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/al Plumwood ! and Richard Routley wish to question,
like Peter Singer, so-e basic Philosophic assumptions
underpinning estern can's attitudes loaros nis role in the
moral universe ana his relationship to nonhunan animals.

1 *vai e<Plumwood has done most of ner work under ner married name:
sval “Routley.

*In deference, however, to her wish tc establish herself under
*Plur »o00i that name

mill oe used throughout this work.

In a passage reiininscent of Singer's call for the
examination of unguestioneo assumptions, they state:
.-nodern moral philosophers -- fulfilling

tneir now established function of providing a
theoretical superstructure to explain and

justifty contemporary .oral sensibilities
rather than guestioning fundamental
asumptions -- tend to argue tnat tne bias

toward human interests, which is an integral
part of going ethical theories, iIs not just
another form of class cnauvinism hich is
both possible and aesiraole tc eliminate, out
iIs ratner a restriction nctated by tne logic
of evaluative an- .oral concepts, ana tnat



there is no coherent, possible, or viable
alternative to the "human chauvinism" of.
standard etnical theories. 2
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If class cnauvinism "is differential,
discriminatory and inferior treatnent (oy sufficiently many
members of the class) for items outside the class, for which
there is not suiXiciect jJustification'™3, then human
chauvinism is tne form of class chauvinism in which the
species, uaao Sapleur., substantially morally discriminates
against everything nonhuman by an insufficiently justified
assumption of human rnoral uniqueness.
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morality by definition runs aground on a definitional
fallacy. This contention takes the definition ot moral
consideration oeing exclusive to the human realm to be
seif-validating ana unchallengeable;

The fallacy. of the definitional move_is that
of beli evmge at convert|fng the
substantive val uatlve heses nu<an
chauvinism to matters of definition they
become somehow exempt from challenge or need
for _ justification, IriIsS IS comparable to
justifying discriminatory menbership. for  a
club referring  to °~ the rules similarly
concelved as self-vvalidatin

g exempt from
guestion or need of jJustiti atlon

v Vr'r sr °Ut3sy "&andX& 've¢ *Routiey. ‘'Against the ‘Inevitability of 'Human

In this case the club rules define the Moral Club.

These definitions can upon either Physical
characteristics or,__a set of propertles that are logically
connected  with uallflcatlon f%r moral consideration, ™ 1t js
onylous that the physical aracteristics are not mQraII¥

is lmpossmle to restrict moral . terms. to
artlcular species, when species distinction
r fine g term of physica

aracterlstlcs which are not morally
re evant,

e0ore generally, an attempt to derive a
Iochgu1 icall ?es connectlon net eet
anlt itse appllcablhty of
morality I1s bound ] :Iau for._ creatures
anatomically__ana zoologlca aistinct frao

hurans >hICII a[ dentlcal ith humans in
terms morally reIevant eatures arc
Iorﬁ(ga(lely possible, upsetting any logical

o) y Kpoutley and Houtley. Against the inevitability of Human Chauyinism; 39.

rnerefore , the characteristlcs neeoed to support the

defintional . move have e rim hyS|caI
characteristics. However, |f pro ertles og |cal tie itn
moral conS|derat|ons are examine cose)( |t |s fauna that
they do not support he echuS|ve eligibrlity of hurans to
%n I\/\?ra % Thre cond |t|ons or a equacy ore set down
or making tne lue exclusive human



) The set of characteristics must he
?ossessed )(, least all yroperl
unct|on|n humans, since tc omit an
stunitl aroup usuall con5|dered sub ect
to _irora conS|ce atin, suer as Infants, young
children, rinitive tribesmen, etc., anp to
allow that Tt was ierrissiole to treat _these
roups n the ay it is = considered
ermissible to treat non- humans that 1s, as
mere INnstruments, would certainly’ Ic
repugnant to modern moral senS|b|I|t|es and
woul offend = common intuiti ? to the
orotherhood of mar., the vie- } humans
are possessors of _inalienable rlg T us
human chauvinism , if it is pro uce
coherent theor which does not unacceptablg
rule out some roups of humans, must
sQ e set cf ?tlﬁres ¢cc. on to the rust
diverse 'enters of hu"™ anKiriu. (luu lolax
Auclusloa

2. In. order _tor nu an chauvinis; . to be
JUStIfled thls sec ot characteristics ust

ssessed b an non-nuran. Ulle
|oXa| |>g:?u5|au y y

3. The set of characteristics must_. oe ot
mere] n_orally relevant but suff|C|ent {

{) st| , 1IN ncn-circuiar a;é cut-ol
] ral conS|derat|on at actly tne ri ht
pomt If human chauvm|sm |s to ~ avolo
char% of arbitrariness and. fustlflablllty
0 demonstrate Its |neV|ta ana tne

][ OSSIbIlF_]tX of alternatives, it rust rneroe
ro tne characteristics why items not having
the fay oe used as iere Instruments to serve
tne interests of those which do 0SSess

the . b (lac XbAXxxi&euXai  Ju&xxxXcaXXQa
l1IS&UuaXIbU )
%9 20 “Routley and "Routley. "Against tne "Inevitability of
But tne 'propertles usuall assumed ive humans
exclusive ent into tne moral Cluo when tested against

these condltlons of ade uacy either admit nonhumans or

exclude @ humans, Thirt such propertles are tested oy
Plumwood and . Routely quE usn} :i

language, self-awareness, celn% alare the IneV|tab| Ity
ot one s own death, being aoie O answer questions about
moral issues such. as. human chauvinism, having Interests,
havmﬁ projects, belonging to a social communit being
mora responsible or. one's actions, etc., and all are

found antlng on at least one count.

