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Holmes Rolston III (f. 1932) er einn af upphafsménnum néttirusidfredinn-
ar (e. environmental ethics) og jafnframt einn helsti fulltrii visthverfrar (e.
ecocentric) hugsunar innan bessarar greinar.! Rolston fékk snemma dhuga 4
néttirunni og héf nimsferil sinn { hskéla 4 pvi ad leera edlisfrzdi og liffredi.
Sidan venti hann kvadi sinu i kross og héf ndm i gudfredi, lauk doktorspréfi
i peirri grein fri Edinborgarhdskéla 4rid 1958 og vigdist sidan til prests hji
Oldungakirkjunni. Rolston pjénadi { heimafylki sinu, Virginiu, { u.p.b. 4ra-
tug en leitadist jafnframt vid ad auka pekkingu sina 4 nittirunni, m.a. med
pvi ad szkja nimskeid i nittiruvisindum. Hann lauk meistarapréfsgridu i
visindaheimspeki frd Pittsburgh-hdskéla 4rid 1968 og ték i framhaldinu vid
préfessorsstédu i heimspeki og gudfradi vid fylkishiskéla Colorado i Fort
Collins par sem hann er nd University Distinguished Professor.

Rolston byrjadi ad fist vid ndttirusidfredi fyrir alvéru um 1970 og hefur
sidan ad mestu leyti helgad sig fredastorfum 4 pvi svidi.2 Hann hefur skrifad
mikinn fjélda greina um néttirusidfredi og gefid ut prjir baekur 4 pessu svidi;
s fyrsta peirra, Philosophy Gone Wild, kom it 4rid 1986. Kjaminn i verkum
Rolstons er sii kenning hans ad néttiran og fyrirbari hennar biii yfir hlutlzgu
eigingildi (e. intrinsic value), p.e. sjilfstzdum, sjilfsprottnum gildum sem eru
algerlega 6h4d hagsmunum eda l6ngunum mannsins og eru jafnframt til
stadar { ndttirunni 4n tillits til pess hvort madurinn kann ad leggja mat 4 pau
eda ekki. Samkvemt ofangreindu er mannskepnan ckki metandi og meli-
kvardi alls gildis i heiminum, heldur fyrirfinnast gildi { nittirunni sem koma
manninum sem slikum ekkert vid p6 ad hann geti audvitad uppgotvad pau og
lert ad meta pau fyrir pad sem bau eru. Pessi gildi bia b2di i einstokum lif-

1 Um tilurd nitnirusidfredinnar og helstu fylkingar innan hennar m4 m.a. lesa { grein Porvard-
ar Amasonar #Nittiran sem sidfredilegt vidfangsefni®, Landebréfid, 18-19; 1 (2002), 5. 58-65
- sji http://www.umvefur.is/land/2002natturan. pdf,

2 A heimasidu Rolstons — http://lamar.colostate.edu/~rolston/ — mé finna itarlegar upplysingar
um lif hans og starfsferil. Par er einnig hagt ad nilgast fjslmargar greinar eftir hann 4 rafrenu
formi.
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verum — ménnum, dyrum, pléntum o.s.frv. - og i lifrenum heildum eins og
tegundum, vistkerfum og jafnvel lifheimi jardar i heild sinni. Gildi sem pessi
verdskulda virdingu af hilfu okkar mannanna og okkur ber jafnframt skylda
til ad vernda og vardveita pau, likt og 6nnur hlidstzd verdmati i mannheimi.

Vidtalid sem hér birtist fér fram i Reykjavik i jini 2005, en Rolston var p4
staddur hér 4 landi i tengslum vid ridstefnuna ,Nittiran i riki markmid-
anna“ sem haldin var 4 Selfossi.

Islendingar pekkja liklega ekki, eda eru jafnvel efins um, hugmyndina um ad ndts-
dran bui yfir eigingildi. Margir heimspekingar sem stydja mdlstad umbverfis-
verndar og er jafnvel kert um ndttiruna virdast eiga erfitt med ad stiga pad skref
sem hugmyndir pinar krefjast.

Flestir beirra stiga ekki petta skref. Peir finna adra leid til ad bjarga nittir-
unni, med skirskotun til fegurdar hennar eda nytsemdar eda einhvers i pd
veru. Ef til vill finnst peim ad vid purfum ekki 4 hugmyndinni um eigingildi
nittirunnar ad halda, ad vid getum verndad hana 4 pann hitt sem naudsyn-
legt er 4n pess ad notast vid pessa hugmynd. Kannski eru peir andsninir
hluthyggju i einhverjum skilningi, p.e. telja ad vid getum hreint ekki 6dlast
pekkingu 4 hinum nittirulega heimi. Einnig m4 vera ad peir séu einfaldlega
efasemdarmenn um pessi mélefni og jafnvel énnur 4méta. Peir vidurkenna
ef til vill ad nittiran geti haft eigingildi en pad sé engu ad sidur okkur of-
vaxid ad vita slikt fyrir vist. Vi3 attum bvi a0 vera raunsarri og notast vid
hefdbundnar hugmyndir um hvers konar gadi felist { nittirunni fyrir okk-
ur. Ef marka mé petta sjénarmid kemur sidfredin fyrst til skjalanna pegar
einhverju sem er mikilvagt fyrir adra menn er teflt i tvisynu.

Mikilvaegur hluti pess starfs sem pii hefur unnid i hesmspeki um @vina hefur sni-
ist um ndttirugildi. Getur pi iitskyrt stuttlega rokin fyrir pvf ad pér finnst mik-
ilvegt ad heimspekingar rannsaki gildi { ndttirunni?

Heimspekingum er mikilvegt ad rannsaka gildi af hvada toga sem er. Gildi
i pessum almenna skilningi eru fremur nylegt hugtak i heimspekisgunni. f
forn6ld hefdi verid talad um gedi af ymsu tagi. Sagan um leitina ad hinu
g60a i lifinu er bysna 16ng — segja m4 ad um petta snuist heimspeki 6dru
fremur. Leitin ad gildum { nittirunni er { pessum skilningi i fullu samremi
vid hina hefdbundnu heimspekilegu leit ad peim gzdum sem i lifinu felast.

Ef spurt er um demi um dgreiningsatridi 4 milli min og hefdbundinnar
heimspeki geti ég visad alla leid aftur til Sékratesar. Hann heldur pvi fram
ad ,6rannsakad lif sé einskis virdi“ og par er ég svo sannarlega ekki 6sam-
mila honum - en Sékrates taldi ad hid rannsakada lif 2tti sér stad i Apenu
og 6drum borgum Grikkja, og eins og vid vitum lagdi hann gifurlega mikid
af mérkum til hugsunar um hid géda lif { samfélagi manna. Samt sem 48ur

3 Platén, Mdlsvérn Sékratesar (38A), i Stdustu dagar Sékratesar. Sigurdur Nordal og Porsteinn
Gylfason pyddu. Reykjavik, Hid islenzka békmenntafélag 1973, s. 66.
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er pad svo ad pegar Sékrates litur i kringum sig og segir ad trén og sveitirn-
ar geti ekki kennt honum neitt, pd tel ég ad honum skjétlist.

Ef til vill purfti uppgétvanir nitimavisinda, ekki sist kenningar préunar-
freedinnar, il ad leida okkur fyrir sjénir ad vid erum stédd 4 mun sterri og
margslungnari plinetu en Sékrates gerdi sér grein fyrir. (Eg er semsé ad segja
ad ég viti meira en Sékrates!) Eg held pvi fram ad ranns6kn 4 lifinu feli i sér
ranns6kn 4 peim stad par sem vid bium, pvi nittirulega samfélagi sem vid
bium {. Ef vid litum framhji Sékratesi pd skiljum vid, ni 4 dégum, ad vid
buum 4 hnetti par sem stérkostleg préunarsaga hefur itt sér stad, préun lifs
sem hefur stadid yfir i milljarda dra og skapad = fjolbreytilegri og fléknari
lifsform og liffélég. Vid mennirnir hfum 4 skémmum tima valdid pvi ad
pessu mikla samfélagi lifsins er stefnt i voda. Ad hluta til snyst malid um ad
vi0 séum ad ,drita i eigid hreidur®, eydileggja grundvoll okkar eigin lifs, en
ég tel okkur b6 purfa ad horfa 4 mélin i mun vidara samhengi.

Vid verdum ad lita 4 menn sem hluta af hinu strra samfélagi lifs 4 j6ro-
inni sem, eftir pvi sem vid best vitum, er undraverdara en allt annad i alheim-
inum. { pessum skilningi tel ég a3 vid mennirnir héfum skyldur og ad vid
purfum bess vegna 4 itarlegri og vi6fedmari siofredi ad halda.

Med minni kynsléd hefur ordid stédug utvikkun 4 svidi sidfradinnar.
Langamma min og langafi i Sudurrikjum Bandarikjanna héldu prela. En ad
lokum kom ad pvi ad prazlarnir voru leystir r 4naudinni. Pegar ég var ad al-
ast upp i Sudurrikjunum situ blskkumenn og hvitir engan veginn vid sama
bord. Vid héfum tekid 6trilegum framférum hvad pad vardar ad vidurkenna
minnihlutahépa og syna peim virdingu. Um mina @vidaga héfum vid vikk-
ad sidfredina Gt pannig ad réttindi og velferd kvenna eru nu tekin alvarlega
i rikari mali en 43ur. Audvitad er milum ekki hittad pannig ad 4 fyrri tim-
um hafi konur ekki skipt neinu mili i sidferdilegum skilningi, en nu 4 dog-
um pykir sjilfsagt ad par hafi j6fn réttindi 4 vid karlmenn. Afi minn og
amma hé6fou téluverdar dhyggjur af dyrum og var umhugad um pann sérs-
auka og pjaningu sem vid getum valdid peim. En nii 4 dégum purfum vid t-
vikkada siofredi sem tekur f raun og veru til alls, virkilega vioteka sidfredi
sem ber virdingu fyrir 6llu lifi og samfélagi lifs 4 jérdinni. Petta krefst pess,
ad minum démi, ad vid féllumst 4 ad ndttiran bui yfir eigingildi.

Hornsteinn kenningar pinnar, peirrar vidteku sidfredi sem pi bodar, er ad ndtt-
dran bis yfir hlutlegum gildum og ad eigingildi ndttirunnar hafi pvf verufredi-
legt gilds. Ad stk gilds séu ,hondlanleg® { esnhverjum skilningi, séu raunverulega
til stadar diti { ndttirunni. Var pessi lesd ef tsl vill dparflega torsott, heimspekilega
5€0 — hefds ckki til ad mynda verid audveldara ad fylgja J. Basrd Callicott ad mdl-
um og gera rdd fyrir einhvers konar vixlverkun milli huglegra og hlutlegra pdtta
1 pot ferls sem 4 sér stad pegar gildi eru metin?

