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ABSTRACT 

In this dissertation I have been concerned to conduct an analysis into the 

theoretical role played by the concept of intrinsic value as it has been 

invoked by various foundations for an Environmental Ethic. Within this 

analysis, I have distinguished between a metaphysical conception of 

intrinsic value, having to do with its ontological status, and a normative 

conception which abstracts from any questions pertaining to ontology and 

pertains solely to questions of normativity and moral obligation. I have 

noted a symmetry between certain earlier metaethical dialogues (Sidgwick 

and Moore) and the more recent debates concerning value's ontology in the 

domain of envirorunental value theory. I believe that the latter day Last 

Person thought experiment mirrors the challenge given by Sidgwick to 

which Moore responded with his Beautiful World analysis. Theorists have 

conflated a requirement for a noiunstrumentalist (intrinsic) value with the 

requirement for a strongly objectivist ontology for value. Hence, theorists 

believed that what was required was a nondispositionalist, internal notion 

of value...a value abstracted from any evaluative stance or even any possible 

evaluative stance. I show that this corvfusion is expressed in the present 

dialogue of envirorunental ethics. After assessing the role played by the 

notion of intrinsic value, I inquire into a coherent form of this notion and 

offer a revised theoretical framework or foundation for an environmental 

ethic by offering a revised account of its logical status. 
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Chapter 1 

Preliminaries 

1.1 Introduction and Intention 

I propose, here, to compose a thesis in Value Theory within the more 

delineated area of Environmental Ethics. Environmental Ethics should be 

thought of as a part or subset of Environmental Philosophy. Environmental 

Ethics, then, will address any normative categories or relations between 

human beings and their physical, biological environment, either the whole 

of it or its respective and relevant parts. The thesis that I propose concerns 

the value we place on non-human kinds and systems and, hence, is a thesis 

within the broader domain of Value Theory. I hope to understand the idea, 

notion or concept of value, specifically that of intrinsic value, by assessing its 

role in various theoretic foundations for an Environmental Ethic. I believe 

that this construct, intrinsic value, plays a strong and important role in 

various foundations for an environmental ethic and I believe an inquiry 

into the nature of this role will inform both practical application and 

metaethical analysis. 

At this point, I cannot say what the outlines of an elaborated Environmental 

Philosophy would look like. Philosophy, or the search for wisdom, perhaps, 

just is necessarily concerned with an environment or the environment in 
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some sense so perhaps the heading. Environmental Philosophy is 

unhelpful. Nevertheless, I don't doubt that some form of Environmental 

Philosophy could be carved from thought, and that its questions and 

problems would be of a metaphysical, ontological and epistemological 

nature. What seems safe to say here is that the normative components of 

our relations to the environment would comprise its own field of inquiry, 

that of environmental ethics or environmental value theory. 

A Genuine Ethic 

The thesis is, in a general way, a search for the proper outlines of an 

environmental ethic. So, I should say right off that many have held (and do 

hold) that the sought-for environmental ethic will be (must be) a genuine 

environmental ethic. This genuine ethic is understood to be: 

Gl. an ethic of the envirorunent 

or sjmonymously, 

G2. an environmental ethic 

or, 

G3. an ethic for the sake of the environment 

or 

G4. for the environment in and of itself. 

versus, for instance, an instrumentalist-type ethic, or a human-based. 
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anthropocentric ethic: 

Al. an ethic for the use of the environment 

or 

A2. (an ethic which is) a management ethic of the 

environment 

or 

A3, an ethic (a human ethic) which preserves the 

environment for the sake of other human beings. 

Hence, theorists believe that a genuine environmental ethic will describe 

duties which we have to the environment in its own right or for its own 

sake. Furthermore, most take it that the field of environmental ethics is 

concerned with two major questions: 

(1) What are the things in the world (environment) that I ought to 

preserve (towards which I have duties)? 

and 

(2) What are the grounds (reasons, explanations) of my duty to do 

so? 

I take it that my inquiry here is a question of ethical concern because it is an 

inquiry concerning how I ought to behave. This I take to be a moral ought 

and not merely a pragmatic ought. The inquiry specifically concerns my 



normative relations to beings, organisms and systems in the biological 

environment, and hence, is a question of Environmental Ethics. 

I believe this to be a philosophical question on two counts. First, because my 

topic concerns the question of what ends I ought to seek and the possible 

means to this end (these ends). I take it that any type of ethic has a desired 

end as well as rules, norms and sought-for behaviors which will, hopefully, 

lead to that end. Furthermore, the theory likewise contains a set of 

justificatory explanations or principles which purport to show that its 

particular strategy is the correct one. Any inquiry in Environmental Ethics 

will discuss both the ends and means of our normative relations to the 

environment as well as giving an account of the reasons for doing so. The 

question at issue is one of how I ought to act, or what is the Good that I 

might pursue; and there is some historical evidence to show this to be a 

philosophical question.! 

Secondly, this question (my topic) involves an analysis of non-human 

natural kinds and their properties. Hence, there is a metaphysical 

component to my inquiry. I am concerned here with the set of beings or 

organisms towards which we might have moral obligations or normative 

relations and I am concerned with the ground of, or reason for, this 

1. The classic Greek philosophers especially Plato. 



obligation. Many theorists, as we shall see, believe that there is a relation or 

correspondence between certain physical, biological features or traits of a 

being and their capacity to be morally considerable.2 Hence, my concern is to 

point toward a certain special class of beings or things to whom which we 

have moral obligations. Hence, there is a metaphysical component to my 

analysis and this, likewise,counts my theme as philosophical. What might 

be of interest is a possible intersection between normative and metaphysical 

things, between Being and Value, being and goodness. But, I can only wave 

my hand at such a conception, my intention here only to motivate the 

assertion that my topic is of a philosophical nature. Environmental Ethics is 

philosophical in that it concerns the objects of our physical experience and 

our normative relations to those objects. 

I take it that these questions are important (and my inquiry is important) 

because we, in fact, lack a coherent notion of value for nonhuman kinds 

and systems. And, concomitantly, we lack a coherent and plausible 

Environmental Ethic. That we require a coherent and implementable 

formal ethic of the environment is somewhat of a presumption here, but I 

also believe that this dissertation will go some of the distance toward 

showing or proving this requirement. At this point, I should say that it is 

apparent to me that human beings require a formal environmental ethic 

2. I shall discuss shortly the notion of moral standing or moral considerability. 



which they can use 3 If such is not forthcoming then, perhaps what is 

required is some particular scientific insight or perhaps a religious insight. 

These might circvimvent the need for a formal ethic. Here are alternatives to 

a formal ethic. 

1. No formal ethic. We limp along as we have done up to now. 

2. A possibly clearer scientific understanding of the world which 
directly drives behavioral changes. One that operates by 
presenting a set of descriptive propositions which directly drive 
himian behaviors in ways that preserve both the environment 
and our species; e.g., a scientific world view which functions to 
change beliefs and preferences. 

3. A spiritual revolution which succeeds in couching its 
propositions and directives in non-normative (non-moral) 
terms. 

But, I have only the vaguest conception of how behaviors could or would 

change and evolve without an intervening normative level. This 

normative level would (at least implicitly) embody some type of a formal 

ethic. Hence, I believe an analysis of the categories and terms of a formal 

environmental ethic is (still) instructive and important. 

1.2 The Possibility of an Environmental Ethic 

Many moral theorists have denied the requirement for a formal 

3. Is implementable. In future chapters, I accuse certain frameworks or foundations for 
an environmental ethic as yielding unimplementable moral theories. 



environmental ethic.4 A traditional human-to-human ethic (of which we 

have many) will suffice they say. I have already addressed this by showing 

that the requirement seems to be for a genuine environmental ethic (Gl-4). 

Most hold that a human-centered ethic will not be a genuine 

environmental ethic. Other theorists have asserted that "it is a good thing" 

that we ^ not require a genuine environmental ethic because it may not be 

possible to have one. 

What is the nature of this doubt? Skeptics of this variety can be said to 

embody the fear that a coherent notion of value for non-human beings has 

yet to be discovered, analyzed or constructed. There is a perception that we 

will be unable to answer the question 

EEl "What are the things in the world that I ought to 

preserve?" 

until were are able to answer 

EE2 What is the set of intrinsically valuable beings or systems? 

It is not sufficient, these theorists hold, to merely delineate the set of 

valuable beings, things or systems in any sense. One is not concerned with 

the set of useful or instrumentally valuable things. What one must be able 

to define is the set of those things which might be said to be intrinsically 

4 Anthropocentrists deny the need for an ethic of the environment. 
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valuable or to have intrinsic value. Some theorists hold that what we 

require for a genuine ethic is an answer to this second question. The set of 

beings in the first set maps onto those of the second set The problem facing 

us according to skeptics is that we have either iio notion or only incoherent 

(worse!) notions of intrinsic value. Therefore, (1) a normative theory of the 

environment, a genuine environmental ethic is stymied until such a 

concept or notion is forthcoming. (2) No coherent notion is possible (or, for 

some, required). Therefore, no environmental ethic is possible (or required). 

Therefore, my analysis shall proceed by inquiring into the nature and 

theoretical role played by the concept of intrinsic value. Specifically, in the 

central analytic chapters, I shall be concerned to inquire into the theoretical 

role played by intrinsic value as it is made use of in certain opposing 

foundations or frameworks for an envirorunental ethic. Hence, my purpose 

or goal will be to give an account of this notion abstractly, and then move 

on to an analysis of how it is used within a particiilar normative theory of 

the environment. 

1.3 Foundations for an Environmental Theory 

With this end in mind, let us take note of the following: the notion or 

concept of intrinsic value is said to play a leading or key role within a certain 
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part of an environmental ethic. This part wherein intrinsic value plays a 

key role I call ihe foundation or framework for an environmental ethic. A 

formal environmental ethic might be said to have a ground or foundation 

which acts to frame an ethic by offering an answer to the question of which 

beings are morally considerable.5 A foundation for an environmental ethic 

acts to answer the question of which things or beings are worthy of moral 

consideration, to which beings the theory will apply. Hence, a framework for 

an environmental ethic seeks to ground a conception of the proper arena of 

moral concern. Furthermore, part of the function of an ethical foundation is 

to offer at least some justification for these obligations to this particular set 

of things or beings; ie., why this is the set of intrinsically valuable beings. 

Note that the foundation for an environmental ethic acts as an answer to 

the two fundamental questions of concern, EEl and EE2. Thus, it is with 

foundations for an environmental ethic, specifically with three theoretical 

fovmdations for an ethic that I will be concerned: Anthropocentrism, 

Biocentrism and Ecocentrism. 

The first, anthropocentrism, acts as a groimd or a framework for an 

environmental ethic by positing and then defending what it takes to be the 

set of morally considerable {intrinsically valuable) beings. An 

5 Foundations act as an answer to the question of which beings have moral standing. 



anthropocentric foundation for an environmental ethic holds that the set of 

intrinsically valuable beings maps onto tlie set of human persons or those 

sufficiently kin to human beings. Hence, an anthropocentric ethic will seek 

to preserve the envirorunent to the degree that it is instrumentally 

beneficial to those intrinsically valuable beings, human beings. 

An alternative and opposing framework for an envirorimental ethic, 

Biocentrism, holds that the set of intrinsically valuable beings is the set of 

arumate or living beings, those creatures having the property of being alive. 

Hence, according to this framework, we have moral obligations to the set of 

living beings; and we do so in virtue of their being alive. The notion of 

intrinsic value as used in this theoretical framework acts to pick out those 

things toward which we have moral obligations. The foundation also seeks 

to offer justification of the ground of that obligation. 

The last framework, Ecocentrism, is a noriindividualistic conception of what 

counts as being intrinsically valuable. This foundation has it that it is 

ecological systems that are to be thought of as being intrinsically valuable. In 

virtue of having certain good features or traits whole biotic systems are 

deemed worthy of moral consideration. 
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All three of the particular frameworks that I intend to assess make use of a 

notion of value and, more importantly, all make use of the notion or 

concept of intrinsic value. Therefore, before breaking out the analysis of the 

three frameworks, I intend, in Chapter 2, to conduct an analysis of this 

important concept. In this analysis, we will note the role that intrinsic value 

plays in the design and construction of an environmental ethic and what it 

means to say that a thing or being is intrinsically valuable. 

Chapter 2, An Analysis of Intrinsic Value, should be seen as an instance of 

what has been called "the central theoretical quest of environmental 

philosophy".6 In this key chapter, I am questing for a coherent notion of 

value which might be predicated of non-human biological beings and 

systems. 

6. Callicott, J. Beiird. (1989) In Defense Of The Land Ethic : Essays In Environmental 
Philosophy. Albany, N.Y. ; State University of New York Press 
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Chapter 2 

An Analysis of Intrinsic Value 

2.1 

Several years ago, I awoke from a chilling dream. I was a prosecutor in a 

strange and distressing court case. 

An old man, call him Mr. X, sits in the vicinity of the witness stand in an 

elaborate wheelchair. He is past seventy and while physically quite 

debilitated, he is extremely alert and mentally bright. The court is trying to 

determine if he has broken any laws in the following way. 

X is accused of selling several of his wife's organs and bodily 
parts to others in research and in medical need. His wife, while 
close to X's age, is far more physically deteriorated than he. She 
lies hooked up to several machines including a large kidney 
dialysis machine and only occasionally does she stir from her 
light coma. Mrs. X has somehow granted to Mr. X full rights 
and responsibilities over her physical body, and X is accused of 
farming some of Mrs. X's parts and selling others. For instance, 
he has sold one of her eyes to a highest bidder. 

Now, X objects to my accusation that he is using his wife by selling 
her body (bit by bit) to highest bidders. He argues that he has just 
amputated his left leg and has sold it to someone. He feels he no 
longer needs his leg. He shows me the scars where his liver has been 
surgically removed; this too he has sold. Furthermore, his wife will 
soon die anyway, and she has, he repeats, consented to this process 
before slipping into her darkness. He has made much profit, but at no 
ones harm. I stand in front of him and grimly hear the list of bodily 
parts and functions they have sold to those who would buy. A strange 
fear grips me. The court seems confused. No one in the room, aside 



20 

from myself, seems sure that there is a horrible injustice here. No one 
can articulate just what is wrong. I wake into a cold sweat. 

What was the basis of my fear? Why was I so sure that X was morally 

reprehensible? Apparently Mr. X. and I were clashing over an issue of 

values. But, what notion of value is at issue here? X surely can be said to 

understand the notion of economic value, wherein the value of one item 

might be said to equal the value of another; a kidney might be exchanged or 

traded for $30,000.00; a lung for $22,000.00; a leg for $12,000.00, etc. I too 

understand the notion of exchange value or worth in this sense. 

But, X and I were not debating this kind of value or worth. I was not trying 

to prosecute X for undervaluing his wife's parts in an economic sense. What 

was at issue here was a moral sense of value or worth. The case could be said 

to revolve around certain distinctions with respect to the grounds of moral 

value. Let us, therefore, examine possible grounds of value. 

2.2 Grounds of Value 

Let us inquire into possible types or varieties of value. Instrumental or 

extrinsic value might be defined as: 
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VI. Instrumentally valuable: an object X is worthy of being valued 
as a means to Y or Z. X is valued for 
what it leads to, causes or produces, 
or for its general utility. 

Let us define intrinsic value as follows: 

V 2 Intrinsically valuable: an object X is worthy of being valued as an 
end, for its own sake, in itself, for what it is, 
as opposed to (or over and above) what it 
does or causes. 

Hence, intrinsically and instrumentally valuable at one and the same time 

might mean: 

V3 X is worth valuing both for what it is 
in itself and for what it does. ^ 

Finally, consider ultimately valuable: 

V4 ultimately valuable: an object or event might be said to be 
ultimately valuable if it is "that for whose 
sake everything else is done." 2 

Now, let us put to work some of these distinctions in an attempt to see why 

X and I disagreed about the morality of his choices. 

1 Justice was, for Plato, both intrinsically and instrumentally valuable. See The 
Republic. 

2 See Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics 1.7. 



In his great work. The Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, Immanuel 

Kant offers an analysis of the ground of morals and of value. In his second 

formulation of the Categorical Imperative, he directs moral agents in the 

following way: 

Kl. Act so that you treat humanity whether in your own 
person or in that of another, always as an end and never 
as a means only. 3 

For Kant, rational nature exists as an end in itself, and thus, should never be 

treated merely as a means to some end. In other words, human persons are 

intrinsically valuable beings and, as such, one has obligations not to treat 

them as beings which are only valuable as means to other ends or or\ly 

instrument ally valuable. This is not to say that we might never value a 

person as instrvimental to our well-being, but that the basis of that person's 

value must be seen to be intrinsic to their being beyond any consequences. 

They are valuable irrespective of their merits or any benefit which we might 

derive from them. 

My argimient with X was that he seemed to be valuing his wife and himself 

as merely a means to some end, ie. instrumentally. He did not seem to be 

treating her as an end in herself, not treating her as an intrinsically valuable 

being in her own right. Thus, he seemed not to be respecting her. 

3 Kant. The Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, p.47. Bobbs Merril. 1959 
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My objection was not that he was not charging enough in selling her bodily 

parts rather, it was that he would sell them at all! In my mind, this indicated 

a horrific disrespect, and my cold fear derived from the fact that others in 

the courtroom could not articulate just what was wrong. From my 

perspective, X and I disagreed on how Mrs. X should be treated, because we 

disagreed on the ground of her value. I believed her value to be more than 

merely an instnoment to any ones ends. 

Ethical Extensionism 

Kant believed that persons are ends-in-themselves (intrinsically valuable) 

because they are rational beings. Earlier in philosophical and ethical history, 

Aristotie, likewise, held the set of morally considerable beings to be those 

that are rational. But, for Aristotle that meant the set of male human beings. 

Only male human beings are rational, and hence, only males are morally 

considerable, (intrinsically valuable). 4 Since women are not rational, they 

are not moral patients (beings to which we have moral obligations). Kant, as 

we can see, also held rationality to be the value-conferring trait or property. 

but he did not share Aristotie's assessment of women's cognitive abilities. 

4 Aristotle, 'T3e Generatione Animaliun" , translated by Arthur Piatt in The Oxford 
Translation of Aristotle, ed. W.D. Ross, Oxford, Clarendon Press 1912. 
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Thus, on Kant's view, woman are persons (are rational) and are morally 

considerable in virtue of that trait. 

After Kant, Bentham and Mill widened the sphere of morally considerable 

beings. They widened the set of beings held to be intrinsically valuable by 

broadening the conception of what constitutes the value-conferring 

property. While for BCant, the ability to reason was preeminently important, 

so important that it conferred intrinsic value on its recipients, theorists like 

Bentham and Mill had a different position on the correct and relevant 

value-conferring trait. These theorists held that the set of morally 

considerable beings were those that were capable of certain psychological 

experiences. To be capable of experiencing pleasure or pain, not merely the 

capacity for rationality, this was the important thing. Bom from this 

conception is the greatest happiness principle. What is important to note 

here is how a reconsideration of the relevant value-conferring property 

works to alter and widen the sphere of moral considerability or the sphere of 

those beings said to be intrinsically valuable. 

Consider Albert Schweitzer's position. It is not the capacity for pleasure or 

pain that is relevant, but rather the property of being alive which is the 

relevant value conferring feature. Any being which is a living being is held 

to be intrinsicaUy valuable. Theorists, thinkers and nattiraUsts like 



Schweitzer, give expression to the Biocentric position in thinking that the 

property of being alive is the true value-coriferring trait. A thing should be 

said to be intrinsically valuable because it is alive, not because it is reasoning 

or having experiences of pleasure or pain. We might then consider this 

expansion or extension of considerability as an extended Kantianism. 

Biocentrism would take Kant's "Categorical Imperative of Important Ends" 

and expand it in the way: 

K2 Act so that you treat living things whether in your own 
person or in that of another always as an end and never 
as a means orUy. 

Hence, the set of intrinsically valuable beings for a traditional Kantian 

would be other rational (hence, human) beings. And, the expanded or 

extended Kantian position would hold that the set of morally relevant 

beings is the set of living beings. Thus, Biocentrism may be seen to be a form 

of an extended Kantianism. I take it that a ethical naturalist might hold that 

the property of being intrinsically valuable supervenes upon the property of 

being a living being or being alive. 

This process of widening the sphere of moral considerability by broadening 

the concept of what counts as the property relevant to moral obligation is an 

instance of Moral Extensionism. Roderick Nash does a good job of outlining 

the features of this theory in his book entitled The Rights of Nature. 



Interesting to note here is that if the theory of moral extensionalism is 

correct, then the way that morality evolves (and has evolved) in our kind is 

by way of an ever-expanding ascription of value and hence, considerability 

or standing. This extension of value is driven by the belief or premiss that 

there is some value-conferring property that a natural organism or being 

has (some natural trait or characteristic). Value is said to supervene on such 

a physical or experiential trait of some being. Some individual, in virtue of 

some property, has some value. This is an important feature of ethical 

extensionalism. The historical or evolutionary aspect of this process is a 

function of the fact that over time the ascribed value-conferring property 

changes because of either a different conception of the being in question or a 

different conception of value. 

The three frameworks that will be the subject of the central chapters embody 

different conceptions of the ground of value. Each takes a position on what 

it takes to be the set of relevantiy valuable beings. Each framework then 

functions as a description of this position with respect to value. But, each 

also seems to be representative of a particular stance in the evolution of 

moral reasoning. Each may be seen to be a contribution in an on-going 

attempt to design, discover or construct an environmental ethic. 
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2.3 Intrinsic Value 

Different theorists, we will find, will hold different positions not only 

concerning the correct reference set of intrinsically valuable beings, but also 

concerning the very meaning of the term or theoretical concept of intrinsic 

value. I mention this here because some readers may be critical of my use 

and definition of intrinsic value. Some perhaps are objecting that, as I have 

defined it, the notion of intrinsic value laid out here is not the one which is 

relevant to our ethical treatment of non-human beings. Please have faith 

that these terminological distinctions and differences will get much more 

attention in the central analytic chapters. In this chapter, I will mark out 

some of these differences just so that we may be sure that we are not at cross 

purposes. Some theorists hold that the relevant theoretical concept is 

'inherent' worth or value. Some mean by inherent value just what I mean 

by intrinsic value. Others mean something different. I have faith that 

terminological discrepancies will be attended to to the reader's satisfaction as 

the analysis proceeds. This is all just further evidence that an analysis is in 

order. Theorists in the field of environmental ethics may well be talking 

past one another. In fact, in a relevantly crucial way, the rest of this chapter 

goes some distance toward showing this to be the case. 



Before I begin to uiiravel terminological subtleties, I would like to introduce 

a thought experiment. I present it to the reader as a way of clearing the 

mind. Not that the experiment functions to bring clarity to your mind, but 

rather, that you must do so by suspending judgement for the few moments 

that you dedicate to this game. You must suspend judgement here and use 

both reason and intuition (pretheoretic reason, perhaps emotion, ie. gut 

feeling) to drive your analysis and the conclusion which seems appropriate 

to you. This thought experiment has been used by environmental moral 

theorists as a way of introducing a certain tension with respect to ascription 

of value in environmental ethics. It has operated to exhibit an apparently 

interesting paradox in the domain of Value Theory. 



Button Pushing Thought Experiment 
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This thought experiment is sometimes referred to as 'The Last Person' 

thought experiment and it is supposed to test our intuitions regarding 

nonhuman beings and the status of the value that we attribute to these 

beings.5 

Assume that you are the very last person on earth. All other homo-sapiens 

and their close phylogenetic kin have somehow been eradicated or have 

gone extinct. There is absolutely no chance that you will ever bear any 

offspring or that any other human being will do so. There is not any chance 

that consciousness as we know it in ourselves will arise in the future, nor 

that any other beings with consciousness comparable to our own will 

migrate to this planet. 

You sit in front of a panel with a unique button in the center. This button, if 

and once it is pushed, will eradicate all life on this planet. No living being 

will survive the button pushing. 

If you believe that nature and all organisms only have their value 

5 See Last Person Bibliography in Works Qted. See especially works by Richard 
Routley aka Richard SUvan. 



instrmnentally then you believe, apparently, that the correct framework for 

an envirorunental ethic ought to be the anthropocentric foundation for an 

ethic. This foundation, recall, has it that human beings are the only set of 

intrinsically valuable beings and that they alone are the beings toward 

which we have moral obligations to protect the environment. This 

framework has it that all other things and beings, and nature as a whole, is 

valuable only to the degree that it is valuable to our kind. Reasons to 

preserve and protect the biota always reduce to reasons concerning our 

responsibilities to others of our species. And the thought experiment has 

guaranteed that there will never again be another human being around to 

benefit from or enjoy the natural world and its inhabitants. You will die in 

ten minutes. 

If you believe on the other hand that at least some nonhuman natural 

beings are valuable in their own right or intrinsically valuable, you then 

believe that these creatures and nature as a whole might have a right to 

continued existence whether human minds and hearts are here to enjoy 

them or profit from them. To you, they are more than merely 

instrumentally valuable; to you, at least some of the nonhuman beings are 

considered ends-in-themselves as Kant might say. It will be impossible to 

preserve just those beings (whichever set you pick out as the delineated set 

of morally considerable beings) because once the button is pushed ALL life 
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will be annihilated. So you may feel that only certain mammalian forms are 

intrinsically valuable or you may feel that anything living is valuable in its 

own right, but the button will not make these fine grained distinctions. 

To push or not to push. 

Let's say that you are an Anthropocentrist. Do you push? If so, it only looks 

as though you are being consistent with your theory. If you say "No, I can't 

push", why not? Remember nature's value is a function of what human 

beings derive from it, whether that be aesthetic, economic, spiritual, 

sustainal. No more human beings, no more value. 

Let's say that you suddenly decide to join the ranks of Biocentrists or that 

you have always felt that this is the correct framework for grounding an 

environmental ethic, you say to me "No, it would be wrong to push because 

these beings have their value abstracted from any value we give them. They 

are intrinsically valuable". Hence, it would be wrong to push, nothing could 

be dearer. 

But, witness what you are saying. You are saying that the value we ascribe to 

the natural order or to non-human creatures is objectively there, inherently 

there, whether we are around to value these beings (or the whole) or not. 



These beings, you tell me, have their value independently of our valuing 

them and so it does not matter if there are no human minds or valuers ever 

again to value them. The value is in the being or object independently of 

our valuing it. The value that you attribute to these beings or the whole of 

life is an objectively existing property of the thing itself. So, it is wrong to 

push. 

But, one could retort: "Value...in the object...independent of any one there 

(or ever there) to value the object?" But, science has told us succinctly that 

"There are no values in nature."; that nature and facts pertaining to nature 

are value-neutral. 

Locke and others had taken pains to show us that secondary properties, like 

color or sweetness, are not in the object but rather are in the mind of the 

perceiver. Primary qualities might be mind-independent, but secondary 

qualities need a mind or a sensor to apprehend such properties. How much 

more so, philosophers and scientists have held, are those tertiary qualities, 

like being beautiful or valuable? Value is not in the object. Value is in the 

mind of the valuer. Value is a projective property. No valuer, no valued. 

The objects of the natural world have value, alright, but this is because we 

value them! We might claim that something is an end in itself, but this 

can't mean that it has that value even in the absence (complete absence) of 
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any valuer. Minds value. Objects have value because minds value them. No 

minds, no value. 

Roadblock. 

To push or not to push. 

The biocentrist is now put in the position of trying to formulate a coherent 

notion of mind-independent, objective intrinsic value. She cannot push, 

but carmot tell you why. Hence, the siiiking heart in both her and in Tom 

Regan in "The Nature and Possibility of an Environmental Ethic". One 

looks around for a coherent notion of intrinsic value, a notion wherein, 

even if there were no humans, no minds, nature and its inhabitants would 

still have the life-preserving value that we require. 

The anthropocentrist perhaps will bite the bullet. But, not many do. Most 

feel a terrible dis-ease about pushing the button. "Maybe," they say, "other 

minds might evolve, other intrinsically valuable beings are on the horizon, 

and as such, we don't have to push". 

"No." No more conscious beings coming. No more valuers. Either push or 

be inconsistent. Heads ache. "Why don't I want to push?" 
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The biocentrist's head aches. The anthropocentrist's stomach aches. Most 

gut feeling has it that it would be just wrong to push. But, logic seems to 

force our hand no matter where we turn. But, on all sides, the heads shake 

and the stomachs turn. "It just would be wrong." 

Should the last person push? 

2.4. A Paradox of Value? 

Let us ask, again, what it means to say that something is intrinsically 

valuable. Recall that we defined this term or concept under 

V2. Intrinsically valuable: an object X is worthy of being valued as an 
end, for its own sake, in itself, for what it is, 
as opposed to (or over and above) what it 
does or causes. 

This type of value was juxtaposed to: 

V1 Instrumentally valuable: an object X is worthy of being valued as a 
means to Y or Z. X is valued for what it 
leads to, causes or produces, or for its 
general utility. 

The paradox that we confront has several strands. Recall that the 



Anthropocentrist holds that the set of intrinsically valuable beings consists 

of the set of human beings and that nature and its nonhuman kinds are 

instrumentally valuable, but need not be treated as an end in itself. Hence, 

we have no moral obligations to preserve and protect nature if there are no 

humans for which we might do this. If there are no future generations 

which might suffer for our act, then there can be no moral reason not to 

eliminate nature.6 

The Biocentrist holds that both human persons and at least some other non-

human living beings are intrinsically valuable. Perhaps this biocentrist 

might even hold that nature as a whole is valuable as an end in itself. But, 

now this theorist is called upon to give an account of this notion of value. If 

there are no minds, and no possibility of any future minds, and the value 

neutralist, the scientist, is right when he declares nature to be value-neutral, 

then it looks as though our cry NOT TO PUSH is a display of emotional 

sentimentality. It looks as though our gut is out of sync with our reason. 

What seems required here is an account of this mind-independent notion of 

intrinsic value that the biocentrist leans on in his intuition that, even in the 

absence of any valuing consciousness, nature or its inhabitants will retain 

the attributed value. 

6 No moral reason. I am looking for the entailment of each theory. One could hold 
that one is just not disposed to pushing the button even though one is an Anthropocentrist. But 
this framework holds that there would be nothing morally reprehensible in an act that 
annihilated all nonhuman kinds. 
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This seems to be the nut of the problem. Anthropocentrists cannot account 

for their feeling that the wholesale destruction of nature would be wrong 

while their ethical theory seems to entail that it would not be. The thought 

experiment leaves them with a counterintuitive conclusion. The Biocentrist 

is left with the unwieldy task of constructing (or discovering, rather) a 

notion or concept of value which is absolutely abstracted from any human 

cogiutive event or psychological stance. Hence, the search has been for some 

purely objective, nonanthropocentric type or kind of value, something 

perhaps akin to Plato's Form of the Good, a category or property which a 

mind might have access to, but which is not dependent upon any mind for 

its existence. This I will call absolute, objective value. 