"Human

"Chauvinism]



However, the condltlons of ade(i]uacy night oe challenged

as too stmgent. Yet, if tne '<oral Club 1S to he_ exclusive
umans and neither arbitrary _nor unjustified, then

0?8 eI'Itrltol’l t tnat allt functlotnmg humans tpo];ssessctlhg
" mus a etherise tne Trequirerents, for u

F% n!%ersmp are %‘SVX too  _narrowly ar(lq some humans are

excludes. agalnst this condltlon |t_ might be argued tnat

gerpgtgg_ :2 dt%lneé Ez some . mgral? e @'?/ﬁhply Branpr (wheﬁe

eah t OS S -Nno
not quallfy as persons aou 0 igible  for
treatment oncers  of oral Clue or |f they tie

treated as members that ellghbllllty was arbitrar and
unjust. it 1t 1s the case at’all’ humans (person must
possess this property, then i1t must also be the case that no
8 uman,. .possesses "1t otherwise an Ar%ument From Analor%
An0|||0|y applies. 1f some nonhumans possess the prope
rq.)rodoertle:s }hen the requirements for Cub niembershlp are
ara’\ broad ana some nonnumans are Finall
not enou% separate _the eIi |bl'e from, h/e
|nel|%|ble V\ﬁ ags the edible from_ tn inediblej it
must 0e snown ineligiole are not only Ine ibte for
membership, but why tney T<Cannot even Qe consld req for
membership, _otherwise “tne dlfference in treatment is not
ustified. Toq carr tne Club metap h a rther,
ernaps too far, hile remoers naaﬁ cert r|v eges
this aoes not necessarily mean at |n || n not
enLg ing . these _special grlwle nonrnem ers can aso oe
rrantly deprived = of enefit common memoers and
non Memoers. why  should membership devalue nonmenoers ano
put tneTt at the” disposal = of members? It is oy this
condition that human _chauvinism must show why humans are the
exclusive subjects of Intrinsic value_. and  the val of

nonhumans ca be handled in terms of instrun.enr.al va ue to
humans.

If. these condjtions of adequacy _stand, _then the
definitional necessity, of exclusiveness fails. Yet another
approach at making “the realms of wvalue ano morality
exclusive to humans is to examine no< vVvalues are_thougnt tO
?gerate . prototype argument tor this Is laio out as

OWS:

A. values are . determined through tne
preference rankings of valuers 7(the aa
dflxacuafue Karnes Valuers'
P/ e erence rankings are determined throu%h
aluer s 1Interests™ (tne preXcifiace £aaucil.l
thesis). C. valuers ~are humans %ersons)
tne Saecsas assaaplioa) erefore
aues are determine tnrou hum n mterests

tnrough tne I1nterests ot p rsons%

Routley and Routley. Against the Inevitability of human Chauvinism:
The use of persons in this quotation is a reference to agru.rents aimed at



S&VII’\%O tne exclusweness of the doral Club by |t|n% member%hlrgatto hurpans

with me glven capacity, characterlstlc or exce ence or com ion
these. while this ar% eqnt may . succeed greventlng non- u.ans tror
consideration, it is the cost of non- par digr atic™ i,.<ins.
From thls ar ument iIs . sometimes concluded that "not only

IS It perfectly accceptatle for humans to reduce matters oOf

value " and, morality to. natters g interest, but
oreover there IS no rational or pOSSI alternative, to
going any alternative is S|mply . Incoherent.” 9

|thever |t thls arigument is disrantled 1t is snown to . rest

set alse assumptions that even Charitable
tanlpulatlon cannot save.

23 Routley and Routley. Against me Inevitability of Human Chauvinism;

an ambiguity resides in the use of 'determined through'

in precise 1, if ‘determined_ through' means ‘have _to ce
detgrmlned* men Plumwood and ou Iey feel, mat it ?
uy upgra d "to reveal t sneer necessity o0
conclusion 10
10 “Routley and “Routley. Against the inevitability of Human Chauvinism:

no-ever, this, involves a_similar modlflcutlon of prenise
or eise a nodal fallacy _is involved f:lron%er n cefsa[)y
sense IS pre erabe in” forcing _tne conc s S

seen snortr%/ when remise ~C |s considered, but tne more
cnaritaoie move for t e argument Is to weaken' the use of

‘determined mrou to somethln like 'reflect’ or 'are a
ratter of'. es eilth gr ification to resc_)lve the
ambi UIt}/ etermme th roug premise A is till
susceptide to the charge: )

value rankings cannot however c¢e cashed in

for preference rankings since, as s

well-known, preference Tankings and value

rankings _car diverge; a valuer can prefer

wnat has less value and can value what Is not

., referred.