Gildi i ndttirunni eru hlutleg i peim skilningi ad pau eru til 6hdd pvi hvort
menn eru til stadar, pau eru fyrir hendi bdi ddur en og eftir ad vid mennirn-
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ir komumst i kynni vid pléntur og dyr sem fyrirfinnast i nittirunni. Til eru
peir sem telja okkur pvi adeins geta lagt mat 4 nittiruna ad vid skirskotum
til tengsla okkar vid hana, eda med 6drum ordum, ad til ad gildi séu til stad-
ar purfi menn ad koma til. Menn eru i gagnvirkum tengslum vid nittiruna;
stundum umgangast peir hana med nytsemd i huga, til demis med pvi ad
szkjast eftir plontum til matar, enda hafa pzr n@ringargildi fyrir menn.

A hinn béginn vill félk lika stundum njéta pess ad virda fyrir sér blém eda
stor tré 4 bord vid risafururnar sem vid héfum { Bandarikjunum. { slikum til-
vikum er f6lk ad meta néittiruna (Gt fri pvi sem hin er { sjilfri sér en ekki
t.a.m. ut fri neringargildi hennar — en samt sem 48ur Gtheimtir petta ad
menn séu fyrir hendi. Vissulega m4 lita 4 mélin 4 pennan hitt og til eru
menn eins og Callicott sem tala um eigingildi i pessu sambandi. Pegar ég
inni hann eftir frekari skyringum vidurkennir hann ad parna sé um ad rzda
bad sem hann kallar ,styft eigingildi (e. truncated intrinsic value). En hvers
vcgna sampykki ég ekki p4 hugmynd?

g get fallist 4 pessa dtskyringu hvad snertir sumar tegundir gilda. Pegar
ég fer til a0 mynda 1t i skég 4 haustin i vesturhluta Klettafjallanna, par sem
ég by, og aspirnar eru fallega gylltar 4 litinn og grenid dokkgrent, pa nyt ég
litanna { néttarunni. Eg vidurkenni ad gildi af pessu tiltekna, fagurfredilega
tagi eru hdd tengslum og ad pau eru ekki fyrir hendi pegar menn eru ekki til
stadar. I pessu afmarkada tilviki vidurkenni ég pvi hugmyndina um styfd eig-
ingildi.

En pessi hugmynd er engu ad sidur 6fullkomin og veitir ekki fullnzgjandi
skyringu 4 gildum i néttdrunni. Eg get ekki 1itid svo 4 ad skyringar Callicotts
segi allan sannleikann vegna pess ad pritt fyrir ad tré séu ekki falleg 4 litinn
pegar menn eiga ekki i gagnvirku sambandi vid pau pa 4 ljéstillifun sér stad
40ur en vid komum 4 stadinn og eftir ad vid hverfum 4 braut. Haustlitirnir —
gulur, brinn og raudur — eru i raun pad sem eftir er pegar bladgrenan hefur
verid fjarlegd. Bladgrenan sem er i laufbl6dunum er naudsynleg til ad tréd
geti lifad. Pannig tel ég ad tilvist lifandi vera eigi sér fleiri hlidar, hlidar sem
ganga ut 4 ad standa voérd um eigid lif, hvort sem menn eru til stadar eda
ekki.

Ad pessu leyti held ég ad félk sem hallast ad mannhverfum skyringum 4
eigingildi tti ad lera meiri liffr2di. Eg fe ekki betur sé3 en ad 1ifid 4 j6rd-
inni hafi verid til i milljarda 4ra 4ur en vid komum til ségunnar og ennfrem-
ur ad lifid snuist einmitt um ad vernda gadin i lifinu. A9 halda pvi fram ad
ekkert hafi haft gildi 46ur en menn komu til ségunnar virdist mér vera heim-
spekilegur hroki af verstu gerd.

Kannski héfum vid gddar dstedur fyrir pvi ad meta néttiruna; til demis
pegar vid njétum fegurdar hennar, pegar fallegt Gtsyni hrifur okkur, eda peg-
ar vid njétum bpess ad fylgjast med fuglum o.s.frv. — en sem heimspekingur
szkist ég eftir bestu rokunum, peim réttu; ég szkist eftir 6llum mogulegum
rokum en ekki eingéngu peim sem duga til ad sannfera l6ggjafarvaldid um
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ad stofna pj6dgarda til pess ad menn geti notid dtivistar. Eg vil vidtzeka, allt-
umlykjandi sidfrdi, ekki styfda sidfredi.

DPegar pii setur fram sidfredi ptna ferir pi roksemdir ptnar giarnan fram 4 stig-
skiptan hdtt. Oft byrjar pi & ad tala um eigingildi manna eda 20rs dyra og snyrd
pér stdan ad plontum, tegundum, vistkerfum o.s.frv. Ad pvf gefnu ad gildin { hin-
um ndttirulega heims séu stigskipt & pennan hdtt, eru pa 6ll pessi gilds af somu
tegund eda er einbver edlismunur & peim? Hefur skynhaft dyr til ad mynda eig-
ingildi af sama toga og planta, eda er gildi plontu pad sama og gildi vistkerfis?

Ef pi varpadir fram samberilegri spurningu um lif manna, sem byr yfir
margs konar eigingildi — vid getum notid pess ad hlyda 4 sinféniuténleika,
notid utsynisins { pj6dgardi eda notid pess ad lesa skildsdgu — b veri si
spurning eitthvad { likingu vid: ,Eru 6l pessi gildi af sému tegund eda eru
pau 6lik?* Til geti verid mikil fjélbreytni 6likra eigingilda sem veru pi 61l
eigingildi { peim skilningi ad pau eru markmid { sjilfu sér, eda, med 66rum
ordum, framlag peirra til annarra geda veri ekki meginatridid. { nittdrunni
kem ég auga 4 fj6ldann allan af eigingildum. Pad gildi sem fidrildi felur i sér,
eda pad gildi sem plontur hafa ad geyma, eru af annarri gerd en pau gildi sem
madurinn byr yfir. Til eru margar tegundir gilda, bdi eigingilda og nytja-
gilda, i ndttirunni.

Gildi koma einnig fram 4 mérgum 6likum svidum. { lifi manna, til 23
mynda, eru dkvedin gildi stadbundin eda bundin vid einstaklinginn, dkvedin
gildi eru { tafli pegar madur tek pétt i lifi pj6dar sinnar eda i idkun peirrar
freedigreinar sem hann hefur helgad sig. Petta verdur enn ljésara ef vid hug-
um ad lifinu sem sliku; lifsferlin eiga sér stad 4 mérgum stigum, 4 svidi sam-
einda og 6reinda; lifsferlid fer fram i genunum, i lifandi lifverum en einstak-
ar lifverur eru sidan hluti af tegund sem 4 sér e.t.v. langa préunarsdgu. Vid
purfum ad horfa 4 petta i vidara samhengi: lifandi vera er pad sem hin er
sem medlimur tegundar i préun sem er vanalega mjég gémul — algengt er ad
liftimi tegundar 4 j6rdinni sé um fimm milljén 4r. Tegund er kvik og sam-
felld =ttarlina; lina sem krefst einstaklinga en nar 4t fyrir pd, er meira en
peir.

Ennfremur ber pess ad geta ad tegundir eru pad sem ber eru par sem par
eru. Tilvera peirra er algerleg samofin peim stad sem ber bua 4, pvi vistkerfi
sem peer tilheyra. Tegund er verdmzt i peim vistfredilega sess sem hdn skip-
ar. Eg kys a3 halda pvi fram ad gildi séu il stadar 4 6llum pessum stigum,
t.a.m. gildi er tengjast lifverunni sem slikri, verunni sem reynir ad vardveita
og vernda lif sitt. En a0 vernda lif pydir ekki adeins ad einstaklingurinn lifi
af heldur einnig ad tegundarédin sem hann er hluti af heldur ifram, ad
vernda lif bydir ad pad skipar dkvedinn sess { sterra samfélagi lifs. Dyr geta
ekki verid til 4n pess ad ljéstillifun eigi sér stad { laufbl6dum plantna sem
far]xaga pannig orku sélar og leggja par med grunn ad fedukedjunni.

g parf pessa vidtzku sidfredi sem tekur til alls. Ef vid viljum virda hid
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g6da i lifinu, virda heilleika (e. integrity) lifs, purfum vid ad lita 4 61l stig og
birtingamyndir pess, og pa ekki sist vistkerfin.

Sidasta eda =Jsta stigid felur i sér allan heiminn, j6rdina. I fyrsta skipti i
ségu hennar og i fyrsta skipti i sogu mannkyns hefur ein tegund, Homo
sapiens, stefnt heilleika lifs 4 jordinni { voda. Néttirusiofredi fest vid lita-
efni sem varda hazkkandi hitastig jardar vegna pess ad pad gati vardad menn;
vid getum dtt von 4 stormum eda pvi ad yfirbord sjdvar hakki eda lekki. En
nittirusidfradi fest ekki adeins vid pad sem snertir menn. Hun fast einnig
vid heilleika lifhvolfsins, hid auduga, sjilfbera net liffredilegrar fjélbreytni 4
jordinni.

Eg hef dhyggjur af pvi ad hvalategundum verdi trymt, enda héfum vid i
nokkrum tilvikum verid hattulega narri pvi. Eg hef dhyggjur af pvi ad
tigrisdyrum verdi utrymt, eda pd tronum i Bandarikjunum. I peim skilningi
tel ég ad sidfredin sé afar stigskipt. Pad er hin vegna pess hve audugt 1ifid
er. 5t stadreynd er ekkert til ad skammast sin fyrir eda til ad hafa dhyggjur
af heldur ber okkur pvert 4 méti ad fagna pvi.

Ad pvt gefnu ad vid follumst d ad gildin 1 hesminum séu stigskipt, p.e. ad pau séu
til d morgum dlikum ,plonum’, eru pa oll pessi gilds jifn eda er til ein tegund gild-
is eda einn einkennispdttur gilda sem hefur meira vegi en 6/l hin? Gildi mann-
eskjunnar til ad mynda, eda gilds heilbrigds vistkerfis? Detta er atridi sem nem-
endur sem lesa verk pin spyrja idulega um.

Gildin eru stigskipt en jafnframt verdur ad taka einhverjar dkvardanir.
Pannig a0 ef nemendur pinir vilja ad ég segi pad, pa skal ég segja pad! Mann-
eskjan er merkilegasta afurd préunarinnar til pessa, hin er si vera sem hef-
ur mest gildi. Menn hafa dkvedna hafileika sem eru einstaklega merkilegir.
Vitsmunahafileikar okkar eru pr6adri en annarra dyra, fleiri taugafrumur
mynda heila okkar en annarra dyra og vid hofum sveigjanlegri taugaméta-
tengingar en 6nnur dyr. Af pessu hlyst ad vid erum eina tegundin sem getur
myndad menningu sem er { stédugum vexti og gengur dfram frd einni kyn-
sl60 til annarrar — ad pvi leyti til eru menn einstakt préunarafrek.