I have referred to this problem before us as a paradox. Something seems 

amiss here and both types of theorists feel victim to some unclear puzzle. 

Why should it be so hard to fix our moral intuitions and clarify for an 

opponent the ground of our position? What follows are the relevant 

terminological considerations and an attempt to clarify what I take to be the 

problem (the puzzle) and its solution: 

Let's assume that V2 is the correct analysis or definition of intrinsic value. 

Simply put, this assumes that to be 
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V2 intrinsically valuable = to be worthy as an end 

Fiirther, let's assume that: to be worthy as an end = 

to be worthy of respect 

When one counts a being as intrinsically valuable or worthy of respect, we 

say that that being is worthy of our moral consideration, that we have 

certain duties to respect that being's life and to order our behaviors in 

certain relevant ways with respect to that being. Hence, we will say that the 

notion or concept of intrinsic value is here understood as a normative 

category. TTius, I will call this normative understanding or construal of 

intrinsic value, INTRINSIC VALUEi. Therefore, INTRINSIC VALUEi is a 

normative category. 



Now, let us introduce another term which we will call INTRINSIC VALUE2 

I will define INTRINSIC VALUE2 in the following way: 

INTR.V.2 = an objective value which exists independent of any valuing 
mind or consciousness, hence is a value abstracted from any 
valuer. 

What is important to note here is that INTRINSIC VALUE2 is a 

metaphysical category and addresses certain ontological questions 

concerning this evaluative concept. So controversial is this notion just 

introduced that I feel it warrants a new designation. I will call this new 

category of value INHERENT VALUE to disambiguate it from intrinsic 

value. This kind of value which we might attribute to some object or being 

is a type of value that will be said to exist absolutely objectively. This type of 

value is a property of an object solely in virtue of some (perhaps, natural) 

property that the object embodies inherently, and this value exists in 

complete abstraction from any mental, cognitive or conscious process. This 

is fully, mind-independent VALUE. Hence, an object may be said to be: 

INHERENTLY VALUABLE = even if it were to exist alone. X may be said 
to be"good" or "valuable", and that quality 
belongs to X independently of our 
evaluation or opinion of it. It is an absolute 
and not a relative property of X. 

An attribution of inherent value has it that there is a realm of Value which 

is utterly abstracted from any of our opinions concerning the properties of 



the valued objects. This realm, furthermore, might be said to exist fully 

independently from the world of sensory objects. It is the Platonist notion of 

a mind-independent form of value. Hence, any attribution of inherent 

value is a metaphysical claim. On the other hand, any claim involving the 

attribution of intrinsic value is a normative claim. The puzzle before us is a 

function of a conflation between two different types of claims.7 

The thought experiment left us with an apparent conundrum because two 

different definitions of intrinsic value were thought of as entailing one 

another. But, in this case, they do not. No metaphysical claims about the 

ontological status of value are implied or entailed by thinking that a 

particular object is worthy of our moral consideration. Neither a strong 

form of ontological objectivism or Ethical Realism follows from such a 

claim. 

The anthropocentrist, unless she bites the bullet, is usually appalled by the 

possibility that life would be annihilated. The thought experiment functions 

to force each theory to its entailments. Anthropocentrism holds that the set 

of intrinsically valuable beings is exhausted by the set of rational beings and 

that nature's value is a function (an instrument) of its value to us. It is a 

means to an end (our ends) and not an end in itself, hence not worthy of 

7 Indebted to Joel Feinberg. 
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moral consideration. If the claim now seems counterintuitive (as it has 

always seemed to me), then the theory needs to be reevaluated. Chapter 3 

will go some distance toward a required analysis. 

The biocentrist has felt stymied by the requirement to produce a mind-

independent or valuer-independent notion of value, (absolute objective 

value) in order to make the claim that non-human beings or nature deserve 

respect in their own right; that they are ends in themselves whose lives are 

valuable whether we continue or not. We now see that two claims were 

being made here. (1) There is a kind of value independent of valuers, 

(metaphysical intrinsic value) and 2, there is an ascribed value that entails 

respect {normative intrinsic value). We now see that the two claims are not 

synonymous, one being a metaphysical claim, the other a normative claim. 

One claim addresses the ontological status of value and asserts what I take to 

be a controversial, highly questionable, metaethical claim about the nature 

and status of value. The other claim deals with the assertion of certain 

moral obligations we might have and is thus a normative claim. The 

conflation of the claims is the root of the paradox embedded in the thought 

experiment. The conflation consists in inferring from the clear existence of 

intrinsically valuable things the existence of inherently valuable things. 

Value may be anthropogenic. In fact, I think it is. I think it arises in worlds 
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such as ours and in minds and brains such as ours. But, value should not be 

thought of as a thing or a property of a thing. Value should be thought of, 

rather as a relation that might obtain between a mind and an object. Hence, 

a theory can be anthropogenic, holding that the process of valuing requires a 

mind, indeed, evolves in particular biological creatures, without being 

anthropo centric. 

I take the position that even if value turns out to be anthropogenic, this 

does not suggest or entail the requirement for an anthropocentric ethic. I see 

no justification, at this time, for holding that human beings exhaust the set 

of intrinsically valuable things worthy of respect in their own right. 

Hence, I am on the look out for a coherent, implementable environmental 

ethic which holds that value is a relation between a mind and an object(s) 

that need not entail that value is only suitably directed to our kind, i.e. 

anthropocentrism. For, I take it that anthropocentrism has been part of the 

problem and may not be fit to double as a solution. Nevertheless, I may be 

wrong.8 We are in need of a coherent, implementable environmental ethic 

and to prejudge might be foolish. 

8 There are new and interesting forms of Anthropocentrism that we will exarrune in 
the next chapter. 
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Yet, I believe that the correct environmental ethic will be an anthropogenic, 

nonanthropocentric ethic; that I will be able to spotlight and define a notion 

of noniiUierent, intrinsic value or normative intrinsic value.9 I believe I 

will be able to offer a notion or concept of value which has arisen in human 

cogiution and consciousness, but is not merely directed to those of our kind. 

Furthermore, that the attribution of value to those beyond our kind is a 

natural, nearly predictable event; that the ascription of intrinsic value to 

those beyond our immediate kin might be seen to be an evolutionarily 

stable strategy and not merely an interesting normative event. 

9 This will be Feinberg's normative intrinsic value. 
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Anthropocentrism 
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Baa Baa Black Sheep. Have You any Wool? 
Yes Sir, Yes Sir, Three Bags Full. 
One for my Master and One For My Dame, 
And one for the Little Boy who Lives in the Lane. 
Baa Baa Black Sheep Have you any Wool? 
Yes Sir, Yes Sir, Three Bags Full 

The above nursery rhyme cradles a great deal of conceptual content. Indeed, 

it captures the essence of the world view which is called anthropocentrism. 

In this child-story, the sheep willingly offers its wool to people—its master, 

dame and a small boy. But, one might wonder: why do sheep grow too 

much wool? 

Answer: they don't. Nature had no hand in a sheep having nearly thrice the 

required coat, but human science and engineering figured out how to breed 

a wool machine and, it is fairly sure, not in the interest of the sheep. But, it 

is in our interest. 

In this chapter, I consider the conceptual framework referred to as 

Anthropocentrism. This foundation for an environmental ethic presents a 

particular theory of both the nature of value and its reference set. I propose 

that we model Anthropocentrism under the following description: 
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Anthropos or man (now more acknowledged to mean human 
hominid) is the moral center of biologic experience. Human beings 
comprise the set of intrinsically valuable beings and as such, we 
(agents) have moral duties to respect those of our kind. All non-
human beings and kinds are said to have their value instrumentally, 
i.e. as a function of and to the degree that they are valuable to us or 
for us, to our kind. Human beings are both the center and apex of 
moral experience. 

Sheep, therefore, are valuable for what we might derive from them, 

aesthetically, scientifically, economically, nutritionally, etc. The moral world 

emerges, thus, with two categories of being... instrumentally valuable beings 

-- the whole of nonhuman nature, and intrinsically valuable beings^ — 

Homo sapiens or human beings. Anthropocentrism models moral 

experience by bifurcating value. Intrinsically valuable humans reside at a 

moral centerpoint as the natiu-al order spins to meet their needs. 

We can distinguish various types or representations of anthropocentrism 

and in the following pages I broadly brush the outlines of this worldview — 

its history and some of its more interesting manifestations. Once this very 

general purview is accomplished, I confront the real work of this chapter ii\ 

the analysis of an anthropocentric ethic offsred by Brian Norton. Norton's 

anthropocentric ethic is a serious contender for an environmental ethic. 

Recall that there are those who doubt that a coherent notion of value for 

1. That is, worthy of respect in their own right. 



nonhuman kinds is near to hand. There are those who hold (regardless of 

their position on the ontology of value) that a human-centered 

(homocentric) ethic will suffice for our ethical needs, and hence (Occam 

style) refuse to clutter metaethical space. Thus, it seems wise here to unravel 

an interesting tangle. It seems as though it is anthropocentrism which is the 

very cause of our envirorunental crisis. This is what I hope my brief outline 

will show. Now we are told that there is a particular kind or formulation of 

an anthropocentric ethic which will extract us from this crisis (Norton's). 

The disease becomes the cure. Norton's transformative value functions to 

manipulate belief and preferences without introducing or making use of a 

notion of non-human intrinsic value that seems to be the stock in trade of 

nonanthropocentric theories. 

But, before inquiring into instances of theoretical Anthropocentrism, let me 

briefly narrate the progression and history of a worldview so pervasive that 

is has remained a nearly uncontrovertible assumption through thick and 

thin. It has also changed the very face of the earth. 

3.1 Historical Anthropocentrism 

We might begin by distinguishing among the various expressions of 

anthropocentrism in the individual and collective lives of Homo-sapiens. 



The theory has it that the set of beings that could possibly read this essay, 

are the center of moral space. Anthropocentric strands run through nearly 

every aspect of our experience, but are fully discemable in the realms of 

economics, social/political theory, psychology, religion, etc. We might begin 

by abstracting the various fields and forms in which anthropocentrism is 

expressed but I believe it more instructive to devise a narrative that reflects 

in very broad strokes the conscious awareness of our kind as we evolved in 

time and history. I shall certainly not go back very far, and will in no way 

begin to touch the complexity of our experience. Nevertheless, I feel that 

the narrative reflects some key ideas that are relevant to the understanding 

of anthropocentrism as a theoretical framework or a model that drives 

ethical discussion. 

Perhaps our history is inevitable and highly predictable. After all, species 

and individuals have thrived to the degree that they were (and are) self-

concemed/interested. An individual or kind that was not so would surely 

lack the fitness required of life. Thus, our narcissism or homocentric 

outlook may be (or might have been) a requirement for success and other 

species embody that same narcissism for their kind. Thus, we have a planet 

full of self-interested beings. This might simply be a fact of biologic existence 

and one toward which a moral evaluation is irrelevant. 



I imagine that the thought that we are special and central is as old as our 

consciousness, that it is an evolutionarily stable strategy. Our early hunting, 

gathering, nomadic lives were predicated upon believing that we had a 

natural right to the goods of the earth. Ten thousand years ago, as we settled 

into an agricultural existence, it was with the firm belief that nature could 

and must be manipulated to sustain our kind. We were rightfully proud of 

our ability to integrate our needs with the biological order and our myths 

reflected both the awe we took in nature and the pride we felt in our 

accomplishment. We were the special offspring of creation, made in the 

image of the highest Being. Oiar religious traditions inculcated a sense of our 

special worth and rightfulness , and this was expressed in the world we 

began to mold. 

Our societies and cultures proliferated. Agriculture began to cover the face of 

the earth to feed our blooming numbers. Commerce of every stripe 

exploded in a short time and by the age of Renaissance we were moving 

goods to and fro, around the world. Resources, as we called these goods, 

were the foundation of our existence. Metal sold, forests sold, homes built, 

land cleared; spices, teas, sugars grown, moved; bought, sold. Homo-

economicus, the center of moral space, the crown of biological and divine 

creation had put his/her mark in nearly every comer of the earth. The 

myths, stories and theories of our superiority seemed substantiated. 
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vindicated, in the facts of our progress and progress became our modus 

operandi if not our reason for being. 

By the seventeenth century, science had become the sublime handmaiden of 

progress. Our reductionistic and mechanistic models and theories of the 

natural order bore exceedingly ripe fruit. We discovered germs, found ways 

of extending life, wrote histories, designed aircraft, mined uranium, 

increased efficiency and rightfully congratulated ourselves. We enjoyed the 

myth of superabundance. We created gasoline engines, worked on social 

justice, conquered land, seas and the moon, wiped out polio and just 

generally settled into the idea that life was about economic growth; about 

progress and about human well-being. And that notion of human well-

being now had a pricey tag attached to it. Both because our numbers had 

swollen so, and that, for some of us, our physical, material needs had 

become, well, inflated. By the end of the 20th century 5% of the planetary 

population were consuming 30% of the planetary resources. Many of the 

other earth's human inhabitants starved. 

The story of our progress can be read in any history book. I'm not revealing 

a jot of news. What's more, most environmentally informed people now 

know that 95% of the previously existing forests of the United States are 

gone; that we lose rainforest land a football field per second; that species are 
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crashing, not dwindling~15 into extinction per minute. What is my point 

here? 

It is this. Just as the geocentric model or framework had to give way to the 

facts of a sun-centered solar system and just as our theories of celestial 

mechanics had to )aeld to the apparent facts of physical experience, just so, 

our homo-centric or anthropocentric model of our place in the biota is 

beginning to show strong evidence of wear and obsolescence. Disinterested 

science in the form of biology, ecology, and evolutionary theory, while 

fascinating, unfortimately serves to undermine our biologic spedalness in 

the same way that Copemican science undermined spatial spedalness. And, 

just as the Copemican-Newtonian world view had rippling repercussions 

for our psycho/sodal order, for our sense of our selves,— just so the sciences 

of evolutionary biology and ecology are presenting us with a fiercely 

challenging perspective concerning our role and place in the biota. We are 

beginning to understand our effect. 

Nonetheless, anthropocentrism continues to be the preferred theory of our 

moral position. Our entrenched belief that we are the crown of creation and 

that the world and its members are here to sustain us, to benefit us, is nearly 

indelibly etched in our consdousness. We fully beUeve that human sdence 

will somehow save us from the serious plight that we are edging toward; 



that managing resources will avert the crisis which is ahead. The fact is that 

there is no evidence for our superiority, our myths and stories, our 

histories, notwithstanding. Millions of species have come and gone in the 5 

billion year old odyssey of this planet. And many go out with a bang. The 

sunset phenomenon is a prevalent experience in organismic behavior. Start 

out competitively, populate, bloom on the ground of a rich resource base 

with numbers swelling and peaking just as the resource base begins it 

downward spiral. The rosy, lovely "bloom" of organismic activity gorging 

(Last Feast) on their "fuel" constitutes this "Sunset" phenomena. The 

entrenched belief that we are the be all and end all, the center of biologic 

existence, drives behaviors which portend a doom. I take it that 

anthropocentrism is a myth. A myth of the same stripe, brand and purpose 

as the myth of an earth-centered cosmos. It makes us feel good. And, it may 

have served some purpose at one time. But, our inability to see it as a myth 

in the face of the facts is a collective denial of staggering proportions and 

consequence. 

I repeat. I take it that anthropocentrism as a theory of our position in the 

biologic order is a myth. I see no evidence to support such a stance. 

Nevertheless, I firmly believe that our experience both collectively and 

individually gives us the sense of our centralness. Thus, it comes as no 

surprise and should entail no blame that we are classically, perhaps 
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terminally, homo-centric; and that the forms of human behavior and 

artifact reflect this experience. 

3.2 Classical Anthropocentrism 

In the course of our evolutionary and historical progression or 

development, we equipped ourselves with a virtual plethora of 

advantageous properties, characteristics, skills and wisdom. The scientific 

and economic wisdom spoken of in the previous section should in no way 

overshadow the various psycho-social skills that have become indigenous 

to our kind. I am referring to the way in which the anthropocentric version 

of reality became classically expressed in the aesthetic and 

psycho/social/spiritual forms of human experience. 

Consider the hauntingly lovely sculpture. The David, by Michaelangelo. 

Here is a classic tribute to the wonder of a human being. Art has, in all its 

forms, expressed, revealed and inculcated the sense of our abstracted 

greatness, of our power and our intelligence. The beauty and grace of a 

human body and of a human mind have been reflected in every conceivable 

form of art from music, dance and sculpture to mathematics and 

philosophy. The aesthetic forms which have emerged reflect the human 

ability to mirror life, to interpret experience, to understand ourselves and 
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the natural order; and to draw a firm distinction between the two. 

An ever-increasing awareness of ourselves and our relation to the natural 

order gave rise to the movement called Humanism, the self-referential 

offspring of the more generalized conception of anthropocentrism. Human 

forms and artifacts of every kind were critiqued and praised, these forms 

shifting through time, but always pointing to the grandeur of what it meant 

to be a Human Being. 

Of particular importance and interest for this thesis is the way in which our 

moral conceptions evolved and progressed. Moral experience should be 

thought of as a subset of general human psycho/sodal experience. We have 

a particular biological and psychological profile as a species which includes 

the capacity and tendency (as social beings) to evolve moral behaviors, skills 

and strategies. In Chapter One, I referred to a thesis of Ethical Extensionism. 

This thesis reflects a position on how and why moral behavior does in fact 

evolve. 

In Chapters One and Two, we examined the theoretical role played by the 

concept of intrinsic value in the construction of an environmental ethic. 

The concept of intrinsic value has both initiated and shaped nearly every 

facet of human moral reasoning. Recall that Kant held persons to be 
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intrinsically valuable beings in virtue of their capacity to reason. While 

Kant's analysis might have formalized this relationship between being a 

human and having value, the process and history of valuing each other is 

certainly as old as awareness itself. As social beings, we are nearly hard

wired to value one another. Theories in the arena of socio-biology, while 

quite controversial in other respects, converge on the notion that altruism 

and caring, esteeming, are skills and strategies that have evolved in homo-

sapiens to the advantage of our kind. Valuing, of course, is a species of 

caring and esteeming, so, when I point to this notion that valuing others of 

our kind and other non-human kinds is a characteristic that arose and 

evolved as a psychological trait, I am noting the anthropogenic natiore of 

this characteristic. I am saying that it initiates in general human 

psychological functioning and does so, most likely, for adaptational reasons. 

There is a world of interesting data to explore concerning the evolution of 

altruism and the role that valuing played in this process, but that, of course, 

is outside the scope of this thesis. Suffice it to say that evaluative skills in 

general and caring for our kind in particular have an evolutionary history. 

Philosophers, anthropologists and sociologists of all kinds have inquired 

into the nature and history of this human capacity and theories abound 

concerning the finer details. Moral theory, in particular, has sought to 

explicate our relations to one another. It has inquired into the question of 

our moral obligations to one another and the ground of any duties we 



might have. Furthermore, there are nearly as many theories as there are 

theorists. But, there has been, historically, a fimdamental and nearly 

incontrovertible axiom which lies at the base of every theory posited. This 

foundational axiom has it that either some or all human beings are worthy 

of respect because they are intrinsically valuable. 

Intrinsic Value 

Consider Aristotle's stance on the question of the value of a human being. 

Aristotle believed that there was a clear demarcation that could be drawn 

between instrumentally valuable human beings and those intrinsically 

valuable. Furthermore, this demarcation maps onto the corresponding 

difference between slaves and autonomous beings. Persons, for Aristotle, 

were beings endowed with rationality and, in virtue of that rationality or 

the ability to reason, were not merely instrumentally valuable, but had to be 

viewed as ends in themselves. Thus, beings that are intrinsically valuable 

are worthy of a different set of treatments than those being who are 

apparently human, but, in fact, not rational, hence, not persons. White, 

aristocratic Greek males formed the set of intrinsically valuable beings 

because they were those endowed with reason. 
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And it is clear that the rule of the soul over the body, and of the 
mind and the rational element over the passionate is natural 
and expedient; whereas the equality of the two or the rule of 
the inferior is always hurtful. The same holds good of arumals 
as well as of men; for tame animals have a better nature than 
wild, and all tame animals are better off when they are ruled by 
man; for then they are preserved. Again, the male is by nature 
superior, and the female inferior; and the one rules, the other 
is niled; this principle, of necessity, extends to all mankind 

For he who can be, and therefore is another's, and he who participates 
in reason enough to apprehend, but not to have, reason, is a slave by 
nature.2 

Thus, women, nonwhite, Greek males and all animals were slaves or 

property according to Aristotle. Their value derived from their usefulness 

and subjugation to those who were intrinsically valuable. Nowadays, most 

of us find the idea that women are not rational, hence not persons, to be an 

instance of indefensible sexism and purely ludicrous. Civil and Equal Right 

Acts and Amendments embody this shift in our awareness. Both males and 

females and humans of every shape and color were, for Kant, persons, and, 

this, in virtue of their universal capacity for reason. 

In Chapter Two, I describe the hypothesized history and process of human 

moral experience which is described by the thesis of ethical extensionism. 

This thesis describes the evolution of human moral reasoning as the process 

of extending moral consideration (or what has come to be called standing), 

2. Aristotle, "De Generatione Animalum" The Oxford Translation of Aristotle, 
Clarendon Press 1912. 



to an ever-expanding set of beings. Conceptually, it evolves by widening the 

inclusion circle.3 Furthermore, and importantly for my thesis is that this 

concentric process of extending standing operates in the following way: in 

virtue of some property or characteristic that a human may, or could 

potentially have, such as rationality or sentience, that person or being is 

intrinsically valuable or has intrinsic worth. This worth or value is 

completely abstracted from any actual or possible merit the being might 

have. Regardless of other positive or negative characteristics, any and all 

beings with the stipulated value-conferring property have this special kind 

of value and hence, are worthy of respect. In Kant's terminology, they are 

ends in themselves. 

The Inclusion Circle 

For the greatest part of our moral history, we have attributed intrinsic value 

only to others of our species. The earlier rundown of the ever-widening 

sphere of considerability gives the picture of outer fringes constantly having 

to fight for, or defend themselves for, this inclusion. The concentric picture 

of gaining standing and hence rights is, thus, implausibly described as 

altruism but, nevertheless, there is some reason to think that we have in 

fact evolved in this way. 

3. See Rodrick Nash's Rights of Nature. University of Wisconsin Press, 1989 
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Furthermore, as a species we have developed an array of cultural norms and 

institutions which reflect this conception of ourselves as counting in a 

moral sense while other beings and things are only instrumentally valuable. 

In Chapter Two, we noted that the attribution of intrinsic value came, by 

and by, to be extended to animals and in some cases (like Schweitzer) to all 

living things. The thesis of Ethical Extensionism posits that human moral 

development progresses and may be described as a widening of the sphere of 

moral considerability. Thus, this process may be described as an extended 

Kantianism. This widening has occurred by conceiving of and opting for a 

new value-conferring property which has a broader range of applicability. 

Two points are important to note for our purposes. 

First, present theorists who hold Anthropocentrism to be the correct or best 

framework as the ground for an enviromnental ethic believe that 

traditional human-to-human ethics will suffice to protect the environment. 

Concern for the welfare of both present and future generations of human 

beings will, for these theorists, effect all the necessary environmental 

protection and conservation. In traditional anthropocentric theories, 

individual human beings are accorded standing in virtue of an agreed upon 

property relevant to the conferral. 
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Secondly, there are anthropocentric theorists who hold that human-to-

human homocentric ethics must suffice. Some of these theorists doubt that 

a coherent notion of intrinsic value for non-human kinds is available or 

forthcoming. They doubt this because either (1) they doubt the cogency or 

propriety of a particular value-conferring property that works to attribute 

value to non-human kinds, or (2) they conflate the metaphysical and 

normative conceptions of intrinsic value and, as such, believe non-

anthropocentric theorists to be on a wild goose chase. 

A third possibility is represented by those who believe that even once the 

metaphysical/normative conflation is cleared up, there is no real work to be 

accomplished by the notion of intrinsic value and that the process of 

extending considerability to nonhuman kinds is unnecessary to the project 

of constructing a coherent and viable environmental ethic.4 

This third possibility is represented by the anthropocentric theorist whose 

position I believe warrants examination for the rest of this chapter. I believe 

that it would be begging the question to assume that non-human kinds 

either ^ or do not have intrinsic value. Likewise, it would be assuming too 

much to stipulate that the notion of intrinsic value must play some role in 

•1. Brian Norton's Anthropocentric Environmental Ethic is the important case in point 
here. 
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the design of a sought-for ethic. In Chapter 2 ,1 offered a definition of what it 

means to be intrinsically valuable without multiplying questionable 

ontological comnutments, {normative intrinsic value). Furthermore, I 

think that I could find reasonable people to agree that there are non-human 

organisms and beings that are worthy of being treated as ends in themselves; 

that their value is not merely a function of their instnamental uses to us. 

But, as I said, it would be begging the question to assume that we have a 

coherent notion of intrinsic value for nonhuman kinds. Hence, it seems 

foolhardy to reject out of court a possible environmental ethic which is 

anthropocentric. Let us turn then to theoretical anthropocentrism and 

inquire into this model or framework which addresses a possibility for 

understanding our normative relations to the natural world. 

3.3 Theoretical Anthropocentrism 

Thirty years ago, a specific dialogue was initiated among moral philosophers 

concerning the evaluative status of the natural order.5 Predictably, moral 

discourse and thought turned its head to speculating on what the force of 

human kind, and that kind's reasoning, might have on the environment. 

The rise of environmental awareness, along with the rise of a subdiscipline 

5 . 1  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  d i a l o g u e  w a s  i n t i t a t e d  b y  J o e l  F e i n b e r g ' s  p a p e r ,  " T h e  R i g h t s  o f  
Animals and Unborn Generations" in Philosophy and the Environmental Crisis, ed. W.T. 
Balckstone, Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1974 



of Practical or Applied Ethics, marked the beginnings of Environmental 

Ethics. This professional dialogue was consumed with tagging types. 

Theorists were divided by the ground or framework which undergirded 

their preferred ethic. The search for that griffin, objective, 

nonanthropogeruc value, occupied much intellectual space, much ink.6 The 

sectioning of moral space7 took the form of a nearly endless array of 

assertions and denials: "The correct framework is X"; "Framework Z is 

incoherent." There were charges of ontological bulimia; moral anorexia. 

This was that point in time, to which I have alluded, wherein human heads 

and stomachs ached and turned. 

I believe it safe to say that there was at least one thing upon which these 

clashing theorists did agree. That is, that the function and point of a 

preferred foundation or framework for an envirorunental ethic was to 

deliver a single and axiomatic moral principle which would operate to 

inform and direct appropriate and correct behavior. The clashing 

frameworks shared an assumption of Moral Monism, meaning that each 

purported to offer one answer to the question of moral considerabihty.8 Each 

6. See Works Cited. 

7. The division between intrinsic and instrumental value being preenunent. 

8. Stone, Earth and Other Ethics. Harper and Row 1988 



framework is, in this way, an instance of moral reductionism. Each 

framework answered the question of just which set of beings are morally 

considerable by inquiring into the correlative question of which were 

intrinsically valuable. The traditional and classical forms of 

anthropocentrism, as we noted in the introductory sections of this chapter, 

held the set of intrinsically valuable beings to be comprised of human 

beings, rational beings. Hence, as a theory, traditional Anthropocentrism 

instructs us to conserve and preserve the environment to the degree that 

doing so might be instrimientally useful to those of our species. Notice then, 

the work performed by such an ascription of intrinsic value. It advises us (or 

mandates) that we constrain our behaviors in such a way and to such a 

degree that both present and future human beings are not compromised or 

injured by our actions. The moral axiom which performed this labor is 

represented in the claim that persons are ends in themselves {intrinsically 

valuable), and, as such, we have moral obligations with respect to the 

envirorunent for the sake of others of our kind. Recall an analogous axiom 

which grounds Biocentrism: living beings are intrinsically valuable or ends 

in themselves; hence they are worthy of respect. 

Moral Monism, according to Christopher Stone, may be described as a 

metaethical position involving two claims: (1) that the goal of moral 

reasoning is "to produce and defend against all rivals, a single coherent and 
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complete set of principles capable of governing all moral quandaries"; (2) 

that this is a determinate goal in the sense that the favored framework "is to 

yield for each quandary one right answer. "9 The hope of such reductionism 

is to definitively instruct and inform both decision and action in the face of 

conflicting claims. 

Traditional forms of Anthropocentrism, along with theoretical Biocentrism, 

are instances of moral reductionism in that each theoretical framework 

offers a moral axiom pertaining to the moral status of kinds. By doing so, 

they purport to answer the question of the particular inclusion set of 

morally relevant beings. It is important to understand that Brian Norton 

has offered a theoretical framework which is anthropocentric in structure 

and scope, but is mom traditional in several important ways. 

Norton's anthropocentric fovmdation for an environmental ethic 

is, first of all, not an instance of moral monism. Norton's framework rejects 

an important role for the notion or concept of intrinsic value and, hence, 

does not strive to offer and answer to the question of the correct set of 

morally considerable beings. Secondly, Norton's framework rejects a 

reduction of value (as understood by traditional utilitarian 

anthropocentrists) to oversimplified homocentric preferences or interests. 

In his theoretical framework, as we shall see, Norton introduces the notion 

9. Ibid. p. 116 
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of a "considered preference". Thus, Norton's theory falls between the cracks 

of an untenable utilitarian anthropocentrism and a possibly incoherent 

biocentric rights theory for nature and/or its individual inhabitants. 

Norton's anthropocentric theory is revolutionary in the sense that: (1) it 

apparently does away with any appeal to intrinsic value, hence, (2) is not 

reductionist nor an instance of Moral Extensionism. Furthermore, the 

theory suggests an entirely new class of axioms which Norton holds to be 

useful to envirorunental moral discourse and thereby reduces the apparent 

dichotomy between anthropocentric and nonanthropocentric theories. He 

does so by constructing "a new, philosophically, culturally, and politically 

viable worldview that sees human's as integrated into larger systems and 

that values objects as parts of their human, cultural, biotic, and abiotic 

contexts."^0 Finally, what is most revolutionary about Norton's theory is 

that it is nonindividualistic. What is valued, in the last analysis, are neither 

individual human or non-human entities. Norton makes no claim that 

human beings or nonhuman beings are intrinsically valuable. What is 

intrinsically valuable, for Norton, is the ongoing process or phenomenon of 

human conscious awareness. His theoretical framework is anthropocentric 

in the sense that all other things and processes are an instrumental to that 

end. 

