is, | argue in the next section, an environneanialits
own right because the disinclination to make use of one’s own body and energy to
achieve basic functioning necessarily breeds personal dependency on enviabnment
resources.

“Wastefulness” is a generic, and normative, concept. When we judge some
practice to be wasteful, it is implied that there is some particular thatgstbeing
wasted, according to some particular norm. Excessive acquisition, sometil@es ca
“overconsumption”, is often said to be wasteful. If so, of what and by what criteria?
According to the internal logic of the market, so far as goods and services ceeneat)
buying them up is not to waste them, but to put them to good use. However, if the subject
matter is not the goods and services themselves, but rather the natural seseenicas
input in their production, then excessive consumption would be wasteful, not by the
internal logic of the market, but according to the principle of environmentaisaisility

and the norm of social justice. The natural resource wastefulness of expessoseal
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consumption, therefore, is, strictly speaking, derivative of the natural resourc
wastefulness of excessive industrial production.

But still, the wastefulness in getting too much is not the same as the was®fulne
in getting rid of too much. And even though the natural resource wastefulness of
excessive personal acquisition is derivative of and made possible by the restowate
wastefulness of excessive industrial production, this does not mean that is matter
from a moral point of view, in particular the point of view of personal virtue, what
individuals do to the goods and services they have acquired. That something has been
wastefully produced does not provide justification for its wasteful disposal. dheref
the question of the ethics of personal relationship to material things can and should be
dealt with independently of the issue and even against the assumption of macroeconomic
natural resource wastefulness.

To separate out wastefulness in acquisition and wastefulness in disposal, we can
begin by getting clear on the different meanings of consumption, a concept that is,
contrary to what most scholarly writings on the topic would seem to suggest, neither
univocal nor unambiguous. The two most commonly used meanings of the concept of
consumption are acquisition (primarily through trade) and direct use. The fastnges
the one used in economics, and is typically the default meaning in scholarly woitings
consumption, consumerism and other related topics. Here “consumption” refers to a
distinct “moment” in the economic process, and it can be understood formally, as a type
of transaction. Crudely speaking, to consume is to buy. A consumer is, quiteylitemall
who buys what is for sale. Because this sense of consumption is predicatedrsolely

exchange value, it has nothing to say about use value. From the point of view of
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exchange value, of economic consumption, nothing is wasted so long as what has (or is
endowed with) exchange value is actually exchanged through trade. This is the reason
why, when the subject matter is economic output, the notioogemfonsumption, of

wasteful consumption (and, for that matter, “wasteful overconsumptiogg>amoronic,
since there is no independent reference point external to the act of buyirfgoitse

which to judge what is too much, too little, or just the right amount.

There is, thankfully, another sense of the concept of consumption, which is
predicated on use value. In this sense to consume means to use directly. Fog,evampl
consume food is to eat it; to consume a book is to read it, to consume healthcare services
is to make use of them, and so forth. Overconsumption, from this point of view, is when
the amount of something used exceeds what is necessary to achieve some intended end,
which constitutes the independent reference point external to the act of consutsptf.

Eating is not its own purpose, but a means to some other ends, such as growth and health.
From the point of view of what is biologically needed for proper growth and good health,

it is possible for us both to eat too much in general and too much of something in
particular. Overeating is wasteful, as the food overeaten could producer grday if

either saved for later or given to the truly needy. Now the distinction | wishke imia

between the kind of wastefulness exemplified by overeating and the kind ofulveess
exemplified by the disposal of uneaten food as garbage. More generakingpéae

second kind of wastefulness, or liberality in waste disposal, is perpetuatedrethere
underutilize things, that is, when we cast useful stuff off as trash, or leaapthe t

needlessly running, or leave electricity-consuming gadgets on whenréhegtan use,

and so forth.