Premise a iIs , therefore ( modified to read:
Al Values are determined_ through the value
rankings of (appropriate) valuers, 12
}&1 "Routley and “Routley. Against the Inevitability of Human Chauvinism

12 Ro tley and Routley, Against me inevitability of num Chauvinism: 44,

St-ficieb  aSiuuiptAob,
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is essential to the argument

ISel ¢ " to oe. neces ry cqndition that humans are
the only valu rs tah ?ﬁax (h argument ooes not

man

chauvmsmc onclusion. if

usea instead o humans tnen

Ince no u
uman, % not al‘1
sustain the human
necessary either to reject ail

?fSOrl
ecomes -ore deftensi e

mans are valuers but not all val%lers are
valuers are numar' ~or persons,

nen to

chauvinistic conclusion it becomes

non-human (person) values or

bnltedeto hum&y°© (pQ}soR)re'nﬁ%re%tsSUCh that ‘interests’ are
43-4. Routley and Houtley.

is I,!ust such
tor them tne most objectionabl

concqus orﬂu and %rélﬁaflyarpg
T 0|sm

pre ise A iIs recast rep acm(?

an IOrinent Ior 8%%

a

Against the

move at

m

UMent. . TO. _Show = tha " S§he

emise B is little more han an

in an enwronmental settmc]; ¥
i

ument for. e
‘pref erencgs ith \ga

remise B , that i
of the_premises, makes It

b

ues as

or ~ 1 ?
ove'v-in2'preTnlern ?rS0 0ds_to have Rrefererrtlces re_P gc

ttenti

interests . interests _can 06 Usea either M a weax an
-5 so tnat anlyt ing tne valuer values is |n tne

uer é interest stron but false sense t IS
m\egnte to support interests celng in the va uers

to sum. up tne dilemma for the argument then:

when.. “"interests™
premise u may be accepted
inter,oea conclusion or

IS usea

does not establish 1ts

In any way sucpoert
effect
cruae form 1is th

tne ’intended
IS enough

nothing else counts

correc tnen

checkmq out tne
hu ans, = or, more

’Ioo

tne case class ,.some o*

otner hano,
igrong ense

I’I’ﬂ human crauvinis
alse

Rout ley ano

"Interests™
tne conclusion would license a

Routley.

human

in its” weaker sense
out tne argument

chauvinism. For

the argument in the
in determining values it

human ~ advantage;

If tne argument re

one coul assess values bv
local Ifish) advantage of
ener tne aavanta~,e of
assembled iIt, on th

IS usea In Its
, but premise no,

“Against the “Inevitability of “Human

Inevitability of Human Chauvinism!

"Chauvinism:



This at?ument has a second aspect to

explore tne ument is not acceptab
then supposelv nelthe% Is the alter t\P

e't asg Wnllc standesy

rejectin

6:0}10 BSIOHA) Frechse is oppose nahe COﬂClUS on

either one accepts the conclusion, ith

its

consequent Instru _entalist account of value,
or one Is _committed to_ an intrinsic or
cetacned value theory wnich takes values to
oe cogwe[%eete Xec'lnde pen ent of waluers, and no

rmi

oy . tneit out, It is assum

th e latter theory’ is aell Known as untenab ?e
and rray. even be seen_ as lnvoIVlnq m¥ﬁ¢,t|c|sm

or as oeing _irrational INUS

conduced,” _there is no real alternatlve to

hu-an chauvinism. Ib

#15 Routley and Routley. Against tne inevitability of Human Chauvinism;

but this choice is rejectee as—# kalse opne;

To reject the instrumentalist conclusion D is
by nd means to be commited tc a, or to the
view that tne wva] and . their . preference
rankings play no roe In determining values

and that values are a_ further set, f
mysterious inde gndent “itgms in the  world
some ow perceiv valuers through a
special igven mystical and nonrational)™ moral

sense.

%~a its

Chauvinism:

47.

47.



valued for its own sake, and not merely as a

means to something further: and _  an
intrinsic-value eory a Iobs that some jtems
are mtrmsuca valua . 1ntrinsic
theories Sn ontrast wntm instrumon cal
theories, and #%hat "intrinsic” tells us IS no
more tnan that the iter taken as

intrinsically valuable |s not valued merely
as a means _tc some 8oa not merely
in trumenlﬁllla/nvalue Accordmgﬁy detached

value . since dlsbomt frong
instrumental theories, _are a
intrinsic value _ theories; and they are a
Rroper sugclass since intrinsic values need
be detached, = Bomethin ag be valuaole
itself without its ceing detached frott al
valumg experience. 17

Routley and Routley. Against tne inevitability 01 | yman <Chauvinism 477 8.

Because detacned _value theaqries are only a subclas%
intrinsic value t eorles the dichotomies bet”_ een A and an
between iInstrumental and iInstrinsic theories are alse
Since detached theories cannot be maintained and totall
iInstrumental value theories leao to. an infinite regres
which  1s manifest 1f, consistent witn tne theory, the goals
of a valuer are taken as instrumental, then. neither of these
extremes _is acceptable, but values do exist, so some other
vie-, besides those offered In the dichotomy must be
advanced, Plumwood ana Routley advance one vie*  tnat denies
the dichotomy, yet does not limit valuers to humans and does
not It 1t tné value of objects to human instrumental values;

A person is the source of _value-judgments and

values .in one sense, i.e. s/he Is tne

valuer; out _not In another, namely s/ne _is

no} responsible for a valued item havmg its

valued properties. or Is there any ence
for reducing tne values_  assignee to those
tnat serve the Interests of tne “valuer. 18

