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lssues

2. Taylor says that inherent worth is not an objective property. He also says that the
attitude of uldmate respect for nature is supported by a belief system that can-
not be proven true. Why, then, should we adopt that attitude?

3. In discussing individual organisms as teleological centers af life, Taylor says that
we can look at the world from a plant’s point of view without engaging in “'false
anthropomorphizing.” What does he mean by that? How is it possible?

4. Much of Taylor’s argument against human superiority rests on the claim that
inherent worth does not admit of degrees. Do you agree? Why or why not?

5. Though T:q.rlor does not advocate giving nonhuman organisms moral righrs, he
does advocate giving them fepal righes, What mighte his justification be for deny-

ing ong but granting the other?

6. IsTaylor's individualistic view preferable o Leopold’s holistic view?

People or Penguins
William E Baxter

The foliowing selection by William F. Baxter {1929-1998) presents an anthropocentric view
of environmental issues, In contrast to Tayior, Baxter argues that Kantian respect should not
be extended to nonhuman organisms. In contrast to Leopold, he argues that an economic

approach to envirenmental issues is the correct one, Thus, he favors a cost-benefit analysis
of environmental impact, where the economic costs and benefits involved are applicable to
humans only. Baxter was a professor of law at Stanfard University,

I stare with the modest proposition that, in dealing
with pollution, or indeed with any problem, it is
helpfil to know what one is attempting to accom-
plish. Agreement on how and whether to pursue a
particular objective, such as pollution control, is
not possible unless some more general objective
has been identified and stated with reasonable pre-
cistor. We talk loosely of having clean air and clean
water, of preserving our wilderness areas, and so
forth. Bur none of these is a sufficienty general
objectve: each 15 more accurately viewed as a means
rather than as an end.

With regard to clean air, for example, one may
ask, “how clean?” and “what does clean mean®" It
is even reasonable to ask, “why have clean air?”
Each of these questions 1s an implicit demand thar
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a more general community goal be stated—a goal
sufficiently general in its scope and enjoying suffi-
ciently general assent among the community of
actors that such “why™ questions no longer seem
admissible with respect to that goal.

If, for example, one states as a goal the propo-
sition that “every person should be free to do what-
ever he wishes in contexts where his actions do
not interfere with the interests of other human
beings,” the speaker is unlikely to be met with a
respanse of “why" The goal may be crincized as
uncertain in it implications or difficult to imple-
ment, but it is so basic a tenet of our civibzanon—
it reflects a cultural value so broadly shared, at least
in the abstract—rthar the question “why is seen as
impertinent or imponderable or both.

I do not mean to suggest that everyone would
agree with the “spheres of freedom” objective just
stated, Still less do [ mean to suggest chae a society
could subscribe to four or five such general objec-
tives thar would be adequare in their coverage o
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serve as testing criteria by which all other dis-
agreements might be measured, One difficulty in
the attempt to construct such a st is that each new
goal added will conflict, in certain applications,
with cach prior goal histed; and thus each goal serves
a5 a limited qualification on prior goals.

Without any expectation of obtaining unani-
mous consent to them, let me set forth four goals
that | generally use as ultimate testing criteria in
attempting to frame solutions to problems of human
organization. My posiion regarding pollution stems
from these four criteria. If the criteria appeal to
yvou and any part of what appears hereafter does
not, our disagreement will have a helpful focus:
which of us is correct, analytically, in supposing
that his position on pallution would better serve
these general goals, If the criteria do not scem
aceeptable ta you, then it is to be expected that
our more particular judgments will differ, and the
task will then be yours to identify the basic set of
criteria upon which your particular judgments rest,

My criteria are as follows:

1. The spheres of freedom criterion stated
above,

2. Waste is a bad thing. The dominant feature
of human existence is scarcity—our
available resources, our aggregate labors,
and our skill in employing both have
always been, and will continue for some
nme to be, inadequate to yield to every
man all the tngible and intangible
satisfactions he would like to have. Hence,
nome of those resources, or labors, or skills,
should be wasted—that is, employed so as
to yield less than they might yield in
human satisfactions.

3. Ewvery human being should be regarded as
an end rather than as a means to be used
for the betterment of another. Each should
be afforded dignity and regarded as having
an absolute claim to an evenhanded
application of such rules as the community
may adopt for its governance.