230



On the whole, liberality in material acquisition and liberality in waste dedjgus
hand-in-hand® Still, the two differ in terms of their psychological underpinning. How
and what we acquire reflect how we attach (positive) values to things, whemeasmd
what we throw away reflect how we strip things of value, or how we attadivposlue
to their riddance. After all, it is because their positive value that we acsjuif and its
perceived lack thereof that we get rid of it. Therefore, the disposition foallitheposal
and for under-utilitzation has two aspects to it: the inability to see positiveinahiags
as such, and the disinclination to do what it takes to preserve, restore and tdhratlize
value. To be wasteful in this way is to be, on the whole, dismissive, disrespectful,
perfunctory, belittling, careless, callous, nonchalant and arrogant towairtienpein
our lives.

An individual’s attitudes towards the utilization and the disposal of artifacts are
amenable to the same kind of analysis as was outlined earlier for habits ilalmater
acquisition (see 7.4). In respect to material acquisition, | tried to argud¢ha
intellectual understanding in matters of needs and wants is best distigucsheour
affective attitudes towards this understanding. This distinction, | suggesteds at to
make nuanced sense of degrees of mindlessness or mindfulness in regard smmatter
material acquisition. Analogously, with respect to waste disposal, intellectu
understanding of the value of things only partly accounts for our behavior, which has also
to do with what we decide to make or not make with that intellectual understanding. As it

is with failure in understanding the issues about necessity and sufficienci, lwhi

248 |n herWaste and Want: A Social History of Trdtew York: Metropolitan Books, 1999), the scholar
Susan Strasser notes how recent an origin our mdddait has, of simply throwing stuff away, becawse
no longer want it. Until as late as mid“2€entury, the social norm with respect to treatnuénhingsqua
things was to recycle and reuse as much as posaitddinal disposal is a last resort reservedHings
that have absolutely exhausted their usefulneasyrcapacity.
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suggested might be due either to the failure to consider the question at all oattutbe f
to think about the issues carefully and properly, those who are genuinely ignorant about
the value of things may have similarly failed. Either they are soditieerienced in life
as to not know what use can be made of things or they are so corrupted and mislead by
false ideas on the matter. By contrast, the willingness to discard what lgne ful
recognizes as having use value left in it is indicative of the willingmessitordinate that
value to the value of, say, the convenience of not having to assume any stewardship
responsibility for the thing in question that would most probably be entailadtby
ridding oneself of it altogether. Therefore, at least in some of these casdisptistion
for wasteful disposal may be symptomatic of self-centeredness and apathy.

| noted earlier that curiously, as utterly pervasive, thoroughly entrenchied, an
environmentally significant as the throwaway culture is, it has receivedtseatment at
the hands of (scholarR writers on environmental ethics and on consumgtido
illustrate this phenomenon, | want to examine in some depth Philip J. Cafaro’s
promisingly-tilted article, “Gluttony, Arrogance, Greed, and Apathy:Exploration of
Environmental Vice #*° As we will see, the article has next to nothing to say oioibie.

But more important than pointing this fact out is to try to understand how this important

%7 There is no shortage of discussion in the popariess about wasteful disposal in relation to
environmentalism. It may be a cliché that greeméwequires not just buying less but also throvamgy
less, but this is true. The green motto “Use itwar it out, make it do, or do without” perfectly
encapsulates the injunction against wastefulness.

248 5ee, for example, “Municipal Solid Waste (MSWfie United States”, a book-length document
(published yearly by the Environmental ProtectiageAcy), available at
http://www.epa.gov/osw/wycd/catbook/what.htAtcording to the 2007 report, “the state of theremy
has a strong impact on consumption and waste g@nersVaste generation increases during times of
strong economic growth and decreases during tihesanomic decline.” (13). Also see PBimmons, et
al, “The State of Garbage in Americ&IioCycle, the Journal of Composting & Organics Réiag, Vol.
47, No. 4, April 2006, 26.