Vid verdum hins vegar ad vera dalitid 4 vardbergi hér vegna pess sérbver
tegund er, ad einhverju leyti, demi um einstakt préunarafrek. Ledurblokur
sem fljuga um 4 kvoldin med hjilp bergmalssjénar og veida skordyr eru fer-
ar um margt sem menn geta alls ekki. Hvalirnir sem lifa { hafinu umhverfis
Island geta gert fjolmargt sem menn geta ekki; peir eru lika einstakar verur.
Samt sem 40ur eru menn eina tegundin i heiminum sem hefur pessa gifur-
legu hefileika, vitsmunina, sem ef til vill md best merkja af pvi ad vid 6gn-
um og stefnum heilleika jardarinnar i voda. Hvalirnir gera ekkert slikt, né
heldur fuglarnir. Menn eru ad pvi leyti 6venjuleg og einstok tegund.

Pannig ad ef ég lendi i peirri kroppu adstddu ad purfa ad velja 4 milli pess
ad bjarga manneskju annars vegar og hval hins vegar segdi ég: bjorgum
manneskjunni. Vid verdum hins vegar ad setja petta i steerra samhengi pvi



18 Eigingildi { ndttirunni — heimspeki & villigitum?

1ifid er vidtzk og samhangandi heild. Ef vid hugsum um petta sama demi
at fra tegundum p4 sjdum vid ad sumar hvalategundir eru i dtrymingarhzttu
4 medan tegundin Homo sapiens er svo sannarlega ekki i slikri httu. Sem
tegund 4 Homo sapiens fremur 4 hattu ad fjolga sér svo mikid ad heilleika
jardarinnar verdi stefnt i voda.

Veari ég nd spurdur hvort bjarga eigi hvélum eda tigrisdyrum eda hinum
tignarlegu risafurum i Ameriku veri ég, i ljsi pess sem hér 4 undan var sagt,
hugsanlega reidubiinn ad 1j4 hag pessara tegunda meira vagi en hag manna.
Tékum sem demi ad einhverjir ndungar 14ti sér detta i hug ad héggva hinn
forna néttiruskég (e. o/d growth forest) i strandhérudum Nordvesturrikjanna
i pvi skyni ad afla sér tekna til ad senda bérnin sin i haskéla eda hreinlega til
ad eiga i sig og 4. Eg myndi hneigjast til a3 lita stodva slikt athzefi og leggja
bann vid pvi med peim rokum ad Aagur tegundar sé i hattu, eins og i hinu
freega tilfelli blettauglunnar (e. spotted owl) i Nordvesturrikjunum.

Einnig mun ég vera alremdur fyrir ad hafa sagt, pegar rett er um daemi
eins og i Nepal eda 4 Indlandi par sem komid hefur verid 4 f6t verndarsvad-
um fyrir tigrisdyr sem 6ttast er ad deyi Gt innan fimmtiu 4ra: vissulega eiga
ad vera til einhver svdi par sem tigrisdyr njéta verndar, jafnvel pétt pad pydi
ad hungrad félk megi ekki fara inn 4 pessi svadi til a0 hoggva nidur skég-
inn, skjéta dyrin og selja likamshluta peirra o.s.frv. Pad m4 pvi finna ymis til-
vik par sem hagsmunir manna eiga ekki endilega ad hafa forgang fram yfir
pa virdingu sem vid 2ttum ad syna 68rum tegundum lifvera.

Vera mi ad til séu menn sem nj6ta pess ad veida birni en ég vildi helst
banna sportveidi 4 bjornum. Eg tel ekki ad 4nzgja manna nzgi til ad rétt-
lzeta ad peir skj6ti pessi tignarlegu dyr sér til gamans. Einhverja langar sjalf-
sagt ad safna fjddrum trana og slikt er ég er lika reidubiinn ad banna, stefni
pad tegundinni i voda.

b hefur skrifad mikid um sambandid & milli gilda og skyldna. Ef vid gefum okk-
ur nd ad ndttiran hafi eigingsldi sem er 6hdd mati manna eins og pi heldur fram,
hvada afleidingar hefdi pad fyrir skyldur okkar innbyrdis eda gagnvart heimin-
um?

Su skodun hlytur ad teljast nokkud 6umdeild, jafnt 4 medal heimspekinga og
almennings, a0 vid eigum ekki ad valda 6parfa skada; vid eigum ekki ad eydi-
leggja neitt gott dn réttmatra dstedna. Mér virdist pad pvi liggja nokkud
beint vid ad pegar vid komumst i kynni vid eda uppgétvum eitthvad sem hef-
ur gildi zttum vid ekki ad gerast skadvaldar ad tilhefulausu og eydileggja
pad. Vidurkenning 4 pessu gildi ztti 4 einhvern hitt ad birtast { hegBun okk-
ar. Mér finnst si hugsun 4 engan hétt framandi a3 f6lk =tti ekki ad tefla pvi
sem hefur gildi i hattu eda eydileggja pad 4n pess ad fara fyrir pvi fullnzgj-
andi rék.

I skvednum tilvikum getur purft a3 gera upp 4 milli gilda og raunar parf
oft ad gera pad. A ymsum timum og st6dum i Bandarikjunum hefur félk
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purft ad eydileggja skoga til bess ad rakta upp beitarland, byggja hus, si
korni, rekta matvali o.s.frv. Petta hefur leitt til pess ad vid héfum haft grid-
armikil 4hrif 4 métun landslagsins. Eg er ekki métfallinn pessu en mér vird-
ist p6 sem vid hofum umbreytt og notad 4 ymsa vegu eitthvad i likingu vid
90-95% lands i Ameriku (pad fer dilitid eftir pvi hvernig petta er reiknad).
Pad er ekki fyrr en med minni kynsléd sem byrjad var ad taka frd svadi fyrir
ésnortna nittiru, en umfang peirra er ekki meira en fjégur eda fimm présent
alls lands i Bandarikjunum. Eg held pvi fram ad menn @ttu ad hérfa af slik-
um svadum, peir zttu ad leyfa nittirunni ad vera i fridi, peir ®ttu ad bera
virdingu fyrir heilleika nittirunnar og landslagsins.

En samt sem 4dur matti haglega spyrja sig: hversu mikid er nég? Eru
fjégur présent nég? Eda fimm présent? Eg tel pad ekki vera mitt hlutverk ad
svara pessari spurningu — ég get adeins sagt ad vid hofum skilid of /##id eftir,
petta er ekki nég. Ef til vill hefdi hlutfallid 4tt ad vera 10%, 15% eda 20% -
en hvad sem pvi lidur hofum vid skilid of litid eftir. Hvad petta snertir tel ég
ad Island sé 68ruvisi en Bandarikin — fslendingar hafa 14ti8 95% landsins
6snortid, sterstan hluta landsins er ekki buid ad byggja upp. Pannig verda fs-
lendingar ad takast 4 vid 6nnur ilitaefni en Bandarikjamenn, og raunar flest-
ar adrar pj6dir i heiminum, pegar ad pvi kemur ad dkveda hvad 4 ad verda um
petta land: hversu hétt hlutfall néttrunnar ber ad vernda?

Hvad Bandarikin snertir eru mérg peirra svaeda sem dkvedid var ad vernda
hrj6strug, erfid til dbidar, kold og hilend, p.e. landsvadi sem hvort ed er
hef0i verid erfitt ad brjéta til rektunar eda byggja 4. En petta gildir engan
veginn um 61l verndarsvaedin. [ 6byggdunum i austurhluta landsins eru
margir stadir sem varu eftirsknarverdir fyrir timburvinnslu, sumarbistada-
16nd og almenna uppbyggingu. [ vesturhlutanum er stér hluti skéganna
einnig afar eftirséknarverdur til uppbyggingar, til demis fyrir skifasvadi.
Petta kallar 4 ad vid tokumst 4 vi0 dlitaefni sem varda verndun villtra land-
sveda og vidurkennum pau gzdi sem felast i pvi ad leyfa nittirunni a0 fara
sinu fram.

Island stendur frammi fyrir sému grundvallarspurningum en svérin verda
eflaust nokkud fribrugdin og hlutfsllin énnur. Stér hluti landsins er nittdira
métud af frumkréftunum — villt néttira med hraunbreidum, joklum o.s.frv.
Islendingar verda pvi sjilfir a3 finna svor vid pvi hvad sé videigandi hlutfall
milli ndttiru og menningar, peir finna vart fordemi annars stadar. Ef til vill
er erfitt ad svara pessari spurningu en kannski felst { henni dkvedin fegurd,
dskorun og um leid tzkiferi. Island gati ordid eitt 6rfirra landa { heiminum
sem hefur ad geyma pessa sérstoku bléndu nittiru og menningar, 6likt til ad
mynda Danmérku, Frakklandi, Pennsylvaniufylki eda jafnvel minu eigin
fylki, Colorado. Eg hef ekki dvalid lengi 4 [slandi, adeins eina viku, en ég hef
pad 4 tilfinningunni ad pau verkefni sem blasa vid 4 fslandi hvad verndun
nittirunnar snertir séu bysna sérstok.

Eina landsvdid sem hefur 6grad mér meira en fsland — pad meginland
sem hefur 6grad mér mest af 6llum heimsilfunum sj6 — er Sudurskautsland-
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i0. Sudurskautslandid er ein allsherjar ispekja og pad er i edli sinu 6byggilegt.
Fieinir visindamenn bua par 4rid um kring en dlfan sem slik er ekki bfvggi-
leg. Sjéunda heimsilfan er pvi ekki heimsilfa sem menn geta biiid 4. I hin-
um sex heimsilfunum geta menn hins vegar biid vitt og breitt, og gera pad.
fsland er 4 jadrinum. fsland er ekki Sudurskautslandid, hér bj6dast vissulega
rikuleg tkiferi til biskapar og lifs. En fsland er d/fk¢ 63rum londum sem ég
hef heimsétt — pad liggur 4 Mid-Atlantshafshryggnum, er mjog eldvirkt,
liggur mjég nordarlega og lifrikid sem hér prifst er bysna takmarkad. Hér eru
ekki eins mérg tré eda eins miklir skégar og i 6drum 16ndum, hér eru flétt-
ur og mosi. Hér hangir lifid 4 ystu nof — og gefur sig hvergi. Pad sama gild-
ir um menn, peir geta bdid hér og lifad gédu lifi og hafa gert pad i pisund
ér. En peir lifa eiginlega 4 mérkum hins byggilega heims likt og lifverurnar
sem n4 ad prifast 4 nyrstu og sydstu svedum jardarinnar. Eg held a3 fslend-
ingum standi til boda einsték tzkiferi en purfi jafnframt ad takast 4 vid ein-
staka dskorun; ad minnsta kosti hef ég fengid pad 4 tilfinninguna undanfarna
viku.

Huvernig litur pi 4 tengsl pin vid adra ndttirubverfa hugsudi? Finnst pér vera
go0ur sambljomur 4 milli kenninga pinna og peirra sem t.a.m. Arne Ness og
J.- Baird Callicott hafa haldid fram eda er um einhvern alvarlegan dgreining ad
ra&da ykkar 4 mills?