18 Routley and Routley. Hunan chauvinism and Environmental Ethics: 158

This solutlon seems to do little more than shift the
deta(fhed value _argument back one ste -hy snould tne
ities of an ite be _valued except that a wvaluer . places
some value on them? Tnat. Is to sa all i1items (objects of
moral_ concern) hav ualities, ou tnat same . o these
ualities are va ue ana some are not Inaicates tne
nstrumentaRJ ch0| OL . valuer unless . a. theor of
etacher es |ch as just teen ejected |s adopted.)
me intent behind this value theor% is rEn) sitin
detacned values, et maintain sone ba5|s intrinsi,
values tnat cannot be cashed In tor Instrumental values 10



do this requires that the intrinsic value of the qualities

not be seen  also as Instrumental _values, it is not,

tneretore] a natter of assigning intrinsic values to tne

oals of ‘instrumental value tneories, it ISt matter of
i

d
fding 8, uBpILMAh 2 BarieyIar Ueator, tegh, o, BRINg i

notlon of a valuer nor , 1T connected In some manner to
a valuer merely a means to another end. Ass_ertlng
valued qualities are resident |n the iter; is intended
separate i1t from the wvaluer's evaluation and denying th e

reauction of values to the Interests of tne valuer |s

intended to provide for an Intrinsic. worth in items
sie parate intrinsic values from pur% mstrumental valuef
tne intrinsic value o IS conce
different from its mstrumental then tne |n rlnslc
value must lfe taken into consi erat|on Earate rom its
mstrumenta uses and |nstrum ntal jud ment about th |tem
Therefore, the _item (object (I) moral concern rante
respect in, of ana tor itself and this 1s the ultlma goal

of the PlU' .-ood/Koutley position.

An jtem can have an Intrin g instrumental
worth, but this does not in and o |tsel remove the humans
bias to arcs intrunentai values or towards the properties
valued. For . this the aerial that humans (persons) are tne
only valuers_ is needed:

It 1s simply a (common) mistake to think mat

values _and. rights do”  not have a meaning, or

an_application,” outsice tne human contex or

situatign: to . establish _tnis point (on Wthh

I-oore ri hty |nS|sted it IS nough to point

out a a|n that ha/rpothetlcal valuers, not

necess rily nunan ersons can _ assi

val uea ¥Vlth respect t S|tuat|ons nd w rds

dev0| hunans ano o persons altogether.

houtley ano "Routley. “Human Chauvinisr and “Environmental

it can now be asserted tnat items in
value beyond those assignee to then b)é humans (persons)
}hat ceings other than humans e valuers, DUt

to do~1s to establish tne re at|ve
order' _of
assumption
Instrinsic

“mthics:

157-b.



2157 Routley and Routley.

Havm%O set aside tne _arguments for value bein

excluswe humans tney no focus on ar%uments for morality
bein exc usive to hHumans. One suc argument Is tne
contractu argument:

J. fne nly Justlflcatlon of moral

pr|nC|pIes (only . 2 iIs a contractual one,
1.e., the entry into contracts of agents

Zr
K. ge¥1s only enter into_ contracts (only Z)
C ||t serves ftn(Ja-lr o*n 1nterests. “(The
1ais ifii

L. Humans ersons) are the only agents that
enter jnto _con racts tout

therefore, oy ano 1,

M. Humans persons) iny enter _ iInto
contracts (only 2) it 'serves tneir own
INnterests.

Tnerefore, from _J and
N. Tne only justification  for moral

rinciples onl X iIs the selfisn
|ignterelcs)ts of (hurr)lfams )(persons 2(2 )

22 "Routley ano "Routley. "Against the Inevitability of Human Chauvinisms

This entire contract argument can oe faulted as a
strawman, out_ .tne eneral ~ effect of the argument apo. tne
conclusion still carréJ tne Intention of human chauvinistic
arguments oased on the _exclusiveness of mora |'gly to numans
Thus tms proliotby i1Is i1llustrative, ana descrjptive . he
sorts of conclusions In force and the sorts of remlses usea
to _support then. Therefore, the counterar uments usea
agains trie contractual argument and close  relatives
oesighate the sorts of attacxs that can be aunched against
arguments for human cnauvilnis ano moral exclusiveness.

It 1s assumed tnat. conditions other tnan contractual
ones e. community _based, can be substituted Intg
re1ise J and with appropriate. modifications to the rest of
ne argu ent tne same conclusion can be reached. Premise d
proports to set tnenParameters of tne argument oy _selecting
an act|V|t%|/ with oral relevance thislt does not” violate tne
second condition of adequacy previously set own. In an

52.



Page 12

attemg) to describ an excl swelly hui<<an | oral context,
remise J's use of the ”“‘oro 'on 0 _support entry Into
contracts a purely hu.an (persons endeavqur, makes It
gbviously’ raise. Trtnﬁrnore in ort|n the contract
-hdicing as .a pure uman person eavour, _however

remise J im orts the very chauvinism that iIs at issue In
the conclusio 2]

23 “Routley ana “Routley. Against tne inevitability of Human “Chauvinism: 53.
remise J_ is fqQund to be fault on several oint

moralIo obligation IS tasen cy mora prPnapfe the

premise_. J T IS not su; f|C|ent |nclu e moral

obligations. "There |s no actual contract underlylng tne

prmg gle that one ht, not to . be cruel to animals,
r an otners n t in a positjon to contract.’ 24 T

t ésh too narrow scope »ere not enough to condemn tne theory,
The . social . contract account of moral

obligation is . defective Dbecause 1t implies
tnat” moral obligations can really only "hold
between responsible moral qents and attempts
to account fTor all. moral ooligation as based
on contract. but of course tne account Is
correct as an account of the origin of some
tyres of moral ooligatlon; there are moral
ool1 ,ations of type~ that _can hold
oetween = free and respansible 8ent and
others which only apply ‘within a clia and

olitical context. Iet other types of
ooligatlon, such as the ation ~ not to
caus sufferin an arlse on with resge
to sentient or pre ercnce navmﬁ creature
+no are not necessarily_ mora resp onS|bIe
-- ana could not si n| ficantly ar|se itn
res.ect to a nonsentient such as a tree or a
rock 25
Against the Inevitability of Human Chauvinism: 54

Adgainst tne Ir.evitablility of human Chauvinism: 5b.