249 phijlip J. Cafaro “Gluttony, Arrogance, Greed, dhthy: An Exploration of Environmental Vice,” in
Sandler and Philip (ed), 2005, 135-158.
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issue manages to fall into our collective blind spot. My conclusion is anti¢ionac
negligence.

| shall begin with Cafaro’s discussion of gluttony. First, | believe that he
misdiagnoses it as an environmental vice: there is nothingsically or necessarily
environmentally ruinous about individual overeating. So far as food consumption is
concerned, it is how a society as a whole produces it that registers rbésasura
environmental significance, that can be called virtuous or vicious. And if a sdoesy
this in ways that threaten environmental sustainability, it will matter if individual
members of the society exercise dietary restraints. This confusion ipagxipéain how
Cafaro manages to overlook a rather different problem relating to food, thabfs (
monumental proportion in its own right, (2) independent of the problem of overeating and,
(3) perhaps most importantly, is directly attributable to the environmentalistamsable
agricultural practices now used in many parts of the world in food production, and in
some case (such as the United States), in overproduction. That is the problem of food
wastage™°

| urge that at the individual level, gluttony may be by far a lesser vice tha
throwing food away. While there are after all limits to how much food one can waste
through overeatingthere is in principle no limit to how much food one can waste by
disposing of it as garbage. Moreover, the convergence of forces such as timaljnom

stigmatization of gluttony, the superabundance and ubiquity of food, and the obsession

20 gee, for example, Andrew Martin, “One Country'$lEaScraps, Another Country’s Meal,” The World,
The New York TimeMay 18, 2008. The article cites reports by thg@ament of Agriculture and the
Environmental Protection Agency, respectively, adogy to which in 1995, 96.4 billion pounds of tB&6
billion pounds of edible food in the United Stafedich is about 27%) was never eaten, and that
Americans generate roughly 30 million tons of foakte each year, about 12 percent of the totalewast
stream.

233



about weight may well have converged to produce the unintended consequence of de-
stigmatizing, and thereby indirectly encouraging, food waste. But whatlifieation of
gluttony also misses are the ecologically significant distinctiorengrdifferent kinds of
foods. Especially from an environmental point of viesaatan individual eats deserves

as much attention d®w muclone eats. But the concept of gluttony does not by itself
discriminate between, say, vegetables and meats, food that is conventionatlgcnd f

that is organically grown, corn-fed and grass-fed cows, cage and figeee-glaicken,

imported and locally produced, and so on and so forth. Fixation on quantity alone,
therefore, might unwittingly divert attention away from the important isstifsod

choices on the basis of quality. The environmentally virtuous person, in the area of food
consumption, is one who not only refrains from overeating but also refrains from
throwing food away, and also chooses wisely among the vast array of optioms. (@afa
devoted much of his attention to only one of these three (overeating), barely touches on
another (food choice) and is silent on the third.

Cafaro’s treatment of greed, the desire for profiteering and for exeansiterial
acquisition, is similarly silent about the issue of waste, and wasteful disposal. F
example, while noting approvingly Aquinas’s condemnation of the vice of the “hoarding
of unnecessary possessions”, he does not so much as raise the question of how that
compares with throwing stuff away as garbage. While it is indisputadidoth
hoarding and wasteful disposal are morally worse than moderation and traiuten, it
is worth asking whether, between these two vices, one may be worse than the other,
especially from the point of view of resource conservation and pollution abatement. At

least in the contemporary context, hoarding does not necessarily condemn something to
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eternal uselessness. Hoarded stuff in principle has a second chance at serelmgy’s
needs in their original capacity if they should ever come out of storage and find
themselves at a yard sale or on the Internet. But things disposed ofagegaitbin all
likelihood end up in the landfill, unless, of course, they are lucky enough — which most of
them are not — to be salvaged along the faj.it is true that “in America, [people] are
raised to be greedy>” and if greed means seeing value in things and wanting them, it
must be no less and perhaps even more true that people are also nat&dhtd things,

to not see value in them, to take them for granted, to treat them as disposable and
dispensable.

The same weakness also besets Cafaro’s treatment of arrogance lapd apat
towards nature. While these vices admit of many forms of expression, some lof whic
(such as corporate malfeasance) Cafaro discusses at some lengthi Wispte$al by
individuals most certainly constitutes one of them. Yet in failing to recogoiiz least
make note of this connection, for whatever Cafaro does say is worth, he nonetheless
passes up an excellent opportunity to subject an utterly banal feature of nifedern |
sorely needed moral criticism, especially through the prism of environhetiizs.
Indeed, | would go so far as to say that it is the throwaway way, and not material
acquisitiveness, that is epitomic of arrogance and apathy towards natwevdfio
morally bad excessive acquisition may be, it is at least the recognitiofffiameizon —

even if skewed and mislead — of value. It stands to be argued that liberal amd facil

%1 Freeganism, or dumpster diving, is a young movemating back less than two decades that involves
people voluntarily living off things they literalffind in the garbage dumps. See for example, Steven
Kurutz, “Not Buying It,” The New York Timedune 21, 2007.