Hver si sem leggur stund 4 heimspeki hlytur ad vera algjérlega 6sammaila
einhverri tiltekinni tegund heimspeki. S4 hinn sami er p4 ad hluta til sam-
mila 68rum tegundum heimspeki. En enginn heimspekingur er algerlega
sammadla 63rum heimspekingi, vid héfum allir mismunandi afst6du, hver
okkar finnur sér eigin vist, og vid horfum 4 heiminn frd 6likum sjénarhorn-
um. Eg er g6dur vinur Callicotts og fagna verkum hans, liklega bztum vid
hvor annan upp. Eg skrifa greinar sem tlad er ad leidrétta Callicott, til ad
mynda tel ég ad hann hafi hlaupid 4 sig pegar hann skilgreindi 6byggdir sem
félagslegan tilbining. Stundum parf ad leidrétta Callicott en samt sem 40ur
tel ég ad hann bati mig upp fremur en ad hann sé keppinautur minn.

f 4ranna ris hef ég gert mikid af pvi ad strida Bryan G. Norton. Hann er
jardbundnari en ég og hefur miklu meiri dhuga 4 umhverfisstjérnun. Hann
hefur rztt mikid um naudsyn pess ad umhverfissinnar sameini krafta sina og
annad af pvi tagi. { hans augum er pekkingarfredileg afstada min sérkenni-
leg og raunar hérmuleg af peim sékum ad ég er hluthyggjumadur. Vid erum
go0ir vinir en ég held ad hann purfi ad leidrétta, ad 4 hann purfi ad prysta og
ég held ad €g hafi ytt honum ad einhverju leyti { rétta itt, 4 vit aukinnar vird-
ingar fyrir lifi. f nylegri verkum sinum skrifar hann um virdingu fyrir pvi
skopunarferli sem 4 sér stad i nittirunni. Amen — mér finnst pad fribart!
En ég tel petta vera annad og meira en raunszi. Hann hefur stundum talad
um ummyndandi gildi nittirunnar: nittiran er verdmat vegna pess ad peg-
ar vid 6dlumst t.d. pekkingu 4 igulkeri — sem hann notar sem kipumynd 4
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einni béka sinna - telur hann okkur geta 6dlast skilning 4 sképunarferlum
nittirunnar. Eg er fullkomlega sammila! En er ekki hér einmitt um ad r2da
hlutleg gildi i nittdrunni?

Petta er pvi samrada okkar i milli og pessi dgreiningsefni og 6nnur hvetja
okkur til ad halda henni dfram. Eg vona ad pessir fredimenn séu inzgdir
med ad hafa mig med i sinni landslagsmynd; ég er ad minnsta kosti 4nazgd-
ur med ad hafa p4 inni { minni mynd.

Eg er peirrar skodunar ad tilgangurinn med pvi sem ég er ad fist vid sé ad
bjarga néttirunni en ekki ad hagnast persénulega. Hins vegar hef ég stund-
um hlotid éventan frama sem er audvitad gefandi fyrir mig. Eg 6lst upp i
austurhluta Bandarikjanna, fékk g6da menntun i edlisfr2di og sterdfrzdi,
ték doktorsprof vid pekktan skoskan hiskéla en ték sidan upp 4 pvi ad rifa
aleinn um skéga. Pessi brjiladi Rolston-ndungi hélt ad fidrildin og barrtrén
hefdu gildi! Hann hafdi ekki hlustad 4 kennarana sina sem s6gdu honum ad
nittiran sem slik veri dn allra gilda. Hann haf3i misst af Upplysingunni.
Sidan fér hann vestur i land og vard verulega skrytinn, heimspekingur 4 villi-
gotum [a philospher gone wild].

En svo byrjadi ég ad skrifa og komst ad raun um ad einhverjum péttu skrif
min 4hugaverd, ad minnsta kosti seldust bakur minar vida. Eg vard furdu
lostinn pegar mér baudst ad flytja Gifford-fyrirlestrana vid Edinborgar-
hiskoéla - ég, pessi stérundarlegi ndungi i vesturhluta Bandarikjanna, préf-
essor vid kuahéskéla, fz bod um ad flytja erindi i einni freegustu fyrirlestra-
r60 i heimi!

Nokkrum 4rum seinna fékk ég simtal frd Jack Templeton — og viti menn!
— ég hafdi hlotid Templeton-verdlaunin fyrir vinnu mina. Eg held a8 félk
hafi misst andlitid og sagt hvert vid annad: Rolston, er pad ekki pessi trji-
elskandi nittiruvinur og kanébrjiledingur fyrir vestan — og samt hefur hann
fengid ad fara til New York og inn 4 gélf i Buckinghamhéll til ad taka vid
haug af peningum fyrir verk sin? Petta er furdulegur heimur en lika yndis-
legur stadur til ad lifa i og hugsa; einhver virdist vera ad hlusta.

Hefur pii tekid eftir einhverri breytingu d sambandinu & milli néttirusidfredi og
mddurgreinarinnar & peim prjdtiu drum sem lidin eru frd pvf pi gafst it pina
Jyrstu bok?

J4. A siBustu prjitiu drum hafa heimspekingar neydst til ad vidurkenna nitt-
Girusidfredi sem réttmata undirgrein heimspeki. Pegar ég byrjadi voru eng-
in ritverk til 4 svidi nittirusidfredi. Félki fannst ég vera kynlegur kvistur og
alveg 4 mérkunum. Sumum - jafnvel mérgum — finnst pad sjilfsagt enn. En
menn verda ad horfast i augu vid pé stadreynd ad nud hafa verid gefnar ut 4
milli prjitiu og fjérutiu synisbakur i nittirusidfredi; skrifadar hafa verid vel
4 fj6rda tug skipulegra ritverka 4 pessu svidi; og timaritin sem helgud eru
fredigreininni eru ordin fjogur talsins. Og menn verda a0 horfast { augu vid
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ad i pad minnsta helmingur almennra ritverka um hagnyta siéfredi inni-
heldur kafla sem fjalla um dyr eda umhverfid.

- Ekkert er ljifara en drangur i pessum skilningi. Na verd ég var vid pad,
hvar sem ég kem, ad heimspekingar — eins pétt peir leggi stund 4 eitthvad
allt annad, til dezmis malspeki, meginlandsheimspeki, heimspeki lista eda
hvad sem er — eiga erfitt med ad halda pvi fram ad pad sem ég er ad gera sé
4 jadrinum. Detta er 4nzgjuefni i peim skilningi ad verk manns hafa ad ein-
hverju leyti fengid uppreisn 2ru. En jafnvel enn 4nzgjulegra og mikilvegara
a0 minu mati er ad pessi préun hefur batt heimspekina sem fredigrein, sjén-
- deildarhringur hennar hefur vikkad 4t og vidfangsefnum hennar fjélgad, og
vonandi hefur pessi préun lika hvatt hana til ad leggja sitt 160 4 vogarskal-
arnar { bardttunni fyrir verndun nittdrunnar 4 pessari stérkostlegu jord sem
vid bium 4.

Bakgrunnur pinn er mjog puerfaglegur, pii hefur lagt stund & ndttiru- og raun-
visinds auk heimspeks og gudfredi. Hvert er mikilvagi puerfaglegrar ndlgunar
innan umbverfisfreda og hver er stada eda mikilvegs heimspeks innan puerfag-
legrar ndlgunar af pessum toga?

Pad er mikilvaegt a0 vera pverfaglegur. Gudfrzdin hefur afsalad sér beirri
krdfu ad teljast drottning visindanna. Heimspekin hélt hér i eina tid ad hin
veri drottning fredanna, ad hin veri st fredigrein sem hefdi yfirsyn yfir all-
ar adrar og fengist vid hinstu rék tilverunnar. Heimspekingar geta vissulega
fengist vid slika hluti og eiga ad leitast vid pad en nid ordid er peim pad
6kleift nema peir liti jafnframt til raunvisinda. Pau hafa kennt okkur ad
heimurinn er gerdur ur sameindum og atémum, pau hafa frett okkur um
vetrarbrautir og Miklahvell, upplyst okkur um préunarséguna o.s.frv.

~ Af pessu leidir ad 2tli heimspekingar sér ad hugsa stért og 4 vidtzkan hitt,
@tli peir sér ad hugsa um pekkingarfradi, frumspeki og heimsfredi 4 séma-
samlegan hitt, b4 verda peir ad pekkja raunvisindin nzgilega vel. Eg held ad
i pessu felist ein 4stzda pess ad mér hefur gengid vel. Eg er vel ad mér i al-
mennri liffredi og pekki kenningaheim vistfredinnar par ad auki vel. Pegar
ég fer it { skég skoda ég plontur og legg mig eftir ad greina per.  hiskélan-
um minum er fullt eins liklegt a0 mig megi finna { kennslustund i raunvis-
indum eins og vid lestur heimspekirita. Si0astlidid haust sat ég nimskeid {
stofnerfdafredi. Nokkru 48ur var ég i frumutaugafr2di. Par 4 undan var ég i
nimskeidi um fjarkénnun.

Heimspekingar purfa eftir sem 4dur ad hugsa stért en til pess ad geta gert
pad verda peir ad fylgjast med pvi sem er ad gerast i 6drum fredigreinum og
byggja upp skapandi hugsun og gagnvirk tengsl vid per. Petta er ein 4stzda
bess ad ég nyt pess ad sinna starfi minu. Eg hef birt greinar { fyrsta flokks
heimspekitimaritum en ég hef einnig birt grein sem ég skrifadi 4samt skég-
arverdi um pd tegund sidfredi og verdmatamats sem skégarverdir zttu ad
adhyllast. Eg er alveg jafn stoltur af pvi a3 hafa birt grein i timariti um skég-
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rzkt og pvi ad hafa birt greinar i sidfreditimaritum. Starf heimspekinga felst
ekki adeins i pvi ad reda vid adra heimspekinga, peir eiga lika ad vera i sam-
skiptum vid adrar fredigreinar og stofna til samredna vid par. Slikt audgar
heimspekina og eflir jafnframt pad sem heimspekin hefur fram ad fera
gagnvart mérgum 6drum frzdigreinum.

Er ndttirusidfredi esngongu akademisk fredigrein — eda hefur hin ef til vill ein-
hverju opinberu hlutverk ad gegna?

Nittirusiéfredi hefur opinberu hlutverki ad gegna. Nittirusidfredingar
hafa vissulega ekki pekkingu til ad takast 4 vid sumar tegundir opinberra
dkvardana. Ef vid viljum t.d. vita hvada styrk af tilteknu efni, sem borist hef-
ur i 4, purfi til ad eiturdhrif komi fram og par med hvort fisktegundirnar sem
lifa i 4nni verdi fyrir eitrun eda ekki, pd er heimspekingurinn ekki hafur til
ad segja til um slika hluti. En heimspekingum er samt ymislegt fert, ekki ad-
eins pegar horft er 4 stéru myndina heldur lika ymsar midlungsstérar
dkvardanir. Pegar menn eiga i deilum um tilkun 4 vanidarreglunni eins og
hun snyr ad losun eiturefna i 4r, b4 held ég ad heimspekingar hafi sitthvad til
milanna a0 leggja. Pad sama gildir ef eiturefnid hefur 6lik eda misalvarleg
ahrif 4 villtar og adfluttar tegundir { vistkerfinu, sem aftur leidir til pess ad
gera parf upp 4 milli peirra — i sliku tilviki hefdu heimspekingar lika ymis-
legt fram ad fera. Heimspekingar geta t.a.m. afhjipad per djipstzdu spurn-
ingar um gildi sem leynast i mérgum af peim hagnytu dkvérdunum sem
menn purfa ad taka.