4. Both the incentive and the opportunity to
improve his share of satisfactions should be
preserved to every individual. Preservation
of incentive 15 dictated by the "no-waste™
criterion and enjoins againse the contnuous,

totally egalitarian redistribunon of satisfac-
tons, or wealth; but subject to that
constrint, everyone should receive, by
continuous redistribution if necessary,
some minimal share of aggrerate wealth so
as o avoid a level of privation from which
the opportunity to improve his situation
becomes illusory.

The relationship of these highly general goals
to the more specific environmental issues at hand
may not be readily apparent, and 1 am not yet
repdy to demonstrate their pervasive implications,
But let me give one indication of their implica-
tions. Recently scientists have informed us that
use of DT in food production 15 causing damage
to the penguin population. For the present pur-
pases let us accept that assertion as an indisputable
scientific fet. The scientific fact is often asserted as
if' the correct implication—that we must stop agri-
cultural use of DDT—followed from the mere
statement of the fact of penguin damage. Bur
plainly it does not follow if my criteria are
employed.

My criteria are oriented to people, not pen-
guins. Damage to penguing, or sugir pines, or geo-
logical marvels is, without more, simply irrelevant,
One must go further, by my criteria, and say:
Penguins are important because people enjoy sce-
ing them walk about rocks; and furthermore, the
well-being of peaple would be less impaired by
halting use of DIDT than by giving up pénguins. In
short, my observations about environmental prob-
lems will be people-oriented, as are my criteria. |
have no interest in preserving penguins for their
own sake,

It may be said by way of olijection to this posi-
tion, that it is very selfish of people to act as if cach
person represented one unit of importance and
nothing else was of any importance. It is undeni-
ably selfish. Nevertheless T think it is the only ten-
able starting place for analysis for several reasons.
First, no other position corresponds 1o the way
most people really think and act—i. &, corresponds
to reality,

Second, this attitude does not portend any mas-
sive destruction of nonhuman flora and fauna, for
people depend on them in many obvious ways,
and they will be preserved because and to the
degree that humans do depend on them.
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Third, what is good for humans is, in many
respects, good for penguins and pine trees—clean
air for example. So that humans are; in these
respects, surrogates for plant and animal life.

Fourth, I do not know how we could admin-
ister any other system. Qur decisions are either pri-
vate or collective: Insofar as Mr. Jones is free to act
privately, he may give such preferences as he wishes
to other forms of life: he may feed birds in winter
and do with less himselt, and he may even decline
to resist an advancing polar bear on the ground
that the bear’s appetite is more important than those
portions of himself that the bear may choose to
eat. In share my basic premise does not rule out
private alrruism to competing life-forms. Tt does
rule out, however, Mr. Jones' inclination to feed
Me. Smith to the bear, however hungry the bear,
however despicable Mr. Smith.

[nsotar as we act collectively; on the other hand,
only humans can be afforded an opportunity to
participate in the collective decisions. Penguins
cannot vote now and are unlikely subjects for the
franchise—pine mees more unlikely stll. Again each
individual is free to cast his vote so as to benefit
sugar pines if that is his inclination, But many of the
more extreme assertions that one hears from some
conservationists amount to tacit assertions that they
are specially appointed representatives of sugar
pines, and hence that their preferences should be
weighted more heavily than the preferences of
other humans who do not enjoy equal rapport
with “nature” The simplistc assertion thar agri-
cultural use of DT must stop at once because it
1s harmiul to penguins is of that type.

Fifth, if polar bears or pine trees or penguins,
like men, are to be regarded as ends rather than
means; 1f they are to count inour caleulus of social
organization, someone must tell me how much
each one counts, and someone must tell me how
these life-forms are to be permitted to express their
preterences, for I'do nov know either answer, If the
answer 15 that certain people are to hold their prox-
ies, then T want to know how those proxy-holders
are to be selecred: self-appointment does not seem
workable to me.

Sixth, and by way of sununary of all the fore-
going, let me point out that the set of environ-
mental ssues under discussion—although they raise
very complex technical questions of how to achieve
any objective—ultimately raise a normarive ques-

lssuEs

mon: what ewght we to do. Questions of eught are
unique to the human mind and world—they are
meaningless as applied to a nonhuman situation.