2 Cafaro, “Gluttony, Arrogance, Greed, and Apathy: Bxploration of Environmental Vice,” in Sander
and Cafaro (ed), 2005, 150.
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disposal is by comparison a vice of greater turpitude insofar as it amountgdtathe

denial, the annihilation, and as such, the holocaust of value.

7.6 Notable environmental vices (ll): Physical Laziness

A simple life is necessarily multi-faceted. Restraint in mdtadquisition and
consumption (7.4), and restraint in waste disposal (7.5), are two essential aspects of it
But they must be supplemented by a third, namely, action, or physical activity and the
associated attentiveness. Modern life is full of conveniences, courtesyméthora of
labor-saving — that is, both mental and physical labor — gadgets, technologies and
services designed specifically to liberate the individual from not just drudgfemenial,
dirty and tiring physical labor, but increasingly also from jejune and mundane emores
minor hassles. All other things being equal, the more an individual takes advantage of o
relies on labor-saving (or “labor-saving”) consumer products to perform evepglasy t
in meeting needs, the more material and energy she will end up consuming. And one of
the key factors that helps to determine a person’s level of dependency on these products
is the degree to which she is ready, willing, able and determimremt depend on them.
And in direct proportion to her non-dependency on them, she must be that much more
ready, willing, able and determined to make use of her own body and personal energy
(both mental and physical, that is) to get things done.

The cluster of vices opposite the virtue of action includes not just laziness and
indolence but also ideological antipathy towards or contempt for physical labagrior

that involves the human body. Physical activities have for the most part been held in low
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regard since antiquit§’> Unfortunately, philosophy in particularly, for all its love of the
life of the mind, is a prominent source of this very bias. Subject to the laws of not just
biology but also physics, the human body is ultimately unfree. While the yearning to
break free may be widely shared, the ability to do so is not. This emancipation is
achievable in two ways: through the domination of other human beings, or through the
use of tools, machines, and energy fashioned from resources extracted from nature
Neither is easily within reach for the vast majority of human beings who khavéed.

As societies increasingly turn away from the first — the most extremedf which is
slavery — dependency on the second way rises accordingly, and inevitably.

Consider eating again. At the macroscopic level, the average amount of time and
energy individual members of a society must expend towards procuring food, preparing
meals, and cleaning up depends importantly on the system of food production, provision
and distribution, all of which are rich in environmental implications. “A hallmarkef t
Western diet,” writes Michael Pollan, “is food that is fast, cheap, and easwfiéans,
for example, “spend less than a half hour a day preparing meals.” By comparigon, “[f
most people for most of history, gathering and preparing food has been an occupation at
the very heart of daily life?®* But what makes this unprecedented fastness, cheapness
and ease with which we are able to accomplish eating possible is the incdasinialof
food production, food processing and distribution, which, as we now know, has
devastating environmental consequences. On the macroscopic scale, lsadkitg

more environmentally sustainable farming, processing and distribaneating

%3 Hannah ArendfThe Human Condition: A Study of Central Dilemmasiffg Modern ManGarden City,
Doubleday Anchor Books (Doubleday & Company, 14859), 87.

%4 Michael Pollan)n Defense of Food: An Eater's Manifegtdew York: NY, The Penguin Press, 2008),
145.
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practices would on the whole have the consequence of making eating measurably less
fast, less cheap and less easy, but also more healthful, than it is now. But still, in the
absence of such large-scale changes, even within the confines of the preoailihg
context, individuals have some, albeit limited, control over just how fast, how cheap and
how easy she is determined to be in feeding herself and her family. And if enough of us
are bothered to exercise that control, and in the right directions, our collectivepceter
may well register with the larger commercial and corporate forcesibr@ often than

not call the shots in our national and international economies.