Eins og hér hefur komid fram setur pi giarnan roksemdsr pinar fram 4 stigskipt-
an hdtt sem aftur leidir af sér sidfredi & morgum stigum eda plonum. A sumum
pessum plonum eru pau rok sem pi notar { grundvallaratridum mjog lik peim sem
lifhverfir hugsudir eins og Peter Singer, Tom Regan eda Paul Taylor notast vid.
Sidfredi pin geti pvi — a.m.k. ad verulegu leytsi — allt eins kallast lifhverf eins og
visthverf. En sidan heldur pi dfram upp 4 efri stig og skodar gilds tegunda, vist-
kerfa o.fl. Getur pi séd fyrir pér mogulega sameiningu lifhverfra og visthverfra
kenninga — eda er hinn heimspekilegi dgreiningur 4 milli lifbverfra og visthverfra
hugsuda svo djipstedur ad pessir tveir hdpar séu demdir til ad skipa andstedar
Sylkingar?

»Damdir til ad skipa andstedar fylkingar® er of sterkt til orda tekid. Vid hof-
um nud pegar sagt eitt og annad um ad vera stigskiptur og vidtzkur. Pannig
ad pegar Peter Singer vill leida hugann ad pjiningu dyra — p4 tek ég fyllilega
undir pad med honum. Olikt honum er ég ekki grenmetiszta en ég er 4
méti fristundaveidum. Peter Singer hefur kennt okkur margt um petta og
einnig Tom Regan. Eg held ad réttindahugtakid sé ekki ykja heppilegt peg-
ar fengist er vid villta nittiru; ég held ad hugmyndin um gildi eigi betur vid
en samt sem 4dur hefur Regan kennt okkur bysna margt hvad pad vardar ad
vera nzm fyrir pjéningu i nittirunni. Um pad er gott eitt ad segja.
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Hvad vardar heitid ,lifhverfur® pd hefdi ég kosid ad Paul Taylor hefdi 14t-
i0 oégert ad gripa pad traustataki og eigna pad peirri tilteknu heimspeki sem
hann var ad mela fyrir, ad visu 4 harla lofsverdan hitt. Notkun hans 4 hug-
takinu vard til pess ad menn féru ad hafa pad um virdingu fyrir einstokum
lifverum. A pvi leyti er heitid ,lithverfur® of préngt og of takmarkad fyrir
mig. Sidar skrifadi Taylor formaila ad pydingu 4 verki sinu Virding fyrir ndtt-
drunni (Respect for nature) sem kinverskur nemandi minn vann ad. Eftir ad
hafa lesid pennan formala synist mér ad Taylor sjii nu eftir pvi ad hafa ekki
tekid til fleiri pdtta og veitt tegundum og vistkerfum meiri athygli i stad pess
ad einblina 4 einstakar lifverur.

Ef vid litum hinsvegar 4 mélin { stzrra samhengi og ldtum hinn lifhverfa
hugsunarhitt nd yfir tegundir og vistkerfi lika, er ég alveg reidubiinn ad fall-
ast 4 ad pessi merkimidi eigi vid um kenningar minar. Vi8 verdum ad hafa i
huga ad merkimidar gagnast ekkert sérlega vel pegar vidtak og stigskipt sid-
fredi er annars vegar. Eg held samt ad hugtakid sem er yfirgripsmest og
notadrygst i pessu tilliti s¢ gi/di. Pad er almennasta og oruggasta hugtakid
sem vi0 héfum yfir ad rida, en eins og 4dur sagdi hefdi hugtakid um gedi ef
til vill einnig dugad. Eg kys fremur heitid ,gildi“ en ,réttindi“ eda ,nytsemd*
pegar ég set roksemdir minar fram. En ég tel ad 6likar hugmyndastefnur geti
beett hver adra upp og ad par eigi gera pad. Stundum greinir okkur 4. Eg
umber til a0 mynda tilteknar tegundir veida eda grisjunar 4 villtum dyrum i
peim tilgangi ad vernda vistkerfid — en Peter Singer og Tom Regan varu 4
hinn béginn 4 méti sliku. En dgreiningur sem bessi getur ordid okkur ad
efnivid — og a0 mestu leyti held ég ad vid bztum hver annan upp.

Ur pvi ad ég er byrjadur ad tala um dyraréttindi m4 nefna ad fsland er
bysna dhugavert og 6grandi demi vegna bess ad hér er svo litid um villt dyr.
Undan strénd landsins eru audvitad hvalir sem 4stzda er til ad hafa dhyggj-
ur af, en 4 landi er adeins um refinn ad reda. Ad auki er hér mikid af fugl-
um, en engin stér, villt spendyr. Hreindyr voru flutt hingad og rottur og mys
fylgdu manninum. A pessu leyti svipar fslandi til Hawaii. Hawaii-eyjar eru
svo afskekktar og einangradar ad par voru engin landdyr fyrr en Evrépu-
menn, og Pélynesiumenn 4 undan peim, fluttu pau med sér; fram ad pvi voru
par adeins nokkrar ledurblokutegundir. Pad vekur mig til umhugsunar ad
koma 4 stadi eins og pessa og sjd ad pau fyrirberi lifrikisins sem vid Banda-
rikjamenn ddumst svo mikid ad og metum mikils — tlfar, birnir, sléttuilfar,
61l pessi stéru og tignarlegu dyr — eru ekki til stadar. Pau fyrirfinnast ekki 4
Hawaii og heldur ekki hér 4 fslandi.

Af pessu sprettur dhugavert og 6grandi dlitamdl. Vistkerfin hér eru tiltslu-
lega einfold (p6 ad ,einfold” sé liklega ekki rétta ordid) — samsetning peirra
getur verid flékin en dyr eru ekki hluti af peim 4 sama hitt og i Bandarikj-
unum. Par er hzgt ad ganga um skéga og virda fyrir sér didyr og elgi, jafn-
vel birni, visunda og margar adrar spendyrategundir sem er ekki ad finna hér.
Askorunin felst { pvi ad koma auga 4 rikidzmid { landslagi sem er én allra
pessara tigulegu dyra sem félki pykja svo merkileg.
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Ad lokum langadi mig ad spyrja pig adeins um tilgangsorsaksr, um hinstu rok. Vid
héfum takmarkad okkur vid ad reda hugmyndir pinar eins og um veraldlega sid-
[fredi veri ad reda, enda setur pii per allajafna fram undir peim formerkjum. Pi
ert engu ad stdur opinn fyrir triarlegum gildum en visar p6 sjaldan til 20ri krafts
eda skapara. Sumir tilkendur verka pinna hafa samt sem ddur haldid pvi fram ad
frumuppspretta peirra hlutlegu eigingilda { ndttirunni sem eru hornsteinn og
meginvidfang kenninga pinna sé gud frekar en ndttiran sjdlf. Er petta rétt tilk-

un?

Eins og ég sagdi 4dan pa fer ég dkvedna leid i roksemdaferslu minni. Eg
byrja 4 dyrum og feri mig svo yfir i pléntur og vistkerfi og ad lokum yfir i
tegundir. Aheyrendur minir eru idulega miklir efasemdamenn, og pa parf ég
ad sannfara. Pess vegna nota ég dkvedna adferd til ad ,lokka“ dheyrendur inn
i pankagang minn. Pannig segi ég kannski: ,Haldid pid ekki ad dyr preytist
og verdi hungrud og finni til sirsauka? — Pad gerum vid lika, og pess vegna
zttum vid ad hugsa um dyr 4 sidfredilegum nétum.“ Eg yti vid peim med
demum eins og pessu og held sidan dfram og beini sjénum ad fyrirbzrum
sem kunna a0 vera meira framandi eins og plontur og vistkerfi.

Petta er eins med triarlegu hlidina. Oftast er ég ad fist vid efasemdamenn
og fyrir vikid hneigist ég fyrst og fremst til ad tala um gildi sem ég tel ad bui
i ndttdrunni; ég vil sannfera dheyrendur mina um ad nittiran hafi gildi, eig-
ingildi. Pvi held ég mig mestmegnis innan marka liffredinnar og visa til alls-
konar gilda sem varda lifverur og adlaganir og préun peirra. Eg lit svo 4 ad
ef nittiran byr yfir eigingildum geti nattaruvisindin hjilpad okkur ad upp-
gotva pau. Oftast er ég ad tala vid dheyrendur sem eru ekki triadir og starf
mitt snyst um ad fi p4 til ad fallast 4 ad nittiran hafi gildi { sjélfri sér. Nai
ég pvi marki m4 segja ad ég hafi sinnt minu starfi sem si6fredingur.

En by ég yfir sannferingu sem ner dypra? Ef ég hugsa um pessi médl 4 enn
vidtekari hitt, 4 heimsfredilegan malikvarda, pd er svari0 ji. Stjarnfredileg
fyrirbari eins og myndun vetrarbrauta, stjarna og plineta velta 4 l6gmélum
smdserrar edlisfredi. Gerdi madur orlitla breytingu 4 styrk beirra fjégurra
frumkrafta sem halda heiminum saman, eda efnismagni og rafhledslu lifs-
naudsynlegra reinda, yrdi afleidingin su ad stjérnurnar brynnu of hratt eda
of haegt, eda pd ad atém og sameindir (par 4 medal vatn, kolefni og sirefni)
eda aminésyrur (byggingareiningar lifsins) gatu ekki myndast, hvad pd 641~
ast negilegan stédugleika.

Leidum hugann ad lifinu 4 j6rdu, leidum i fyrsta lagi hugann ad pvi ad
hnéttur eins og hin skuli fyrirfinnast yfirleitt. [ solkerfi okkar eru margar
adrar plinetur, og liklega eru fjélmargar adrar plinetur i alheiminum - vid
vitum pad ekki enn en hvad sem pvi lidur er j6rdin 20i sérstakur stadur.
Goédar plinetur eru ekki 4 hverju strai. Hvad hefur att sér stad 4 jordinni? {
upphafi var ekkert, engar tegundir, en sidan hafa préast prir, fjérir eda fimm
milljardar tegunda sem verda sifellt fjolbreytilegri og floknari ad gerd. Lik-
lega fyrirfinnast fimm eda tiu milljénir lifverutegunda 4 plinetunni um bess-
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ar mundir. Lifid heldur dfram ad dafna i aldanna rds pétt einstaklingar og
tegundir deyi.