10. Norton, Toward Uinity Among Environmentalists p. 200 



Thus, two aspects of Norton's theory will engage us: (1) Norton broadens 

the notion of what counts as human interest or utility in a way which goes 

beyond traditional anthropocentric understanding of that notion. Secondly, 

the notion or concept of intrinsic value plays little or no role in Norton's 

anthropocentric theory. 

3.4 Norton's Broadened Anthropocentrism n 

In Norton's foundation for an Environmental Ethic, he introduces a 

particular type of value which he calls transformative value. Conspicuous 

by its absence is an important theoretical role for the concept of intrinsic 

value. 12 Traditional forms of theoretical anthropocentrism have been 

Kantian in the sense that individual human beings are held to be 

intrinsically valuable beings in virtue of some property they exhibit. The 

important claim at issue is that it is rational to treat others of our kind as we 

would want ourselves treated. Others are autonomous beings; and, in virtue 

of being autonomous, rational beings, these beings ax^intrinsically valuable 

and thus worthy of respect. 

^ 1. Eugene Hargrove has suggested that Norton call his theory YJeakened 
Anthropocentrism. One would think a better label might have been Transformative 
Anthropocentrism since Norton has introduced a type or notion of value (instrumentalist 
value) which he calls transformative value. In conversation, Norton has advised me that he 
prefers his theory to Ije called Broadened Anthropocentrism. 

12. This is not quite right. Norton does hold human conscious states or human 
consciousness in general to be intrinsically valuable. 
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But, this sort of a Kantian approach which makes use of the notion of 

intrinsic value is not required for an ascription of moral worth. One could 

hold, as did Hume, that humans are special beings worthy of moral 

consideration and respect, yet, not in virtue of or as a function of any 

rational faculties. For a Humean theorist,^^ love between and among homo-

sapiens, sentiment, has been and continues to be an essential and 

predictable phenomena of our kind. Respect for the well-being and 

autonomy of conspecifics is natural and likely has a biological basis. Thus, 

an ascription of value to members of our species can be made for either 

Kantian or Humean reasons, either in virtue of rationality or in virtue of 

having evolved dispositions to certain sentiments. 

Thus, we may leave it an open question whether human beings are in fact 

intrinsically valuable either in the metaphysical sense or in the normative 

sense. I think it safe to say that Norton holds human beings to be worthy of 

respect (normative sense), both presently existing ones and future ones. But, 

it is neither individual persons, nor humanity as a whole which are ascribed 

intrinsic worth or value. Thus, Norton avoids the use of a theoretical role 

for the intrinsic value of individuals in his foundation for an ethic. 

13. Such as Callicott, we shall see. 
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Norton's claims concerning our obligations to each other and the 

environment lack the categorical tone of Kant's Moral Theory and in this 

sense also is not an instance of Moral Monism. Norton seems to be offering 

maxims of prudence rather than categorical directives. For instance, the 

content of some of the maxims he makes use of in his Anthropocentric 

framework might be reflected in the following propositions: 

N l .  I f  p r e s e n t l y  e x i s t i n g  n a t u r a l  a r e a s  w o u l d  b e  g o o d  
(instnunentally beneficial) to both presently 
existing and future human beings, then this is a 
value. 

N2. Presently existing wild and natural areas are beneficial to 
our kind because they promote a new kind of experience 
(value) which is conducive to our well-being. 

N3 Wild experiences are instrumental in forming a world 
view in which there is an alteration in the methodology 
of our choices. Our choices move from being simple 
preferences to informed preferences, and this is 
initiated and underwritten by a transformed value 
system which is a direct function of having had wild 
experiences and interactions with the natural world. 

N4 Uninformed simple preferences (felt preferences) are less 
preferable (conducive to human welfare) than iriformed 

14. Norton uses the term felt preference vs. considered preference. He introduces this 
distinction in various works. See for example "Environmental Ethics and Weak 
Anthropocentrism" in the jourrial Environmental Ethics, Summer 1984. It is here also that he 
discusses the idea that the anthropocentrism vs. nonanthropocentrism distinction has been 
overplayed. 
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preferences (considered preferences) is which are a direct 
result of interactions with Nature. Interactions with 
Nature inform our world view, inform our valuation of 
the natural world, and are hence, good states ie. 
instrumental to the well-being of humans. 

N5 These interactions with the natural world, or with wild 
experiences, transform our value awareness of Nature 
from a purely economic and oversimplified utilitarian 
evaluation to one wherein we value Nature as the 
g r o u n d  o f  o u r  t r a n s f o r m e d  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  N a t u r e . W e  
hold this transformation of our evaluation of Nature to 
be good (instrumental to our well-being) because it 
preserves the Natural world (something we pre-
theoretically hold to be good) for presently existing 
human beings and future human beings. 

N6 It is necessary to make this distinction between an 
economic valuation of Nature and a transformed value, 
or a world view, which has transformative value as its 
component, because with the former, narrowly restricted 
evaluation of Nature, the biota is being compromised 
and this will infringe upon the (desires) of most 
presently existing humans and future ones as well, 
interfere with their well-being. 

N7 If Human Beings are worthy of respect, then we should 
constrain some of our behaviors, as our presently 
existing world view is driven by uninformed preferences 
and, as such, is not conducive to the well being of our 
kind. 

15. "Environmental Ethics and Weak Anthropocentrism". P. 134." A considered 
preference is any desire or need that a human individual would express after careful 
deliberation, including a judgement that the desire or need is consistent with a rationally 
adopted world view—a world view which includes fully supported scientific theories and a 
metaphysical framework interpreting those theories, as well as a set of rationally supported 
aesthetic and moral ideas." 

16. Ibid.p.l35 

1". Ibid. p.l35 
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N8 Values which are transformed by interaction with wild 
places are the ground of informed preferences. Informed 
preferences are the ground of choices which respect the 
autonomy and humaneness of human persons both 
existing now and into the future and the environment 
as the ground of that possibility. Hence, transformative 
or transformed values which are a function of 
interactions with Nature and wild experiences are 
instrumentally conducive to our kind. Hence, they are 
valuable. 

and 

N9 If we value our kind, we will preserve the ground of 
informed choices and the source of our welfare. 
Preservation of the wild and of the biological diversity of 
the planet is instrumental to the well being of our kind, 
hence we have an obligation to preserve it if we 
collectively believe it would be good or prudent to do so. 

Why Broad Anthropocentrism? 

Norton distinguishes between a theory being strongly and weakly 

anthropocentric.18 Strong anthropocentrism is apparently mirrored in the 

value system which is characterized by traditional or historical 

anthropocentrism. Weak anthropocentrism, on the other hand, is a 

theoretical framework informed by certain scientific and ecological facts 

which have come to recent light concerning the interrelatedness of biologic 

and human existence. Norton highlights this important transition in 

awareness and evaluation when he writes that; 

'8. Ibid. p. 134 
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Strong anthropocentrism, as here defined, takes unquestioned felt 
preferences of human individuals as determining value. 
Consequently, if humans have a strongly consumptive value system, 
then their "interests" (which are taken merely to be their felt 
preferences) dictate that nature will be used in an exploitive manner. 
Since there is no check upon the felt preferences of individuals in the 
value system of strong anthropocentrism, there exists no means to 
criticize the behavior of individuals who use nature merely as a 
storehouse on raw materials to be extracted and used for products 
serving human preferences. 

Weak anthropocentrism, on the other hand, recognizes that felt 
preferences can be either rational or not (in the sense that they can be 
judged not consonant with a rational world view). Hence, weak 
anthropocentrism provides a basis for criticism of value systems that 
are purely exploitive of nature. In this way, weak anthropocentrism 
makes available two ethical resources of crucial importance to 
environmentalists. First, to the extent that environmental ethicists 
can make a case for a world view that emphasizes the close 
relationship between the human species and other living species, 
they can also make a case for ideals of human behavior extolling 
harmony with nature. These ideals are then available as a basis for 
criticizing preferences that merely exploit nature. 

Second, weak anthropocentrism as here defined also places value on 
human experiences that provide the basis for value formation. 
Because weak anthropocentrism places value not only on felt 
preferences, but also on the process of value formation embodied in 
criticism and replacement of felt preferences with more rational ones, 
it makes possible appeals to the value of experiences of natural objects 
and undisturbed places in human value formation. To the extent 
that environmentalists can show that values are formed and 
informed by contacts with nature, nature takes on value as a teacher 
of human values. Nature need no longer be seen as a mere satisfier of 
fixed and often consumptive values—it also becomes an important 
source of inspiration in value formation.19 

Let us return for a minute to thoughts of our altruistic sheep introduced at 

the chapter's beginning. An uninformed preference or felt preference would 

19 Ibid p. 135 



see our sheep merely as a lamb chop or sweater, hence as a wool machine or 

source of economic value. Sheep are resources. Providers of utility. Our 

sheep's value is merely a function of the economic or instrumental value 

that is suggested in the strongly anthropocentric world view. 

The ancestors to our sheep still roam the canyons and ridges of the 

mountains outside of Tucson. Big Horn Sheep can be spotted easily 

traversing the most daunting precipices, bounding away from the coyotes 

chasing them. You may be assured that these giants have not three bags full. 

They grow coats that suffice for their own lives and well-being, and take no 

interest in Dames or boys in the lane. A weakly anthropocentric framework 

would reject the perception that these creatures are merely slaves to human 

market preferences or merely as wool machines or chops. The public outcry 

when a large lovely male was decapitated ten years ago as a human trophy 

was thunderous. This outrage was apparently driven by the consensus that 

this regal being did not exist merely to serve a childish felt preference. A 

more informed world view, rationally based in the scientific understanding 

of the role that these beautiful creatures play in the Sonoran Desert 

environment would have ruled out such a pathetic display of ignorance. 

The world view suggested by Norton and the science of ecology would have 

informed the culprit that there is no rational requirement or justification 



for such heinous exploitation. The hope is that he or she would have their 

choices for action informed by more rational ones which are expanded 

under a broadened form of anthropocentrism. This anthropocentric world 

view which emphasizes relations and critical reasoning should not be 

thought of as "weakened". For one thing, Norton's form of 

anthropocentrism makes use not so much of moral axioms which drive the 

selection of considered preferences and hence, choices for action, but rather 

descriptive scientific axioms. These descriptive axioms act to broaden our 

conception of the natural order and our relation to that order. Norton's 

particular axioms include the following: 

1. The Axiom of Dynamism. Nature is more profoundly a set of 
processes than a collection of objects; all is flux. 

2. The Axiom of Relatedness. All processes are related to all other 
processes. 

3. The Axiom of Systematicity. Processes are not related equally, but 
unfold in systems within systems which differ mainly regarding the 
temporal and spatial scale on which they are organized. 

4. The Axiom of Creativity. The autonomous processes of nature are 
creative and represent the basis for all biologically based productivity. 

5. The Axiom of Differential Fragility. Ecological systems, which form 
the context of all human activities, vary in the extent to which they 
can absorb and equilibrate human caused disruptions in their 
autonomous processes.20 

20. Norton, Toward Unity Among Environmentalists, p. 193 
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Humans are part of the evolving ecosystems in which they are embedded 

and ought to note certain "conditions" that apply to the context in which 

they are embedded. For example, the Fragility Condition would alert one to 

the fact that: 

Every natural system has a certain degree of integrity or self-
determination, resulting from the acconnmodation that the 
indigenous species have made with the land and among themselves. 
Some systems, such as those in the arid Southwest Territories, are 
extremely fragile ("set on hair trigger"), and are extremely susceptible 
to deterioration in energy circuits as a result of overgrazing or other 
pervasive disturbances. They are prone to illness.21 

Thus, I think that the perspective Norton offers would be better termed 

Broad Anthropocentrism since it functions to expand our awareness of both 

the nature of the biologic order and our relationship to, and effects upon, 

that order. Furthermore, it functions to inform us that we are embedded in 

systems embedded in higher order systems, and that we derive our essential 

well-being from the health and integrity of those ecosystems. 

Norton's Transformative Value? 

We have spent much time looking into the role a certain type or description 

of value, intrinsic value, might play in a framework for the construction of 

21. Ibid p.53 



an environmental ethic. Norton's anthropocentric ethic supposes that an 

already-in-place normative theoretical structure will suffice to frame-up an 

environmental ethic, that is, that modeled on our respect for other 

individuals (historic anthropocentrism, theoretical anthropocentrism). He 

takes this approach in order to avoid the difficulties involved in positing 

intrinsic value to nonhuman kinds and systems. But, importantly, Norton 

modifies his theory in such a way that the locus of value is now 

nonindividualistic. Furthermore, no individual at all is held to be the locus 

of value such as particular individuals of future generations for reasons to 

be spelled out below. Rather, what is held to be intrinsically valuable or 

worthy of respect as an end in itself is the phenomenon of consciousness 

itself. 

Norton's thesis thus achieves a certain balance between an oversimplified 

Utilitarianism (instrumentalism) on the one hand and a Kantian style 

extension of rights to non-human kinds on the other. In this way he steers 

between an unacceptable traditional anthropocentrism and a possibly 

untenable Biocentrism. His anthropocentrism is, furthermore, 

revolutionary in that it disengages from the historic precedent of 

highlighting individuals as the loci of value. We have seen that the thesis 

of ethical extensionism reflects the process of extending moral consideration 

and thus rights to expanding sets of individuals. That is, individuals or 



types of individuals are spot-checked to see if they, as individuals have a 

relevant value-conferring property. Broadened Anthropocentrism does not 

mandate that we have duties to preserve resources for futxire generations 

because those generations have a right to such of our actions in the present. 

Norton does not use the language of rights of future individuals, this 

because he assumes that such an understanding would subject him to 

Parfit's Paradox.22 So another sense in which Norton's theory is 

revolutionary is that it is nonindividualistic. It may be instructive here to 

explain the reasoning involved in the decision to abstain from attributing 

rights to future individuals in the way a standard or traditional 

anthropocentric foundation might require. 

Biocentric theories are Kantian in form, attributing intrinsic value to non-

human individual kinds. Thus, both expanded Kantian Biocentrism and 

traditional Anthropocentrism (felt preference utilitarianism) apply to 

individuals. Norton's nonindividualistic anthropocentrism steers between 

impoverished utilitarian anthropocentrism and Kantian Biocentrism by 

both broaderung the conception of what counts as a human interest and by 

making the locus of value not future individuals (nor individual non-

22. See Norton's pajjer "Environmental Ethics and the Rights of Future Generations" in 
Environmental Ethics, Volumn 4, Winter 1982. Parfit's paradoc can be found in his paper, 
"Energy Policy and the Further Future", in MacLean and Brown, wds.. Energy and the Future. 
See also Parfit's paper, "Rights, Interests and Possible People", in Gorovitz, Moral Problems 
in Medicine. Prentice Hall, 1976. 
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human beings), but rather the on-going processes of human consciousness. 

Future human individuals cannot be picked out in such a way as to ascribe 

their futiare rights to certain of our present actions. This because our present 

actions determine which individuals will exist; hence, no theory which 

hopes to alter or constrain present actions can purport to do so for the 

benefit of futiire-existing individuals since, and as, it is present choices and 

actions which will determine just who will and who wiU not exist. Hence, 

no theory, such as traditional anthropocentrism, can purport to be 

protecting and preserving the integrity of the natural world for the sake of, 

or for the interests of, future-existing individuals. Hence, Broadened 

Anthropocentrism does not appeal to the rights of intrinsically valuable 

future generations any more that it appeals to the rights of intrinsically 

valuable non-human beings. Norton appeals to the value of human 

consciousness as a collective phenomena worthy of respect and 

preservation. Thus, Norton takes human consciousness to be the locus of 

value, that is, an end in itself. 

Traditional anthropocentrism understands interests to be simple "felt 

preferences". This is the sense in which it can be understood as an 

inadequate or impoverished utilitarianism. Norton introduces the notion 

of transformative value as the ground of certain "considered preferences", 

those informed by a rational world view, and, as such, broadens our 



conception of what might coimt as a human interest. Considered 

preferences are, hopefully, not exploitive of nature to the current 

unacceptable degree. Considered preferences act to guide choices in such a 

way that the ground of human well-being, nature and its resources, are 

preserved and maintained in a state of integrity and health. 

A world wherein people continue to be guided solely by "felt preferences" 

that are exploitive of nature is a world where nature is jeopardized. Many of 

the axioms which Norton intends as useful to a transformed world view 

which is more rationally based stress the interrelatedness of biotic processes. 

Human well-being is directly dependent on the set of healthy, integral 

processes of the various biologic relations and states. Nature, we may recall, 

acts as a transformer of human simple felt preferences into those that are 

more rationally based, considered preferences. Hence, nature has 

transformative value. Individual organisms and nature as a whole are not 

held to be intrinsically valuable, but are rather instrumental to that 

transformation of preferences which is requisite to an altered, informed, 

evaluation of the biota and our legitimate relation to it. Hence, nature 

informs our beliefs, our preferences and our choices in such a way as to 

make our existence here more likely. By extension, this sets up the 

possibility for the continuation of what is most highly prized as an end in 

itself, consciousness. Nature has transformative value to effect changes in 



our choices which act to preserve human well-being and consciousness. 

"Considered preferences" are instrumentally valuable to preserving 

consciousness, therefore, the prescription is to preserve the ground of 

considered preferences as the ground of the possibility of on-going 

consciousness. In effect, the argvunent of Broadened Anthropocentrism is: 

BAl Preserve nature not because nature as a whole or because 
individual members of nature are intrinsically valuable, 
but rather because human conscious states are 
intrinsically valuable, (worthy of respect). 

BA2 But, Nature is instrumental to that possibility. 

Therefore 

BA3 Preserve Nature. 

Parfit's paradox precludes Norton from attributing rights to a healthy 

environment to future individuals. What is held, then, to be the object of 

value is the on-going process of human mental states. Does Norton assimie 

that human consciousness is intrinsically valuable, meaning worthy of 

respect? If he does then I would say that it is foundational premiss, an 

assumption of Broadened Anthropocentrism that human consciousness is 

intrinsically valuable, an end in itself. No argument is given to show how 

or why this is the case. I doubt that we could defend the fundamental value 
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of consciousness any more than we might the fundamental value of the 

natural world and its members. Perhaps Norton would say that it is 

instrumentally valuable for human beings to ascribe or attribute intrinsic 

value to consciousness, to hold it worthy of respect. His reasoning might be 

mirrored in the following prudential maxim: 

If you, homo sapiens, value the consciousness of our kind as a good, 
worthy of respect, as a fimdamental end and not merely 
instrumentally good, then you might also desire to preserve this 
process and phenomena and the groimd of that possibility. Hence, 
you may want to reflect upon and constrain your choices to the degree 
that they preserve the grotmd of that consciousness. 

Thus, I don't think that Norton's theory actually posits the existence of any 

object that could conclusively be proven to be intrinsically valuable; but 

there may be one that we find worthy of the attribution or ascription of 

value. If Norton does believe that there is a substance, process or 

phenomenon which is intrinsically valuable (normative sense), then he has 

yet to provide the reason and ground for this assertion. 
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Chapter 4 

Biocentrism 

4.1 Introduction 

Few would doubt that loving life as a whole and each of its myriad parts 

may be indigenous to our kind, built into us, so to speak. I emphasize this 

just to show how natiorally one could have a Biocentric outlook. In my own 

case, I have only to think back to the last chapter where I wrote lovingly, and 

sometimes fiercely, of creatures like the Big Horn Sheep that range our 

mountains here. Ironically perhaps, and sadly too, these wonderful 

Bighorns were in the news again just as I began this chapter. It seems their 

numbers on the ridge high above our dty are diminishing at an alarming 

rate! Seems that development's encroachment and its effect are taking form 

in a (sort oO quantum fashion. A great pity, editors proclaim. We loved 

them so. 

We do love other kinds. At least we admire other kinds. If we think that a 

nonhuman creature is valuable as an end in itself regardless of any personal 

feeling one might have for it then, perhaps, we might call ourselves 

Biocentrists. More strongly, if we feel that at least some nonhuman kinds 

have their value independently of our valuing them, and have that value 
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in virtue of being alive, then, most surely, this is a Biocentric outlook. From 

this perspective, creatures have value and they have that value 

independently of our valuing them. This, recall, is the metaphysical sense of 

intrinsic value discussed in Chapter Two. Recall the important distinction 

between metaphysical and normative intrinsic value. 

Normative Intrinsic Value: 

Intrinsically valuable: an object X is worthy of being valued as an end, 
for its own sake, in itself, for what it is, as opposed 
to (or over and above) what it does or causes, ie., 
instrumentally. 

Hence, worthy of respect. 

Metaphysical Intrinsic Value 

Intrinsically valuable: an objective value which exists independent of 
any valuing mind or consciousness, hence is a 
value abstracted from any valuer. 

Metaphysical Intrinsic value may also be defined as: 

Intrinsically valuable: inherently valuable even if it were to exist alone. 
X may be said to be "good" or "valuable", and that 
quality belongs to X independently of our opinion 
of it. It is an absolute and not a relative property of 
X. 

Claims which make use of metaphysical intrinsic value (inherent value) are 

metaphysical claims concerning a possible understanding of the ontological 
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status of value, whereas normative intrinsic value makes no claims 

concerning the ontoiogical status of value and instead understands value 

fundamentally in the normative sense of entailing respect. Nothing is 

implied about the mind-independence of value on this first definition. 

A proponent of normative intrinsic value may hold that value is a function 

and product of human conscious awareness but that individual minds are 

not, thereby, the arbiters of value (Moral Relativism) nor is value thereby 

directed solely to those of our kind (Anthropocentrism). Though mind may 

construct or project value, it need not thereby be either relative to the 

observer nor homocentric. It may be that one ought to respect a being as an 

end in itself.... without requiring any metaphysical account of value such as 

a Platonic form or an ontologically dubious form of inherent value. One 

might hold that minds as evolutionary substances have evolved capacities 

for valuing things and beings without the questionable ontoiogical 

commitment to inherent value. This position would reflect the 

anthropogenic nature of value or valuing but would make use of the 

theoretical concept of normative intrinsic value holding that some 

nonhuman beings should be viewed as being ends-in-themselves and 

valuable irrespective of any instrumental uses we might have for them. 
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A Biocentrist is a person who holds that the property of being alive is the 

relevant value-conferring property and that the goodness or value (the 

intrinsic value) of a being supervenes on this physical property. Most 

Biocentrists hold that in virtue of this property, a being has value and has 

that value abstracted from any value one might place on that being; the 

value is inherent to the being. My analysis of theoretical Biocentrism 

occupies the last section of this chapter and it is there that I examine Paul 

Taylor's Biocentric Foundation for an Environmental Ethic. I believe that 

Taylor's Biocentrism requires not merely the normative account of intrinsic 

value, but metaphysical intrinsic value, a value abstracted from any 

evaluative stance, a Mind-Independent version of intrinsic value. 

A Biocentrist could hold that the metaphysical notion of intrinsic value is 

incoherent, but that, fortimately, one only truly requires a notion of 

intrinsic value which (a) depends on a the valuer, but, (b) is not totally 

subjectivist in the bargain. For such a theorist, being an end in itself means 

being worthy of respect. A Biocentrist of this stripe must believe that this 

normative version may be strongly distinguished from its ontological 

cousin. This sort of Biocentrist holds that this more streamlined and less 

questionable rendition is sufficient to explanatorily ground an 

Environmental Ethic which has a Biocentric Foundation. 



Here, on this view, are theorists who nught hold that nonhuman kinds and 

creatures which are living are worthy of respect regardless of our personal 

feelings for them, or for their utility, or their instnm\ental uses for us. They 

are worthy of respect in and for themselves. We value them for their own 

sakes. Such a theory will seek to avoid an over-simplistic or impoverished 

utilitarian anthropocentrism by underpinning its Ethic with a Biocentric 

framework. Such a theory does not emphasize our own instrumental uses 

or requirements for the natural order or its members, be those needs 

pragmatic, aesthetic, or epistemological. The beings or creature in question 

on this view are ends-in-themselves. Hence, they are worthy of respect. This 

account, in contrast to accounts that make use of an absolute or 

metaphysical notion of value may hold that value is mind-dependent but is 

not, thereby, homo-centric. 

So, there are two possible Biocentrist types. Those who require the 

metaphysical notion of intrinsic value and those who do not. For the latter, 

normative intrinsic value suffices to grotmd a theoretical structiu-e. 

Ascribing normative value to living forms, they then go on to argue that 

these beings are worthy of our moral consideration and respect. 

The former of the two possible Biocentrist types, those who hold a strongly 

objectivist position on the ontological status of value (those who either 



subtlety or aggressively insist on an outside realm of the Good), have told 

over time a nearly infirute number of stories concerning the value-ladeness 

of life and where that value comes from. These stories comprise our history. 

Frankly, these stories are our history. Also, for theorists and story-tellers 

who "subscribe" to the requirement of an Objective Realm of Value, there 

have been an infinite array of renditions of just what Mind-Independent 

Value might be. In the same way that I outlined in broad strokes the history 

and forms of anthropocentrism, I take the time here to brush the outlines of 

the most recent progression in our moral development as a species, 

Biocentrism. 

4.2 Historical Biocentrism 

If there is a history of the Biocentric outlook, it must be sketched in strokes 

far fuzzier than Chapter Three's Historical Anthropocentrism. Valuing 

members of our kind is a phenomenon and a history with pretty clear 

outlines and effects. The history of valuing nonhuman kinds or of 

attributing intrinsic value to those kinds is difficult, at best, to abstract or 

delineate. 

But, perhaps I might make a claim which few would deny: that there are, — 

and have been, down the ages, — cultures, groups, and individuals who 
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have clauned that life is precious, even astounding; that other beings that 

surround us are partners with us in the journey of life's experience; that 

their lives are intrinsically valuable and not merely instrumental to our 

ends. 

When I think back in time, what comes to mind immediately are certain 

Native or Aboriginal world views about the relation between human beings 

and the natural world. Consider the Native American belief in the 

sacredness of members of the natural world; consider for instance the sacral 

nature of the Plain's Buffalo. The deep respect and awe attributed to the 

Buffalo is mirrored in complex ritual and ceremony which was and is 

performed and lived out by the various Buffalo hunting tribes of the North 

American plains. Furthermore, there certainly was no sense in which 

Native Americans thought of the plains as a giant Buffalo supermarket put 

there for man's use. The Buffalo was afforded a life of its own with meaning 

and purpose and humans would only, could only, think to interfere with 

that life for their own life-giving or sustaiiiing purposes. Ritual occupied 

itself with asking (very humbly) for the Buffalo to give up its life, to give of 

its life for human well-being. Deep, very deep, gratitude was evinced when 

any living form was taken. Respect was given to the being which sacrificed 

itself, for human life. 



Aboriginal myth describes the whole of nature as fundamentally alive. 

Indeed, most pantheistic world views embody a distinct reverence for all 

aspects of life. The world and its inhabitants have a sacral quality. This 

quality precludes our thinking of them as merely instrumental to our uses 

of (or for) them. One might understand any mythic orientation as concerned 

with the personification and deification of reality's physical/biological 

processes. This is the arena of muthos. All life is both a fimction of and an 

offspring of anthropomorphic processes or types. Hence, the world is 

revered. 

Perhaps such a conception is somewhat foreign to us now. And, if so, it is 

predictably so. I take it that we are heirs to a completely different world 

view, to a much different theory of the natural order. The source theories of 

the Presocratics were fundamentally, though, not exclusively, reductionistic. 

The physical reductionism that began with the Presocratics initiated the rise 

of the western scientific tradition. We, apparently, inherited a conception of 

a world of colliding atoms which was neatly de-sacralized. In a sense, the 

world was de-valued. In Chapter 2, we encotmtered this position in the 

form of scientific value neutralism and noted the possible incoherence of 

the view that there is value in the world abstracted from the process or 

phenomenon of human valuing. It could be said that the Pre-socratic 

tradition initiated the end of a sacral or moral conception of both the world 
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and of other. And that this value neutral stance or world view has reigned 

for close to 2,000 years. I take it that Scientific Naturalism or Value 

Neutralism is the expression of this position or stance. 

There have certainly been exceptions to this stance both within and out of 

Western culture. Off hand I think of Spinoza, Bentham and Mill, the early 

environmentalists, such as Muir, the early proponents for the humane 

treatment of animals to name only a few instances or expressions of the 

belief that value might be attributed beyond our kind alone. The belief that 

other living beings have both value and, concomitantly, a right to live out 

their ends is as old as human awareness. But, its expression may be more 

rarified and perhaps harder to hear as well. But, one thing is clear: its 

expression has grown in volume and vehemence. This brings us to a 

particular phase wherein its voice is classically expressed. I believe these 

classical expressions flowered in the nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries. 

Think, for instance, of Schweitzer, of the Animal Rights movement in the 

twentieth century. Consider American philosophy, both transcendental and 

analytical. Nature has had its day in our thinking. Even Western analytic 

philosophy bred Envirorunental Ethics. 
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Classical Biocentrism 

When we think of Schweitzer, Animal Rights and Philosophical 

Biocentrism, what comes to mind? At a very deep level, when I inquire into 

the ground of Biocentric thinking, I generally find a different source theory 

concerning the origin and nature of the world. Consider Schweitzer asking 

in virtue ^ what a thing ought to be valued, and hence respected. A world 

de-valued by physical reductionism was apparently foreign to Schweitzer. 

While a respected scientist, he was nevertheless a great humanitarian and a 

man with a deep reverence for all living beings. Schweitzer's theory of the 

world coriflicted with the value neutrality which the western scientific 

tradition came to hold as an article of faith. 

Albert Schweitzer was bom in Alsace in 1875. As a humanitarian. Dr. 

Schweitzer had deep respect for all human beings. He founded a hospital in 

Lambarene in Gabon achieving world renown for his medical and 

humanitarian efforts. His work in Africa made him a legend. The world

wide distinction won by these efforts made it difficult to completely dismiss 

Schweitzer's moral position. After all, here was a man who was deeply 

respected by the scientific community and well-loved by millions. It would 

have seemed foolhardy to reject out of court the man's ethical reasoning. 



Nevertheless, while some embraced Schweitzer's reasoning, many only 

found it quaint; or if they heard and understood were simply not in a 

position to implement such a theory into the realities of their daily hves. 

The nut of the position could be summed up in a now well-known phrase: 

reverence for life. In virtue of being alive, a thing or being ought to be 

respected and left unharmed. 

It must be said that Schweitzer triily had no reasoning for his position. His 

training was that of a theologian and he had achieved some distinction in 

this field. But, as a consequence, his reasorung with respect to his 

Biocentrism was based on mysticism, a fate worse than death for any theory 

of the world be it moral or physical. Schweitzer's source theory surely must 

have been different than that of the scientific tradition of the early twentieth 

century. This tradition banned mysticism as a relevant groimd of evidence. 