A moral agent could have a maral obligation to _a being
incapable ™ _of bein or becoming a maral agent. Even when
recise |J Is _amended to somethin besiaes ~a . contractual

oundation, it still comes to grief on tne sticking point of
obngatlons



what |s not elllﬁCId nere, Is that entering into a_contract
on oenalf not is not, or cannot, be In_ the interests
of the contractm agentand’ therefore a denial of premise K,
Entering . into acontract that rotects . something' that is
itself " incapable of interest nay |nd|rectly oe |n the
Interests of tne contracting agent even % tne ent's
Interests are not directly _récognized by the contrac by
example, an agent may enter’ into a contact that proctects a
virgin forest and the river that flos through 1t, in_order
to protect the agent's access tqQ water downstream of tne

forest, Or pernaps even more indirectly, an agent ray sign
over his land as a wildflower sanctuary ecause nis
neighbour, *no he nates, is allergic to “wildflowers. It

would seer that wnat has to oe snown 1s that an agent would
enter a contract on behalf gf anotner -nen tne iInterests of
the other are directly op poSed to tne Interests of tne
conrtractm ger}t Ipposmon to tne contracti dng agent?
Interests owever, too stringent a con on |
breaking th premlse rests Iin showind tnat an agent will act
outside™ nis selfish interests, tnen 1t is only hecessary  to
snow_. tnat an agent vould enter Into a_ contract when his
selfish Interests™ -ere not Involved. In sucn a _case
entering a contract tc protect a river, building, or forest
could ce sufficlent

Premise K can be a ]gnded reflect the ability to
enter Into contracts elngs or things other tnan tne
contracting agent:

However even premise . K were amended to
ad- |||t th?t agents may .enter Into contracts ?n
oenalt o human ~ items, 1t would sti

result in a form of numan chauvinis iven
familiar —assumptlons since nonhun-an ems
will still unable to create moral
obllgalons excePt through a human sponsor or
patron, who will presumably aole to choose
-hetner or not to protect them. 27

27 "Routley and "Routiey. "Against the "Inevitability of "Human "Chauvinism: 53.

but 1f tnis modification _is _ made and nonhuman |tems are
unable to create a moral, obligation on gents agents
ceing under moral obligations~ only Where they noose to ,
then™ tnis premise assumes tne conclusion =& I1Is only the
Interests of the humans Involved tnat jUStlfy the” moral
obligation |mposed by tne contract.



Premise L .is strengthened hy _trie use of person* "tor
otherwise premises suer,” as e and” its varlatlci)ns are suspect
since tnere 1s nothing, Ilegal or morally, to prevent
consortia, organizations, _.and other nonhumans from enterin
INto contracts ~“(and tnese items are"apgroprlatey counted a
persons in the larger ieg.,1 sense). t

2873 Routley and Routley. Against the Inevitability of Hunan Chauvinism:

) m<hile premise L may be the better by this move _premises
jf i\nd k are both tne worse. .J remains (f%ls and K fs either
alse. or assumes the conclusion 1 modifie to _allow or

CPn_dltIOI’lS tnat  would  save tne human ChiE\UVInIStIC elements
of 1t. thus contractual arguments land alter natives. of the
same form as. this é)rotoy_ e) for }he substantiation of a
human cnauvinistic-oased environmental ethics are lost. Ine
assumption underlying tne premises are_simply not. eﬁual_to
the task of supporting™ the caonclusion. Further modification
of the premises 1S _at the expense o1 violating the
conditions of adequacy for exclusive human membership “in the
Joral  Clue. If ° the _restrictions _ (such as only') on
oremdses _Itxe J (or variations of _it) are removed; ~ then
leeway is left _ for including soie npnhumans oi excluding

some_ ~ humans. Cn the other "~ hand,. restrictions may oe
retained and tne contractual _ portion .is modified put the
result Is tne sane. _iIre -ore Vvital premise for establishin

tne human cnauvinistic conelusion, remises like K tnat 1in
t?e exclusive numan justification ot moral actions to human
INnterests, either aSsume the conclusion or may re countered
by examples that snow them to be false.

Plum-ood and Routley conclude;

It is not possible to provide criteria hich
would Auglll* dIStIHQUIShlng, Ir th% shar
way standard western~ ethic do, etwee
numans and. certain nonhuman creatures, and
particularily those creatures which have
preferences ~ or “referred states. For sucn
criteria appear to degend upon tne _ mistaken
assumption | that moral respect for other
creatures is due only when they can be shown
to _Mmeasure . to some ratner
axaltbai.ll4=uf£.t.££aifitd and JLaauea tests . for
membership of a privileged class (essentially

an elitist view), instead of ‘upon, say,
respect for tne . references of otheéer
creatures. Accordingly tne sharp = _moral
distinction, commonl accepted in ‘ethics bv

hilosophers and ethers alike

, a
ureaus _aea all olb£f aniial ’\Bbclax*. lac&E a
SallMaClQty; Cobfitbul 9
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"Routle "Eeichard. "In "defense of ""Cannibalise,