Pegar ég legg stund 4 frumspeki og skoda fyrirberi eins og pessi i heild-
stzedu ljési pd parf ég ad gera rdd fyrir matti og skilningi sem nagja til ad
skyra hvernig jafn stérkostlegur alheimur og pessi vard til, og hvernig hann
faer starfad. Pad er i raun stérfurdulegt ad alheimur eins og pessi skuli vera
til. Pegar bér er komid ségu getur heimurinn virst heilagur eda helgur. Og pd
segi ég: ,S¢ gud til ztti petta ekki ad koma 4 6vart.“ Eg tel ekki ad atridi sem
pessi sanni tilvist guds en 4 hinn béginn tel ég ad raunvisindin hafi hvorki
synt fram 4 neitt pad sem gerir nittiruna sjilf-ljésa i vidum skilningi né
nokkud sem utiloki figada triarlega skyringu. Verid getur ad raunvisinda-
menn tali um ,kenningu um allt“ en peir eru engan veginn nilegt pvi ad
syna fram 4 ad néttiran skyri sig ad 6llu leyti sjilf. Peir halda pvi kannski
fram ad allt hafi komid ,ir téminu“ en b4 4 eftir ad svara spurningum um
endimérk sem geta allt eins leitt hugann ad hinu guddémlega.

Og ad sjélfsdgdu m4 lita 4 mannveruna sem einhvers konar endanlega it-
komu eda ad minnsta kosti 4kaflega tilkomumikla itkomu alls pessa ferlis.
Ef ég bati vid mannlegum ,anda“, mannlegri snilld, pérf manna fyrir silu-
hjalp, frelsun, gott og illt, porf fyrir réttleti og kerleika — hluti sem vid hof-
um alls ekkert ratt { pessu samtali par sem beir tengjast ekki nattirusiofredi
— b4 m4 ad mérgu leyti eigna mér hefdbundin triarleg vidhorf.

Ef gud er til, ef gud skapadi heiminn og gerdi hann g6dan, likt og skdp-
unarsagan segir, pa byr eigingildi i heiminum. Ef til vill geta flestar mann-
eskjur uppgétvad betta eigingildi 4n pess ad leita dypri triarlegra skyringa.
Megintilgangur roksemda minna er ad koma 4 legg nittirusidfredi sem er
nazgilega skyr og yfirgripsmikil til a8 forda eydingu nittirunnar. En ef ég er
i framhaldinu krafinn um dypri ok min fyrir pessu starfi, frumspekileg og
heimsfredileg rok, pd helgast pau vissulega af pvi ad ég er trimadur.

Gunnar Sigvaldason pydds



"Eigingildi i nattdrunni -- heimspeki a villigotum?" In Icelandic.
["Intrinsic Value in Nature -- A Philosophy Gone Wild?]. Interview by
Thorvardur Arnason in Hugur 17(2005), pages 12-26. — English
transcript.

People here in Iceland may be unfamiliar with, and even sceptical about,
the idea of intrinsic value in nature. Many philosophers that I've met
who are sympathetic to the environmental cause, and even have a great
love of nature, are seemingly unable to make the leap that your ideas
require.

Well, most of them don’t make that leap. They find some other way to
save nature, on account of its beauty, or its utility or something like
that. Maybe they think that we don’t need the concept of intrinsic
value in nature, that we can get all the conservation job done that we
need to do without it. Maybe they are non-realist in some sense; they
don’t think we have that kind of access, epistemologically, to the
natural world. Perhaps they are just agnostic about these things, and
lots of other things as well. They concede that there might be intrinsic
values in nature, but if there are such, they take it to be something
that is beyond our capacities to know. So we should be much more
pragmatic, operating in traditional terms about what good nature is
for us. From this perspective, ethics comes into play when you
jeopardize what is important for some other human being.

A large and important part of your life’s work as a philosopher has
centered on questions of natural value. Could you give me a brief
argument about why you feel it is so important for philosophers to study
values in nature?

Well, it’s important for philosophers to study values of all kinds. Value
in this generic sense is a somewhat recent term in the history of
philosophy, more anciently we might have spoken of goods, goods of
various kinds. There is a long history of searching for the good things
in life - that is what philosophy is mainly about, in a certain sense.
The search for value in nature is, in this sense, entirely consistent with
traditional philosophy’s search for the good things that are to be had,
living in the world.

To give an example of where I think I differ with much traditional
philosophy we could go back to Socrates. Socrates claims “the
unexamined life is not worth living” and I certainly don’t disagree with
him on that point, but Socrates felt that the examined life was in Athens,
in cities of Greece, and he made an enormous contribution to thinking
about the good life in the human community. However, once Socrates
once looks around and says that the trees and the country places, have
nothing to teach him. That’s where I think Socrates went wrong.
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Maybe it took the discoveries of modern science, of evolutionary theory,
to realize that we’re on a much vaster planet than Socrates realized. But
now I claim to know more than Socrates!! I claim that the examination
of life includes an examination of the place where we live, the natural
community in which we reside. Today, going past Socrates, we
understand that we live on a planet with a marvellous evolutionary
history of life that’s been around for billions of years, that’s generated
diversity and complexity. We humans, almost in our century, have for
the first time jeopardized this large community of life. This is partly a
matter of our fouling our own nest, our own life support system, but I
think we need a bigger view than that.

We need to see humans as members of this larger community of life on
earth, which, as far as we know, is the most marvellous thing in the
universe. In that sense, I think that we humans have duties and that we
therefore need a more comprehensive and inclusive ethic.

In my lifetime, people have constantly expanded ethics. My great-
grandparents in the Southern US owned slaves. So we had to free slaves.
When I grew up in the Southern US, blacks and whites did not have
equal opportunity. We’'ve made enormous progress in recognizing and
respecting minority groups. In my lifetime, we’ve expanded our ethic to
take the rights and well-being of women more seriously. It’s not that
women never counted ethically, but we are now concerned that women
have equal opportunity with men.

My grandparents had some concerned about animals, they worried
about the pain and suffering we might cause animals. Grandaddy made
me check my trapline even on the Sabbath. But now we need to expand
to a really inclusive ethic, a really comprehensive ethic, one that has
respect for all life; a larger respect for the whole community of life on
Earth. That requires, I think, recognizing intrinsic value in nature.

The cornerstone of this more comprehensive ethic that you are arguing for,
is that there are objective values in nature. These intrinsic values in nature
have therefore an ontological reality. They are actually there. Was this
perhaps an unnecessarily hard route for you to take, philosophically?
Would it perhaps have been easier to go the way of J. Baird Callicott and
posit some type of interaction between subjective and objective factors in
the process of valuing?

Value in nature is objective in the sense that such value is present
independently of the human presence; that it is there before and after we
humans encounter the plants and animals present in nature. There are
others that think that we can value nature relationally, so that humans
are required to be present for value to exist. Humans interact with a
natural world, and sometimes they do this instrumentally, sometimes
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they want plants as food to eat, in which case the plants are valuable as
nourishment for humans.

But sometimes people want to enjoy the flowers, or to enjoy the large
trees, such as the sequoias we have in the US. In those cases they want
to value nature for what it is in itself, but nevertheless this requires
humans being present. And that’s a possibility, and there are people like
Baird Callicott who call this intrinsic value. When I press him more
closely, he concedes that it is what he calls a “truncated” intrinsic value.
Now, why don’t I accept that?

I do accept that account for some kinds of values. For example when I
go out into the woods in the fall in the Rocky Mountain West, where I
live, the aspen trees are a nice golden colour and spruce trees are dark
green, so I enjoy colours in nature. I accept that value of this aesthetic
kind arises relationally and is not present when humans are not there.
So I can on occasion accept a truncated intrinsic value theory.

But that is inadequate as a full account of value in nature. I can’t accept
Callicott’s account as the whole truth, because although the trees are not
pleasantly coloured when humans are not interacting with them, the
trees are photosynthesizing, before we come and after we leave. In fact,
the fall colours - the yellows, the browns, the reds - are what is left after
the green chlorophyll has been removed. The chlorophyll that is in the
leaves is vital to the life of the tree. So I think there are other aspects of
living things in which they defend their own lives, whether or not
humans are present.

In that sense, I think that the people who want a humanized version of
an account of intrinsic values in nature ought to study more biology. It
looks to me as though life on this planet was present for billions of years
before we came, and that it involves the defence of goods in life. For me
to arrive, for humans to arrive, and say that nothing had any value of
any kind until we arrived on the scene seems to me to be philosophical
arrogance of the highest kind.

Maybe you can have good reasons for valuing nature; if you enjoy it
aesthetically, if you like scenic beauty, or if you like to go out and watch
the birds and so forth - but I'm a philosopher, and I want the best
reasons, I want the right reasons, I want the full suite of reasons, not
simply those good enough to persuade the state legislature to set parks
aside so that humans can go there and recreate. I want a comprehensive
ethic, I don’t want a truncated ethic.

In presenting your ethic, you commonly build your argument in a stepwise
fashion. You often begin by speaking of the intrinsic value of human beings
or higher animals, and then turn to the values of plants, species, ecosystems
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and so forth. Given that there are indeed multiple levels of value in the
natural world, are all these values of one kind or is there some essential
difference between them? For example, is the intrinsic value of a sentient
animal the same kind as that of a plant, or the value of a plant the same
as the value of an ecosystem?

If you ask a parallel question of human life, human life has many
intrinsic values; you can go and enjoy a symphony concert in the
evening, or you can go out and enjoy the scenery in a national park, or
you can enjoy reading a novel; would you ask the question: “Are all of
these of the same kind, or are they different?” There could be a plurality
of intrinsic values, all of them are intrinsic in the sense that they are an
end in themselves, they are not done with a view toward their
contribution to other sorts of good. In nature, I find that there is a
plurality of intrinsic values, so that the sorts of value that are embodied
in a whale are different kinds of values from the sorts of values that are
embodied in a butterfly, and, likewise, the kinds of values that plants
incorporate and instantiate are different from the kinds of values that
are embodied in human beings. There is a plurality of values, both
intrinsic and instrumental.

Also values are multi-levelled, in human life for example, certain values
are local and individual, certain values occur as I participate in the life
of my nation, or in the life of the discipline I love, such as philosophy. In
biology it is almost richer than that, the processes of life take place at
many levels, they are molecular, sub-molecular; the processes of life take
place in the genes, in living organisms, but living organisms are placed
in their larger species lines. You need a broader view: A living creature
is what it is as a member of an ongoing species line that is usually very
old - typically, the life of a species is about five million years on this
planet. A species is a dynamic ongoing lineage, one that requires and
transcends individuals.

Also, those species are what they are where they are, so to be a wolf or
to be a bear or to be a sequoia tree, the organism must exist in this
webwork, the interconnected community of life. A species is valuable
in the ecological niche it occupies. Now I want to say that value exists
at all these levels, value is connected with the appropriate survival unit,
value is a matter of defending life. But defending life does not just mean
an individual surviving, defending life means continuing the species line
of which one is part, defending life means occupying a niche, a position,
in a larger community of life. Animals can’t exist unless the trees are
photosynthesising with their leaves, capturing the primary food energy
which is built up in a food chain.

I need that inclusive and comprehensive ethic. I claim that respecting
the goodness of life, respecting the integrity of life, involves looking at



life at all its levels, and this can and must include ecosystems.