It should not be altogether surprising that alternatives that are more
environmentally sound tend to demand more of the individual. To begin with the most
obvious, eating food prepared outside the home requires less work than cooking for
oneself. Restaurants of all varieties, from the fast to the slow, are wasgtefations, not
just in terms of food (in all its life stages, from raw ingredients to tabégpsgand
energy, but also in terms of eating-related disposable products such as plaiestups
eating utensils. But different ways of preparing food in the home have different
environmental impact and involve different levels of physical activities nidre ready-
to-eat or processed one’s starting point is, the easier the preparation grehtaethe
environmental impact of one’s meal, owing to the greater material- angiyene&ensity
of industrial food processing. Cooking from scratch depends less on processed food
products, but is also more labor-intensive for the cook. But depending where and how
one obtains one’s ingredients, cooking from scratch can vary greatly in terms of both
environmental impact and labor-intensity. For example, growing one’s owrabéeget

requires a lot more work than buying them from the store. Shopping in supermarkets,
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while often more convenient than shopping at a farmer’s market or spetoadty, 3s
often the inferior choice from the environmental point of vigw.

What is true of eating is also true of cleaning and up-keep — another dgs@ntia
of everyday living — of ourselves, of the things that populate our world, and of our living
spaces. Generally speaking, more labor-intensive cleaning methods tene ta lea
smaller environmental footprint insofar as they rely less on “labor-savidgstrial
products. Hand washing and line-drying clothes may save water and die@fraione
right, of course), but require more labor input. Scrubbing anything involves more
exertion than alternatives that involve, say, spraying on some powerful chemieaitsol
often with deleterious effects on the environment, and then wiping, rinsing or flushing i
away. Old-fashioned push lawn-mowers require more physical exertion téeoihena
electric, self-propelled power lawn-mowers, but the former’s environmsupalriority is
unmistakable, to speak nothing of its health benefits. Mending and repairing clothes,
shoes, bags, suitcases, appliances, furniture and so forth take work, work that one would
be “liberated from” if one chose to get rid of the thing altogether. sy & either
romanticize the simple life, and make it seem tranquil and graceful, andsi isasy to
portray it as hard and unmanageable, too demanding on we moderns (or 6pgestsi?)
who take the plethora of industrial products for granted. But the truth is somewhere in
between (as it always seems to be in many matters): it will likelyvewvble gradual

reintroduction of some of the things we have learned not to do, and not to want to do and

55| do not mean to over-simplify the problem. Théedminants for the amount of time and energy an
individual invests in food procurement and meapgaration are many and mutually-dependent. Many
people in the United States are condemned to eftodythat is harmful to the health of both pecgbel
the environment day in and day out because they fac different kinds of reasons, no viable aliires.
However, to many others, it is genuinely possibladopt ways of feed themselves and their famdy th
are more labor-intensive but on the whole lessrenmentally harmful than their actual practice.
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not to need to do, such as the ones mentioned above. A life that includes a larger presence
of these activities than is typical, or thought to be ideal now need not be hard, can be
interesting, even fulfilling. But it will almost certainly be one thédaé us to tread more

lightly on planet earth.

In fact, in a world decidedly rigged at every level in favor of the use of disposable
products, that is, one in which they are more often than not the default option, deliberate
efforts, to say nothing of commitment and discipline, are required to avoid ori@enim
Any measure to that effect — such as packing lunch, traveling with durable drinking
vessels, eating utensils, shopping bags, and cleaning them when necessaryckimtjrepa
them, and keeping them in good shape in general, to name some of the paradigmatic
examples — involves labor, both of the mind and of the body. While this may be the
standard operating procedure when no alternatives exist (say, for previowsigaaaf
Americans and many people today who live in poor countries), it is easy enougbskr t
for whom the alternative is the social and cultural norm to think of these psaatice
bothersome, as hassles, and to be deterred from taking them up. But of course, this seems
to me precisely the reason why the willingness to do so — regardless of wirethmight
wish, on occasion, that one did not have to — marks one out as genuinely environmentally
virtuous?*°

What is true of eating and cleaning is also true of moving from one place to

another. Getting around with one’s own body and personal energy is obviously more