"Canberra, 198

The

laoels for the rings or zones represent;
resr?ectwely different soils of objects

objects of moral concern,

/elfare havm objects, prefer nce-havers
and cnolce-na<ers right-nglders,
obllgatlon holders and respon3|b|l|ty-

bearers trose contractually-_co<ni!'ittea- and
tne d| ferent sorts of obligations that can
SI ni |cantfy % Cy to suchTobjects. .. ot all
th tyoes of’ objects . indicated "are distinct,
nor s the |st|ng intended to be exhaustivé
but rather illustrative. for strictl the
laocels given should o0e expanded, s the
distinctions are categorical ones, sqQ tnat
what matters Is net whether an object_is, tor
Instance, contractually _committed in sore
fasnion out whether 1t is tne sort of thing
that can be, whether _1t can significantly
enter Into or be committed by arrangements of
a contractual xina, 32

"Unpublished paper.
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inis celng tne case:

it is certainl in nho «a¥ species _chauvinist
or nulan chauvinist. or none of tne zones
of tne annular picture couprises the class of
humans (or its _ jincr variant tne class of

ersons f8r tnis class iI1s not of moral
elevan

Routley and Routley. Human Chauvinism ana Environmental

Returning_ again to tne metaphor of tne oral Club, under tr.e

annular r|n |cture membershlp in tne Club |s automat|c to
al object mora concern out tne l’IVI %es within tne
Club are I|m|te Ty moral _capacities to use t facilities
ot _me ne obligations and the extent of those

ool|gat|ons of human membérs to nonhuman memhers rest upon
of moral object . the nonhuman is and on |ts
{:)acmes (illustrated Dby I1ts overlay on the annular r|n%
on comparlson of tne nonhuman to tne human
examiol a belr(ljg rRaoe of contractu% atlon could
ustifiaol Iscriminate against e|n aole to_ make
contracts Wlth reference to contractual oollgt;atlons,
ardless of the species of tne t/o beings. ie same
to it would be " unjust of reference haver to
d|scr|m|nate a%alnst another grefere %e haver solelsy because
tne two preference-havers wer fferent specie

loo it snould be notes tnat Diagram ! illustrates tne
ﬁ)osmon of humans as a species ano hot tnat qQt a particular
uman. Any glven nuran, as _Ith any given object "of noral
concern plotted on_ tne annular nngs »ould not necessarily

mater? .in each detail the plot of tn species to «nicn It
oelonjs:

Just as tnere are _relevant divisions beyond
tne I SNe) erference-havers, so tnere’ are
|th|r e class. nus tne suggestion _tnat
the class to.-ards which noral obligations
(ano a corresponding Sait ot moral concern
which 1['a<es account ot creatures* states) a¥
oe neld 1s bounde by the class
reference-havers, does ~ not ot course |mPIy
nat 00 dISXIUGXICaS can be nade -1iwl-
casi g preference-navers with respect to
tne kind of behaV|our appropriate to them.
For example, contractual obligations -- wnicn
no means exnaust obligation -- can only be
nela directl (as. dIS inct from by wa% of
representative) “with respect_ to | .ucn
narrower clasS of creatures, from which many

Ethics:

108.



humans are excluded. 3b

35 “Routley and “Routley. “Human “Chauvinis and “Environmental

107.

The shift from determinin moral regard by a comparison
0£ nonnumans  to _humans, to a ete(r]rn tion oy an examination
ot _categorical distinctions expands tf.e range o nonhuman
objects” of moral concern, ay rejecting” tne_base class
assumptlon value as determined oy use or production by the

? class js also rejected. inis does not mean tnat” human
va ues *111 be rejecte but tnat values will no longer oe
udged solely . in_human terms and that human values ~ill no
lon er automatlcall taxe precedent over all _ other values

Inu rticular ecos st swa IS recognize
avmg Ba ue ot er tna t e poglble Vi’o gtl ? gan oﬁ

earlng (t;heos%/nc |ne a salt dome. |s seen to nave
value 7as ome o number of  various flora and fauna
species . with lplex set of mt%'f relat|onsh| s and as %
system in itsel t at 1s not reducible terests o
one species or even group of species W|th|n |t

Inis Iast pomt tnat the value of an ecosystem, or any
similar %rp ex of val interests, prefere ce etc,, |$f
not reduci the va ues interests, ' or eferences’ o
either the |n |V|dual components or toe Whole |gnor|n tne
individual components, .1s called P/ them Jeguctlon
osition™ INis posijtion _permits a m|d roun etween
ne extremes _of partlcularlstlc and ho Ilstc views _and
the{rieb provides a loc is for what they term "the ecological
outlook™:

in a_ closely relate -a no-reductio
osition c%n provi gmtap)?e metaq‘n sica
ase far an ecologlca>l ouwtkaors of worl view
IN which man seen zi\s part of a natural
community, part of natura systems seen as
integrated wholes and with .welfare and
mterests bound _up . with the...whale, ano not
as,_ In tne ical .estern view, a separate,
self-containe actor_. standing outsue . tne
syster and manipulating 1t _In~ the pursuit of
self-contained Iinterests, 6

“Ethics;

319.
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Tne no-reduction position can thus provide a
natural foundation for a genuinely
environmental ethic, one *nicn allows human
actions _to be guided oy respect, _cure and
concern for the natural _world and rejects tne
human _ Egoist tnesis that the only
constraints  on nunan action concerning nature
arise from_ tne Interests, of other  numans.
For sucn relations of |nterdependence between
man and nature must give rise to constraints
on numan_ action in~ the _ same *a tnat
appropriate relations of. Interdependence
between en do, so tne thesis that action can
and must o0e unconstrained by any concerns
other than human ones fTails, “as ~does tne
thesis tnat nature Is no mgre than a means to
hu an ends, a mere tool. 37

Routley and Routley. gocial theories, Self management,

T?e respect rﬁ)osition .I's cased on one or ore
genera oollgatlo p

1. Ine neral ringiple cf respecti. for reference-navers
.formeq'?y a P tp - IDp_re erences

2.