Nevertheless, Albert wrote: 

A man is tndy ethical only when he obeys the compulsion to help all 
life which he is able to assist, and shrinks from injuring anything that 
lives. He does not ask how far this or that life deserves one's 
sympathy as being valuable, nor, beyond that, whether and to what 
degree it is capable of feeling. Life as such is sacred to him.^ 

Thus, for Schweitzer, the Sacred as a category acted as a ground of value. If 

something is sacred then it is a thing with value. But what is the category of 

1. Albert Schweitzer, The Philosophy of Civilization. 1959 MacM. 
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the sacred and how does it confer value? Some would say that appeals to 

God or a Realm of the Good lack empirical plausibility, and, as such, reduce 

to mysticism. Hence, such appeals caimot act as a rational ground for a 

theory be it a physical theory or a moral one. 

But, it is nonetheless true that Schweitzer's position was beginning to have 

a following. While most civilized peoples of the Western world still found 

the great doctor's position quaint, but impractical, more and more persons 

as they reflected on our moral obligations to the nonhuman world began 

embracing the practice ^ well ^ the theory of Schweitzer's view. 

Animal Rights. 

All over Europe and in various places of the eastern seaboard of the United 

States, humanitarians initiated an extension of moral consideration to non-

human animals.2 There arose the movement for the humane treatment of 

animals with Animal Welfare Leagues. Himiane Societies popped up 

everywhere. A community without one might be counted brutish. 

Bentham and Mill offered positions synonymous with the trend or feeling 

which was mirrored in Schweitzer's reverence for life stance, but which 

ground value in the physical capacity of sentience. Late nineteenth century 

2. See Rodrick Nash, Rights of Nahire University .of Wisconsin Press, 1989 



Utilitarians were disinclined to count reason as the relevant value-

conferring property and you may recall from Chapter 2 that they argued for 

the relevance of a different value-conferring property which acts as the basis 

of moral consideration. Present-day utilitarians, such as Singer, argue like 

Bentham and Mill that it is the experience of pleasure and pain which must 

be relevant to moral consideration and hence, sentient beings are those 

worthy of respect. Thus, we have moral obligations to most animals. The 

Animal Liberation movement gained dramatic and radical force when those 

who truly believed this to be a moral mandate, stormed institutional 

bastilles, demanding the humane treatment of all those beings capable of 

experiencing pain. 

4.3 Theoretical Biocentrism 

Theoretical or Philosophical Biocentrism is an outlook on moral space; or 

perhaps it is an imprinting of that space. It is also the last and latest of the 

classic forms of Biocentrism which I have chosen to highlight. More 

importandy, it is a formal philosophical thesis. While both Schweitzer and 

the Arumal Rights Movement expressed a particular "philosophy" or world 

view. Theoretical Biocentrism is self-consciously formal, analytic. As a 

phenomenon, it originated as an academic inquiry and is a recent arrival to 

Western Analytic Value Theory. 



I have stated earlier that the discourse which is known as Environmental 

Ethics had its start and impetus as a result of a landmark paper from the 

early 1970's. Joel Feinberg, in his "Rights of Animals and Unborn 

Generations", initiated a formal analysis of the territory to be mapped. Non-

human moral space, at that hour largely uncharted, became an open field of 

analysis. A new strain of moral discourse was set into motion concerned 

with the rights of and duties to the Natural Order. With Feinberg's paper, an 

expanded moral discourse began. Territory was carved and carved. I have 

referred before to this parsing of positions. This process was and continues 

to be the domain of Environmental Ethics. Biocentrism as a formal 

philosophical theory was bom as a ground for a theory of environmental 

ethics. One of its first proponents, Paul Taylor, took seriously the notion of 

respect for life and constructed an environmental ethic which formally 

reflected this stance. 

Respect For Nature 3 

Paul Taylor's theory, embedded in his book. Respect For Nature, has it that 

individual non-human living beings are worthy of moral consideration and 

3. Paul Taylor's classic text on Environmental Ethics, Respect For Nature, presents a 
formal theory of our moral and not merely pragmatic obligations to the environment. Taylor 
isn't telling us what we ought to do in a prudential sense, (hypothetical imperative) but, is 
offering us a theory which makes use of categorical imperatives, much as Kant did. In fact, I 
would classify Taylor's theory as an Expanded Kantian Ethic. Perhaps this may be why, it 
appears to me, that Taylor's theory is unwieldy and sometimes inflexible. But, one should not 
hurry into criticism. 



respect because they are teleological centers of activity. For Taylor, living 

things, in virtue of their striving, have inherent worth. In Chapter 2 of this 

dissertation, I warned readers that there were terminological differences 

among various theorists with respect to the analysis of intrinsic value. At 

this point I would point out the relevant differences between Taylor's use of 

important terms and concepts and other theorists' use as weU as my own. 

While Taylor stays faithful to terminological meanings throughout the 

various presentations of his position, I believe that the type of value he 

seeks and its ontological status goes through subtle revisions.4 It seems safe 

to say that in the end, Taylor's position is unclear. Hence, it will be 

instructive to inquire into the theoretical requirements of his position to see 

if they are the sorts of entities that Taylor can deliver. 

In his central work. Respect For Nature, Taylor devotes some time and 

thought to different notions of value, (pg. 71ff.) Let me compare his uses of 

various terms with those I have presented in Chapter 2 and in the opening 

pages of this chapter. 

The first and most important distinction is Taylor's introduction and use of 

the concept of what he calls inherent worth. Taylor believes that the notion 

4. These revisions obtain between the work Respect For Nature and his papers," The 
Ethics of Respect For Nature" and "In Defense of Biocentrism". Please see works cited. 



of inherent worth should be separated and distinguished from two other 

value concepts with which we have been concerned, that of intrinsic value 

and inherent value. Neither of these are identical with inherent worth. 

Taylor distinguishes these notions in the following way; 

Intrinsic value = a value which is an end in itself; not a function of the 
consequences, hence X may be both instrumentally 
valuable as long as it is likewise valued for its own sake. 

This definition maps onto my V2 which I have called normative intrinsic 

value, a value applicable to a being for its own sake entailing respect. Next, 

Taylor introduces 

Inherent value = a value which X might have which is a function of a 
subjective valuing consciousness. 

By hypothesis, this is the value we might place on an object such as a pet, a 

work of art or a wonder of nature, not because of its usefulness, but rather 

because of its beauty, historical/cultural significance or its sentimental 

value. Taylor writes: 

The inherent value of anything is relative to and dependent upon 
someone's valuing it. 5 

This is the sort of value with which people 'endow' objects or organisms. 

This type of value is not inherent in the sense of belonging to an object 

5. Taylor, Respect for Nature, (RN) p.74 



independently of how they happen to be valued by people. Both intrinsic 

and inherent value as defined above are relativized to the subjective 

valuings of conscious beings. 

Finally, Taylor introduces the important notion of inherent worth, a term 

applicable only to a specific delineated set of beings. This set is comprised of 

those beings or entities which may be said to have a "good of their own". A 

being might be said to have inherent worth under the following conditions: 

A state of affairs in which the good of X is realized is better than an 
otherwise similar state of affairs in which it is not realized (or is not 
realized to the same degree), (a) independently of X's being valued, 
either intrinsically or instrumentally, by some human valuer, and (b) 
independently of X's being in fact useful in furthering the realization 
of some other beings good, human or nonhuman, conscious or 
nonconscious.6 

Taylor notes that a being which is said to have inherent worth is morally 

considerable or has moral standing. As such, agents have an obUgation to 

preserve the entity or being's good as an end in itself and for the sake of the 

entity in question. Thus, the being's value is by definition not merely 

instrumental. This ascription of inherent worth entails a claim to be 

respected. 

6. Ibid. p. 75 



96 

Taylor's definition of inherent worth maps onto the definition of 

metaphysical intrinsic value as I have defined it or what I have called in the 

last analysis inherent value. Taylor's inherent worth is apparently identical 

to my notion of inherent value. 7 Hence, a being which is said to have 

inherent worth has that worth: 

independently of any intrinsic or instrumental valuation by 
some conscious valuer. 

Therefore, it is said to have its value intrinsically in the metaphysical sense 

and not merely in the normative sense of either intrinsic or inherent value. 

Such a being is also said to have that value 

independent of any real or perceived usefulness to the ends of 
any conscious being. 

Hence, it is not an instrumental sense of value, and therefore, not an 

anthropocentric ground of value. 

This important type of value, inherent worth, entails moral concern on the 

part of conscious agents. Any being which is claimed to have inherent 

worth is thereby deserving of moral concern; one has duties to promote and 

7. Inherent value as I have defined it will have to be distinguished from Callicott's 
notion of inherent value which I discuss in Chapter 5. Inherent value under my definition is an 
objectivist value. Callicott's inherent value is a projectivist account of value. 



preserve that bemg's good as an end in itself. At this point, one might ask 

for the justification of this ascription of inherent worth. Taylor's theory 

depend on a relation between the important concepts of a being's "good" 

andinherent worth as well as their relation to what he calls the Biocentric 

Outlook. To this end, Taylor offers a formal theory with three components: 

1. A world view called the Biocentric Outlook. 

2. An ultimate moral attitude. Attitude of Respect for Nature. 
(ARN) 

3. Moral Commitment in the Form of Rules, Standards and 
Norms. 

Taylor makes use of two previously presented notions, that of (1) 'a good of 

a being', and (2) 'inherent worth'. What, then, does it mean to say that a 

being or organism has a "good of its own".8 

To say that a being has a good of its own is to make a claim about the ends 

which that entity is pursuing. Let us use, as an example, one of the Big Horn 

Sheep introduced in this chapter. I take it to be uncontroversial that this 

sheep tries to preserve its life; that it seeks the nurturance it needs to live 

and propogate its kind; that it seeks to satisfy its various needs such as those 

for water, sleep, etc. To have a life which satisfies these needs and which 

8 Respect For Nahire. Taylor's account of the concept of the Good of a Being begins on 
page 60. 
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preserves its life is one that is in the interest of this great being. While most 

of its behaviors may be instinctive and not the product of any deliberation, 

one could say that the preservation of this animal is one of its prime 

interests. Hence, even in the event that a being has no conscious interest(s) 

in preserving its life or its kind, it would not be contradictory to say that the 

being has interests which may be secured or thwarted. These interests 

include the preservation of its health, well being, and life. So to say that a 

being has a good of its own is to say that it has interests which may be 

furthered or obscured. The "good" of a being is just the set of experiences 

and factors which contribute to the promotion and preservation of its ends. 

It is the set of things which do the entity good, which further its conscious or 

unconscious purposes.^ While some beings might not be said to have 

conscious interests, such as plants, it is nevertheless the case that they can be 

harmed or benefitted. They may be benefitted in ways that promote the 

"good of the being" and harmed in ways that obstruct this "good". Claims 

pertaining to the good of a being are descriptive claims concerning the well-

being or well-functioning of that organism. Members of the biological order 

are all said to have a "good of their own" by virtue of being members of that 

community. Depending on circumstances, their good can be advanced or 

impeded. 

9. See the Taylor/Feinberg differences with respect to the notion of a being having 
interests pg. 63ff. 



99 

Let me point out that the term "good" has evaluative or valuational 

overtones. Hence, there seems to be an evaluative presupposition here. I 

won't make much of this, only to say that a term or concept such as, say, 

autopoeisis might be more appropriate here if we are to avoid begging the 

question. The set of descriptive propositions or claims concerning the self-

organizing properties of an organism or kind will avoid the normative or 

valuational overtones of the kindred notion of a being's "good" of its own 

and, hence, avoid the appearance of question-begging. 

Now concerning the notion of inherent worth, on what is such an 

ascription based? What properties does a being instance when it is said to 

have inherent worth and what is the justificatory relation between a being 

having a good of its own and its having inherent worth? There are two 

parts to Taylor's analysis here with respect to this justificatory relation. First, 

Taylor introduces a set of clain\s which he calls the Biocentric Outlook and 

which he holds to express certain relevant facts about our physical and 

biological experience. Taylor asserts that rational individuals "with a well-

developed sense of reality awareness" v/ill embrace this set of claims as 

true.io So there will be, according to Taylor, a relationship between the set of 

descriptive claims (Biocentric Outlook) and the ascription of moral worth. 

10. Taylor doesn't discuss the subjectiveness or the relativity of this embrace nor does 
he offer a clue about what he means by "reality awareness". 
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The second aspect of the justificatory relation stipulates that it would be 

incoherent to view ourselves as beings with inherent worth and not hold 

other non human kinds to have this same worth.^^ Taylor writes: 

Only this way of regarding them (as having inherent worth) is 
coherent with how we must understand them when we accept the 
belief system of the biocentric outlook on nature.i2 

Hence, the justificatory ground of both the ascription of inherent worth and 

the instancing of an ultimate moral attitude (ARN) is the set of claims 

comprising the Biocentric Outlook. We could say that this outlook is the 

foundation of the ascription of inherent worth and that the ultimate moral 

attitude of respect is justified by this ascription of worth. The attitude 

Respect for Nature is not justified by any appeal to a more basic normative 

principle but is rather a fimction of the relations among the concepts of (1) a 

good of a being", (2) iriherent worth, and (3) the biocentric outlook. Taylor 

believes that the moral attitude is rendered intelligible by the biocentric 

outlook.i3 

There is no argument given for the inherent worth of human being. This stipulation 
seems to me to be question tiegging. 

12. Ibid. p.80 

13. Taylor does not think that there is any entailment relation between the set of 
descriptive claims and any normative conclusion. Thus he holds that the descriptive claims 
make intelligible the ascription of inherent worth. I believe that several of Taylor's 
descriptive claims have evaluative components smuggled in. 
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Let us look, then, at the claims of the Biocentric outlook and exanune how 

these ground the objective property of inherent worth. Inherent worth, 

then, entails a claim to be respected and sets up the requirement for rules, 

principles and standards which act to promote and preserve the good of 

biological beings. Notice that this outlook as a whole (set of propositions) 

acts as a premise or a groimd for the conclusion that biological beings 

warrant moral consideration. Here is the set of claims that form the core of 

the biocentric outlook: 

(a) The belief that humans are members of the Earth's community 
of life in the same sense and on the same terms in which other 
living things are members of that community 

(b) The belief that the human species, along with all other species, 
are integral elements in a system of interdependence such that 
the survival of each living thing, as well as its chances of faring 
well or poorly, is determined not only by the physical 
conditions, but also by its relations to other living things. 

(c) The belief that all organisms are teleological centers of life in 
the sense that each is a unique individual pursuing its own 
good in its own way. 

(d) The belief that humans are not inherently superior to other 
living things.^ 4 

Taylor takes it to be the case that an individual with a well developed sense 

of "reality awareness"i5 will assent to these claims. I take it that he holds 

Ibid p. 99ff 

15. Ibid p.lOO 
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these, then, to be truths of science and not mere subjective stances of 

sentimental environmentalists. Once one subscribes to this outlook, the 

attitude of respect for nature is purported to emerge, and with it, the 

ascription of the equal iiJierent worth of all biologic beings. Taylor believes 

that if we see ourselves as a part of this net or community of beings, it will 

be incoherent to ascribe inherent worth to ourselves and not to other beings. 

Once this ascription of inherent worth is in place, the attitude of respect falls 

out of it and we begin the task of designing rules and norms appropriate to 

that attitude. The attitude plays an important theoretical function according 

to Taylor because all further components are said to stem from this 

valuational component. The central tenet of the Biocentric theory is that 

"actions are right and character traits are good in virtue of their expression 

of a certain ultimate moral attitude, that being respect for Nature." 

Thus, if one subscribes to the foundational premisses of the Biocentric 

outlook, one shall be disposed, thereby, to ascribe inherent worth to non-

human natural beings (living beings) and to embody the attitude of respect 

for those beings; an attitude which entails certain norms, principles, 

standards and rules which restrict our claims to the environment and sets 

up duties to avoid unnecessary harm or maleficence and to generally act in 

the interest of other individual natural beings. The various rules and 

principles and their use with respect to conflicting claims constitutes a large 



103 

part of Taylor's theory. 

4.4 Taylor's Shift 

The theoretic relations among the various components of Taylor's stance 

remain unchanged as we move from his book. Respect For Nature and now 

focus attention on two papers which follow the book. In both "The Ethics of 

Respect for Nature" and "In Defense of Biocentrism", Taylor reiterates 

arguments for a life-centered theory in Environmental Ethics contrasting it 

all the while with an Anthropocentric Ethic. What is conspicuous by its 

absence is a notion of inherent worth which is strongly objectivist 

ontologically in the sense of being abstracted from any valuing 

consciousness. 

In the first paper, "The Ethics of Respect for Nature", Taylor reminds us that 

we take the attitude of respect when and only when we hold wild creatures 

and kinds to have inherent worth.^6 His claim here is that (1) creatures have 

a "good" of their own, and (2) preservation and promotion of that "good" is 

an intrinsic good, has intrinsic value. The well being of each natural thing is 

held to have value in and of itself. What is noteworthy in this later analysis 

16. Notice that Norton would disagree with such a claim. Callicott, too, will 
disagree, as we shaU see. 
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of what it means to say that a being has inherent worth is the absence of any 

requirement for the metaphysical notion of value that seems so 

conspicuously strong in the chapters from Respect for Nature. 

In this first paper, he has just introduced the concept of a being's "good" and 

noted the intrinsic value of promoting that good. 

Combining these two principles, we can now define what it means for 
a living thing or group of living things to possess inherent worth. To 
say that it possesses inherent worth is to say that its good is deserving 
of the concern and consideration of all moral agents, and that the 
realization of its good has intrinsic value, to be pursued as an end in 
itself and for the sake of the entity whose good it is. 

The duties owed to wild organisms, species populations, and 
communities of life in the Earth's natural ecosystems are groimded 
on their inherent worth. When rational, autonomous agents regard 
such entities as possessing inherent worth, they place intrinsic value 
on the realization of their good and so hold themselves responsible 
for performing actions that will have this effect and for refraining 
from actions having the contrary effect.i7 

Nowhere in these quotations is the requirement for the strongly 

metaphysical notion of inherent worth seen in Taylor's book. Respect For 

Nature. Let us recall the conditions under which a being or organism is said 

to have inherent worth as he lays it out in that work. 

A state of affairs in which the good of X is realized is better than an 
otherwise similar state of affairs in which it is not realized (or is not 
realized to the same degree), (a) independently of X's being valued, 
either intrinsically or instrumentally, by some human valuer. 

i7."The Ethics of Respect for Nature," ( ERN) p. 201 and 202. 



105 

Is this not a notion of value suggested by metaphysical intrinsic value, a 

value ascribed 

independently of any intrinsic or instrumental valuation by 
some conscious valuer. 

Furthermore, in his paper, "In Defense of Biocentrism" (DB), Taylor replies 

to objections levied against his theory by Gene Spider. Spitler maintains 

that it is impossible for anyone to adopt a life-centered ethic, as, the 

orientation of that moral space will always be a function of our human-

perspective. Taylor agrees that the acceptance of the outlook and the 

ascription of moral worth are a function of human perspective and 

psychology, but he denies, contra Spitler, that this entails a viewpoint that is 

anthropocentric: 

Are we inescapably committed to an anthropocentric viewpoint? We 
are not. An anthropocentric viewpoint gives either exclusive or 
primary consideration to human interests above the good of other 
species. Now just as it is possible for human beings to be genuinely 
impartial between themselves and other humans, giving equal 
consideration to each person's good, so it is possible for humans to be 
impartial between themselves and other forms of life, giving equal 
consideration to the good of a being regardless of its species 
membership. It is quite true that such impartiality is itself a human 
stance, or more accurately, a moral stance that only humans are 
capable of, but the moral commitment involved require humans to 
treat other creatures in such a way that there is no bias in favor of 
humans just because they are human. ̂8 

18. "In Defense of Biocentrism "(IDB )p. 240 and 241. 
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Here Taylor denies that any theory which grounds an environmental ethic 

need be anthropocentric simply because the intentions, interpretations and 

conunitments of the agent be a function of human consciousness. Spitler 

seems to be claiming that just because the perspective of any moral stance 

has its origin in the mind of a human being (is human based), that entails 

that the stance be human-centered. Taylor is right to deny such an 

entailment and the mistake that Spitler is making, in fact, reduces to a 

conflation between, and ignores important differences between, 

anthropocentric and anthropogenic theories in environmental philosophy. 

One could be a constructivist with respect to the notion of value without 

thereby being an anthropocentrist. The first position answers a question 

pertaining to the ontological status of value while the second addresses the 

question of moral consideration or to whom or what agents might have 

moral obligations. 

What is important for our purposes here is that Taylor acknowledges the 

stance-relative nature of the various components of his theory. Spitler has 

wondered in his objections whether it is possible for a human to take a view 

which is other than human oriented as it is humans who do such viewing. 

But Taylor writes: 

One thing that might be meant by these remarks is that any way of 
viewing the world is anthropocentric because it is humans who are 
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viewing the world that way. If this is what Spitler means, then of 
course what he says is true. In fact it is a logical truth, for whenever 
we speak of "a way of viewing the world" we implicitly assume that it 
is humans who are viewing the world that way all beliefs attitudes, 
perspectives, and values which humans adopt are in this sense 
anthropocentric, since they are beliefs, attitudes, perspectives and 
values of human beings.^9 

We should now see that the dialogue might be less confusing if both 

theorists had made use of the term and concept anthropogenic. If Taylor 

does think that values are anthropogenic then this contradicts the Respect 

For Nature position where he asserts that inherent worth is abstracted from 

any valuing consciousness or any stance of some human agent. 

Furthermore, Taylor is being inconsistent in demanding an absolute or 

ontologically objectivist notion of value (abstracted from human conscious 

valuing) in his chapters on inherent worth, and then opening his chapter 

on the Biocentric Outlook with the following quotation: 

The attitude we think it appropriate to take toward living things 
depends on how we conceive of them and of our relationship to 
them. What moral sigruficance the natural world has for us depends 
on the way we look at the whole system of nature and our role in it. 
(RN p. 99) 

If the beliefs and preferences we form are a function of our perceptions and 

attitudes, and the ascription of inherent worth is a belief or an attitude, then 

that claim and its content are a function of a subjective valuing 

19. IDB p. 239 
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consciousness. Hence, it seems safe to assume that Taylor meant inherent 

worth to be a value stance which is ontologically anthropogenic. It does not 

follow from such a position that one may not respect non-human beings as 

ends-in-themselves, thereby worthy of respect. 

I believe that perhaps Taylor might have vaguely anticipated such a 

problem for his earlier view. For, on page 78 in Respect For Nature, when 

speaking of the inherent worth attributed to those of our kind, he notes that 

duties apply to one whether one is inclined to fulfill such duties or not. 

Here again we have a case of the independence of inherent worth 
from the subjective valuings of particular individuals. [Emphasis 
mine] 20 

Much, I believe, hinges on that word particular. Had the sentence omitted 

this word, Taylor's position surely would have been making use of 

metaphysical intrinsic value. But, I believe that Taylor is trying to point to 

the non-subjective and, thereby, non-relative nature of the ascription of 

inherent worth. Inherent worth as a category or type of value is not a 

category which is independent of any valuing consciousness. It is not 

metaphysical value; nor is it absolute objective value. Rather, it is a type of 

objective value in the sei\se that it is not relative to a particular individual's 

20. RN p. 78 
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perspective or set of beliefs. Hence, it may be that while inherent worth is a 

function of valuing minds (ontological status), it is not thereby subjective or 

relative to particular believers (moral relativism); nor is it, thereby, directed 

solely to our own ends (Anthropocentrism). A theorist may hold that value 

is anthropogenic without the entailment that only humans are the 

recipients of moral consideration. Non-human beings may be valued as 

ends-in-themselves in the normative sense without any contradiction. No 

questionable ontological commitments are required for such a position. 

4.5 Comments 

Taylor's anthropocentric foundation for an environmental ethic has it that 

non-human living beings and things have inherent worth which is (1) 

abstracted from any instriomental uses we might have for them 

(nonanthropocentrism) and (2) abstracted from any evaluative stance of 

conscious beings (Ontological Objectivism). Taylor's earliest formulations 

make use of a strongly objectivist ontological status for the concept of 

inherent worth. His later formulations seem to suggest a shift in the type of 

value required for his Biocentric foundation. 

We found in the chapter preceding this one that a foundational 

presupposition of Brian Norton's anthropocentric theory included a 

postulate of the intrinsic value of human consciousness. Taylor's theory 
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assumes that if one adopts the set of descriptive claims of the Biocentric 

outlook, one will thereby assent to the normative stance embodied in the 

attitude of respect and the concomitant ascription of inherent worth. 

Furthermore, preserving the "good" of wild natural objects is held to be an 

intrinsic value and an end in itself. 

My final comments concerning Taylor's anthropocentric foundation are 

essentially concerned with the relationship between Taylor's set of 

descriptive claims and the normative judgements which he thinks are 

"made intelligible" by these claims. I do believe, however that Taylor's 

theory must first settle the important question of the ontological status of 

inherent worth, something I think Taylor waffles on at best. Taylor, in 

essence is offering a naturalistic account of the nature of inherent worth. He 

believes that an ascription of inherent value or worth foUows from certain 

properties that a being or thing might have, for instance, having a good of 

its own or being a center of teleological activity. So it becomes important to 

examine both that claim and the relations among the various components 

of Taylor's theory to address the cogency and coherence of this foimdation. 

Thus, my criticisms will include a brief analysis of the set of claims that 

make up the Biocentric Outlook and see just how they intend to legitimate 

Taylor's position that living beings are morally considerable. Hence, there 
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are two classes of criticisms with which I will close this chapter. The first set 

of criticisms are directed to Taylor's claim that the biocentric outlook will 

legitimate or justify the ascription of inherent value and will set up the 

requirement of respect with its concomitant set of obligations. The second 

class of criticisms concerns the suggestion that Taylor's theory reduces to 

anthropocentrism in the last analysis. 

Taylor seems to adopt the position that I have referred to as Moral Monism, 

that is, he seems to think that the function of an environmental ethic is to 

deliver a definitive answer to the question of which set of beings are 

morally considerable, toward which we have moral obligations. The strategy 

for picking out this set is to find the value-conferring property, a physical 

property, feature or fact that a nonhuman living kind has in virtue of which 

inherent worth might be said to supervene. Thus, this physical feature of 

the being is the ground of its ontologically objective value. This value exists 

abstracted from human ends and human evaluative stances. It is inherent 

to the being in the same way as its color or its having a good of its own 

(which can be furthered or hampered) is an intrii\sic or inherent feature of 

the thing itself. 

Taylor's theory depends, then, on a naturalistic interpretation of the 

phenomenon of value. Value supervenes on the being's observable 
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properties or traits. But, such an analysis invites the further question: Is 

Taylor suggesting that the inherent worth is identical to this important trait 

in the sense that value may be reduced to this feature? Is Taylor offering a 

reduction of evaluative properties to physical properties or is he merely 

saying that having a good of its own or being a teleological center should be 

thought of as good reasons for believing that the being has inherent worth? 

But, then one might ask: why should one property be either a reason or a 

legitimate reduction of goodness (value) aside from the questionable 

assumption of Moral Monism? Surely there are myriad reasons that a being 

might be valued as an end in itself. This assumption that value supervenes 

on one or any property of a being is one that I would question and it will be 

the task of the final chapter to suggest that this sort of property analysis of 

value is flawed and is the cause of more problems than solutions. In my 

final chapter I will inquire into this pattern of reasoning exemplified in 

moral monism and I will suggest a new revisionary analysis of value 

phenomena. Why should we think that the inherent worth of an object or 

being follows from its being a teleological center or having a good of its own 

any more than having the property of being green? How does any 

normative conclusion follow from any set of descriptive facts? In defense of 

Taylor, he does not think that there is an entailment relation, but only says 

that the set of descriptive claims "make intelligible" the ascription of moral 

worth. But, Taylor likewise seems to be offering categorical directives 
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pertaining to moral obligation and I fail to see how he will arrange this. 

Making normative claims intelligible falls short of normative force. It could 

be that the descriptive claims are utterly true and everyone agrees that they 

are true. How does a judgment of value, along with the required rules, 

principles and norms emerge from this set of facts? There is no logical 

relation between a being having a good of its own and it having inherent 

worth. 

But, in fact, I believe that many of the claims embodied in the Biocentric 

Outlook are either vacuous, false, or beg the very question which is at issue. 

Earlier I stated that the term "good" of a kind or being has embedded 

evaluative overtones which might act to mislead us. The problem with 

many of the descriptive claims which Taylor makes use of have similar 

presuppositions which should be questioned. 

The major problem with the set of claims called the Biocentric Outlook is 

that they assume a symmetry of effect between human beings and 

nonhuman kinds. I, in fact, think that there is a radical asymmetry between 

the forces of our species upon other kinds and the system as a whole. Taylor 

begins with an assim\ption of egalitarianism, the equal interdependence of 

all living kinds upon one another. Gene Spitler has, likewise, in response to 
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Biocentrism objected to Taylor's assumptions.2i And, importantly, if the 

way that Taylor has tried, thus far, to address Spitler's objection is in fact his 

response, then this response effectively reduces Taylor's entire theory to 

anthropocentrism. The theory then, begs the question, is inconsistent, and 

in some cases does not require the degree of restraint entailed by Norton's 

version of theoretical anthropocentrism. These are serious charges. Let me 

address them briefly in the order that I have introduced them. 

The Biocentric Outlook, once again consists of the following claims: 

(a) The belief that humans are members of the Earth's commuruty 
of life in the same sense and on the same terms in which other 
living things are members of that community. 

This claim is either vacuous or false or could be better expressed as the 

Systems Theoretic Ecocentric world view. ^ beings are members of the 

earth's community just in virtue of their representation here. I take it that 

this first claim hopes to suggest the interdependency thesis, but it is surely 

the case that human beings are not members in the same sense as the 

others. The degree of environmental destruction v/hich we are witnessing 

and the loss of habitat for other species clearly points to this asymmetry. I 

am indebted to Spitler's observation (in the Taylor's paper 22) that the rest of 

21. "In Defence of Biocentrism, (IDB). Spitler's fourth objection addressed in Taylor's 
paper, p. 241. See Gene Spitler, 'justifying a Respect for Nature", Environmental Ethics 4, 
1982. 

22. IDS p.238 
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the Biosphere would fair quite well were homo sapiens to disappear. Hence, 

not every individual species is required for the well-functioning of the web 

of relations. Therefore, claim (1) is, at best, problematic. 

Second claim: 

(b) The belief that the human species, along with all other species, 
are integral elements in a system of interdependence such that 
the survival of each living thing, as well as its chances of faring 
well or poorly, is determined not only by the physical 
conditions but also by its relations to other living things. 