The last level, the highest level, at which I would defend an ethic is now
global, an Earth ethic. For the first time in the history of the planet, for
the first time in the history of the human race, one species, Homo
sapiens, has come to jeopardize the integrity of life on the planet. Yes,
environmental ethics extends to concern over global warming, because
humans might have something at stake; we might have storms or a
rising or lowering sea level. But an environmental ethics is not just
concerned about what humans have at stake in global warming. It is
concerned for the integrity of the biosphere, for sustaining the rich web
of biodiversity on this planet.

I have concerns for driving whales into extinction, as we have almost
done in some cases. I have concerns about driving the tigers into
extinction, or, in the US, the whooping cranes. In that sense, I think that
an ethic is very multi-levelled. But that is part of the richness of life. That
is not something to be embarrassed or troubled about, that is something
to celebrate.

Given that we accept the multi-levelness of values, are all of these values
equal to one another, or is there one type of value, or one aspect of
valus, that may somehow ‘trump’ all the others? For example, the value
of an human life or the value of an healthy, robust ecosystem? This is
something that students reading your work often ask about.

They are multi-levelled, but you must make some decisions. So, if your
students want me to say it, I'll say it! Humans represent the highest
level, I think, of evolutionary achievement and value. Humans have
some skills that are especially impressive. Our mental capacities are
more developed, we have a larger number of neurons composing our
brains, and we have greater flexibility in our synaptic connections. In
result, we are the only species that’s able to form what I call cumulative
transmissible cultures - so in that sense humans do represent a unique
evolutionary achievement.

We have to be a little careful, however, because in some sense every
species represents a unique evolutionary achievement. The bats that fly
around with their sonar at night and catch insects, can do things that
humans can’t do. The whales that live in the ocean around Iceland can
do things that humans can’t do; they are in the world uniquely.
Nevertheless humans are the only species in the world with these
enormous capacities, cognitive capacities, illustrated by the very fact that
we do threaten and jeopardize the integrity of the planet. The whales
don’t do that, the birds don’t do that. Humans in that sense are an
unusual and unique species.
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So if I'm faced in a one-on-one situation with saving a person or feeding
a person versus saving a whale then I'd say, save the human. However,
that has got to be put in the big picture, remember it’s a comprehensive,
inclusive picture. Thinking at the level of species, the whale species,
some of them, not all, are in danger of extinction. If we’re thinking at
the level of species, Homo sapiens as a species is certainly not at all in
danger of extinction. Homo sapiens is in danger of escalating its
numbers to the point of jeopardizing the integrity of the planet.

So now, if you ask me about saving whales or even saving tigers or
saving the sequoia trees in America, where a majestic species is at stake,
there I might be willing to put the good of the species over against the
good of human beings. As an example, say that some human beings
might like to come and cut down the old growth forest in the Pacific
North-West so that they could have a better salary, perhaps, or send
their children to college or maybe just to buy food. But now I want to
prohibit and forbid that where the good of a species is at stake, such as,
famously, the spotted owl in the Pacific North-West

Likewise, I am somewhat notorious for claiming that in places like Nepal
or India, where there are tiger sanctuaries and where it looks like the
tiger might go extinct in the next fifty years, despite our best interests to
care for it, there I want to say: Yes, there should be some places where
tigers are protected, even if this means that hungry people are
prohibited from going there and cutting down the forest, shooting the
tigers, selling their body parts, and so forth. So there are occasions, I
think, when human goods such as these should not necessarily or always
take priority over respect for other forms of life.

Humans may enjoy hunting bears, but I would like to prohibit the
hunting of bears for sport. I do not think that human pleasures justify
shooting those majestic animals for sport. Humans would like to collect
the feathers of whooping cranes and I'm willing to forbid that, where the
species is at stake.

You've written quite a bit about the connection between values and duties.
Assuming that there are intrinsic values in natures, which are (as you
claim) independent of our valuing, what implications would this have for
our duties toward each other or toward the world?

Well, it must be a widespread philosophical and everyday opinion, that
one ought not to cause unnecessary harm; that one ought not to destroy
something good without just cause. So it would seem to me to be fairly
straightforward that where you encounter or discover something of
value, then you ought not to be a vandal and to destroy it. It ought in
some sense to count, in terms of your behaviour. I do not have much
difficulty thinking that people ought not to jeopardize and destroy value
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On occasion values have to be traded off, indeed, they regularly have to
be traded off. In some times and places in the US, people will have to
destroy a forest in order to plant pasture, to build a house, to plant crops
and grow food, and so forth. In result, we have enormously developed
the landscape. I do not object to that but now it seems to me that we
have developed and put to various degrees of uses — it depends a bit on
how you figure this — certainly 90-95 % of the American landscape. Only
in my lifetime that we have set aside designated wildlife areas, but these
occupy not more than four or five percent of the national landscape.
There I think I can say that humans ought to draw back, they ought to
let nature be, they ought to respect the integrity of nature in the
landscape.

You might say, well, how much is enough? Is four percent enough? Or
five percent? I don’t think I have to answer that question - I can simply
say what we have left is too little, it is not enough. Maybe it should have
been 10 %, 15 % or 20 % - but in any case we have too little. That’s
where I think Iceland is different from the US - Iceland does not have
95% of the island developed, most of the island is not developed. So
Iceland is going to face a different question from much of the US, and,
indeed, most of the rest of the world, in deciding on this particular
landscape: what’s the appropriate proportion of nature that might to be
conserved?

In the American case, many places on the landscape that did in fact get
conserved were wild and difficult, and cold and high, so a lot of our
wilderness area is a landscape that was not that easy to develop. But a
lot of it is not like this. The Eastern wilderness is often desirable for
timber, desirable for building summer homes, and development. Even
in the Western case, much of the national forest is highly desirable for
development, for building ski areas, and so forth. So we have to face the
question of setting aside large areas of nature, recognizing the good of
letting nature take its course.

Iceland has the same question but it’s going to have answers in different
proportions. A large part of the landscape is a sort of elemental nature -
wild, with lava-fields, ice-caps and so forth. In that sense, Iceland has to
figure out its own answers to the question of the appropriate mix
between nature and culture. Perhaps that’s a difficult question, but
maybe that’s going to be one of the beauties, one of the challenges, one
of the opportunities. Iceland could be one of the few nations in the
world that has this particular kind of mix of nature and culture that you
have here, as compared with, say, Denmark or France, or the state of
Pennsylvania, or even my state of Colorado. I haven’t been in Iceland
long, only been a week, but I have this impression that Iceland’s
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conservation assignment may be different.

The only other landscape that has challenged me more--the continent
that challenged me most of all the seven continents I've visited--has been
Antarctica. Antarctica is one huge ice cap. Antarctica is essentially
uninhabitable. There are some people who live there all year round in
scientific stations and so forth, but it’s not habitable. So the seventh
continent is not a continent that humans can inhabit. The other six
continents humans can and do inhabit widely. Iceland is on the margins.
Iceland is not Antarctica, there are many rich opportunities for farming
and living in Iceland. But Iceland is different from the other nations of
the world in which I've been - it sits on the Mid-Atlantic ridge, it’s highly
volcanic, it’s extremely far north, and the life that you have on the
landscape is often limited, there are not many trees and forests as in
other countries, it’s lichens, it’s moss. Here you see life hanging tough at
the edges of the possibilities of life. And likewise humans can live here,
and live here well, and have done so for a thousand years. But they’re
sort living at the margins of the possibilities of life, in terms of living at
the far northern or southern portions of the planet. I think Iceland has
a particular opportunity and a challenge; at least that’s the way I've
come to see it in the last week.

How do you see your relationship to other non-anthropocentric thinkers.
Do you see your theories as being complementary with those of Arne Neess
or those of J. Baird Callicott. Or are there some serious differences between
your theories and theirs?

Everybody who does philosophy finds that there are sorts of philosophy
with which you disagree entirely. There are other sorts of philosophy
with which you partially agree and partially disagree. But no philosopher
finds himself entirely in agreement with any other philosopher. So we
all carve out a little bit of a different niche, see the world from a little
different perspective. I'm a good friend of Baird Callicott, and I welcome
his work, I guess we complement each other. I write articles correcting
Callicott. As an example, Callicott, I think, made a mistake in his
account of wilderness as being a social construction. Callicott needs at
times to be corrected. Nevertheless, I see Callicott as a complement as
much as a competitor.

I've constantly needled Bryan Norton over the years. Brian is much more
of a pragmatist, much more interested in environmental policy; he’s got
these claims about convergence amongst environmentalists and that sort
of thing. He thinks I have quaint and disastrous epistemological
commitments, being the realist that [ am. Bryan and I are good friends.
But I think Brian needs to be corrected, to be pushed; and I think I've
pushed Brian in some sense in the direction of respect for life. In his
more recent writings, he writes about respect for the creative processes



9

at work. Amen - I think that’s great! But I don’t think that’s just being
pragmatic. He’s sometimes talked about the transformative value of
nature — nature is valuable because we can encounter the sand dollar,
a little sea creature found on the beach lines. He uses one as the cover
picture of in one of his books, and finding one he gets a sense for the
creative processes in nature. I say amen! — but isn’t that objective value
in nature?

So it’s a dialogue and an encounter that keeps me in conversation with
these people. I hope they’re glad to have me on their landscape, 'm glad
to have them on my landscape.

I like to think I do what I do to save nature, not to get some personal
gain out of it. Still, there have been some unexpected career pleasures
that I find personally rewarding. 1 grew up in the U.S. East, well
educated in physics and mathematics, took a Ph.D. at a famous Scottish
university, but then started wandering around alone in the woods. This
crazy fellow named Rolston thought there were values in the butterflies
and in the spruce trees. He hadn’t listened to his teachers who taught
him that nature was value free. He missed out on the Enlightenment.
Then he went West and went weird--a philosopher gone wild. He got
himself lost in the wilderness.

But then I began to write and discovered that the world took some
notice. At least my books sold widely. I could have dropped out of the
seat of my chair when I got an invitation to give the Gifford lectures at
the University of Edinburgh. That’s a world-famous lecture series, and
here I am, the kind of weird guy out West in the US at a cow college,
who got an invitation to give perhaps the most famous lecture series in
the world.

A few years later, I got a phone call from Jack Templeton - Ye Gods! - I'd
won the Templeton prize, for the work I'd done. Again, people I think
dropped their jaws and they said: Wait a minute - Rolston, isn’t he the
guy that’s a tree-hugger and a canoe freak out West, and yet he’s gone
to New York City and Buckingham Palace to get a pile of prize money
larger than a Nobel Prize for the work he’s done. It’s a crazy world, but
it’s a delightful place in which to live and think; somebody seems to be
listening, to some extent.

In the thirty or so years that have passed since you published your first
book, have you noticed any change in the relationship between
environmental philosophy and its mother discipline, i.e. philosophy more
generally?