39

transfterred to the larger’ arena of
that can be placed in a dispreferred stat

rinciples:

plie only 0~ hurgzi? é).elnys

..the requisite, important and non-ar.itrary
distinction 1s to ce ora*n which narKS out

the . class of creatures to.-,arcs . -hicn
obligations may .ce held; . tnat is, the
usua_lc}/ . recognisec principles (o]}
consideration towards others (of tne

rivileged class) properly extend or should
e eneralized . to consideration for other
creatures having references,

-iu.cci,.14i

. geaa a aeXeriSi *e Ga(gli @gg
PjtfiXetti ifligAze;%} ill'apgtdisAﬁfa)?g;?xfia gtaut%
huielfiaglshanzesl Tyl

Routley and Routley, Hunan Chauvinism and Environmental

of three

IS

or Items

Preferences alone, ho-.ever, are still (. too narro to
develop an environmental _ethic or_ecololglcal outlooK. So
tne second principle applies to beings o iters <itn an

interest' . or ‘'welfare’, v-nere_ Tf...an Iinterest’ or
welfare in tne_broaa sense i1s a Xclus or. life-goal, as

possessed by living things, or an equilibrium “or system
goal, as possessed oy living ecosystems. 39

Routley and Routley, Human Chauvinism and Environmental

and Environmentaifroblems:

Ethics:

Ethics:

104.
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iherefore, tne second principle IS:

that the -altaic of _animate
objects and also (§>|olog|cal items as
ecos stems can ce ec e one way Ol

anot e.d. mcreased decreased, upset.
Foi ms’tance, the wellbeing  of a coastal
community and of the individual trees In 1t
can ce reduced to zero oy sandmining,. and it
can be seriously threatened by pumpi vaste
detergent Into trie nearqy ocean. T er IS. a
9& neral ochgalton pr|nC|lpIh correspondin
ewise to this more comp ehensive class O
»elfare-pbearers, namel to %aopafoxse
ttfi ..ulijeirju ui aalux 3/ oPJecxs
-J. 4——UU1 JiCu =*£aiGU.

40 Routiey and Routiey. Human Chauvinism and Environmental Ethics; |OQu- /.

3. . Beyond preference-havers and beings or systems ith
interests or welfares, the environment contains items,

sucn as rocKS, soils and cater*ays tnat nave value, out no
preferences or interests;

unlike  higher anlmals sucn items cannot
Ilterally be Into dispreferred states
ag ¥|ous sense,  as. opposed to_ the

er sense interests' tied to welfare,
th have no mterests) out the can bé

d or. destroyeo or nave their Maiue
erocﬁgg or |mpa|re(§)y

41 Routiey ana Routiey. Human Chauvinism and Environmental Ethics; 109.

]'? three generallzable obli atlon rinciples are
parallel in their structure and _ap cat|on nd vary omv iIn
.hat rings of _the annular Plc ure that they cover.
Exclusiveness . of the principles tqQ a particdair _ring,
however, snould not _ce assumed,. ine r|nC| le of not
damaging or destroying the value of obj ect of imnoral
concern” could extend® across the entire annu ar picture.
Thus tne . overlay . of a_~articular ou1ect of moral concern

WI|| indicate whlch rinciple(s) % obli gatlon may be
applied to a partlcul r case An o fect o moral concern,
e.g. ..a waornoat, may ver veil be ca o elng placed in
a dis referre } Its elnl% Interests
Jjeopardizej, or devalue at one ana tne same t|me In _tne
other han another bject . of moral concern, e.g. Ayers

Rock, may, perhaps only e disvalued.



Further %ne respect osmon not only gives generalized

erm pl.es od! 1gat |o but it also _reverses “the common
otion of when tnese pr|nC|pIes are applied:
Iternatlve oroughgoin respect
V|e % |H1ustr§tegg % various
nonepr0|t|ve non- estern ethlcs one starts
from _a restricted position, rposmon of. no
interference and no exploit: tlo position
at peace witn _tne natural world so’ to say,
and allots iInterference --_ not as on mestern
tninxing, restricts 1 terference -- for aooa
reasons. ine onus of ,-roof iIs tnus entlregé
inverted: good reasgns _are _required a

interference, not xa siax mterference
Routley and Routley. nunan Chauvinism and Environmental Ethics: 174.

inversior Wwe ﬂf f:? Sou T12asdhg
|nverS|oni§ |n otner are%s as e eo*um goo reasons
for Interfering Cl’ln S out a notion

roperty ownersh E eratln% under respect position, t
an no “longer oe asumed that ne enwronment or pieces O
I|| an 80; rlvate Property doae Wlth r d|§posetd of at

ill. efore mp ' can ce dral ores a
steam oIIuted seme Jooa reason must be given, Huma
convenlence and economic gain would not coudnt as goo

Respect does not_ preclude use nut 1t _ does

preclude certain sorts of wuse. it Is
mco catioie_aoove all -itn propertP/ vie ano
>.itn  regardin something ?s o fore than a

eans to-tne Sers eras.