%% Here | should note in passing my disagreement thitke, including Aristotle, who argue that the
virtues must be pleasurable to practice. | dorspdie that simplicity and frugality may be souroés
genuine joy for some, including the environmentaliynmitted, but there is no reason to deny that the
environmentally committed are fully capable of agpating the immediate personal advantagesbf
having to do certain work. It may be asking too mumth of a genuinely environmentally virtuousgmar
and of an account of environmental virtue, to dednidnat a genuinely environmentally virtuous perben
one who unfailingly acts with nothing but joy. hauld be enough, | believe, if one is sufficiently
committed to the cause to be able to do what nielde done willingly and happilyost of the time

240



physically demanding, sometimes even strenuous, than getting around with mechanical
help. While it is impractical to choose the former in place of the latter ilasdisc say,
for long-distance and frequent travels, for some short- and medium-distants dtaoke
as those done in cities, walking, climbing stairs and biking are not infrequeritly aiad
always superior (from both the environmental and the health perspectieesa@ies to
driving or riding in elevators or escalators.

In general, the physically lazier a person is, all other things being, ¢g@ahore
likely they are to have a larger environmental footprint than one who is moregdhysi
active. There can be little doubt that a world in which a majority of people got thesmse
off the proverbial couch, weaned themselves off dysfunctional dependency on labor-
saving industrial products, and (re-)learned to engage their bodies in performing daily
chores and meeting their basic needs, would be very different from the one weeow li
in in terms of natural resource consumption and environmental pollution. While | am
open to the possibility that such a hypothetical world may also be one in which a large
number of the human population harbored romantic sentiments about nature and took up
environmentally-themed hobbies, whose theoretical pitfalls | spoke of earrer
chapter, | remain steadfast in my skepticism that these sentiments andslbbéinselves
would or could, in the absence of the kind of a substantive work ethic | have discussed in
this and the previous two sections, live up to the expectations that writers of
environmental virtues have held out for them in terms of their ability to promote an

environmentally sustainable society.
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Ch. 8 Conclusion

Different types of macroscopic conditions tend to promote or discourage different
kinds of personal traits. A social environment defined by incentive systems sucedf
as to consistently reward dishonesty and penalize honesty is hardlyquepitivards the
inculcation of the virtue of honesty. The idealization of the virtues as intlhsic
rewarding notwithstanding, when the rubber meets the road, as they say, virtues that a
too costly to practice will be, like luxury goods of other kinds, more likely to be
appreciated from a distance than actually acquired. Derivative of, lbdistinct from
its direct environmental impact, a growth addicted society is also harmhd to t
individual insofar as it erects systematic obstacles to the developmentaxjieabl
virtues and encourages ecological vices.

One source of obstruction against tlevelopmenof the habits of frugality and
simplicity built into the cultural infrastructure of such a society is modernrasing.
There is a vast and growing body of academic writing on the subject, atiragtical
attention from a wide range of disciplines, including psychology, sociology, yistor
economics, to name just a few. While | certainly do not trivialize thisfactthe
dynamics of the social molding of individual character and behavior, my focus é thes
concluding remarks to the dissertation is a somewhat different. They witrconc
primarily not a source of obstruction againstfibrenationof the habits of frugality and
simplicity, or the internalization of their inherent and instrumental values, lowtreesof

obstruction against th@racticeof these virtues. This is a distinct issue from the
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psychological impact of advertising because the practice of a viquees not just
knowledge and volition, but also the right kind of external conditions.

Knowing what is the right thing to do, and even wanting to do it, do not mean that
it would be practically feasible, all things considered. While people often enough fai
want to do what they know they ought to, just as often, they are unable to do what they
want to (even if or regardless of whether it is also what they ought to do). The-choic
worthiness and feasibility of any particular course of action for an ageminportantly
determined by the opportunity costs associated with it, which is contingent in part on the
external condition. To borrow an analogy from evolutionary biology, the social
background defines the selective forces to which individuals of differentdraits
dispositions are subject. Traits that render their possessors more fit (ig., mor
competitive) relative to others in a particular kind of environment will be teeléar,
while, roughly speaking, the opposite would be true of traits that put their possatsa
competitive disadvantage relative to others against certain background con&tioias
forces that tend to compel people to act against their judgment as to what (& night
are, to belabor the point, not to be conflated with social forces that compromise geople’
very ability to make autonomous normative judgment as to what is right or wrong, good
or bad, among which | would tend to include modern advertising) by punishing them
when they do in effect exert selection pressures against doing the right thingahhey
become a source of alienation and angst for the striver towards moraldecind until
and unless we address this issue of the internal dynamics of the macrosceapic soci
environment, and the role the state can and should play in shaping them, it would be