Yes. Philosophy, during these thirty years, has been compelled to
recognize environmental ethics as a legitimate sub-discipline of
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philosophy. When I started out, there wasn’t any literature in
environmental philosophy. People thought I was queer and on the
margins. Some of them — or even many - still think that. But they have
to face the fact that there have been some three dozen anthologies
published in environmental philosophy. They have to face the fact that
there have been some three dozen systematic works in environmental
philosophy. They have to face the fact that there are now four journals
in the field. They have to face the fact that even in general works of
applied ethics, at least half of them have a section that deal with animals
or the environment.

Nothing succeeds like success, in that sense. So now I find that
philosophers wherever I go, though they may want to do something else
entirely, they may do philosophy of language, continental philosophy,
philosophy of art or whatever, it’s hard for them to say that what I'm
doing is marginal. That’s pleasant; it’s pleasant in the sense that your
work is vindicated in part. But even more than pleasant, I think it’s
crucial that it’s improved philosophy as a discipline in that its urged it to
widen its horizon, to widen its concern and hopefully to make some
larger contribution to the conservation of nature on this marvellous
planet.

Your own background is very multi-disciplinary, you’ve studied the natural
sciences as well as philosophy and theology. I'd like to ask you two
questions relating to this background: What is the importance of
multidisciplinarity within environmental science or studies, and what is the
place or importance of philosophy within such a multidisciplinary
framework?

It’s important to be multidisciplinary. Theology gave up the claim to be
the queen of the sciences. Philosophy might have thought in the past
that it was the queen of the disciplines, that it was the discipline that
overlooks everything else and thinks about the larger and ultimate
questions. Now philosophers can and ought to do that, but philosophers
can’t do that any more without looking into science. Science has taught
us about the molecular and atomic structure of the world, science has
taught us about the construction of galaxies and about the Big Bang,
science has taught us about evolutionary history, and so forth.

So philosophers, if they’re going to think big, if they’re going to think
comprehensively, if theyre going to think about epistemology,
metaphysics, cosmology, they’ve got to know enough science to be able
to do that respectably. That’s one reason I think I have succeeded. I do
know a lot of biology. I know a lot of ecological theory. When I go out
in the woods, I bring in the plants and key them out. I'm just as likely to
be sitting in on a science class in my university as I am to be reading a
philosophy book. Last fall I sat in on a class on population genetics.
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Just before that I did cellular neuroscience. Before that I did remote
sensing.

Philosophers have got to continue to think big, but if they think big
they’ve got to be able to look over their shoulders of people in these
other disciplines and think creatively and in interaction with these
disciplines. That’s one reason why I enjoy doing what I'm doing. I've
published articles in first-class philosophy journals, but I've also
published an article jointly with a forester, on the kind of ethics and
values foresters should have. I'm just as proud of having published in a
journal of forestry as I am of having published in ethics. The business of
philosophers is not simply to talk to other philosophers, the business of
philosophers is to interact with these other disciplines, to talk to other
disciplines. That enriches philosophy, it enriches the contribution of
philosophy to the many disciplines of the university.

Does environmental philosophy have some sort of a public role?

Environmental philosophy does have a public role. Environmental
philosophers are incompetent to make some kinds of public decisions.
If you want to know what the toxic level of a chemical is in a stream and
if the fish will be poisoned or not, philosophers have no competence
whatsoever in making those kinds of decisions. But philosophers do
have a competence, not only in the larger but in the middle-level
application. If you're dealing with debates about the precautionary
principle, as it involves putting toxics in the stream, then I think
philosophers can have something to say. Also, if it'’s a matter of the
difference between the toxic levels that different species can tolerate, for
example the wild salmon population in the US as opposed to the brown
trout, which is an introduced species, then I think philosophers do have
a contribution to make. Philosophers have a contribution to make in
bringing out the deeper value questions that are latent in many of the
practical decisions that have to be made.

As we’ve mentioned before, you tend to build up your arguments is a
stepwise fashion, resulting in a multi-levelled ethic. When doing so, you use
arguments which are very similar, in essence, to those that biocentric
thinkers such as Peter Singer or Tom Regan or Paul Taylor, might use.
Thus, up to a certain level at least, your ethic might just as well be called
biocentric as ecocentric. But then you move on to consider the values of
species, and ecosystems, and so forth. Can you imagine a possible
convergence of non-anthropocentric theories — or are bio-centric theories
and eco-centric theories, and their respective progenitors and adherents,
doomed to be on opposite sides of some deep philosophical divide?

‘Doomed to be on opposite sides’ is too strong. We’ve had some things
to say already about being multi-levelled, about being inclusive, about
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being comprehensive. So when Peter Singer wants to be concerned
about animal suffering - Amen! I'm with him. Unlike Peter Singer, I'm
not a vegetarian, but I do oppose recreational hunting simply for sport.
Peter Singer has taught us a lot about that, and likewise has Tom Regan.
I don’t think the concept of rights is the best concept to use in wild
nature, I think the concept of values is a more adequate concept, but
nevertheless Tom has taught us greatly to be sensitive to suffering in
nature. That’s fine.

As for the word ‘bio-centric’, I almost wish that Paul Taylor hadn’t
commandeered the word for the particular philosophy he was
delightfully advocating when he wrote about biocentrism. He almost
made the word come to focus on respect for single living individuals. In
that sense, the word biocentric is too narrow and too limited for me.
Taylor subsequently wrote a preface to a translation of his Respect for
Nature into Chinese, which a Chinese student of mine was making.
When I read that, I think Paul Taylor, in many ways, now wishes he had
been a bit more comprehensive, paying attention to species and
ecosystems, and not so much focussed on individuals.

In the larger sense of biocentric, where it includes concern for species
and ecosystems, I'm prepared to accept the label biocentric. When you
have a comprehensive and multi-levelled ethic, labels don’t work as well
as you would like them to. I still think that the most comprehensive and
embracing term is value. Value is the most generic positive predicate we
have, maybe goods would have done as well. I'm inclined to cast my
argument in terms of values rather than in terms of rights, or in terms of
utilities, but the different schools of thought can and ought to be
complementary. There are times and places at which we will disagree.
So I might tolerate some forms of hunting or culling of wild animals to
protect an ecosystem in ways in which Peter Singer or Tom Regan would
disapprove. But we can work with that - for the most part I think we
complement each other.

Speaking of animal rights — Iceland is a bit of a challenge, because it
doesn’t have that many wild animals! It’s got whales, of course, and
whales are a great concern, but on land, it’s just got the fox. Plus lots of
birds, but you don’t have any big terrestrial fauna. The caribou was
introduced, and you have rats and mice. In a certain sense, Iceland is
like Hawaii. Hawaii was too remote and isolated to have any land
animals at all, it only had some bats. And of course it had whales, and
those sorts of things. But Hawaii had no land animals until the
Europeans, and the Polynesians before that, introduced them. For me,
it's a challenge to come on a place and find that the phenomena that we
in the US so much admire and treasure - the wolves, the bears, the
coyotes, the foxes, the majestic fauna on the landscape - is missing. It’s
not there in Hawaii, it’s not here in Iceland.
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That’s something of a challenge. Your ecosystems are relatively simple,
even if ‘simple’ might not be the right word - their structure may be
complex, but they don’t present you with animals on the landscape in
the way that one finds in the US. There you go through the woods and
see deer and elk and you may see bears and bison or that sort of thing,
which are missing in this landscape. Your challenge to work out the
richness of the landscape in absence of what the charismatic megafauna.

One final question — this time about final causes. The way we have been
discussing your work, and the way that you most often present your ethic,
is based on secular arguments. You are open to religious values, but seldom
make reference to any higher power or any Creator. Some commentators
on your work, however, contend that your ultimate source for objective,
intrinsic values in nature is God, rather than nature itrself. Are they correct
in this appraisal?

As I said earlier, I have a strategy — I start with animals, then I move to
plants and to ecosystems, and then I move to species. When I'm dealing
with an audience its frequently a sceptical one, it’s an audience that has
to be persuaded, so I have a way of subverting or seducing my audience.
Therefore I may say: ?Look, don’t you think that animals get tired and
hungry and suffer pain - we do too, so we should have an ethic for
animals’. I get them started there, and then I move on, to plants, to
ecosystems.

With the religious question its something similiar. For the most part I'm
talking to sceptics, so I have a tendency to talk about the values in
nature that I think are there, I want to persuade my sceptics that there
are values, intrinsic values, in nature. So I preach a lot of biology to
them, about adaptive value in the world. I think that if there are intrinsic
values in nature, science can help us to discover that. So a lot of my
argument, as you say, is to a secular audience, trying to persuade them
to believe in values in nature. That may be enough to get the ethical
work I want done, done.

But do I have deeper convictions? Yes, if I am thinking, again, at a
comprehensive scale, thinking cosmologically. Astronomical phenomena
such as the formation of galaxies, stars, and planets depend critically on
the microphysical phenomena. In turn, those midrange scales where the
known complexity mostly lies, depend on the interacting microscopic
and astronomical ranges. For example, change slightly the strengths of
any of those four forces that hold the world together, change critical
particle masses and charges, and the stars would burn too quickly or too
slowly, or atoms and molecules (including water, carbon, and oxygen)
or amino acids (building blocks of life) would not form or remain stable.

Think of life on Earth, think of getting the kind of planet that we have
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in the first place. There are lots of other planets in our solar system,
probably lots of other planets in the universe, we don’t know that yet —
but in any case, Earth is a pretty special place. Good planets are hard to
find. What’s happened on Earth? You began with nothing, zero species,
you’ve evolved probably 3, 4, 5 billion species, enriching in complexity
and diversity over time - we have on the planet now probably 5 or 10
million species. Life persists over the millennia in the midst of its
perpetual perishing.

Now, when I do metaphysics and put that scheme into the larger picture,
I need enough power, enough understanding, to be adequate to explain
this kind of wonderland universe. It’s a big surprise that we have that
kind of universe. So at that point the world can seem sacred, holy. At
that point I can say: ?Well, if there is a God, we might have expected
this’. I don’t think these kinds of things prove God, but I don’t think
science has taught us anything either that makes nature self-explanatory,
in the larger sense, or that prohibits a sophisticated monotheistic
account. Scientists may talk about a " theory of everything,” but they are
nowhere close to a nature that is self-explanatory. They may talk about
it all coming out of a ‘vacuum,’” but there are still unanswered limit
questions that invite a sense of the numinous.

And, of course, you have human beings which, as we said earlier, are a
kind of ultimate outcome, or, at least, one deeply impressive outcome,
of all this process. If I add in the human " spirit,’ the human genius, the
need of human beings for salvation, redemption, good and evil, the need
for justice and charity, and all those sorts of things that have not been
a part of this conversation at all because that’s not environmental ethics,
then I can maintain many of the attitudes of being classically religious.

If there is a God, if God did make a world, and if God made the world
good, as the Genesis says, then it’s got intrinsic value in it. Maybe most
people can discover that intrinsic value without having to go to the
deeper theological roots. So a lot of my argument is in terms of getting
an environmental ethic going that is adequate for saving nature. But
then, if you back me up into the deeper metaphysical, cosmological
reasons for this, I'm still a religious person.