Routley* Social theories, Self management, and Environmental Problems: 322
The respect posmon iIs not only incompatible witn the

Bcﬁjer'% view, iIs also incompatible 1th tne strong
ichotomy etween use and nonuse:

me conventignal wisdom of _western Society

tends to offer false dichotomy of use
versus respectful nonuse - a_ falsé choice
wnicn cones out especially clearl agaln in
the treat ent of animals. Here t choice

presented In -estern thought |s typlcally one
of exxoex use without Tes % or Se€erious
constraint, of using anlm or example In
the Ways characteristic large- scare
ma%s- roduck;uon farming atndla martkhet econom{c
systep wnich are onpatiole wi respec
?(l npt he otner nang 1pnot making '8

anlmals at all, for exampie, never maklng use


principi.es

of animals for food or for farming purposes,
ehat is . left out _in unjs choice Is trie
alternative tne Indians and other non--.estern
teople have recognizee, the alternative oi
I1 "1ted and ¥esgectful use, which enaoles use
to be made o lmas but oes not allow
animals to oe used in an unconstrained way or
merely as means tc human ends. 44

44 Routley and Routley, human Chauvinism aid Environmental Ethics: 179.
bt*aKerVup tr*aater °cn“ter*™ peOfie' severdi groups of Australian Aborigines, will

Neither, then, is thne respect position a reverence
L?osu ion tnat_ also arises. from the use/nonuse oicnotoi

Ives, preEerences choices, an con3|derat|ons of otner
emgs gr % oral cgnce n are not Jo be al%en as
cre an |nV| be out as has been pointed out before a

reason. must be _given before interference can oe

orooKe . Interference is acceptable, as_  jn tne case of
‘essential redation. nich 'iIs essential to the normal
livelihood of the predator, and where tne_ predator, takes tor
itseltf no more than 1t requires for its livelihood,"” 45
Routley, Richard. in Defense of Cannibalisme;, 32.
thus an _alternative_ to tne Wesftern dlch%?my of use versus
nonuse is to mitigate, 0Ss| ] user's
considerations with the ~consideratio of thé |tem.

iI0 s ise samethin i _ithout treating. 1t as

available for unlimited or unconstrained us

tor numan ends IS characteristic 0

x;esfcicci.XuX use. In contrast non-res ec;tful

use treats the use. of the Iten as con%rame

no considerations arising from item
itself and tne users relationship_to 1it, but
as constrained onx in a derivative wa)i g
considerations of the convenience, far
ano so forth of otner humans.

Routley and Routley. Human Chauvinism and Environmental Ethics: 179.



realized 1iIn a society in whicn tne basic
soclal structure an ecorjor_nly enables people
to take direct responsibility for tne impact
on tne_ natural world their needs and tneir
s%atlsfactlon Ccreate, such as in tne economy
of cooperative, Involvement, 47

Routley and Routley. Social theories, Self "anagement, and Environmental Problems: 323.

Human users taking direct responsibility tor tneir impact
snould lover tneir |mRac_t. If usehrs bear “"tne responsibili
tor . producing and m _?(gm% what they  need, then _they shou
produce, In a manner likKe Unto tne taking of essentia

oreaation only wnat they neeo and should 'gd lighter' on tne
arsaat y y 9o lig

..self-management can offer the alternative
0 a ) social™ In wnich nothing .is
produced wnich uges not correspond to_ genuine
needs_ an.i In which production. is designed to
satisfy tnose needs «itn a minimum _of aste,
Tne ossiclity of production of material
*nicn does not correspono to _ genuine neeos IS
eliminated oy two factores in the ecomagny of
cooperative exchange_ ano Involvement; fTirst,
a_ direc relatlonsnap between tne rPOSSIblIt(}/
of use of an 1I1ter and direct expenditure f
labour on tne part of tne user, and second,
direct cooperative involvment bet een
producers and users. 48

48 Routley and Routley. social Theories, Self anagement, and Environmental Problems: 313.

Tne respect position, tnerefore, is intended to lower
the Iimpact ~of human users on_ the entire environment, -nile
extending .tne position’'s own impact gqges far _beyond tne
interrelations’ of human and other sp$0|es. It iIs ’Intended,
when applied to «estern cultures, to face amon% other 1ssues
tne econonic/etnical conflicts tnat nave been at tne core of
man% of tne practical ethical problems concerning humans ana
nonhumans and that nave given rise to much of tne current
debate over inter-specific ethics. . Ine respect position is
a strong repalcement to the Dominion Thesis that has been
tne ruleing and guiding rinciple of western though _on
etnical _relationsnips ~ between " numans and nonhumans.™ bike
the Dominion Thesjs,” the respect position I1s a oasic set of
principles from whicn a wnoie range of problems, situations,
and qguestions can oe a?proached. Tne alterations to the cut
of -estern societies that would I’e?é,llt from 1ts, adoption as
tne pattern _of etmcal progress would oe more drastic tnan
that of _either a Stewardship Principle (or some other
weakened form of the Dominion Thesis or_ an extension

rinciple, sucn as the.  Utjlitarian eXxtension proposed
inger. Tfet these seeniniy drastic alterations, or some



no more tnan *nallz is
a more Jjust ano ess