unreasonable to demand of the individual to fully achieve the ecological virtuedyenti
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on their own, through sheer will power (even though it would not be equally
unreasonable to demand of the individual to at least try to acquire and/or develop the
necessary knowledge and will).

One social force that has just this kind of effect on us relates to the isgue-of t
allocation. The issue, both familiar and intimate, is this: how do we find the timaeand t
space in our daily lives to practice environmental virtues? This topic ofriiperticular
has not received the critical attention | believe it deserves. In @dvbr8egal Graceful
Simplicity: Toward a Philosophy and Politics of Simple Liyioge of the few book-
length works in this area, the author points out what living a mindfully and grgceful
simple existence necessarily demands of us in terms of our time:

“Simple living and the harried life are incompatible. Yet for most of us in

the contemporary economy, there never seems to be enough time. We rush

from one thing to the next, constantly burdened by a thousand tasks on our

personal agendas... We live lives that are out of balance, lacking in
proportion and moderation. Given the limited time and energy available to
us, we have too many things to d3””

Time-, energy-, interest-, and attention-constraints are necessargfiéife. As

most people know from their life experience, and as economists are fond of reminding us,

everything that we do has opportunity costs in terms of gain from somethingatlseth
might have done instead. If activities that are meant to generate exclatugbave
always competed against those meant to generate use value, which should feature

prominently in a “doing-it-yourself’, materially simple and frugal ltigs, for people’s

%7 Jerome M. SegaGraceful Simplicity: Toward a Philosophy and Pafitiof Simple Living(New York:
Henry Holt and Company, 1999), 24.
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limited time, energy, interest and attention, this tension is more acute thentease the
pressure to escalate material producfi§tOthers have observed the patent absurdity of
our obsession with speed, which is fundamentally anathematic to the value of
environmental sustainability. “Speed,” notes Wolfgang Sachs, “is eatffifictor in
environmental destruction...The rush for higher speeds is a cultural fall-dwé stfetam
engine.®® There is, therefore, an unambiguous sense in which “the ecological crisis can
be read as a clash of different time scales; the time scale of modenadityf capital
accumulating] collides with the time scales which govern life and tttle.#8° So far as
personal virtues are concerned, Sachs’ suggestion, a powerful one indeed, is that
“[w]hatever virtues justice might require in the world of today, the search lEntse
slowness surely figures among theff:”

But the environmentally committed and informed individuals, ones who are trying
to practice environmental virtues and avoid environmental vices in actions bgglowi
down in some areas in their lives (those relating to the production of exchangeswalue
as to be able to become more deeply involved in others (those relating to the reproduction
of everyday life, through the direct production of use value) are likely, underIprgvai
conditions, to find little institutional and cultural support. For many, such a shift i

impractical because it would mean either inadequate income to meet basionkss

8 The economist/sociologist Juliet Schor is but ohmany who have documented the enormous demand
that a growth-oriented economy places on the werf@rtheir time. See in particular Schoflse
Overworked American: The Unexpected Decline ofureifNew York: Basic Books 1992The overspent
American: Upscaling, Downshifting and the New Canset(New York: Basic Books, 1998). Women'’s en
masse entry into the paid labor force that acceddrim the post war period has often been citeal @sicial
contributing factor in the general decline of dotiteself-servicing. Obviously, to the extent thss i
empirically true, it nonetheless does not folloatthestoration of some of these practices entailsrsing
the course of women'’s liberation and gender equdlihat would be a false choice.

#9Wolfgang Sachs, “Wasting Time Is an Ecologicaltié;” New Perspectives Quarterlyol. 4, Winter
1997, 4-10.