Spitler's objection obtains again. Not every individual species is required for 

the well-functiorung of the web of relations. There is an asymmetry between 

our kind and other species. Were homo sapiens to disappear, most other 

species would, in fact, thrive. On the other hand, the human species is 

desperately dependent on the existence of the ecosystemic web of relations 

that constitute the biosphere, and given a sufficient threshold loss of species, 

our well-being would surely be jeopardized. It seems safe, therefore, to say 

that given our dependence, it is pragmatically prudent to respect other kinds 

and the system of relations as a whole regardless of the value status of other 

kinds or systems. It is also rather doubtful that noting any interdependent 

relations, one could deduce the inherent worth of other living beings. The 

fact is that the derivation of non-human inherent worth is a function of the 

presupposition of our own inherent worth coupled with the threat of 
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inconsistency were we to judge others as asymmetrical in this concern. I buy 

neither the presupposition nor the symmetry. There is no argument for our 

inherent worth. Nor, has Taylor offered an argument to show that 

respecting kinds has intrinsic value. 

Claim 3: 

(c) The belief that all organisms are teleological centers of life in 
the sense that each is a unique individual pursuing its own 
good in its own way. 

The claim may be false if what we mean is that organisms are purpose or 

goal-oriented beings. It seems safe to say that biologic beings are self-

organizing systems (autopoeisis) which have capacities for self-preservation 

and perhaps this is what we mean by saying that an individual organism 

has a 'good' of its own; but the term 'good' has evaluative overtones which 

might possibly mislead one into thinking that there is some type of 

normative conclusion which one should draw; i.e. that this good ought to 

be pursued or promoted. No such entailment obtains as far as I can see; and 

while Taylor only holds that such a presupposition makes intelligible that 

stance of respect, I see no argument to this conclusion; the anthropocentrist 

would deny the claim and suggest that assuming the 'good' of a being in 

Taylor's sense begs the question. 
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Claim 4: 

(d) The belief that humans are not inherently superior to other 
living things.23 

This statement begs the question for the intrinsic value of non-human 

kinds. Most anthropocentric theorists would deny this claim for a great 

number of different reasons. See the asymmetry objection above. This is the 

presupposition of value egalitarianism. 

These Biocentric claims have been offered by Taylor to ground both the 

attitude of respect for nature and the notion of the inherent worth of non-

human beings. Nothing that I can see in the claims could lead to any 

entailment, nor do I see how they even legitimate these two positions. The 

claims seem to address the idea that there is a web of relations that 

constitute the biosphere, and that each being and species seeks its own 

survival. What can follow from these claims concerning the value status of 

these beings? We are left only with the suggestion that since we are 

inherently worthy or valuable beings that it would be inconsistent, (given 

we share the biota) to deny other beings that same property or evaluation. 

Where is the argument to show the intrinsic value or inherent worth of a 

human being? On what does it rest? Is our own inherent worth a function 

of being a creature residing on this planet? Taylor says that we are not 

23. Ibid p. 99ff 
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inherentiy superior to other beings. This is the gist of his Biocentric 

egalitarianism, his value democraq: for all living things. But, when push 

comes to shove and our lives or our values are at stake, you can be sxore he 

has arguments to justify that our claims take precedence. This leads to the 

second class of objections that I have to Taylor's theory. 

In the paper, "In Defence of Biocentrism", we find that Spitler has criticized 

Taylor's assertion that all living beings have equal inherent worth. It is 

counterintuitive to think that we have the same obligations to promote and 

preserve the life of a fly in the same way and to the same degree that we 

might have with respect to some human being.24 in this way, the 

implementation of Taylor's theory is psychologically implausible. It is not a 

theory to which any human could subscribe and ought impies can. Hence, 

Taylor goes to great lengths in both the response to Spitler and in Respect 

For Nature to spell our all the mitigating conditions and circumstances that 

would preclude such outcomes. In the section of the book concerned with 

conflicts of duties and claims, he writes: 

A second level of conflict of duties occurs when the rules of a valid 
system of environmental ethics are in opposition to the rules of a 
valid system of human ethics. In these cases if we carry out our duties 
to animals and plants in natural ecosystems we fail in our duties 
toward our fellow humans, but if we fulfill the latter we do not do 
what is required of us regarding the good of nonhumans. So even 

24. See RN p. 155 
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when we have worked out an acceptable ordering among the rtiles of 
the ethics of respect for nature we still must decide on what priorities 
hold between that system and the rules that bind us in the domain of 
human ethics. We must therefore keep in mind during the 
discussion that follows that any of the duties enumerated below 
might be outweighed in certain circumstances by duties that moral 
agents owe to humans. (RN. p. 170) 

From page 260 through 285 of Respect For Nature, in the sections 

concerning conflicting claims and priority principles, Taylor again and again 

defers to human demands, wishes and value. At this point, let me introduce 

what will increasingly form the basis of my objections to the frameworks 

under analysis. Let me introduce Frey's Challenge.25 This challenge is 

directed to decision-makers grappling with conflicting claims and may be 

expressed in the following way: 

Are there cases and conditions where nonhuman interests and 
values might be said to trump human interests? If not, the 
foundation for the ethic is anthropocentric not matter what it 
is called. 

Do we have here an ethic which addresses non-human/human 

environmental conflict of claims wherein some times the nonhuman kind 

25. R.G. Frey in "What Has Sentiency to do with the Possession of Rights?" in D. 
Peterson, R.Ryder, eds., Aninial Rights-A Symposium (Centaur Press, Sussex, 1979); in the 
early pages of Interests and RightsyAn thepages on rights in Rights, Killing, and Suffering; 
in "The Significance of Agency and Marginal Cases", Philosophica, vol 39,1987.; and by 
implication in "Autonomy and The Value of Animal Life" in The Monist, 1987,and in "Interest 
and Animal Rights" in Philosophical Quarterly, 1977, and"On Why We Would do Better to 
Jettison Moral Rights", in H.Miller, W.Williams, eds.. Ethics and Animals, (Humana Press, 
1983). 
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wins out? If not, the theory is anthropocentric. I submit that nothing in 

Taylor's theory in the section concerning priority principles and conflicting 

claims would meet Frey's challenge. In nearly every example, Taylor is able 

to give some leverage or weight to human needs and values in a way that 

precludes or preempts his demand for egalitarian treatment in the face of 

equal inherent worth. He goes so far as to write: 

We have so far dealt with the kinds of conflict to which the principle 
of minimal wrong applies. It is now time to make clear the content of 
the principle. The principle states that when rational, informed, and 
autonomous persons who have adopted the attitude of respect for 
nature are nevertheless unwilling to forego the sorts of values 
mentioned above, even though they are aware that the consequences 
will involve harm to wild animals and plants, it is permissible for 
them to pursue those values only so long as doing so involves fewer 
wrongs (violations of duties) than any alternative way of pursuing 
those values.26 

Earlier in the book, Taylor writes that in the case of very complex competing 

claims his priority principles will break down, offering no guidance or 

solution for such situations. What is of note here is that it is exactly in the 

complex case that an envirorimental theory is required. For in such cases, 

we look to a formal theory to adjudicate or help us adjudicate important and 

unwieldy conflicts of interest. But, ironically this is just where the theory 

lets us down, and there we have to revert to some kind of a contextualist 

approach. But, I say that outside of hard cases common sense can prevail. 

Frey's point is that if there are no situations where humans simply have to 

26. RN p. 283 
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forego lives, values or claims, then the ethic is a ruse for practical care and 

protection of the environment. I believe that Taylor's theory, at the level of 

the five priority principles reduces to anthropocentrism and, as such, is not 

truly a theory respecting the equal inherent worth of all living individual 

beings. So, Taylor is left with a theory which, if consistent, asserts value 

egalitarianism. And it is safe to say that even those who might agree to such 

a wonderful notion would not have the courage of their convictions in the 

face of daily reality. Hence, it is not plausible to thii\k that such a theory 

could find implementation. If, Taylor, in his objections from Spitler, tries to 

amend this consequence, he fails to meet Frey's challenge. 

Taylor's intention was to construct an individualist environmental ethic 

which posited the equal inherent worth of all living beings and to, thereby, 

interrupt the destructive tendencies of past anthropocentric myopia. He 

hopes to ground the ascription of inherent worth on a set of descriptive 

propositions which would make both the ascription and the attitude of 

respect intelligible and appropriate. My criticisms have tried to show that 

the set of claims that constitute the biocentric outlook in many case simply 

beg the question concerning the equal inherent value or worth of earth's 

inhabitants. They don't act as an argument to support such a claim. Some of 

the claims have build-in valuational overtones and are, hence, not purely 

descriptive claims. Furthermore, these claims are beliefs of human beings 
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and are a function both of their beliefs and preferences, hence, are values 

which have a subjective component. So Taylor's early position that 

inherent worth is a t)q?e of value abstracted from subjective consciousness, I 

fear, is a muddled claim. He is inconsistent between metaphysical intrinsic 

value and the less ontologically questionable normative form. 

What is most ironic is that, in the last analysis, at the level of the various 

priority principles in the theory, Taylor's Biocentrism never seems to meet 

Frey's challenge. The irony comes from the fact that an enlightened or 

broadened anthropocentrism would entail a stronger or greater degree of 

protection for the environment than the Biocentrism (with all its caveats) 

that Taylor presents. As against Norton's anthropocentrism which seeks to 

be nonindividualistic in its orientation, Taylor's competing claims operate 

at the level of individuals. Hence, even an anthropocentric position which 

is scientifically informed will clearly mandate a more stringent 

environmentalism (because of future generations) than Taylor's 

individualistic biocentrism. 

At this point, we must move on. We must move completely out of the 

individualistic arena in our analysis of environmental value theory and 

project our focus and inquiry to a non-individualistic ground for an 

environmental ethic. Ecocentrism, a systems theoretical account of 
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obligations to the environment, has it that it is ecosystems or the web of 

biotic relations (as opposed to individual organisms or beings) which must 

be the locus (loci) of any ascription of value. 
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Chapter 5 

Ecocei\trism 

5.0 Last Stretch 

III the two precediiig chapters, we inquired into the structure and 

implications of two theoretical frameworks for an environmental ethic. In 

their classic formulations, both Anthropocentrism and Biocentrism place 

conceptual importance on individual beings or entities in virtue of certain 

natural properties when delineating our moral obligations. An exception to 

this pattern of reasoning we found exemplified in Brian Norton's 

nonindividualistic anthropocentric foundation for an environmental ethic. 

In this chapter, I investigate a Systems Holist foundation for an 

Environmental Ethic known as Ecocentrism. As its name implies, the 

accoimt places emphasis, not on particular individual beings or entities, but 

rather on the biological ecosystem as a functioning whole. Traditional moral 

reasoiung, as we have seen, holds an individual person or being to be 

morally considerable in virtue of some property X, be it rationality, 

sentience, to the capacity for self-organizing behavior. Kantian Deontology 

and Benthamite Utihtarianism are classic instances of this prevailing 

methodology. Both Anthropocentrism and Biocentrism in their classic 

formulations reflect this familiar method of moral analysis and reasoning 

and are generally said to be individualistic in their structure. Systems 
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Theoretic accounts are said to be a departure from the familiar form of 

moral reasoning in that they are nonindividualistic methodologically. 

I begin here with a brief overview of Systems Holism as it is presented in 

one of its earliest forms. Aldo Leopold, an American forester in the 1940s, 

presented, in very rough form, the outlines of this approach in what he 

called a Land Ethic. This ecocentric account comprises the culmination of 

his ecological treatise. Sand County Almanac.^ More recently, Leopold's 

position has been translated, defended and elaborated by the contemporary 

American philosopher J. Baird Callicott. I intend to look at Leopold's 

original account and then move on to a detailed analysis of the ecocentric 

position by looking at Callicott's formulation of this theoretical foimdation. 

Biocentrists and Ecocentrists share the position that it is the prevailing 

Homocentric ethic which is responsible for the environmental crisis and 

will not serve as a solution to the problem. The biocentrist holds that any 

true environmental ethic will be an ethic for the sake of the environment 

and that no utilitarian management ethic will suffice. That particular 

theoretical framework posits the intrinsic value of individual nonhuman 

natural kinds. I will show that contemporary Ecocentric theorists tend to 

place intrinsic value on functioning biotic systems. Hence, the ascription of 

intrinsic value is still a part of the formal methodology of moral reasoriing 

1. Sand County Almanac, New York, Oxford Univ. Press, 1949. 
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even though all instances of Systems Theoretic accounts are 

nonindividualistic. Before I look at Callicott's more recent formulation, I 

will briefly present Leopold's very rough, but revolutionary, account. 

5.1 The Land Ethic 

When we inquire into the differences between Ecocentrism and the two 

previous theoretical frameworks, what is most distinctive is its emphasis on 

what might be called the community concept. While the foundations 

examined in chapters 3 and 4 emphasize individuals and their morally 

relevant traits, a systems theoretic account places emphasis on the fact that 

individuals are members of a community of interdependent parts. 

Furthermore, there are certain features of the community—its holistic 

integrity and stability — which the theory takes to be relevant to moral 

analysis and deliberation. I take it that the integrity and stability ascribed to a 

healthy and thriving ecosystem are a function of the harmonious 

intercormections and relations of its parts. Hence, the theory abstracts away 

from individuals and focuses rather on relations. Thus, the level of analysis 

applies to whole systems and their interrelations. 

Leopold is concerned to show that the biotic community as a whole is 

worthy of moral consideration, an idea which was revolutionary for its 
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time. While the Animal Liberationist and Antivivisectionist movements 

were scarcely underway, Leopold was calling for a radical leap in our moral 

sensibilities. His proposal is that we enlarge and extend the boundaries of 

our moral consideration to include soils, waters, plants and animals or, as 

he would put it, the land. In the last chapter of Sand County Almanac, he 

presents "The Land Ethic". This chapter sets out the summation of his 

observations as an ecologist and forester. The chapter outlines the process of 

moral extensionism and the bio-social ground of moral reasoning. Leopold 

concludes that a Land ethic is not only an evolutionary possibility, but is 

likewise an ecological necessity.2 

The major tenet of the Land Ethic recommends a change of role for human 

beings "from conqueror of the land to plain member and citizen of it".3 

Much of this culminatory chapter delineates what Leopold takes to be the 

nature and structure of the biotic community and how human interaction 

with the community may advance or retard its functioning and order. What 

follows from this analysis is the Leopoldian dictum that: 

A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and 
beauty of the biotic community and is wrong otherwise.4 

SCA p. 218 

3. Ibid p. 220 

4. Ibid p. 240 
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In this proposition, Leopold outlines what he takes to be our moral 

obligations to the natural world. There is no mention of the intrinsic value 

of any singular organism or species, but rather the requirement that a 

certain state of affairs in the ecosystem as a whole obtain. But, what of 

integrity or stability? What does Leopold mean here? It may be instructive 

to briefly explain Leopold's conception of a biotic community and how this 

analysis paved the way for subsequent systems theoretic accounts which 

succeeded this original formulation. 

The Land Ethic and the Circuit of Energy. 

Trained as an ecologist and forester in the early decades of the 20th century, 

Leopold came to see that this century's conservation ethic seldom went 

beyond enlightened self-interest. Conservation as he conceived it is a state of 

harmony between humans and the land. The history of human beings has 

been affected by the history of plant succession, and time reveals a distinct 

sjonbiotic relationship between culture and the biota. Thus, any 

conservation ethic must be ground in the particular physical/biological facts 

of an evolving planet. Hence, Leopold believes that universal ecological 

literacy is the key desideratum for the possibility of an ethic. 
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Leopold visualized the land as a biotic mechanism, what he called the Land 

Pyramid. At its base were the waters and soils which support the next layer 

of plants which, support insects, and in turn, birds, rodents, large mammals, 

carnivores etc. In this picture, "land" is a foimtain of energy flowing 

through a circuit of soils, plants and animals. The image of a pyramid 

bespeaks the fact that there are far more insects than birds, iimumerably 

more plants than insects, and far more soil microbes. This concept of an 

energy circuit or biotic mechanism is essentially that of "food chains" with 

energy entering the system through solar power and recycling via decay back 

into the soil. The Land Pyramid requires at its base a rich array of producers 

and composters. What is important is that for Leopold the functioning of 

the Land Pyramid depends on what he calls complexity. He writes: 

The pyramid is a tangle of chains so complex as to seem disorderly, 
yet the stability of the system proves it to be a highly organized 
structure. Its functioning depends on the cooperation and 
competition of its diverse parts.5 

Hence, when Leopold speaks of the integrity and the stability of the biotic 

community, he is actually referring to the vast diversity and complexity of 

its interacting parts. Furthermore, he suggests that any simplification or 

impoverishment of this structure has the potential to impede the circuit 

flow in possibly deleterious ways. 

5. Ibid p. 231 
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The velocity and character of the upward flow of energy depend on 
the complex structure of the plant and animal community, much as 
the upward flow of sap in a tree depends on its complex cellular 
organization. Without this complexity, normal circulation would not 
occur. Structure means the characteristic numbers as well as the 
characteristic kinds and functions, of the component species. This 
interdependence between the complex structure of the land and its 
smooth functioning as an energy unit is one of its basic attributes.6 

He goes on to suggest that while most evolutionary changes within and to 

this biotic mechanism are slow and local, homo sapiens' use of technology 

has made rapid and violent changes of imprecedented scope. Witness the 

extinction of large mammalian predators at the apex of the pyramid. This 

loss has functioned to shorten the food chains which Leopold notes goes 

against the grain of the, heretofore, evolutionary trend of lengthening and 

elaborating these chains. 

The trend of evolution has been to elaborate and diversify the biota. At the 

inception of earth's biotic history, the "pyramid of life was short and squat, 

the food chains short and simple".7 The evolutionary record reveals a 

process of succession from simple to increasingly more complex structures; 

and from a simple to a highly diversified set of interacting processes, 

organisms and species. Evolution can be seen to be the elaboration of a rich 

plethora of forms... forms of increasing complexity, mobility and, as I will 

6. Ibid p. 232 

7. Ibid. p. 232 
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soon show, subjectivity. Therefore, when Leopold has it that: 

A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability and 

beauty of the biotic community-

he is actually pointing to the complexity and diversity of a rich biotic 

community of interacting parts. Integrity just is this holistic feature of a 

diverse system of relations; and, I take it that the stability of Leopold's biotic 

mechanism depends on such integrity. Therefore, he is prescribing that we 

value diversity and complexity. Heretofore, economic interests or an 

unenlightened Utilitarianism have driven human behavior, and the 

problem has been that most nonhuman species have very little economic 

value but are, nevertheless, important members and contributors to the 

biotic community and its processes. 

In this final chapter of Sand County Almanac is a concluding section 

entitled "The Outiook". Here Leopold writes: 

It is inconceivable to me that an ethical relation to the land can 
exist without love, respect and admiration for land, and a high 
regard for its value. By value, I, of course, mean something far 
broader than mere economic value; I mean value in the 
philosophical sense. 

Perhaps the most serious obstacle impeding the evolution of a 
land ethic is the fact that our educational and economic system 
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is headed away from, rather than toward, an intense 
consciousness of land. Your true modem is separated from the 
land by many middlemen and by innumerable physical 
gadgets. He has no vital cormection to it, to him it is the space 
between cities on which crops grow.8 

This section outliriing the Outlook closes with his "key log" prescription 

that we "quit thinking about decent land use as solely an economic problem 

and respect the integrity, stability and beauty of the land community".^ Any 

decision mecharusm for envirormiental issues must also examine the issues 

in terms of what is "ethically and aesthetically right." And what is right is 

that which attends to the earth's process of diversification and 

complexification, the earth's creation of community. 

5.2 Callicott's System Holism 

An analysis of J.Baird Callicott's work could comprise an entire thesis. To 

attempt an assessment of his position in a few sections of one chapter seems 

foolhardy on the surface. He has spent much of his career translating and 

extending Leopold's Land Ethic, answering hard questions year after year. 

But, I propose to highlight a set of questions which hopefully will bring out 

the strengths and problems with the position and reveal once again the 

trend of the envirorunental ethics dialogue. That is my purpose. I examine 

8. Ibid p. 239 

9. Ibid p. 240 
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Callicott's position because, while Leopold's is quite rough and sketchy, 

Callicott has taken pains to flesh out the Land Ethic position and has 

conducted his assessment in the Western Analytic tradition. Hence, my 

inquiry will revolve around the following three questions with respect to 

Callicott's work: 

L To which beings or entities does moral consideration apply? 

2. What, for Callicott, is the ontological status of value? 

3. What problems are present in Callicott's position? 

My hope is that in addressing these questions we will have a sense of the 

important differences between previous foundations and this new 

nonindividualistic account of moral obligation. But more importantly, I 

hope to show that even the Systems Theoretic account given here is an 

example of a prevailing methodology in western moral reasoning. That is: 

base an ascription of value on a being or entity in virtue of some trait or sets 

of traits that the entity is shown to exhibit. In the case of a systems holist 

account, the ecosystem as a whole (or species that comprise that system) is 

ascribed traits, properties or features that are taken to be intrinsically 

valuable. 
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1. 

What Is Valuable? 

There are two possibilities, according to Callicott, for answering the question 

of what has intrinsic value. Callicott best addresses this issue in two papers: 

"The Conceptual Foundations of the Land Ethic" and "On the Intrinsic 

Value of Nonhuman Species lOWhen confronted with the question of 

moral consideration one may say that it is (1) ecosystems or communities 

that are valuable and worthy of moral concern or (2) that it is species which 

are ascribed moral standing. Both are problematic as we shall see. The 

"Conceptual Foundations" paper argues for systems value ; the second paper 

attempts to find a coherent account for the intrinsic value of "species". I 

believe an systems theoretic account generally makes use of the intrinsic 

value of whole ecosystems. 

Callicott's "Conceptual Foundations" paper begins by noting the proto-

sociobiological perspective embedded in Leopold's Land Ethic. Callicott 

aligns himself witli this perspective in acknowledging that the historical 

process of moral extensionism, the ongoing extension of moral standing, is 

in fact a process in ecological evolution. Callicott refers to E. O. Wilson's 

10 Both papers can be found in Callicott's book, In Defense of the Ljmd Ethic. Essays in 
Environmental Philosophy. State University of New York Press 1989 
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work concerning the biologization of ethics and discusses the sodobiological 

implications of Ethical Extentionism. He agrees with Leopold that we are 

approaching the next expansion (last stretch) in the sphere of moral 

consideration, and that this process is both predictable and required.^i The 

call now is for moral standing for the conununity as a whole and not merely 

to the individual members of the biological community. What is new and 

radical here is the ascription of intrinsic value directed to the relations that 

obtain within an integrated biotic community or ecosystem. Ecology as a 

sdence is holistic in oudook and Callicott holds that an expansion in 

human moral consciousness will effect a new, correlative moral sensitivity 

with value attributed to the system as a whole. ^2 

Callicott is making the following point. Once human cognition is informed 

by the facts of the relatively new science of ecology, it is to be hoped that 

there is a concomitant change in moral sensibility. I take it that he believes 

that the expansion of moral consideration follows a pattern. That is, an 

increase in awareness, such as the fact that, for example, women, blacks, 

sentient creatures etc. are rational, have interests, feelings etc., has. 

n. This is Leopold's "ecological possibility and evolutionary necessity "of which I 
made note earlier. I can see how such a stance is required; I carmot see that is is predictable at 
all. 

^2. See Goodpastor for objections to this particular development in moral extensionism. 
"On Being Morally Considerable" in journal of Philosophy 22 
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historically, led to a change in their moral standing followed by an 

ascription of their inherent worth,; they are beings worthy of respect, 

consideration, etc.. In the "Conceptual Foundations" paper, he argues that 

ecology will inform human reason and sensibility, showing the 

interconnected nature of the biota, and we will, hence, extend standing to 

the Land and its processes as a whole. As it stands, many moral agents have 

already extended consideration to individual beings or species, asserting 

their intrinsic right to pursue their lives and ends. 

This analysis is open to the following criticism given by the philosopher, 

Kenneth Goodpastor. The objection has it that neither ecosystems nor 

species are the sorts of entities toward which moral consideration logically 

applies if one takes seriously the traditional model of moral applicability. 

The point is that neither whole species or whole ecosystems can be said to be 

rational, sentient, living etc., that they lack any value-conferring property. 

Theorists generally have some story to tell about both the process and point 

of moral reasoning. Goodpastor, for example, starts with egoism and 

believes that moral reasoning is driven by the demands of logical coherence. 

The single ego views itself as valuable in virtue of a relevant property, say 

rationality, and then extends that same ascription of value to kinds with 

that same property. Not to do so would be inconsistent. Hence, the 

attribution is a fvmction of logical coherence. Callicott, on the other hand. 
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believes that a Humean account along the lines of moral sensibility or 

feeling might more accurately reflect the on-going process of our moral 

evolution. Callicott starts rather with a natural altruism for human nature, 

one that is ready and disposed to have community feeling not only for 

conspecifics, but also the community of life as a whole. Humans are 

disposed to love and respect members of their community, and ecology 

shows us that forests and waters, as well as other species are constitutive of 

that community. 

For example, in his paper " The Intrinsic Value of Nonhuman Species", 

Callicott uses similar reasoning to show that expansions in human 

awareness have effected extensions in moral sensibility. Just as Homo 

sapiens have moved from a clan or tribal loyalty to embrace the larger 

"family of man", just so, the argument goes, an increasing awareness will 

affect our moral attitude toward nonhuman species. In this paper he argues 

for a Bioempathic model as the ground of our respect for nonhuman 

species. In virtue of realizing the inherent worthi3 of other kinds, we will 

seek to extend to them moral consideration. Our /ee/zngs, not so much our 

reason, will effect this transition, so that we extend our vision of what 

constitutes community, and that within that community, other species are 

valuable in and for themselves.. Our sphere of concern grows as we see how 

13. I vvill soon be defining what Callicott means by inherentv/orth. 
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similar other creatures and kinds are to us. 

Thus, with respect to the question at hand, Callicott attempts to answer the 

question of what is valuable in two ways: whole species or whole 

ecosystems. Systems Holism holds that whole biotic communities are 

intrinsically valuable, and I believe that perhaps Callicott is making the 

point that this is so because species members and their processes are 

valuable. 

I would like to emphasize at this time that this Humean, bioempathic 

model of moral consideration has important repercussions for the 

ontological status of value. In the next section I intend to inquire into these 

relations. But, before I do, I would make two points before closing this 

section. 

First, the extensionist leap required by a nonindividualistic stance such as 

systems holism does not in fact follow the trend of evolving moral 

development and reasoning. This is exactly Goodpastor's point. His position 

is that moral reasoning is effected by the demands of logical coherence. He 

holds that an individual reasons in the following way: "In virtue of being a 

rational being, (substitute sentient, living etc.) I am intrinsically valuable, 

and am, hence, worthy of moral consideration. Therefore, if you exhibit 
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such a property or trait, you likewise are worthy of respect and moral 

consideration." The model here, as I have said, is egoism. i4We start with 

the presupposition of our own moral worth and then, to be consistent, must 

extend such consideration to any other individual or entity exhibiting the 

relevant property. But, Goodpastor's criticism has it that no class of entities, 

either species or ecosystems, in fact, exhibit any of the value-conferring 

properties which have historically been morally relevant. Hence, the 

procedure here is methodologically flawed and does not in fact reflect the 

traditional process of human moral extensionism. Callicott's response is 

that perhaps the egoism model is flawed or insufficient, and that moral 

reasoning begins with affection and moral sense; that we are 

constitutionally disposed to exhibit community feelings; that logic plays a 

lesser role. 

The second point to which I would draw attention is that the 

nonindividualistic strain of the systems theoretic account (in attributing 

value to the biotic community) abstracts away from individual entities or 

species and markedly focuses on the relations between system members. 

Callicott agrees with the Elton Land Pyramid Model which informed 

Leopold's position and in several places Callicott emphasizes this notion 

^4.1 am sure that I never reason in this way. 

15. "Conceptual Foundations" (CF) p. 90 



140 

saying, for instance, that "relations are ontologically prior to relata",^^ that 

"energy is more fundamental than matter".^7 He goes as far as to proclaim 

that "individual plants and animals become less autonomous beings than 

ephemeral structures in a patterned flux of energy".i8 Thus, this foundation 

for an environmental ethic posits that the summum bonimi is the 

maintenance of "the complex structure of land and its smooth functioning 

as an energy unit."^9 This conception of the locus of value on relations as 

opposed to relata will be important in my criticisms of Callicott's system 

theoretic account, and I call it to the reader's attention here with that in 

mind. 

With respect to the question of what is valuable, it should also be noted that 

Leopold rejected moral standing for species in favor of the enlarged notion 

of intrinsic value for entire biotic communities. Callicott takes pains in his 

paper, "On the Intrinsic Value of Nonhuman Species" to elaborate a Value 

Theory for species notwithstanding Goodpastor's criticisms and Leopold's 

rejection of such a view. Leopold had good reasons for rejecting this account 

and in the end Callicott's arguments seem weak. Thus, for reasons of space 

16. "Intrinsic Value and Quantiun Theory." In Defense of the Land Ethic p.l72 

17. CF. p. 90 

18. Ibid 90 

19. Ibid p.90 
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and efficiency, I will confine my discussion and analysis to intrinsic value 

for the Land community as a whole; this, I believe, is the most accurate 

reflection of a true systems theoretic account. Thus, one might ask if it 

makes sense to attribute value to a "system of relations". How might one 

effect such an apparently radical leap? 

Thus, in ariswer to the question of to whom, or to what, the theory applies, 

the Leopoldian Land Ethic and Callicott's System Holism has it that intrinsic 

value is ascribed to biotic communities, to the internal and integral relations 

of whole functioning ecosystems. I have only begun to inquire into 

Callicott's defense that communities or ecosystems might be appropriate 

objects of moral consideration. This possibility will be fleshed out in greater 

detain in the next section where I review Callicott's greatest contribution to 

the Environmental Ethics dialogue. In the section to follow, we return once 

more to the keystone question, the ontological status of value. Let us move 

on then to the second question of my analysis. 

2. 

The Ontological Status of Callicott's Intrinsic Value. 

In Chapter 2,1 introduced the terminological subtleties that would be the 

substance of this dissertation's work. I warned the reader that both the term 

and the concept of intrinsic value had little universal meaning or usage in 
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Environmental Ethics, and I also promised that the central chapters would 

begin the project of assessing differences. We found that Norton had little 

use for a coherent notion of intrinsic value for nonhuman kinds, but did 

make use of it in his evaluation of human consciousness. Taylor introduced 

us to inherent worth but left us wondering where he stood with respect to 

its ontological status. Callicott believes fervently that natural ecosystems are 

valuable. More importantly, I think we could say that he believes we are 

almost hardwired to value the envirorunent. His sociobiological perspective 

informs a Projective Theory of Value and this narrative account of value 

has direct repercussions for its metaphysical or ontological status. The 

central quest of the last thirty years of environmental ethical theorizing is 

for a coherent notion of intrinsic value for Nature. Callicott took seriously 

this search and knuckled under to the job at hand. 