I reject the proposition that we enghtt to respect
the “balance of nature” or to “preserve the envi-
ronment” unless the reason for doing so, express
or implied, is the benefit of man.

[ reject the idea that there is a “right” or
“morally correct” state of nature to which we
should return. The word "nature” has no norma-
tive connotation. Was it “right” or “wrong” for
the earth’s crust to heave in contortion and cre-
ate mountains and seas? Whs i "right” for the first
amphibian to crawl up out of the primordial
ooze? Was it "wrong” for plants to reproduce
themselves and alter the atmospheric composition
in favor of oxygen? For animals to alter the atmos-
phere in favor of carbon dioxide both by breath-
ing oxygen and eating plants? Mo answers can
be given to these questions because they are
meaningless guestions.

All this may seem obvious to the peint of being
tedious, but much of the present controversy over
environment and pollution rests on tacit normative
assumprions about just such nonnormative phe-
nomena: that it is “wrong' to impair penguins with
DDT, but not to slanghter cattle for prime rib
roasts. That it is wrong to kill stands of sugar pines
with industrial fumes, but not to cur sugar pines
and build housing for the poor. Every man 15 enti-
tled to his own preferred definition of Walden
Pond, but there is no definition that has any moral
superiority over another, except by reference to
the selfish needs of the human race.

From the fact that there s no normaave defi-
nition of the natoral state, it follows thar there 1s no
normative definition of clean air or pure water—
hence no definition of polluted air—or of pollu-
tion—except by reference to the needs of man,
The “right” composition of the atmosphere is one
which has some dust in 1t and some lead it and
some hydrogen sulfide in it—just those amounts
that attend a sensibly organized sociery thoughefully
and knowledgeably pursuing the greatest possible
satisfaction for its human members,

The first and most fundamental step toward
solution of our environmental problems is a clear
recognition that our objective is not pure air or
water but rather some optimal state of pollution.
That step immediately suggests the question:
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How do we define and attain the level of pollu-
tion that will yield the maximum possible
amount of human satisfaction?

Low levels of pollution contribute to human
satisfaction but so do food and shelter and educa-
tion and music. To attain ever lower levels of pol-
lution, we must pay the cost of having less of these
other things. | contrast that view of the cost of pol-
lution control with the more popular statement
that pollution control will “cost” very large num-
bers of dollars. The popular statement is true in
some senses, false in athers; sorting our the true
and false senses is of some importance. The first
step in that sorting process is to achieve a clear
understanding of the difference berween dollars
and resources, esources are the wealth of our
nation; dollars are merely claim checks upon those
rescurces. Resources are of vital importance; dol-
lars are comparanvely crivial,

Four categories of resources are sufficient for
our purposes: Atany given time a nation; or a planer
if you prefer, has a stock of labor, of technological
skill, of capital goods, and of naturl resources (such
as mineral depaosits, imber, water, land, ete.). These
resources can be used in various combinatons to
yield goods and services of all kinds—in some lim-
tted quantity. The quanticy will be larger if they are
combined efficiently, smaller if combined ineffi-
ciently, But in either event the resource stock is
limited, the goods and services that they can be
made to yield are imited; even the most cfficient use
of them will yield less than our population, in the
aggregate, would like to have.

If one considers building a new dam, it is appro-
priate to say that it will be costly in the sense that
it will require x hours of labaor, ¥ tons of steel and
concrete, and = amount of capital goods. If these
resources are devoted to the dam, then they cannot
be used to build hospitals, fishing rods, schools, ar
electric can openers. That is the meaningful sense
in which the dam is costly:

Quite apart from the very important question
of how wisely we can combine our resources to
produce goods and services, is the very different
question of how they gee distributed—who gets
how many goods? Dollars constitute the claim
checks which are distributed among people and
which control their share of national output. Dellars
are nearly valueless pieces of paper except to the
extent that they do represent claim checks to some
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traction of the output of goods and services. Viewed
as claim checks, all the dollars outstanding during any
peried of time are worth, in the aggregate, the goods
and services that are available to bie claimed with
them during that peniod—neither more nor less,

It is far easier to increase the supply of dollars
than to increase the production of goods and ser-
vices—printing dollars is casy. But printng more
dollars doesn’t help because each dollar then sim-
ply becomes a claim to fewer goods, 1.¢., becomes
worth less.