9 sachs, 1997, 4-10.

?! sachs, 1997, 4-10.
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of competitiveness in the labor market, and other forms of hardship these might entail,
such as loss of access to goods and services of which there may be no or little public
provision (e.g., recreational facilities and healthcare). Therefore, the kinstitditional
support that would be truly meaningful to these individuals would come in the form of
guaranteed basic income, job opportunity and security, universal healthcare, aradeadequ
supply of other forms of the common good, all of which, as I tried to show from different
points of view in chapters 5, 6 and 7, require a significant role of the government in
managing the economy, in relation to both the issue of optimal scale and that of just
distribution. And until other short-term public goods are no longer held hostage to the
sheer volume of economic production and consumption, an individual’s choice against
contributing to the increase of the latter must remain morally dubious, givenatisveeg
implications on account of the former.

But such inherent contradictions do more than inconveniencing the individuals
caught in them, for a sufficiently inconvenienced individual must in the final sinddg
unfree, in a sense that is ethically significant. The notion of freedomahatappealing
to here is for the most part the Hegelian idea of real autonomy, which requires ttre prope
alignment of the will of the individual with the universal will of the statePiiosophy
of Right Hegel contends that:

“[t]he state is the actuality of concrete freedom. But concrete freedom
consists in...that personal individuality and its particular interests...pass
over by themselves into the interest of the universal and that, for another
thing, they know and will the universal. Indeed, they must recognize it as

their own substantial spirit, they must be active for it, as their final aim, so
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that neither is the universal valid and accomplished without particular
interest, knowing, and willing, nor do human individuals live only as
private persons concerned with their particular aff&its.”

Hegel rejects the methodological solipsism of Kant's Categoriga¢dative and
contextualizes the criterion of genuine freedom through direct referencestocibe
order. According to Rawls’ interpretation, “it is only within a rational §eeble) social
world, one that by the structure of its institutions guarantees our freedom, theat we ¢
lead lives that are fully rational and good.” There are, therefore, two condhemnsust
be satisfied if an individual is to be fr@e-her-social-world First, the background social
institutions must be rational/reasonable, and secondly, the individual must be
“reconciled” with these institutiorfS: If either condition is not satisfied, the individual is
not free, and does not enjoy genuine autonomy, and cannot, on that count alone, live a
flourishing life characterized by the pursuit of the rational, the right, adadbad.

The keystone criterion for a rational social world is that it must be one that
individuals “on reflection can accept and be reconciled to as meeting their femiddm
needs.?®* Of course, if acceptance is not to be a foregone conclusion, the reflection
required here must not be of a perfunctory nature. It must not take the form drcircul
reasoning that assumes the acceptability of the social order whoseahiited what is
in question. And the only way this can be the case — that is, the non-circularity of
reasoning — is if the individual has some way of formulating their “fundamee¢als”

independent of the social strictures and reigning ideologies. Only then isilblpder

#2G, W. F. HegelThe Philosophy of Rightranslated by Alan White (Newburyport, MA: Focus
Publishing,, R. Pullins & Company, Inc., 2002), 194

263 3ohn Rawlslectures on the History of Moral Philosoptiyarvard University Press, 2000), 334.
2% Rawls, 2000, 333.
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the individual to properly appraise the extent to which existing politicaklsamed
economic institutions function as an effective vehicle for meeting their newtigra
actualizing their freedom.

In the case of the individual committed to living the ecologically sound ligestyl
in the world as it is, neither of the two conditions of genuine freedom is satisfied. The
social order, defined by its productivist mentality and structural dependare@nomic
growth is fundamentally irrational/unreasonable, because environigentalistainable
and unjust. The ecologically informed and committed individual cannot possibly accept
the will of such a society as her own. She cannot be reconciled with it, not urdess s
resorted to contorting her conception of her own needs and fundamental moral
commitments. The relatively small number of individuals who are cognizantof thi
unfreedom and who have suffered from it does not invalidate the normative conclusion
here. Obliviousness is not freedom, it is but a testament to the entrenchedhtitare

irrationality of the existing social order.
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