Regan and Intrinsic Value 

Let us go back in time to 1981. Tom Regan has just expressed the anxiety 

which will occupy many nonanthropocentric theorists. In his paper, "The 

Nature and Possibility of an Environmental Ethic", Regan offers his theory 

of what is or ought to be morally considerable. Regan is sure of several 

points. These include that: 
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(1) An environmental ethic must hold that there are nonhuman 
beings which have moral standing. 

(2) An envirorunental ethic must hold that the class of those 
beings which have moral standing includes, but is larger than, 
the class of conscious beings—that is, all conscious beings and 
some nonconscious beings must be held to have moral 
standing. 

(3) Any ethic which is truly an environmental ethic and not 
merely an instrumentalistic ethic for the use of the 
environment will recognize the truth of (2). 

(4) Things and beings have moral standing in virtue of being 
inherently valuable. 

5) Inherent value is an objective property of an object or being, 
independent of any conscious perception or instrumental uses 
to any valuer.20 

Regan gives a very clear presentation concerning the requisite nature of an 

environmental ethic as well as its structure and uses. But, when he turns to 

the job of its logical possibility, Regan bumps into an uncomfortable 

position. With respect to the question of the ground of the inherent 

goodness (value) of a being or object, Regan can offer no story of why any 

thing is inherently valuable; he can offer no explanation for the ascription 

of value, no logical justification; nor can he tell us how we are to recognize 

entities with inherent value. The question at hand is just this: What natural 

or nonnatural property will warrant the ascription of inherent worth, and 

why is this particular property the necessary and sufficient condition of 

20. Tom Regan "The Nature and Possibility of an Environmental Ethic",in 
Environmental Ethics 1981 
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moral standing? "How to settle these matters?", Regan writes. "I wish I 

knew." 

I am not even certain that they can be settled in a rationally coherent 
way, and hence, the tentativeness of my closing remarks. But more 
fundamentally, there is the earlier question about the very possibility 
of what can properly be called an envirorunental ethic. If I am right, 
the development of what can properly be called an environmental 
ethic requires that we postulate {inherent value} in nature. I have 
tried to say something about this variety of goodness as well as 
something about its role in an ethic of the environment. If my 
remarks have been intelligible and my arguments persuasive, then 
though this project is far from complete, we at least know the 
direction in which we must move to make headway in 
Environmental Ethics, and that is no small advantage. 21 

Regan's Challenge 

Let us be clear on the challenge given here and on the direction prescribed. 

Regan is on the hunt for an old friend from Chapter 2 of this dissertation. 

Regan searches for iyiherent value, a value that inheres in the object 

irrespective of any phenomena outside that object. This inherent goodness 

or value he defines in the following way: 

(1) The presence of inherent value in a natural object is 
independent of any awareness, interest or appreciation of it by 
any conscious being. 

Let us call this the mind-mdependence thesis. 

21. Ibid p. 34 
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Furthermore, he posits the nature of such "goodness" or "value" by way of 

saying that: 

(2) The presence of inherent value in a natTiral object is a 
consequence of its possessing those other properties which it 
happens to possess. 

Call this the supervenience thesis. Finally, 

(3) Inherent value of a natural object is an objective property of 
that object. 

Call this the Objectivism Thesis. Here Regan sets the agenda for a generation 

of theorists concerned with our moral obligations (if we have any) to the 

natural world and its members. The direction: find an objective 

metaphysical property of an entity or object which justifies our judgements 

of inherent value. 

Regan is looking for a metaphysical griffin, our old ghost intrinsic value. 

This value will be said to supervene on the object's natural physical, 

biological properties and be there when minds are not. 

Regan is anxious. Even pessimistic. 

J. Baird Callicott takes up the challenge. 
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Truncated Value. 

G.E. Moore believed that objects could have nonnatural properties, one of 

which might be its goodness or rightness. The way we recognized such 

noimatural, nonperceptual properties is with some moral or aesthetic sixth 

sense or moral intuition. Either you saw the property or you were, I'm 

afraid, "morally blind". 

But asserting or stipulating the existence of such good-making and value 

conferring properties is, of course, just one way of begging the question and 

assumes just what is at issue here. The anthropocentrist or skeptic of 

intrinsic or inherent value may well deny the assertion; they may well also 

await the argument or justification for such as assertion. 

Regan waits. 

Callicott takes very seriously this challenge. He also takes seriously Scientific 

Value Neutralism. We have already briefly touched upon Callicott's story of 

the evolutionary bio/social ground of our moral behavior and how, for 

Callicott, the ascription of value is a projection stemming from a bio-

empathic human response to its community of being. Hence, his theory of 

our moral behavior may be said to be ontologically Subjectivist in form. But, 

actually while Callicott rejects the notion that value is an objective property 
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of a being or object, (Ontological Objectivism, Naturalism, Non-naturalism), 

he does hold that human subjective projections of value are constrained 

and somewhat universalized by the objective properties that act to interface 

with and inform a valuing consciousness. Once constrained and informed 

by certain facts pertaining to the objects or world, an agent ascribes value to 

the world. By being neither an objectivist account nor an explicitly 

subjectivist account, I take it that Callicott hopes to sidetiack an 

uncomfortable Relativism. By holding that appropriate responses to the 

environment are somewhat universalized, Callicott's theory of value is 

neither subjectivist nor objectivist22 

Scientific Naturalism and Value Neutralism 

Callicott's Scientific Natiiralism and his projectivist bioempathic account 

prepare him to assent to the view that no object or organism has its value 

(worth, goodness) independent of some valuing mind. There is, thus, for 

Callicott, no metaphysical or ontological notion of value that is (or can be) 

independent of consciousness. Minds, you will recall, project value. This 

process of valuing nature, as Leopold noted is that wonderful "evolutionary 

22. See "Intrinsic Value and Quantum Theory,"in In Defense of the Land Ethic. 
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possibility and ecological necessity" for which we have been waiting. 23 

Humanity, in virtue of noticing that they are fundamentally embedded in 

an ecological biotic community, altruistically comes to "love", "care for", 

"value" nonhuman and even nonconscious beings. From their moral 

hearts and minds, they project this value and thus, moral behavior in 

general and environmental moral behavior arises in our kind. The bio-

empathic model of our moral experience has it that logic plays a role, but 

that Humean, human feeling is the ground of any attribution of value. 

Projectivism and Supervenience 

The value or goodness of an object or being for Callicott is a projection from 

human moral cognition. It is a mental event. But, this event is a product of 

certain natural sensory (perceptual) properties of a physical, biotic object or 

system. The value which human cognition projects is a fimction or product 

of certain natural (good-making?) traits and properties of the object. The 

value of X, then, is not some nonnatural supervenient property existing 

mind-independently, but is rather a product of the object's natural 

properties intersecting with the mind's (Valuer's) perception and 

consciousness. Hence, value is neither purely objective, nor merely 

23. The fact is that we as a spedes have NOT reacted to the community of living kinds 
and processes in the way that this theory predicts. That is why we are witnessing the sad 
and awful degree of enviommental deterioration that has become the daily fare of news 
reports. 
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subjective. This, Callicott calls truncated value. Question: Why is it 

truncated? 

I believe that Callicott's projectivist value is a tertiary property of a hierarchy 

of ontological realms. At the first level (or bottom) lie Lockean Primary 

Qualities. These are taken to be the exemplar physical, perhaps material, 

properties which are subject to quantitative analysis. Next, sit the secondary 

properties such as the explidtiy perceptual or sensual properties such as 

sweetness or color, the qualitative properties. Finally, hover the tertiary 

properties such as beauty or goodness, the evaluative properties of the 

object. 

Some metaphysicians have held that a tertiary property such as the 

goodness of X is a supervenient property, but for Callicott, this can only 

mean a mind-dependent supervenient property. Hence, his value is a form 

of an ontologically subjectivist value, though constrained, I take it, by 

certain facts, or by the particular context of the cognitive event. Most take it 

that while the first level of primary properties or qualities are mind-

independent, the second and certainly the third level are in need of some 

existential justification. Most hold that the primary properties are the truly 

tangible, real properties and, thus, are the properties which are essential to 

the object's status and existence. But, what of a tertiary, evaluative property? 
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Is it, somehow, comparatively, less tangible, less real? 

Enter Callicott's' heroic and novel approach to an explanatory account of the 

existence of both secondary and, importantly here, tertiary properties, 

evaluative properties. Enter Callicott trick: reduce the objective status of 

Lockean Primary properties. Flunk primary properties to Mind DEpendence 

status. Callicott steps up to remind us that quantum mechanical theory 

suggests or entails that primary qualities are (just as) similarly mind-

dependent. 

With a Berkeleyan wave of his hand, Callicott turns to Regan: 

"Not to worry, Tom 

One need not be bothered that value is not metaphysically, 07itologically 

intrinsic to the object, that it be only inherently24 (projectively) existing in 

the thing. One need not worry about that. This, because everything, even 

primary qualities, are merely inherent to the object. Hence, it is not a 

problem that value is merely inherent to the object. That status applies to 

ALL properties of the object. For example, Callicott says, as Berkeley might 

have, that a thing's "hardness" is inherent to the object in the same way. It 

is a mind dependent and mind relative property. And since, now, even the 

24. Recall that Callicott's projectivist value is called inherent value. 
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hardness, or, say, position is relative to some observer, it does not now 

follow that, thereby, (nor does it mean that that the hardness, now, is merely 

in the mind. This, because it takes two to tango here, world and mind. It 

takes two. 

Question: How does it follow that~in virtue of being only inherent to the 

object, the value attributed is, thereby, a value which is truncated? Short, cut 

short. What is truncated value? Is it short value. Short of what? 

5.3. Problems and Mysteries in Callicott's Account 

I see three classes of problems for Callicott's framework. The first area 

pertains to the mysterious nature of inherent value. The second class of 

problems concern two reductions that cost Callicott's view quite a lot. The 

third class is, actually, a challenge Callicott's view faces, and one which 

apparently remains unmet. 

But, before launching attacks, let us, just for a moment, review the work 

Callicott intends for his Ecocentric Foundation. I take it that through both 

the normative and metaphysical lens of Ecocentrism, it is hoped that a 

revision in human cognitive awareness and moral consciousness will take 

place. Human Beings will come to value and respect biotic wholes. The 
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framework posits the existence of the inherent value of biotic wholes in 

virtue of that whole having certain properties and that this type of value is 

anthropogenic, yet nonanthropocentric 25; that this value is directed to biotic 

wholes, to ecosystems. 26 

Thus, the ascription of iiiherent value is an anthropogenic event. Valuing 

kinds or wholes is a function of a projection from human conscious 

awareness onto those kinds. But, to me, it is a mystery how we are going to 

derive a coherent notion of value from Callicott's ghostly tier of realms. 

Value is said to supervene on objects through (via?) the projective processes 

of minds which grasp and value those objects. That ascribed value is 

thought to be a function of the object's objective, physical properties because 

the projective event is constrained by the object's physical properties. This 

value is said to be truncated. The theory has it that the world is composed of 

an array of ghostly quantiam tiers. More importantly, human beings come to 

project (bioempathicly) mind-dependent, anthropogenic truncated value. 

There are places where Callicott says inherent truncated value is neither 

objective nor subjective; other places where he says it is a subjectivist 

account. The question at hand is what is it? Its nature and its status are, as 

25. Mind dependent, but not homocentric. 

26. Nonindividualistic, thus, systems theoretic. 
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yet, in question. For all the informing from Scientific Naturalism, Ecology, 

Evolutionary Biology, etc. and, of late. Quantum mechanics, we have, only, 

an account which is neither Objectivist, nor Subjectivist. But, we do know 

one thing. Callicott calls this event or thing "truncated" value. Read: short. 

Short on Objectivity. 

Thus, (and what is worse) this ghostly tier apparently rides with its comrade 

ghoul, relativism. 

Problems: Two Reductions 

Metaphvsical Reductionism 

Callicott's Systems Holism has it that the summum bonum is the on-going, 

well-functioning of the biological system as a whole. His nonindividualism 

embodies this hoped-for ideal. The Eltonian Systems Theoretic model 

which Callicott embraces has several built-in hierarchies and reductions 

which I think will nip at the heels of his theory down the road. Consider the 

following reductions and priorities attending Callicott's systems account: 
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Relations are ontologically prior to relata" 27 

Energy is more fundamental than matter".28 

Individual animals less autonomous beings than ephemeral 
structures in a patterned flux of energy".29 

Individual physical beings are reduced to energetic flux in a system where 

the relations are ontologically prior (read: more important) than relata. 

Individual members of the biotic community are absorbed into the circuit of 

energy. Individuals (relata) are thereby reduced to a flow, a flux. A flux of 

flux. 

Process precedes Substance 

Biological parts reduced to systems of relations. 

The well-being of the whole supersedes that of its parts. 

Notice all the places in Callicott's accoimt where the theory is 

metaphysically reductive. Couple these reductions with certain hierarchies 

and priorities and the nonindividualism thesis. What pattern or model 

emerges and, more importantly, what follows? 

I am reduced to an ephemeral structure. I am a node in a system of relations 

27. "Intrinsic Value and Quantum Theory", p.l72 

28. "Conceptual Foundations", p. 90 

29. Ibid 90 



155 

that are much more important than I ,  a mere relata. My life can be no more 

valuable than the mosquito I swat. Inconsequential relata must defer to the 

ontologically prior (what can this mean?) relations, and it is the well being 

of the whole which is of account and valuable, not /, a part. What follows? 

Value egalitarianism. The democracy of moral worth. All parts equally, 

though inherently, (tnmcatedly) valuable. What follows? 

Value egalitarianism with a vengeance. An ecofacism is offered to 

preserve the summum bonum. Totalitarianism is, I fear, a necessary 

entailment. For, what if a computer generated analysis of our ecological 

condition showed a distinct blip (and an unhealthy one) in the circuitous 

flux of our biotic system, and when a mapping of the relevant terrain was 

obtained, it came to light that human-kind was exceeding the carrying 

capacities of the system as a whole, compromising its integrity, its stability, 

its very existence.30 Data plus moral theory entail that the blip be addressed. 

What if (as is actually the case) our nimibers exceed the carrying capacity of 

the whole? Ecocentrism may entail the wholesale reduction of certain 

human parts to avert a dangerous impoverishment to the well-being of the 

whole. Hence, ecofacism. Totalitarian eco-democracy. 

30. And is not this the very situation we experience now? 
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Value egalitarian Ecocentrism. Callicott's view should give no more weight 

to human well-being than viral well-being. What of the AIDs virus? The 

criticism here is that in reducing individuals to energy, no one individual 

or kind can coherently be held to be more important or valuable than any 

other. This reduction seems to lead to ecofacism, an apparent problem. It 

presents us with a theoretical framework which will (possibly) entail large 

scale reduction and devaluation of human kind. It leaves us with an ethic 

whose implementation possibilities are, at best, dismal; an ethic which I 

believe to be psychologically implausible. But wait. 

Callicott rides in to announce, to our relief, that this draconian result is only 

apparent. Totalitarian repercussions don't necessarily dog the heels of his 

theory because—thankfully—human social norms are not superseded by 

environmental norms! Enter Twin B, the second of our twin reductions. 

Theoretic Reduction 

Callicott's stance is distinctly inconsistent. His metaphysical reductionism, 

coupled with nonindividualism, would require value egalitarianism. But, 

Callicott allows value-perks for human conscious states and gives primacy 



157 

to human-to-human moral norms.31 When cornered with the 

repercussions of his position, the entailments, he tap dances a position 

which defends a blatant anthropocentrism, not even an argued-for 

anthropocentrism. His theory reduces, in the end, to Anthropocentrism. To 

avoid inconsistency, the theory becomes incoherent. Why? Because under 

the guise of an egalitarian ecocentrism, human values, interests and ends 

are weighted: this to avoid measures which might be distasteful to our kind, 

inconvenient at best. It is incoherent to me how this sleight of hand is 

possible given all the axioms that underlie his theory. But the magical shift 

is required to avoid an ecofadsm that would undermine human well-being 

and comfort. If the theory is consistent, then it becomes an ethic whose 

implementation is psychologically implausible. What world decision body 

could implement the consequences of a consistent Systems Theory 

Ecocentrism. Thus the Homo-centric tap dance. 

31. Note that Norton is allowed such a move, but it totally goes against the grain of 
Callicott's ecocentric foundation. This is the inconsistency. 
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My accusation of incoherence reflects that we are left with a theory which 

parades as Ecocentrism, but where human interest trumps environmental 

interest. Furthermore, this incoherent state of affairs captures the theory's 

inability to meet a crucial challenge which, I hold, any envirorunental ethic 

must meet; Frey's Challenge. 

5.4 Frey's Challenge 

The Great Reducer 

Toward the end of the nineteen seventies, the animal liberationist 

movement ran head long into a dash with moral theorists concerned with 

environmental moral obligation. The natiu^e of this clash is well 

documented in the journal Environmental Ethics. 32.The expansion of 

moral considerability effected a clash between individualists, specifically 

Biocentrists and nonindividualists. Non-human kinds of every stripe were 

afforded or ascribed considerability or moral standing by generous 

Biocentrists. But, what shall be preserved? Shall it be individuals or 

Bioregions; people or Plains? 

32 See for instance Callicotf s paper, "Animal Liberation: A Triangiilar Affair." in In 
Defense of the Land Ethic. 
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Contemporary philosophers such as R. G. Frey and others concerned 

themselves with the relation between rights (legal and moral) and intrinsic 

or inherent worth. Frameworks evolved. Theories were assessed. Frey's 

challenge is directed to those theorists who have argued for the intrinsic 

value or worth of non-human kinds be they individual organisms or whole 

systems. 33 The challenge is as follows: 

Frey's Challenge: Construct cases and conditions wherein nonhuman 
interests and well-being would supersede or trump 
human interest/well-being. If such cases caimot be 
corisistently constructed, then the theory is 
anthropocentric. 

Both Biocentrism and Ecocentrism buckle under Frey's challenge. For 

Callicott, once the totalitarian implications of his theory are paraded in 

daylight, he turns with a desultory wave of his hand. 

Ah, but...human social or moral norms are not superseded by 
envirorimental norms. 

Human norms trump environmental norms. Why should that be? How 

can that be? How much worse could one beg the question? Callicott's theory 

reduces to anthropocentrism. There is comparable sleight of hand in Taylor. 

When push comes to shove, neither meet the challenge. 

We have seen that Callicott's Ecocentric foundation for an environmental 

ethic differs from Taylor's Biocentrism in that is non-individualist. 

33 R.G. Frey. See Chapter 4, footnote 25. 
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Callicott's stance on moral considerability is as revolutionary an account as 

Norton's (and as Leopold's) in holding that moral consideration can be 

ascribed beyond the bounds of human or nonhuman individuals. While 

Norton holds the phenomenon of human consciousness to be intrinsically 

valuable, Callicott holds that it is whole ecosystems, their relations that are 

valuable. 

But, more importantly, Callicott has grappled with that central issue of 

Environmental Value Theory, the quest for a coherent notion of intrinsic 

value. In this, he has tried to address an important challenge offered by Tom 

Regan in 1981 and has carved a foundation for an environmental ethic with 

an important theoretical role for the notion of intrinsic value. He has 

looked hard at the ontological status of value and offered a framework 

which hopes to mend past incoherendes. But his theory suffers from a 

certain shiftiness and fails in the end to meet a second crucial challenge. 

Prey's. It is in these ways that I believe his foundation is flawed. 

In Chapter 6,1 have some things to say of my own. I will continue my 

analysis of the ontological status of value. Specifically, I will continue to 

reflect on the relation between the Biotic order and our care for it, and the 

possible ground of our doing so. 
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Chapter 6 

The Nature of Intrinsic Value 

6.0 Intention 

Thus far, my analysis has been concerned to highlight the theoretical role 

played by the notion or concept of intrinsic value ^ as various philosophers 

have invoked this notion. I have noted in Chapter Three of this dissertation 

that Brian Norton's theoretical framev^^ork was conspicuous in its refusal to 

make use of the concept of intrinsic value.2 Taylor and Callicott (Chapters 4 

and 5) offered individualistic and nonindividualistic theories, respectively, 

concerning the scope and nature of moral obligation, both constructing an 

environmental ethic with an important role for the concept or notion of 

intrinsic value. 

In this final, concluding chapter, I have two ends. First, I wish to continue 

the analysis of intrinsic value, specifically focusing on its nature, its 

ontology; this, with an eye to exanuning previous theories or previous 

1. The first five chapters of this dissertation have been concerned to delineate the 
theoretical role played by the concept of intrinsic value as understood by contemporary 
environmental value theorists. 

2. Nevertheless, intrinsically valuable states of consciousness provide the ground of 
environmental moral obligation in Norton's theoretical foundation for an Environmental 
Ethic. 
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theoretical foundations for an Environmental Ethic.3 My second aim is to 

introduce a revised theoretical form or framework for an environmental 

ethic.4 With both of these ends in mind, I ask that we return in time to an 

earlier dialogue concerning the nature of value and I introduce it here to 

lend clarity to my analysis. 

6.1 Early Challenges 

The early twentieth century moral theorist Henry Sidgwick believed firmly 

that some things are good or valuable. And, concerning those things that 

might be called good or valuable, Sidgwick (Methods of Ethics, 19xx) offered 

a formal analysis which included the following claims: 

That: 

(1) ethics is distinguished from other sciences by its object, namely, 
the good. 

(2) those states of affairs which can be said to be good are mostly 
states of consciousness; and 

(3) the property of goodness by which good states of affairs are 
distinguished from either indifferent or bad ones is not reducible to 
any other property and is, hence, indefinable. {Meihods of Ethics, 
Book I Chap, iii.) 

3. Specifically, those assessed in Chapters 3, 4, and 5. 

4. A revised theoretical foundation for an environmental ethic. 
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Sidgwick's student, G.E. Moore, agreed with most of this analysis. But, more 

advisedly, Moore warned that any attempt to reduce goodness to any natural 

(or supernatural) property, or to identify goodness with any observable 

property or state, would be an attempt to reduce further that which is 

already at a base and simple form. Such an attempt would be to define an 

indefinable.5 But for Moore, Good could not be defined. Good things might 

be catalogued, debated, but goodness for Moore, was a unique, simple 

property that could be said to apply to a thing under certain, very special 

conditions. 6 

Further following Sidgwick, Moore considered that value properties should 

be said to supervene on an object or state's physical, natural, observable 

features or properties. Hence, Moore held it to be the case that this 

supervenient property is a direct function of the other natural (or 

supernatural) properties. But, importantly, it would be a mistake to think 

that any value property (such as goodness) might ^ identical with any one 

of its natural properties, nor, even, with it's collection. Good is good and not 

something else. 

5. Any attempt at reduction was an instance of what he called the Naturalistic 
Fallacy, according to Moore. 

6. I believe that the conditions of application changed from a position reflected in 
Principia Ethica to that reflected in his later paper"lntrinsic Value"in Ethics. 
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Value predicates pick out a unique class of properties. To say that something 

is good, or beautiful, is to pick out a property, a nonnatural property. For 

Moore, that property is an objective feature of the thing in question.7 That 

value is in the object, an iiUierent feature. 

Moore parted company with Sidgwick when it came to the question of just 

which kinds of things might be intrinsically valuable. Sidgwick had held 

(second claim above) that the states and objects said to be intrinsically 

valuable are mostly states of consciousness. Reflecting on the nature of 

intrinsically valuable things, Sidgwick would write, 

'I think that if we consider carefully such permanent results as 
are commonly judged to be good, other than qualities of 
human beings, we can find nothing that, on reflection, appears 
to possess this quality of goodness out of relation to human 
existence, or at least to some consciousness or feeling. {Methods 
of Ethics, I. IX. 4.) 

Here, apparently, Sidgwick summarizes his position on the ontology of 

value predicates. Things deemed to be good are those which are in some 

relation to or conjoined with, indeed, are a fimction of, human conscious 

awareness. In Methods of Ethics, Sidgwick points to the fact that we 

commonly ^ judge objects, scenes, etc. "to be good as possessing beauty, 

and others bad from ugliness." He thought it clearly apparent that we 

7 . 1  b e l i e v e  t h a t  M o o r e  i n t e r i d s  a  n o r m a t u r a l  p r o p e r t y  t o  b e  a  r i o r m a t i v e  p r o p e r t y .  
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commonly make aesthetic judgements or claims concerning the value 

status of objects and states. "Still"..., he writes, sending out a challenge, 

"Still no one would consider it rational to aim at the 
production of beauty in external nature, apart from any 
possible contemplation of it by human beings. (ME I. ix. 4) 

Beauty, a value that we attribute to an object or state of affairs, has no being 

"apart from any possible contemplation of it by human beings"; and, as such 

no one "would consider it rational..." to promote such a state outside a 

possible contemplation of it. 

Moore turns his task to this challenge and responds: 

Well, I may say at once, that I for one, do consider this rational; and 
let me see if I cannot get any one to agree with me. (PE. p. 83.) 

So begins the task of Moore's treatise, Principia Ethica. In section 50 of the 

Principia, Moore spins a tale, a thought experiment, to argue his case that he 

would think it rational "to aim at the production of beauty" even in the 

absence of contemplators of that beauty. Moore puts an imaginary case 

before us, hoping to strike at the heart of our intxiitions concerning the 

nature of beauty. 
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The Beautiful World 

Let us imagine one world exceedingly beautiful. Imagine it as 
beautiful as you can, put into it whatever on this earth you 
most admire—mountains, rivers, the sea; trees, and sunsets, 
stars and moon. Imagine these all combined in the most 
exquisite proportions, so that no one thing jars against another, 
but each contributes to increase the beauty of the whole. And 
then imagine the ugliest world you can possibly conceive, 
containing everything that is most disgusting to us, for 
whatever reason, and the whole, as far as may be, without one 
redeeming featiare. Such a pair of worlds we are entitled to 
compare; they fall within Professor Sidgwick's meaning, and 
the comparison is highly relevant to it. (P.E. Chapter in. Section 
50. p. 84.) 

Before spelling out the positions within this challenge, I want submit that 

there is a relevant symmetry between Moore's early thought experiment 

and the current and useful thought experiment of Environmental Moral 

Theory, (the infamous Button Pushing experiment of Chapter 2), known as 

The Last Person thought experiment.8 In that thought experiment we are 

examining the nature and ontology of value: Is the world (and its 

inhabitants) more than merely instrumental to our uses of it? Is anything 

intrinsically valuable abstracted from uses? 

In Moore's thought experiment we are entitied (allowed) to imagine a world 

as wondrous as we will: an Ideal world. We may compare this beautiful 

world with an evil or an ugly one. We may imagine the richest plethora of 

8. See Last Person Bibliography in Works Cited. 
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beautiful and good things and imagine there is every living and inanimate 

wondrous thing. We may imagine this, now, contrasted to its mirror deficit, 

its evilest complement. We are restricted in our imaginings in only one 

way. 

"The only thing we are not entitled to imagine is that any human 
being ever has or ever, by any possibility, can ever see and enjoy the 
beauty of the one or hate the foulness of the other." (P.E. p. 84) 

In the Last Person thought experiment, we are allowed to compare a world 

existing with one annihilated. An intricate and complex set of relations, a 

rich and diverse web of forms and functions, and one existing not only in 

the domain of human imagination, but also in fact. There, we compare a 

world which continues to be, exotic and mysterious in its richness of form, 

one which continues to be posf-human awareness. We compare this world 

with another world: one that goes up in the smoke of a button pushed along 

with its button pusher.9 

Sidgwick and Moore 

Moore is contesting Sidgwick's view that beauty is a function of a valuing 

consciousness that projects that value, that a beautiful world without 

See Chapter Two of this dissertation for fuller details concerning Last Person 
argunrients. 
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viewers would be no better or preferable to an ugly or evil one. Hence, he 

writes: 

Well, even so, supposing them quite apart from any possible 
contemplation by human beings; still, is it irrational to hold that it is 
better that the beautiful world should exist, than the one which is 
ugly? Would it not be well, in any case to do what we could to 
produce it rather than the other? Certainly I cannot help thinking 
that it would; and I hope that some would agree with me in this 
extreme instance. The instance is extreme." (P.E. p. 84.) 

Moore thought it highly improbable that we should ever have such a choice 

before us. As unlikely as having a button in my hand which, knowing I am 

the Last Person, I use to annihilate or preserve all of nonhuman life and its 

ground. Highly improbable. "Not to say impossible", Moore would write. 

(P.E. p.84) 

6.1. Early Challenges 

1. Moore and the Internality of Value 

What did Moore mean by intrinsic value? His analysis of this concept is the 

topic of the largest body of Moore's thought. Concerning its nature, Moore 

would say that goodness or beauty must, surely, be a nonnatural property if 

one is to avoid falling into the trap of (either): (1) identifying any value 

predicate with, or (2) reducing it to, an observable natural property. If 

something has goodness or value, what we are attributing to it is an 
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extremely exotic and unusual property; a property unlike any other with 

which we are familiar. Such a unique property must be an objective feature 

of the object or state in the sense that it is never a function of, or reducible to 

a naturalistic property such as a human felt desire or preference. This is the 

sense in which that property is not subjective.^o Importantly, the property 

must not merely be objective as opposed to subjectively, it must be internal 

or inherent to the thing in question. This so that it might not be said that its 

value, goodness or beauty is a function or outcome of some mental 

projection. The intemality of value was what was more at stake here; not so 

much its objectivity.!2 

Moore the Ontological Obiectivist. 

A value predicate picks out a unique supervenient property. This property, 

say goodness, is a function solely of the intrinsic features of the object. The 

goodness of X is dependent solely upon these intrinsic properties.(CrV p.252) 

Therefore, the ontological status of value predicates is strongly objectivist. A 

relational property is an instance of a nonsubjective property, but this is not 

10. Hence, not projective. Not Humean at all. 

11. For instance, one could have an objective relational property that was clearly not 
subjective, such as A "being more fit" than B. But it is certainly not an internal objective 
property of A. 

12. See 'The Conception of Intrinsic Value.", Philosophical Studies, pgs. 251-260. 
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at all what Moore interids. A value predicate picks out an property which is 

objective in Moore's important sense. Internal. 

Moore makes use of a Method of Isolation, a systematic procedure for 

picking out kinds which might be said to be intrinsically valuable. Moore 

distinguishes between being a means to a good end (and thus an instrument 

to a good end) and a thing being an end in itself. Moore contends that 

something might be said to be intrinsically valuable if it could be said to be 

worthy to exist quite apart from any further consequences; thus, apart from 

any instrumental or useful consequences or ends. For Moore, such a thing 

would be worthy to exist "even if it were to exist quite alone".(P.E. pg. xx.) 

Even beyond the reach of human conscious awareness, it is still worthy to 

exist. (PE. pg.xx.) The symmetries with the envirormiental ethics "Last 

Person" experiment become relevant at this point. One is challenged, by 

Sidgwick, to say how it is that evaluative properties can exist "quite alone", 

internal in their ontological essence in a condition without minds. 