The point is thiss many peaple fall into crror
upon hearing the statement that the decision to
build a dam, or to clean up a river, will cost §X
million. It is regrettably casy to say:"Ies only money:
This 15 a wealthy country, and we have lots of
money” But vou cannot build a dam or clean a
river with $X million—unless you also have a
match, you can't even make a fire. One builds a
dam or cleans a river by diverting labor and steel
and trucks and factories from making one kind of
goods to making another, The cost in dollars s
merely a shorthand way of describing the extent of
the diversion necessary. IFwe build a dam for §X
million, then we must recognize thar we will have
$X million less housing and food and medical care
and electric can openers as a resule,

Similarly, the costs of controlling pollution are
best expressed in terms of the other goods we will
have to give up to do the job. This is not to say the
Jjeb should not be done. Badly as we need more
housing, more medical care, and more can openers,
and more symphony erchestras, we could do with
somewhat less of them, in my judgment at least,
in exchange for somewhat cleaner air and rivers, Bur
that is the nature of the tradeoff, and analysis of
the problem is advanced if that unpleasant reality is
kept in mind. Once the trade-off relationship is
clearly perceived, it is possible to state in a very
general way what the optimal level of pollution is,
[ would stace it as follows:

People enjoy watching penguins. They enjoy
relatively clean air and smog-fiee vistas. Their health
is improved by relatively clean water and air. Each
of these benefits s a type of good or service. As a
sociery we would be well advised to give up one
washing machine 1f the resources that would have
gone into that washing machine can yield greater
human satisfaction when diverted into pollution
control. We should give up one hospital if the
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resources thereby freed would yield more human sar-
isfacion when devoted to elimination of noise in
our cities. And so on, trade-off by trade-off, we
should divert our productive capacities from the
preduction of existing goods and services to the
producton of a cleaner, quieter, more pastoral nation
up to—and no further than—the point at which
we value more highly the next washing machine
or hospital that we would have to do without than
we value the next unit of environmental improve-
ment that the diverted resources would ereate.
Now this proposition seems to me unassailable
but so general and abstract as to be unhelpful—at
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least unadministerable in the form stated. It assumes
Wwe can measure insome way the incremental units
of human satisfaction yielded by very different types
of poods. The proposition must remain a pious
abstraction until [ can explain how this measure-
ment process can occur In subsequent chapters |
will attemnpt to show that we can do this—in some
contexts with great precision and in other con-
texts only by rough approximation. But 1 insist that
the proposition stated describes the result for which
we should be striving—and again, that it is always
usefl to know what your target is even if your
weapons are too crude to score a bull’s eve,

Questions for Analysis

1. According to Baxter, there is no right or wrong level of pollution independent
of human needs. How does he support his elaim? How would Taylor and Leopold

respond?

(]

Baxrer argues that “the costs of controlling pollution are best expressed in terms

of the other goods we will have to give up to do the job, " What kinds of other

goods does he include?

3. In viewing environmental decisions as trade-offs berween environmental goals
and other goods, Baxter argues that we should divert our resources to improve
the environment until we value the next improvement less than “the next wash-
ing machine or hospital that we would have to do without” If the value we
assign to each is based on adequate information, would this approach make for

a sound environmental policy?

4, Baxter admirs that there are serious difficulties in assigning economic values to
all human sagsfactions. Do those difficulties damage his argument?

An Ecocentric Environmental Ethic
I Buird Callfcott

The following selection is excerpted from ). Baird Callicott's longer essay, "The Search for an
Environmental Ethic.” In earlier sections, Callicott criticizes traditional ethical views for their
inability to deal adeguataly with environmental problems. For the same reason, he also
criticizes the “extensionist” ethics of philosophers like Peter Singer and Tom Regan (see
Chapter 11}, who argue that nonhuman animals deserve the same moral consideration that

humans deserve,

From “The Search far an Emvironmental Exhic,” in Marers of Life and Deach, eshited by Tom Hegan. Copyright ©
1080, 1986 by Bamsdsm Howse, Inc, Reprineed by permimion of MeGraw-Hill Conspanies, Inc.
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