Moore's Method of Isolation is meant to determine which things or states 

can be valuable beyond any further consequences. In other words, how 

things or states can be intrinsically valuable. Moore, contra Sidgwick, holds 

that beauty exists in the world even beyond or outside the reach of "states of 

consciousness". The envirorunental moral theorist is pressed by Sidgwick to 
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give an account of how a world may be valuable even in the absence of a 

conscious evaluator.i3 

The candidates picked out by Moore for intrinsic value status are complex 

states of affairs. These states have the evaluative property in question in a 

way which is dependent solely upon the intrinsic natural properties and 

features of the state. But, that value is never identical with, nor reducible to, 

any observable, natural property of the state in question. The value property 

is a property of (because it supervenes upon) the object or state; it is not a 

projective property. In this way, it is not a subjective property and it is not a 

property of a projection. 

Moore's Pluralism 

Thus, states can be intrinsically valuable. Which states? The viable 

candidates are complex wholes composed of a plurality of goods. These types 

of entities, these states, once stripped of any further consequences, 

instrumental uses, or even their capacity to be contemplated are the kinds 

things that are nevertheless valuable in-and-of-themselves. Such a plurality 

of goods must be "worthy to exist" even aside from consequences, if it (the 

plurality) were quite alone. Moore's own thought experiment finds it 

13. In previous chapters, I have examined various theories which attempt to ground 
an objective value in certain naturalistic properties or capacities. I take it that this was 
believed to be a requirement in order for value to be in the object even if it were to exist quite 
alone. 
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rational to choose a good or a beautiful world even outside a "possible 

contemplation of it by human beings". 

Sidgwick objects. ̂ 4 This because the notion of valuable things without 

evaluators makes no sense to him. And so, it becomes an interesting 

question to inquire into the nature of what Moore takes to be intrinsically 

valuable; things that are valuable even if they were to exist quite alone. 

What sorts of things have, according to Moore, the nonnatural property of 

being intrinsically valuable? 

(It is important to the remainder of this analysis that I make 
clear just what kinds of things might have the property of 
being good abstracted from further uses or consequences.) 

Moore's notion of something being good or valuable in and of itself is, I 

believe, more complex than has been represented. It should be noted that 

no one, particular, simple property, feature, or phenomenon could be, 

according to Moore, the ground or vessel of goodness or value. 

Things/states that are candidates for this type of value, are complex states. 

14. Feinberg will, likewise, object as will be shown. See "Not With My Tax Money". 

15. This, I believe because one does not adequately address a'shift' in Moore's position 
from Principia Ethica to that in the paper "Intrinsic Value", in Ethics. Tom Regan has 
advised me of a dramatic change of position with resjsect to the ontological status of value 
between the position of Pincipia Ethica and the paper in Ethics entitled "Intrinsic Value". In 
this latter work, subjective awareness is a necessary condition of any intrinsically valuable 
state of affairs. I believe that many of the components of this so called "shift" were actually 
present in Principia Ethica. 
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They are complex wholes. They contain a plurality of good features or traits. 

No single characteristic, such as subjective awareness, or being a pleasurable 

state, or wisdom or happiness will be capable of being the ground of value. 

Nor will any one property or state be seen to be the reason for an attribution 

of intrinsic value. Intrinsically valuable states of affairs are those with a 

sufficient degree of complexity. They are organic, complex wholes 

containing many and various goods; goods which should be thought of as 

parts of an intrinsically valuable complex whole. The whole may be said to 

be an "end", in the sense that it is worthy to exist in its own right: it ought to 

exist. The components which make up this valuable or good state of affairs 

should be seen to be parts of an intrinsically valuable end, an end which 

ought, then, to be. 

Important to note is that in his later paper "Intrinsic Value", Moore holds it 

to be the case that subjective awareness is a necessary, but never sufficient, 

condition of an intrinsically valuable state of affairs.^^ And if subjective 

awareness is a necessary condition of an intrinsically valuable complex 

whole then in what sense can a complex whole be intrinsically valuable 

from which subjective awareness has been abstracted? Is this not a paradox? 

^6. A part, but not a means nor an instrument to an intrinsically valuable complex state 
of affairs. 

17.1 am now reflecting Moore's position as that given in his paper, "Intrinsic Value". 
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Moore has argued vociferously m several places that value is a function 

solely of the objective, intrinsic features of the state or thing in question. 

And yet, his later position suggests that subjective awareness must be a 

variable or a component in any organic complex whole which may be 

deemed intrinsically valuable. (I.V.) 

In this essay from Ethics, "Intrinsic Value", Moore continues his opposition 

to any naturalistic reduction of intrinsic value. No single characteristic, state 

or reason would be rich enough to be the ground of an ascription of 

intrinsic value. Thus, evaluative properties are unique. They are not to be 

identified with any single (or collective) physical or metaphysical property 

or configuration.^8 Moore could not countenance any reduction of value 

predicates to natural predicatesi^. Any attempt to "characterize" value in 

terms of some observational, physical state or property is to reason 

fallaciously.20 Value properties are not intrinsic properties, but are rather 

nonnatural properties. Moore writes: 

'8. For instance, one couJd never say that the value of a X was identified with or 
reducible to any physical, biological property such as "exhibiting autopoiesis", or "being a 
center of teleologic^ activity". It could not, likewise, be identified with, or reducible to, any 
metaphysical property such as "being a child of God", or "being related to a Platonic Form". 

19. Later, I show that Moore must likewise reject an Ideal Observer theory as 
Naturalistic. His ontology of value will thus be metaphysical in a second important sense, 
Milo's sense. 

20. Naturalistic Fallacy 
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We may, I think, say, first of all, that for the same reason for 
which we have rejected the view that intrinsic value is always 
in proportion to quantity of pleasure, we must also reject the 
view that it is always in proportion to the quantity of any single 
factor whatever. Whatever single kind of thing may be 
proposed as a measiure of intrinsic value, instead of 
pleasure,—whether knowledge, or virtue, or wisdom, or 
love,—it is, I think, quite plain that, it is not such a measure; 
because it is quite plain that, however valuable any one of 
these things may be, we may always add to the value of a whole 
which contains any one of them, not only by adding more of 
that one, but also by adding something else instead. {Ethics, 
"Intrinsic Value" p. 152) 21 

Moore is supporting the position that complex wholes are valuable because 

they exhibit a plurality of goods. Moore agrees with Aristotle who has 

advised against any single or simple reduction of value. Moore warns 

against not just naturalistic reductions, but also metaphysical reductions. A 

naturalistic reduction may take two forms: (1) a reduction or identification 

of value with some observable feature or property, or (2) a reduction of 

value to a subjective, possibly conscious, mental state. One could hold that 

value is a projective property: a property of a projection; a property of a 

mental event. Moore warns against a reduction to either objective natiiral 

qualities or subjective conscious states as well as any metaphysical 

reduction. This admonishment of reduction is further clarified: 

Indeed, so far as I can see, there is no characteristic whatever 
which always distinguishes every whole which has greater 
intrinsic value from every whole which has less, except the 

21. I believe that any identification of intrinsic value with any naturalistic state, 
such as being a center of teleological activity, or being a living being, is an instance of such a 
reduction and would be a mistake to Moore. Environmental Moral theorists have, by and 
large, tried to reduce value to some naturalistic property, state, or capacity. 
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fundamental one that it would always be the duty of every 
agent to prefer the better to the worse, if he had to choose 
between a pair of actions, of which they would be the sole 
effects.("Intrinsic Value". Ethics, p. 152) 

Thus, the characteristic or property ascribed is a normative property, one 

that sets up a requirement of a duty. One ought to choose, between a good 

complex whole and a bad, the good. One ought to choose the beautiful as 

opposed to the ugly/ evil. And, in the Last Person thought experiment, 

given the choice between nothing and the complexity, order and beauty of 

the Biota, one ought to choose the world. It ought to exist. That normative 

characteristic or property is what is being ascribed in a value claim or 

judgment. That property is never reducible to any natural feature of the 

object/state. It is nonnatural in that it is normative. 

And similarly, so far as I can see, there is no characteristic 
whatever which belongs to all things that are intrinsically good 
and only to them—except simply the one that they all are 
intrinsically good and ought ^ways to be preferred to nothing 
at all, if we had to choose between an action whose sole effect 
would be one of them and one which would have no effects 
whatever. ("I.V.". p. 153) 

If Moore held that this world is good or valuable in and of itself, then he 

would not push the button. 22 For Moore, even a beautiful world without 

conscious people "ought to exist". But, this normativity is not to be reduced 

22 It is not clear whether Moore would hold that the world without valuers could be 
an intrinsically valuable state of affairs, not if we take him at his word in his paper, 
'^ntrinsic Value". 
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to any single factor, feature or property of the world or state, nor, even, to 

the collection of it's properties. This nonnatural property of being 

intrinsically valuable or good is an irreducible normative property 23, one 

that sets up obligations to which human beings are subject. A state of affairs 

deemed to be intrinsically valuable is one which ought to be. This 

nonnatural property which might supervene upon a complex plurality is a 

normative feature. The question before us now is: Is this Moorean 

normative property the same as (what was called in Chapter Two) 

normative intrinsic value! 24 

6.1. Early Challenges 

2. Feinberg's Dispositional Intrinsic Value 

Joel Feinberg believes that things may be intrinsically valuable, but not 

inherently valuable. In a recent paper, "Not With My Tax Money", Feinberg 

23. Reading forward in the essay, one will note that there are two important 
characteristics which are connmon to absolutely all intrinsic goods though not peculiar to 
them. Intrinsic goods (1) contain both some feeling, and some form of consciousness, (subjective 
element); and (2) are always complex wholes containing a considerable variety or plurality of 
different goods (factors). "Nothing so simple as pleasure by itself, however intense, could 
ever be any good." (I.V.) This seems to contradict Moore's position that a beautiful worldcould 
be valuable even in the absense of subjective awareness. 

24. Chapter Two of this dissertation distinguishes between Joel Feinberg's normative 
intrinsic value and what was there termed (section 2.3.2.), metaphysical intrinsic value. In 
the sections which follow, I disambiguate further between metaphysical intrinsic value and 
normative intrinsic value. 
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explicitly aligns himself with Sidgwick, seeking to avoid the "metaphysical 

queerness" that comes with Moore's conception of value.25 Feinberg 

includes in this analysis his theory of value, distinguishing in one 

important section between "Intrinsic and Inherent Value". Moore is said to 

be giving a theory which propoimds inherent value, a value which is said to 

exist outside of possible subjective awareness, and, as such, according to 

Feinberg, is giving an account which is incoherent. 26 

A metaphysic of value: 

Feinberg's Normative Intrinsic Value 

In his essay, Feinberg argues for the affording27 of value to seemingly 

benefitless goods. To this end, Feinberg gives a swift analysis of various 

possible types or kinds of value, this, in order to conclude that we ^ value 

things in ways that are not merely concerned with what is instrumental to 

our uses. 

In the heart of Feinberg's essay, in the section, entitled "The Concept of 

Intrinsic Value", lies his position pertaining to the concept of intrinsic 

25. Feinberg, Joel. "Not With My Tax Money: The Problem of Justifying Government 
Subsidies for the Arts", Public Affairs Quarterly, Vol 8 No 2, April 1994 p.ll4ff. 

26. Sidgwick has found it incoherent, a position Feinberg is "happy, one hundred years 
later, to join." p. 115 NWMTM. 

27.1 mean this in both serises. 
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value. Feinberg is offering a definitional analysis of what it means to be 

valuable. 

To be valuable, I suggest, is to be worthy of being valued, just as to be 
praiseworthy is to be worthy of being praised and to be execrable is to 
be worthy of being execrated. (NWMTM. pg.8) 

What is important to note is the importation of the notion of worthiness. 

Feinberg is requesting that the analysis of the term valuable run on the 

same line as that of the term desirable. 

For consider desirable. To be desirable means not 

(a) capable of being desired; 
or (b) that which is desired 

but, rather; 

(c) to be worthy of being desired. 

Just so the term valuable means not 

(a) what can be valued 
or (b) what is in fact valued 

but, rather: 

(c) what is worthy of being valued. 

And so, according to Feinberg, to be valuable means to be worthy of 

being valued. 
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Feinberg assesses the various ways an object can be valued and envisions a 

spectrum of value, one which may run a gamut from the obviously 

utilitarian, or instrumental, to those subtle advantages of the more abstract 

arts. He concludes that we all ^ have a notion of a thing or experience, 

whose properties and features are nearly benefitless to us (and hence, only 

vaguely instnmiental, if at all) and yet still worthy of being valued. Thus, 

we have a notion of a thing or experience being intrinsically valuable, 

valuable in and of itself beyond its consequences. This is the interesting and 

controversial end of the spectnom wherein are found objects and states 

which though (possibly) benefitless, are, nonetheless, worthy of being 

valued. 

Feinberg's Value Ontology 

Feinberg's analysis has it that ascriptions of value pick out candidates which 

are worthy of being valued, worthy recipients of value ascriptions. Hence, 

the notion of an object or state being valuable in the absence of a valuer is 

incoherent. Thus, Feinberg takes the stand that the value is not in the object, 

existing independently of the evaluation. Whereas Moore contends that 

value is a function solely of the intrinsic features of the object, Feinberg and 

Sidgwick balk at this "metaphysical queemess". How can one have a value 
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without a subject? 28 

In his analysis, Feinberg offers a dispositional account for evaluative terms. 

If to have value (or to be valuable) is to be worthy of being 
valued, what then does this response called valuing come to? 
To value a thing, I should think, is to have a relatively 
constant disposition to hold that thing in high regard, to 
appreciate, esteem, or admire it, and in the extreme case to 
revere, to cherish or to treasure it. (MWMTM p. 108) 

This rendering or analysis is compatible with a subjectivist ontology for 

value properties; indeed, a dispositional accoimt seems to entail a 

subjectivist ontology. The evaluative or normative judgement is a function 

of subjective conscious awareness, and any analysis which seeks to abstract 

away that component would be senseless. Furthermore, the evaluative 

ascription is a normative construct or property, in as much as that which is 

worthy is that which one ought to value. 

Aligning himself with Sidgwick, Feinberg takes the stand that a value 

without a valuer is as incoherent as a smell without a nose about. 29 Thus, 

his dispositional account of value predicates such as beauty or goodness may 

be compared to that Locke offered with respect to secondary properties such 

115. 

28 Recall that the Last Perso«experiment will eliminate the observer. 

29. Feinberg distinguishes, as did Locke, between primary and secondary qualities, p. 
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as a sweet smell. YJere there evaluators, they surely would notice that this is 

a fine and beautiful world, and they, in fact, would preserve it, if they could; 

they would value it. Feinberg says that such a door is not open to Moore 

claiming that, 

when Moore ascribes of an object what I call "iiiherent value", 
he will not settle for the hypothetical rendering of what he 
means. He explicitly denies that the inherent value of a thing is 
its worthiness to be valued by people in a position to value it, if 
there were such persons. The object's value iriheres in it 
whether there are persons to value it, if there are such persons. 
The object's value inheres in it whether or not there are 
persons to value it, and it inheres in the object in a sense 
stronger than that of casual capacity to produce effects on 
valuers, because those effects are already thought to be present 
in the valuable object itself. (NWMTM p.ll5.) 

Moore's internality of intrinsic value leaves him, according to Feinberg, 

with an objectivism which does not cohere with logic. 

6.1. Early Challenges 

3. Feinberg and Moore 

As noted above, Feinberg's dispositional analysis sets up a requirement for a 

subjective component or stance and, as such, is ontologically subjectivist. In 

this section, I would like to highlight important points of agreement and 

disagreement between Feinberg and Moore. I hope to show that while they 
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both accept a definitional analysis of valuable in terms of worth, they 

nevertheless end with an opposing position on the ontological status for the 

concept of value. Moore is an Objectivist of a stripe which is indefensible to 

Feinberg. 

Definitional agreement 

I think it is safe to say that Feinberg's definition of valuable and desirable in 

terms of worth is an analysis that would be accepted by Moore. Moore's 

notion of intrinsic value has it that anything having that attribute is worthy 

to exist, that it ought to exist, irrespective of our uses or even of our capacity 

to perceive or experience such worth. This analysis must be cashed as a 

nondispositional account because Moore cannot countenance any reduction 

or identification of Value with any naturalistic state, including real or 

possible states of (possible) valuers. Moore's Nonnaturalism conunits him 

to a rejection of such an analysis. 30 

Hence, while I make the claim that Feinberg and Moore are in agreement 

with respect to a definition of intrinsic value in terms of worth or 

worthiness I, nevertheless, note their ontological divergence. 

30. He cannot, for example, subscribe to the Himiean analysis of an Ideal observer. 
Indebted to Milo. He cannot take the viewr that value might be a disposition of any valuer. 
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Ontological disagreement. 

Sidgwick and Feinberg contest Moore's value ontology. Because of Moore's 

stringent normaturalism, he is barred from giving an ontology of value 

which is anything other than Objectivist. 

Moore believes himself to have "shifted" out of the realm of a metaphysical 

analysis in thinking that he is (now) giving a non-Platonist account.3i 

Hence, Moore believes himself to be giving an account which is normative, 

but not "metaphysical". He believes himself to be giving, thereby, a coherent 

and modified Objectivist analysis. But, while Moore gives an account and a 

definition which is "normative" (in the sense that what is worthy to exist is 

that which, likewise, ought to exist), his account does not, thereby, cease to 

be a metaphysical account. 32 Moore's Normaturalism entails a Value 

Realism, and as such entails a Value Objectivism because that value can 

never be reduced to or identified with any naturalistic event including any 

disposition of any real or hypothetical being. Value must inhere in the 

object or state abstracted even from any real or possible judgment of any real 

or possible valuing being. To say otherwise, to say ^ would be to subscribe 

to a form of projectivism. And Moore is clear that value is never a function 

31. See Moore's chapter on the Metaphysical philosophersx in PE, Chapter IV. 

32. His analysis is subject to a second sense of metaphysical, Milo's sense. 
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of any subjective mental state. To believe so, for Moore, is to commit the 

naturalistic fallacy. Thus, Moore must reject an account which has it that the 

worthiness or worth of an object or event may be understood as a 

disposition to be chosen by someone in a good position to choose: in a 

well-informed position to choose. Moore carmot choose such an 

understanding. 

Hence, witness that Feinberg's dispositional ontology for value ascriptions 

follows from his definition of value in terms of worth. Moore's 

nondispositional, Objectivist (Realist) account follows from his rejection of 

any reduction or identification of value to any naturalistic state, property or 

event, even that of a hypothetical being, such as that of an Ideal Observer. 33 

The debate has, thus, become a debate of Ontology and it is to that front that 

we now direct attention. 

6.2 The Logical and Ontological Status of Value 

The debate between Feinberg and Moore is that of ontology. In its essentials, 

it is the debate between Realism (Objectivism, Moore) and Projectivism 

33. Hume's account. 
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(Subjectivism, Hume). I should not say that Feinberg is a projectivist; I 

would need to know more on his positions before making such a claim. But, 

it seems safe to say that Feinberg's analysis of value is compatible with a 

subjectivist ontology for value ascriptions. It seems safe to say that Feinberg 

could be offering a subjectivist ontology of value. His definitions seem to 

require such a position. 

Moore, on the other hand, is barred from such a stance. He must deny any 

reduction or identification of value to any subjective stance, even that of 

possible valuers or observers, (see Section 1. above.) 

Hence, let me introduce the tension or the dilenmia between Realism 

(Moore's variety) and Projectivism (Hume's, possibly Feinberg's) 

But, first let us make clear that there is a tension, that Moore does oppose 

subjectivism, by reviewing one last time that concept of intrinsic value.34 

Moore's Metaphysical Intrinsic Value 

Moore objected to metaphysical accounts of the concept of value. In this, he 

was opposing a Platonist rendering of value which might entail the 

34. Chapter Two seemed concerned with every filament of ser^se of this notion, and yet, 
here we are again. 
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existence of "metaphysical" things.Hence, he believed himself to be 

offering a non-metaphysical and, thus, (merely) normative account of the 

notion or concept of intrinsic value. (See Feinberg's Normative Intrinsic 

value in Chapter 2 of this work.) 36 But, in virtue of his position that value 

cannot be identified with any position or disposition of any real or possible 

(imaginary, fictive, hypothetical) being; in virtue of its inherent 

nondispositionality, Moore's value is ontologically, in its bones, an 

objective variety of value... a value in the thing, itself. Moore's Objectivist 

ontology for value ascriptions follows from his strict nonnaturalism and his 

discountenance of any Subjectivist (Naturalist) ontology. Moore must reject 

Hume's ontology of value. He must reject any projectivist account. Thus, 

Moore rides the Objectivist (realist) horn of a dilemma. Feinberg seems to be 

pointing to the other horn. 

1. These "Horns" 

We shall imagine the two positions. But, not before we inspect the 

distinction between Moore's sense of metaphysical and what I refer to as 

35. Such as a Platonic Form. See Moore, PE. Chapter rV. 

36. We shall soon see the sense in which Moore's account is, nonetheless, still 
metaphysical. 
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Milo's sense 37^ this to confirm the existence of two opposing positions. 

Moore believed himself to be offering a non-metaphysical and, at the same 

time, a nondispositionalaccoxxnt What is relevant here is the sense in 

which Moore still, and nevertheless, gives a metaphysical rendering of 

value in a second important sense. Moore is, thus, still an objectivist, still a 

Moral Realist with respect to the ontological status of value.38 

Thus, we apparently have two choices. We may take the side of the Realist 

(Moore) or the Subjectivist (Feinberg); the Objectivist (Moore) or Projectivist 

(Hume). And, of these positions, of these horns or answers to the 

Objectivism/Subjectivism dilemma, what, in fact, is the question to which 

these "horns" are answers? 

The real question concerns what make an object worthy of being desired. Is 
it features internal to the object (Moore) or features of the subject, including 
an ideal observer (Hume).39 

37. Soon to be articulated. 

38. Please refer to the Milo Addendum for arguments concerning this second sense of 
metaphysical. Moore held that the value of a state of object supervened solely on its intrinsic 
features and this is giving a metaphysical account in Milo's sense of that term. 

39 Milo Tutorial. See Milo addendum. 
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2. Answers in Contemporary Environmental Ethics. 

In the central analytic chapters of this dissertation, I was concerned to 

delineate the theoretical role played by the notion or concept of intrinsic 

value as used in previous environmental theoretical foundations. There I 

assessed both the form and the merits of previous frameworks for an 

environmental ethic. In this final section concerning ontology, my 

intention is to highlight the fact (if it be one) that the realism/ projectivism 

debate has foimd expression in the contemporary debates of environmental 

moral theory (Environmental Value Theory). The reader is directed to those 

central chapters (Anthropocentrism 3, Biocentrism 4 and Ecocentrism 5) for 

an extended analysis of the previous theoretical frameworks as well as my 

own criticisms pertaining to each foimdation. My intention here is to draw 

attention to and clarify a certain pattern of reasoning exemplified in these 

previous theoretical foundations. And so, before introducing my own 

revised accoimt, let us once again, but briefly, highlight the relevant features 

which prepare us for a revised position. 
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In Chapter 4,1 introduced Paul Taylor's Biocentric foundation for an 

envirorunental ethic, noting particularly its individualistic form or 

structure 40, and, more importantly, what I referred to (in that chapter) as 

Taylor's Shift. In his earliest formulations of his position, Taylor offers an 

analysis of moral standing and hence, moral obligation in terms of the 

inherent worth of a being. What is important to note is that Taylor's first 

formulations and definitions of this concept seem to reflect a stance of 

absolute objectivism. Taylor rejects the use of the concept of intrinsic value 

which he defines as follows: 

(a) intrinsic value: value which is an end in itself; not a function 
of the consequences, hence X may be both instrumentally valuable as 
long as it is likewise valued for its own sake. (RN p.x) 

Taylor, likewise does not seek a notion of value akin to what he 

calls inherent value. 

(b) inherent value: a value which X might have which is a 
function of a subjective valuing consciousness. 

This is the value we might place on an object such as a work of art or a 

wonder of natiu-e, not because of its usefulness but rather because of its 

40. See Chapter 4 for the extended analysis and criticisms of Taylor's Biocentric 
Foundation for an Environmental Ethic. 
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beauty, historical/cultiu-al significance or its sentimental value. Taylor 

writes: 

The inherent value of anything is relative to and dependent 
upon someone's valuing it. (RN p.74) 

This is the sort of value with which people 'endow' objects or organisms. 

This type of value is not inherent in the sense of belonging to an object 

independently of how they happen to be valued by people. Both intrinsic 

and inherent value as defined above are relativized to the subjective 

valuings of conscious beings. 

For Taylor, the important theoretical concept is that of inherent worth. A 

being said to have inherent worth has that worth: 

(a) independently of any intrinsic or instrumental valuation by 
some conscious valuer. 

Taylor's inherent worth is a form of value independent of any conscious 

evaluative stance. The thing or being in question is said to have its value 

intrinsically, internally, in the Moorean sense and not, merely, in the 

normative sense of either intrinsic or inherent value as he has defined 

these. (See Chapter 4 for elaboration.) Taylor's early notion of inherent 

worth is identical with that of metaphysical intrinsic value (Chapter 2).4i 

41. Respect For Nature, p. 74 
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Recall the conditions under which a being or organism is said to have 

inherent worth as it is presented in Respect For Nature. 

A state of affairs in which the good of X is realized is better than 
an otherwise similar state of affairs in which it is not realized 
(or is not realized to the same degree), (a) independently of X's 
being valued, either intrinsically or instnmientally, by some 
himian valuer. (RN p. 74) 

Later, in the process of responding to criticisms, Taylor adjusts his 

position.42 He has just introduced the concept of a being's "good" and has 

noted the intrinsic value of promoting that good. 

Combining these two principles, we can now define what it 
means for a living thing or group of living things to possess 
inherent worth. To say that it possesses inherent worth is to say 
that its good is deserving of the concern and consideration of 
all moral agents, and that the realization of its good has 
intrinsic value, to be pursued as an end in itself and for the 
sake of the entity whose good it is. 

The duties owed to wild organisms, species populations, and 
communities of life in the Earth's natural ecosystems are 
grounded on their inherent worth. When rational, 
autonomous agents regard such entities as possessing inherent 
worth, they place intrinsic value on the realization of their 
good and so hold themselves responsible for performing 
actions that will have this effect and for refraining from actions 
having the contrary effect. (ERN p. 201 and 202.) 

Nowhere in this revised analysis is the idea that the value of a thing or 

being is by definition nonsubiective in the sense that it is abstracted from 

any evaluative stance. The shift is apparently from the strong objectivist 

•*2. "The Ethics of Respect for Nature," Environmental Ethics 3, 1981 
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notion of value to one which is, possibly, a normative account. I believe that 

perhaps Taylor might have vaguely anticipated such a problem for his 

earlier view. On page 78 in Respect For Nature, when speaking of the 

inherent worth attributed to those of our kind, he notes that duties apply to 

one whether one is inclined to fulfill such duties or not. 

Here again we have a case of the independence of inherent worth from the 
subjective valuings of particular individuals. RN p. 78 

Much, I believe, hinges on the word "particular". Had the sentence omitted 

this word, Taylor's ontology of inherent worth would position itself with 

the likes of Moorean intrinsic value: a value inhering in the thing itself 

abstracted from any evaluative stance. The position would be strongly 

objectivist. But, I believe that Taylor is trying to point to the non-subjective, 

in the sense of the non-relative, nature of the ascription of inherent worth. 

Taylor's earlier position seems to require a Moorean internal or inherent 

conception of value or worth, as a property existing outside any real or 

possible evaluation by any being. His shift acknowledges that value may be a 

function or a product of a stance, but is not, thereby, stance relative.43 

The shift occurs within the ReaHst camp, nonetheless, and Taylor is still an 

objectivist with respect to inherent value. The early G.E. Moore abjured a 

43. See Taylor's response to Spitler, IDB. Environmental Ethics Volun\n 5, Fall 1983 
In Chapter 4 of this work, I make reference to this exchange. 
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metaphysical rendition of value in rejecting a Platonic Form of Value as 

existing , but conceded that the concept (of goodness or value) nevertheless 

is.. Just so the early Taylor seems to hold that value exists independently of 

any evaluative stance, but seems, in the end, to concede that the attitude we 

take to nature is a product of the way we "see" nature.'^ But Taylor, (along 

with Moore), still takes the position that the worth of the being is inherent 

in the sense that it is a function of a property internal to the thing itself. The 

inherent worth of a being follows directly, according to Taylor, from the 

possession of a naturalistic property, that of having a good of its own and/or 

being a teleological center. Thus, Taylor seems to be attempting a shift from 

a strongly metaphysical conception of value to Feinberg's normative 

intrinsic value which holds that beings may be thought of as 

end-in-themselves. Can Taylor, in fact, make this move? 

To see into which camp Taylor will fall with respect to the ontological status 

of value, we may pose Milo's question. 

The real question concerns what makes an object worthy of 
being desired. Is it features internal to the object (Moore) or 
features of the subject, including an ideal observer (Hume).45 

Taylor's Biocentrism, for all its Moorean ontology, grounds moral standing 

44. Please see Chapter 4 for an elaboration of Taylor's position. 

45 See Milo addendum. 
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in a physical (naturalistic) property, that of being a center of teleological 

activity or that of having a good of its own. These are observable, physical, 

internal properties or capacities, features.46 The property of inherent worth 

is said to 'supervene' upon these natural properties. In answer to Milo's 

question it seems clear that Taylor wants value to supervene on the object's 

natural properties. It seems clear that he wants to deny a subjectivist 

ontology for value. Or is it that he is really only seeking to avoid a Value 

Relativism? 

Thus, we find the objectivist horn of a debate on value's ontology. 

T. Baird Callicott's Proiectivism. 

Callicott's nonindividualistic ecocentric fotmdation for an environmental 

ethic follows Hume in holding that value is a projective property.47 Callicott 

holds that the intrinsic value of a complex set of relations (system) is a 

projective property of an evaluative stance.48 Thus, he is offering a Humean 

46. It is not dear if Taylor's Value Naturalism is meant to be a form of reductionism. Is 
the property of being intrinsically valuable or having inherent v^rorth identical with certain 
physical features? Is it (the value) reducible to these features; or is the value somehow 
'other' or supervenient upon these observable natural properties? Is Taylor giving reasons or 
reductions? Moore held the goodness to l)e a nonnatural property of a thing. Taylor seems to 
think that value and hence, moral obligation follow from certain physical facts about a being 
or thing. 

47. See Chapter 5 for the analysis of Callicott's Projectivist ontology of value. 

48. See Chapter 5 for complete analysis and criticisms of Callicott's Ecocentrism. 
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subjectivist ontology for the concept of value, for the concept of intrinsic 

value. Thus, the value of a thing is a function of, or a product of, a mental 

stance (a projective evaluation). Thus, I would hold that Callicott's 

Ecocentric foundation begins with an assumption of Subjectivism with 

respect to the ontological status of intrinsic value.49 Value is a projective 

property of a subject, of an evaluative projection of that subject. Callicott's 

Humean roots are clear. 

Clearly, Callicott would have to reject both Moore's mandate against any 

naturalistic reduction of value 50 and his ontological objectivism. Thus, I 

take the position that Callicott's theoretical role for intrinsic value has it 

that such a value is ontologically Subjectivist in as much as it is Projectivist. 

Furthermore, it is a form of subjectivism that is incompatible with any form 

of Objectivism (Realism). I would say that Callicott's position instances one 

horn of the Value Dilemma, a dilemma exemplified both in the early value 

dialogues of Sidgwick and Moore and, also, in the dialogue of contemporary 

environmental moral theory. 

49. Callicott is a Humean in several respects as can tie seen in his numerous 
contributions to the dialogue of Enviommental Ethics. 

50. On two counts Moore would reject Callicott's view: (1) its (naturalistic) reduction 
of value to a natural, physical property or state, and (2) its ontological subjectivism or 
projectivism. At least some reductionists (Value Naturalists) have value supervening on the 
object's natural properties. 
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Norton's Neutrality 

In Chapter 3 of this dissertation, I assessed Brian Norton's Anthropocentric 

foundation for an Environmental Ethic, and there found his theory 

conspicuous in its rejection of a strong role for the concept of intrinsic 

value. Norton's key theoretical tool is an instrumental notion of value, one 

that he refers to as transformational value.s^ In this way, Norton appears to 

avoid needing to take a stand on the ontological status of value. In this way, 

by avoiding use of the concept 52, he avoids having to choose between 

opposing horns of a value dilemma. 

6.3 "These" Horns. 53 

Consider the positions before us. An objectivist ontology holds that value is 

an inherent, internal feature of an object or state. A projectivist or 

subjectivist ontology considers value to be a projective property. My 

intention thus far has being to carefully delineate these positions and show 

51. Please see Chapter 3 for analysis and CTitidsins. 

52. Does he? I think not. Norton's transformative value, though an instrumentalist 
account, nevertheless depends on the intrinsic value or good of conscious mental states, of 
consciousness. 

53. See Milo addendum. This entire section is informed by the various tutorials I 
received from Ron Milo. The debt is obvious. The addendum simunarizes the essence of those 
tutorials. 
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that they have been registered in the recent discussion of environmental 

moral obligation. The question concerns the locus of value predicates. Do 

they refer to features of an object or features of a subject? Wherein does 

value lie? Consider Milo's question one final time. 

The real question concerns what makes an object worthy of being desired. Is 
it features internal to the object (Moore) or features of the subject, including 
an ideal observer (Hume).54 

The choice is thus between Realism and Projectivism. These are the horns 

of an ontological dilemma and debate which has found expression in the 

early dialogues of Sidgwick and Moore and recently in the theoretical 

discussions of environmental moral theory. This dilemma is instanced in 

the various forms or foundations for an envirorunental Ethic. 

Norton chose (to appear) to remain neutral with respect to the use and 

ontology of intrinsic value. Yet, I am not sure his silence can be justified.55 

Assessing that justification would take us too far afield and it is time for me 

to acknowledge my own intention of neutrality and to offer a defense of that 

neutrality. If I choose to remain silent on the ontological status of intrinsic 

value, am I justified in doing so? 

54 See Milo addendum. 

55. See Chapter 3 for criticisms. 
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I have two reasons to believe that I may avoid taking a stance or 

position with respect to value's ontology. The first is that my thesis does not 

require that I take a stand. Thus, the silence is permissible. The second, and 

more interesting reason is that I believe that a stance of silence is required. I 

will address each reason for my position in turn. 

1. 

I have said that my revised conception of moral obligation does not require 

that I take a stand on value's ontology. We have seen over the course of this 

dissertation that the term intrinsic value refers to a property of either a 

subject (an projective evaluative stance) or an object (an inherent feature). 

My revised account of the logical status of value has it that value (and the 

phenomenon of valuing) may be more fruitfully understood as a relation 

rather than as a predicate or a property (a supervenient property). The 

various opposing camps choose to construe value as a property of either an 

object or of a subject. I think it more reasonable to think of value as a 

relation or as a possible relation that might obtain between a subject and an 

object; between a valuer and a world. I prefer to cash out the notion of 

intrinsic value in terms of a valuing relation that might come to be between 

a thing and a valuer. 

Thus, consider the possibility that the value we attribute to a thing or state 
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might actually be expressing a relation or stance that we might take to that 

thing. Let us call this stance the valuing relation. Thus, we might conceive 

of the notion of 

standing in a certain relation 

or taking a stance such as a valuing stance 

or standing in the valuing relation. 

Therefore: S values X 

= X is valuable 

= worthy of being desired (Feinberg) 

= worthy of being valued 

= ought to exist (Moore) 

= appropriate object of value 

Hence, = appropriate to value 

= " " that it is valued. 

= " " to stand in the relation of valuing X. 

= to have moral obligations to X 
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I would hope that this conception of standing in an appropriate relation is 

not counterintuitive. I would, likewise, hope that Feinberg's analysis of 

value in terms of worth, as well as Moore's aligiunent of worth with 

normativity, has perhaps prepared the reader for considering the notion of 

an "appropriate relation". Likewise, I should think that the very things that 

make an object worthy of being desired or valued also make it an 

appropriate object of esteem.56 The valuing relation or stance is appropriate 

if the object is, in fact, worthy of being desired or valued.57 

What is of import here is the revised logical structure of value. I conceive 

value as a possible relation, not as a property. Thus, I believe I am permitted 

to remain silent with respect to value's ontology. 

2. 

My second reason in defense of silence is that I may be required to remain 

neutral. Only a Fool would embrace either horn of a true dilemma. In the 

process of examining the Objectivism/Subjectivism debate, my examiners 

and teachers have directed me to deeper and deeper layers of philosophical 

intrigue, but none so perplexing to me (nor so interesting) as that pointed 

56. This is why I would accept all the various value-conferring properties that have 
been offered by theorists. What I reject is any monist conception of value, any reduction of 
value to one property. I will accept any and all of these various accounts as good reasons to 
value the biota and its kinds. 

57. Would be valued by an Ideal Observer. 
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out by Ron Milo, my adviser. The debate embodies what looks to be a 

perennial question. Sidgwick and Moore were reviewing an old dilemma: 

The key issue is the old Euthyphro question raised by Plato. Are 
certain things valuable (worthy of being desired) because an 
ideal observer would desire them or would an ideal observer 
desire them because they are valuable (worthy of being 
desired)? This is the real dilemma, and one cannot avoid it by 
embracing both horns. Nor does one embrace both horns by 
adopting the view that value consists in a normative relation 
between an object and a subject: an object's being desired by a 
subject. 58 

The claim that value consists in a relation between a valuer and an object is 

neutral with respect to value's ontology. 

A final but, perhaps, irrelevant, reason or justification for my silence is that 

I have conceived of the value(ing) relation as rather a Mobius strip of cause 

and effect, a coursing of effects between valuer and thing valued. Thus, 

when imagining the horns of this dilemma, I see a whorl of 

intercorrespondence; I see a symbol of infinite reverberation. But, 

conceivability should never be the mother of anything.59 Still, the 

conception of the mobius strip is a relevant image. The two horns are 

58. Milo Addendum. 

59. Grateful to Berkeley for this lesson. 
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incompatible in the same way that the strip is impossible.60 

Therefore, what is my intention for, what do I demand of, a revised theory, 

a revised theoretical framework for an environmental ethic? I believe that a 

revised account must take into consideration this possible value dilemma 

and reconceive the nature of value phenomena. I would offer a revised 

account that remains neutral with respect to the ontological status of value, 

conceiving of value as a relation between two terms or existents, I also think 

that any legitimate environmental ethic must confront a body of challenges 

which have been made by various philosophers; and it is to these we now 

turn. 

6.4 More Recent Challenges 

What follows is a list of challenges that I believe must be met by any 

legitimate environmental ethic. There are possibly several others that could 

be added to such a list, but these which follow comprise a set that I believe to 

be fundamentally important and I have tried to address these issues in the 

body of this dissertation. 

60. My revised account cannot embrace both the horns of this dilemma. I hope that in 
being silent I have not side stepped any important issue. I will hope, then, that this silence 
may, now, in fact, act as a key to a different conception of the nature and form of a possible 
ethic. One cannot hope to ride between the horns of the Value Dilemma by thinking that 
value is a property of the Object AND the Subject. No such synthesis can occur. Silence is the 
only appropriate response. 
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Land 2. 

Regan's Two Challenges: Ontological Coherence 

Tom Regan has sent out a call for ontological coherence in any theoretical 

framework for an environmental ethic. His challenge of ontological 

coherence has been the topic of two of his most important papers. At the 

end of the earlier of the two, 'The Nature and Possibility of an 

Environmental Ethic", he offers recommendations for a direction of inquiry 

in the field of environmental value theory. Two questions, he holds, are of 

fundamental importance to the construction of an environmental moral 

theory. 

(1) What, if anything in general, makes something inherently good? 

and 

(2) How can we know, if we can, what things are inherently good? 
(NPEE.p.32) 

1. First Challenge 

It seems clear to me that Regan is calling for a coherent account of the 

ontology of intrinsic value. The term he uses here, inherent value, refers to 

a notion of a value abstracted from any conscious evaluative state. Hence, 

what Regan is doing is calling upon theorists to give a coherent ontology for 
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value. Unfortunately, I believe he is searching for a coherent notion of 

metaphysical intrinsic value (see Chapters 2, 4 and 5), and it has been shown 

that we will be hard pressed to find such an account. The last paragraph of 

this first paper holds this challenge to future environmental moral 

theorists. First, he asks: "How, then are we to settle these matters? I wish I 

knew." 

I am not even certain that they can be settled in a rationally 
coherent way, and hence the tentativeness of my closing 
remarks. But, more fundamentally, there is the earUer question 
about the very possibility of an envirorunental ethic. If I am 
right, the development of what can properly be called an 
environmental ethic requires that we postulate inherent value 
in nature. I have tried to say something about this variety of 
goodness as well as something about its role in an ethic of the 
environment. If my remarks have been intelligible and my 
arguments persuasive, then, though the project is far from 
complete, we at least know the direction in which we must 
move to make headway in envirorunental ethics, and that is 
no small advantage. (NPEE. p. 34) 

2. Second Challenge 

Regan's second challenge is embedded in a more recent paper, "Does 

Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?" There Regan calls for a 

dimiiushed role for, or a reconceptualization of, the concept of intrinsic 

value 61. He writes: 

For there is no theory of intrinsic value that can do the 
philosophical work this conception imposes on it. ("Does 
Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?" p. 162) 

61. Metaphysical intrinsic value, inherent value. 
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Regan, in showing why the use of the notion of intrinsic value rests on a 

mistake, is advising future moral theorists of the complications and 

incoherences that must be avoided by a legitimate environmental ethic. 

Regan's second challenge directs theorists to reconceptualize the theoretical 

role played by the concept of intrinsic value. (DEERM) 62 63 

3. Feinberg's Challenge: Address the Dilemma 

Throughout the course of the writing of this dissertation, Joel Feinberg has 

continually challenged me to address the problems and inconsistencies 

which riddle (both senses) the dialogue of environmental moral theory. In 

reading earlier drafts, he admonished me to "extract the poor chap" from 

the button pushing experiment 64; to address the dilemma embedded in the 

Last Person thought experiment. Feinberg has challenged value theorists to 

acknowledge the possible incoherence of Moorean Objectivism and to opt 

for a coherent conception of intrinsic value. (See chapter 2 for Feinberg's 

normative intrinsic value). Feinberg's challenge has been to address the 

value dilemma. 

62. Regan may make use of Milo's distinction between ontological subjectivism and 
epistemological objectivism. This distinction is soon spelled out. 

63. My theoretical framework accomplishes this task in its revision of the logical 
status of value. 

64. Tutorials. 
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4. Milo's Challenge: Logical Coherence 

Ron Milo's challenge to value theorists is that of logical coherence. (See 

Appendix) His question to environmental philosophers has been: Have you 

cleared a coherent conception of value before implementing a notion of 

intrinsic value for use in a theoretical framework? Milo has shown that an 

adequate theory of environmental moral obligation must address the 

question raised in the Euthyphro. His distinction between Ontological 

Subjectivism and Epistemological Objectivism will be of great value to 

theorists who want to avoid both (1) the "metaphysical queemess" of 

ontological objectivism, and (2) the moral chaos of an ethical relativism. In 

essence, Milo is asking theorists: "Does your foundation presuppose either 

an objectivist or subjectivist ontology without taking into account the 

subtle, but important, distinction between ontological subjectivism and 

epistemological objectivism? (Milo Addendum) 

5. Frev's Challenge of Consistency 

In chapters preceding this final chapter, I made use of what I called Frey's 

challenge, a tool of analysis which functions to test the capacity or incapacity 

of theoretic frameworks in meeting certain conditions of adequacy and 

consistency. (See esp. Chapters 4 and 5.) In my criticisms of previous 
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theoretical foundations, I made use of what I termed Prey's Challenge. 65The 

challenge may be put in the following terms: 

Are there cases and conditions where nonhimian values and 
interests might be said to trump human interests? If not, then 
whatever you might call your ethic, it is nonetheless an 
anthropocentric foundation for an environmental ethic. 

Previous theoretical frameworks, I have held, do not stand up to Prey's 

challenge. But, I believe that my revised account of value as a relation (or 

possible relation) between a subject and a world (an object) in terms of an 

appropriate relation acts to frame a value or Virtue-based ethic. I believe 

that the very form of my revised theoretic foundation directly effects its 

capacity to meet Prey's challenge. 

I believe that we may construct Norms that set up cases and conditions of 

the sort called for in Prey's challenge. 66 The form of my theory makes it 

possible to meet the required conditions of adequacy and consistency. Prey is 

65 R.G. Frey in "What Has Sentiency to do with the Possession of Rights?" in D. 
Peterson, R.Ryder, eds.. Animal Rights-A Symposium (Centaur Press, Suxxes, 1979); in the 
early pages of Interests and RightsyAn thepages on rights in Rights, Killing, and Suffering; 
in "The Significance of Agency and Marginal Cases", Philosophica, vol 39, 1987.; and by 
implication in "Autonomy and The Value of Animal Life" in The Monist, 1987,and in 'Interest 
and Animal Rights" in Philosophical Quarterly, 1977, and"On Why We Would do Better to 
Jettison Moral Rights", in H.MiIler, W.Williams, eds.. Ethics and Animals, (Humana Press, 
1983). 

66 For instance, "One ought to value X" or "Value X." Because valuing x is an 
appropriate relation, one ought to do so. I submit that one could construct a set of 
environmental Norms that would accomplish the work intended of an environmental ethic 
and still meet Fre/s Challenge. One could construct a set of environmental Values, Norms or 
Virtues. 
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calling upon theorists to construct the cases that do not merely reduce our 

values to human felt preferences (gross instrumentalism). Any legitimate 

nonanthropocentric ethic on Frey's view must find ways of conceiving of 

such cases or the theory reduces to an anthropocentric foundation. My 

theoretical foimdation yields an elaborated (fleshed-out) Ethic which meets 

Frey's Challenge. It does so in constructing norms wltich ^ include and 

take account of the intrinsic, noninstnunental value of nonhuman kinds. 

Thus, in constructing such a revised foundation, I would have to reject 

Moore's ontology of value as presented in Principia Ethica. 67 My position 

requires that both an evaluator and an object or state of affairs (an 

environment) be present in order for a valuing relation to obtain. Thus, I 

would reject Moore's notion of the internality of value. Nevertheless, 

Moore's Pluralism is an important aspect of my revised foundation, for, I 

believe that there are myriad reasons for thinking that an object, being, or 

system is valuable, that it is appropriate that one value it. Just as Moore 

believed that certain values (certain good things) are parts of an intrinsically 

valuable plurality, so too I believe that there are many properties and 

features, many reasons for thinking that biological kinds and systems ought 

to be preserved. 

67 .1  take  the  pos i t ion  that  Moore ' s  s tance  on  va lue ' s  onto logy  sh i f ted  from Principia 
Ethica to that reflect^ in the paper, "Intrinsic Value". In this later work, subjective 
awareness is a necessary condition of an intrinsically valuable complex state of affairs. 
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6.5 Values, Virtues, Norms 

My revised logical analysis of value in terms of a relation or a possible 

relation between a subject and a world (or thing) makes use of the notion of 

an appropriate relation. One stands in an appropriate relation with respect 

to a thing valued or desired to the degree that what is valued is a worthy 

object of esteem, desire or value. This notion of worth, appropriate worth, 

plays a key role in my analysis. Thus, as a dispositional account, my notion 

of standing in an appropriate relation requires two terms in the analysis. 

Hence, my hesitancy to dismiss either hom as irrelevant. Furthermore, I am 

not able to embrace both homs.68 But, having rejected a Moorean 

Objectivism for that reason, I notice that Humean ontological Projectivism 

supplies an analysis in terms of an Ideal Observer and what she would 

choose. What things she would choose; what kind of world she would 

choose. 

Therefore, if it should be shown that my theoretical foundation requires 

that I take a stand with respect to the ontological status of value, I will accept 

68. See Milo addendum 
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a Humean Projectivism with the caveat of Epistemological Objectivism.^^ 

My image of the valuing relation as a mobius strip of interaction requires 

reference to a subject and a world: the world that the Ideal Observer would 

choose. And, under such conditions, so it is that I would break my silence 

and opt for ontological subjectivism (projectivism); but only with its 

epistemic caveat. Nevertheless, I believe that I may remain neutral.70 

So it is that I conclude my analysis in positing the existence of a possible 

valuing relation between a mind and a world. That relation is appropriate to 

the degree that what is valued is a appropriate object in this two place 

relation: thus an object worthy of being valued. The dialogue may now 

proceed in terms of an inquiry into what is valuable: what ought we to 

choose, desire, value? What is the appropriate relation which we might 

bring about? 

69. This to temper my position against the destructive tendencies of moral relativism. 
1 take it that Moore was seeking an internal conception of value to avoid the same 
repercussions. But one may, as Milo has, distinguish between ontological subjectivism and 
episteological objectivism. There v/ill be ways of saying that some evaluative jusdgements 
express an "appropriate" value relation and others do not. I take it that the numerous 
scientific truths and propositions available to us will act as the informing medium, giving us 
reasons to thir\k that one judgment is more appropriate than another. This stategy may be 
distinguished from value reductionism, cases where value is said to be a function of certain 
physical traits or properties; this is the case in some forms of value naturalism. 

70. Milo's distinction between ontological subjectivism and epistemological 
objectivism makes it possible to avoid the moral relativism which has tended to nip the 
heels of most subjectivist accounts. See Chapter 5, for instance. 
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Hume's analysis in terms of what an Ideal Observer would choose is a 

defensible analysis of what is worth valuing. Meeting my condition of a 

reference to both components, Hume's brand of Subjectivism seems 

compatible with my view. 

Nor would Hume deny me access to or implementation of the concept of a 

norm.7i I intend to make use of the concept of a Norm in my analysis. 

Neither Moore nor Hume would not take issue with the reality or use of 

such a concept. Hume, the ontological subjectivist,72 made use of an array 

of Virtues (values) that could be embodied by moral agents and in this spirit 

I will make use of an array of environmental norms. The concept of a norm 

will play the key role of informing or guiding an appropriate relation 

between human beings and their environment. 73 Therefore, my revised 

theoretical account includes the implementation and use of the concept of 

norms and my revised foundation is an instance of a Virtue-hased 

Environmental Ethic. 

71. Hume was a Virtue Realist. 

72 The anti-realist. 

73. See L.K. Caldwell's NEPA regulations which makes use of 6 principles or norms for 
sodal and environmental well being. Here is an instance of a norm-bas^ ethic which is 
already in place and implementable. 
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6.6 Conclusions 

My objective has been to conduct an analysis of the role played by the 

concept of intrinsic value as it has been used by various theoretical 

foundations for an environmental ethic. A further intention has been to 

inquire into the correct form for an environmental ethic and to offer a 

revised analysis of the concept of value by presenting an alternative logical 

status for that concept. In pursuing these ends I have noted a possible 

conflation between metaphysical claims, having to do with the ontological 

status of intrinsic value, and normative claims having to do with questions 

pertaining to moral obligations. I have also noted a possible symmetry 

between early questions and challenges in metaethical analysis and current 

dilemmas and inconsistencies that have plagued the more recent dialogue 

of Environmental Value Theory, 

I have chosen to reject the strategy of current environmental moral 

theorists of highlighting certain properties that a being or entity might have 

which act as the ground of inherent value. This approach which I have 

called property supervenience realism is flawed and not only leads to a 

number of theoretic inconsistencies, but also culminates in theories which 

cannot coherently resolve important issues of conflicting claims in 

environmental moral deliberation. I have referred to this incapacity as an 
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My suggestion for a revised logical status for the concept of value avoids the 

incoherendes of previous theoretical framev^rorks. Rather than 

concentrating on the ontologicaUy questionable notion of an intrinsic value 

that inheres in objects, kinds and systems, I have chosen to introduce the 

notion of an appropriate relation which might obtain, which one might 

form, between one being and another or between one being and a world. 

My implementation and use of the notion of envirorunental norms which 

function to guide and inform appropriate relations is a strategy which 

does not encounter the tremendous problems which will plague a property-

based account of intrinsic value. I take it that theorists who argue that 

individual beings or systems are intrinsically valuable hope to protect 

environmental interests by an attribution of rights to such morally 

considerable beings. Such an approach is flawed for the various reasons 1 

have given in the body of my analysis but also because the tremendous 

backlog of litigation that would follow such an approach,. The enormously 

large number of conflicting claims and rights would be good news for no 

one but the corrupt. 1 submit that a norm-based environmental ethic can 

take account of the various values and virtues that must be adjudicated in 

both the social and environmental arena without the questionable 
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hierarchies and reductions of the other approaches. My revised theoretical 

foundation reflects the view that there are myriad values that human kind 

must respect and wants to preserve. What we lack at this time is a 

mechanism for implementing such norms. 74 

I submit that the discussion in the arena of environmental ethics should 

take seriously Regan's second challenge and reconceive the proper questions 

of environmental value theory. In this challenge, Regan calls for a 

diminished role or a reconceptualization of the role played by intrinsic 

value. My revised foundation takes seriously this challenge and I would 

direct theorists to focus instead on the question of what we ought to value. 

What environmental and social virtues do we want to preserve, do we want 

to inculcate and increase? Environmental norms which play a key role in 

the Practical Ethic which I would be able to construct (a possible Chapter 7) 

are an effective and logically coherent vehicle for the very serious 

environmental problems that we face now and which we will continue to 

face. 

74. This is not really true. See for instance the paper by L.K. Caldwell regarding 
NEPA regulations and the possibility of implementing the 6 principles at the various levels 
of govenunents from the local through the international. 
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Appendix A: Milo Addendiun (Personal Corrununication, Ron Milo 1996) 

(Begin) 

With respect to the relationship between Moore's and Feinberg's 

views, I agree that there is much about Feinberg's views that Moore could 

accept - especially the claim that "intrinsically valuable" is synonymous 

with "worthy to be desired." What Moore could not agree with - and I don't 

know whether Feinberg holds this - is any naturalistic attempt to cash out 

the meaning of "worthy to be desired." This includes an ideal observer 

theory (such as Firth's), according to which "worthy to be desired" means 

"would be desired by an ideal observer." For such a definition would deny 

that something's having intrinsic value consists in its having some 

property that makes the ideal observer's desiring it appropriate. On the ideal 

observer theory, an object's being desired by an ideal observe is what makes 

it worthy of being desired. That is to say, that an ideal observer would desire 

X makes X valuable; it is not X's being valuable (worthy of being desired) 

that makes it reasonable (appropriate) for an ideal observer to desire it. An 

ideal observer doesn't desire X because she recognizes that it is (already, in 

itself) worthy of being desired; rather X's being desired by an ideal observer 

is what constitutes its being worthy of being desired. It seems to me that 

Moore would have to reject this latter kind of view. And in that sense, 

Moore does seem committed to holding that some things have 

metaphysical intrinsic value. Hume, on the other hand, accepts the ideal 

observer theory and so holds that there is nothing about the qualities of X 

that makes it worthy of being desired other than the fact that an ideal 

observer would desire it because of these qualities. In that sense, its value 

(its being worthy of being desired) is projected onto it by the ideal observer. 

As a realist about values, Moore wants to reject this. He holds that what 

makes X valuable (worthy of being desired) are certain features of X that are 

internal to X and independent of any disposition of even an ideal observer 
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to respond to X in terms of certain attitudes. Again, this is to hold that X has 

metaphysical intrinsic value. 

This key issue here is the old Euthyphro question raised by Plato; Are 

certain things valuable (worthy of being desired) because an ideal observer 

would desire them or would an ideal observer desire them because they are 

valuable (worthy of being desired)? This is the real dilemma; and one 

carmot avoid it by embracing both horns. Nor does one embrace both horns 

by adopting the view that value consists in a normative relation between an 

object and a subject: an object's being worthy of being desired by a subject. 

That claim is neutral with respect to the two horns, and therefore can be 

accepted by both Moore and Hira\e. Moore and Hume can agree that an 

object's being valuable consists in being worthy of being desired by a subject. 

The real question concerns what makes an object worthy of being desired. Is 

it features internal to the object (Moore) or features of the subject, including 

an ideal observer (Hume)? Your purely logical thesis doesn't embrace both 

of these horns; it is just neutral with respect to them. In does not seem 

logically possible to embrace both of these horns. One might try to say that 

X's being worthy of being desired depends both on features internal to X and 

on how an ideal observer would react to X. But what would that mean? 

That X's being valuable is determined partly by features internal to X 

independently of how an ideal observer would react to things having these 

features, and also partly determined by whether it has certain other features 

in virtue of which an ideal observer would desire it? That is not Moore's 

view; and it does not really seem to be your view either. You seem to be 

suggesting, in many passages, that what makes X valuable (worthy of being 

desired) - what makes it reasonable or appropriate for one to desire X - are 

facts about X facts about the world. Presumably, these are facts about X that 

obtain independently of how anyone, even an ideal observer, would react to 



218 

X. And, again, this is to hold that X has intrinsic value in the metaphysical 

sense. 

Note that there is sense in which Hume holds that value is subjective, 

because he holds that X's being worthy of being desired consists in its having 

a certain relation to a subject - an ideal observer. Moore holds that value is 

objective, in the sense that X's being worthy of being desired is determined 

solely by features internal to X the object, itself Thus, Hume is a subjectivist 

about the ontological status of value, whereas Moore is an objectivist. This 

difference can also be described as the difference between projectivism and 

realism about the ontological statvis of value. But note also that Hume is an 

objectivist about the epistemological status of value judgments. For whether 

or not X is really (truly) valuable (worthy of being desired) depends on 

whether or not an ideal observer would desire it (whether it has features 

that would make an ideal observer desire it). This is also what makes it 

reasonable or appropriate to desire X. This is contrasted with subjectivism 

about the epistemological status of value judgments, which holds that 

whether any individual is justified in judging that X is valuable depends 

solely on what that individual's desires and attitudes happen to be (a 

position affirmed by Hobbes, and contemporary emotivists, but not Hume). 

Moore is, like Hume, an objectivist about the epistemological status of value 

judgments. But he differs with Himie about what justifies one in judging 

that X is valuable. That X has features that would make it desired by a ideal 

observer does not (objectively) justify the judgment that X is valuable, for 

Moore. One can only be (objectively) justified in judging X to be valuable on 

the basis of features internal to X itself (independently of how an ideal 

observer would react to X) that make it appropriate or reasonable for an 

ideal observer to desire X. You seem to want to agree with Moore on this 

point. But if so, then you are committed to a version of objectivism about 
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the epistemological status of value judgments that also commits you to 

objectivism about the ontological status of values (i.e., to holding that there 

are intrinsic values in the metaphysical sense. 

Now you might want to argue that nothing you want to say about 

envirorraiental ethics conunits you to holding that there are intrinsic 

values in this metaphysical sense, that you can remain neutral with respect 

to the ontological status of value. Note that even Hume (who denies that 

there any intrinsic values in this metaphysical sense) can agree that flowers 

existing in a world devoid of humans or other sentient creatures 

would still be beautiful (and it would therefore be good that they exist) 

because an ideal observer (who is a merely hypothetical being that does not 

actually exist) would desire that such a world exist. But Hume could also say 

that an ideal observer would only desire such a world to exist if it also 

contained humans who could see and appreciate the flowers. So Hume's 

view does not in itself provide any answer in the button pushing example. 

However, Moore's view does seem to require a definite answer; so perhaps 

it is more friendly to the views of environmentalists. 

With respect to your criticisms of other environmentalists, note that 

Moore himself acknowledges that values supervene on natural properties. 

It is just that he insists that these values carmot be reduced to or identified 

with the natural properties on which they supervene. This does not in itself 

prevent one from specifying certain natural properties as necessary and 

sufficient conditions for the presence of this other property of goodness. So 

the mere fact that an enviroimientalist asks about which natural properties 

of things their value supervenes on does not commit them to reducing or 

identifying values with the natural properties on which they supervene. 

You will have to consider in each case whether they are claiming such a 
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reduction, and (as you say) substituting reductions for reasons for thinking 

that values supervene on certain natural properties. Note also, that Moore, 

who clainas that certain values (such as moral goodness) do supervene on 

certain natural qualities (such as kindness) could be asked to give reasons for 

thinking this as well. Why should we think that the natural properties of 

trees (including their relations to other parts of the ecosystem) give us 

reason for judging that they have the additional property of being good 

(worth preserving)? Is this just self-evident, something that we intuit? 

What is it about trees (which of their natural properties) makes their 

existence worthy of being desired by any subject? Giving a natiu-alist 

reduction may not answer this question; but then it is not clear how a 

Moorean can answer it either. Simply suggesting that our judgment that X is 

good can somehow be "informed" (though not entailed) by our knowledge 

of natural facts about X is to suggest that an answer can be given. But it is not 

to give an answer. Nor does it constitute an argument that an objective 

answer can be given. 

I have tried to make clear some distinctions that you need to keep in 

mind in doing your final revision. You are getting clearer about these issues, 

but I think there is still some room for improvement. However these are 

very subtle and difficult issues. Very few philosophers (even good ones) are 

completely clear about them. So I will be satisfied if you just do the best you 

can in discussing these issues, and taking my comments into account, in the 

final draft. 

(End) 
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