This is a reproduction of a library book that was digitized
by Google as part of an ongoing effort to preserve the
information in books and make it universally accessible.

Google books

https://books.google.com



https://books.google.ch/books?id=7_7qAAAAMAAJ




Digitized by GOOS[C



”

3
1

D

Q
isyg ANy

(’BRAR‘

L




Advancing Ethics
for Living Sustainably

REPORT OF THE TUCN ETHICS WORKSHOP
APRIL 1993
INDIANA DUNES NATIONAL LAKESHORE, USA

Edited by
J. Ronald Engel and Julie Denny-Hughes

Published for the
IUCN Ethics Working Group
Commission on Environmental Strategy and Planning
IUCN - The World Conservation Union
by the
International Center for the Environment and Public Policy

H-(g-94



A publication of the [IUCN Ethics Working Group of the Commission e
on Environmental Strategy and Planning of the Intemational Union for .~~~ ™"
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN - The World ST —
Conservation Union). ) R

- e T
LR |

> Z
Published and distributed by the S
International Center for the Environment and Public Policy P LT e
P.O. Box 189040 S0 Tt ;.3
Sacramento, California 95818, USA . e et
Telephone (1 916) 442-2472; fax (1 916) 442-2478 lgg a2

Copyright 1994 IUCN. All rights reserved. Manufactured in the United States
of America.

Cover design: L.R. Caughman, Claremont, Califomnia

Printed on recycled paper

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS CATALOGING-IN-PUBLICATION DATA

TUCN Ethics Workshop (1993)

Advancing ethics for living sustainably : report of the IUCN
Ethics Workshop, April 1993, Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore,
U.S.A./ edited by J. Ronald Engel and Juliec Denny-Hughes.

p. cm.

"Published for the [IUCN Ethics Working Group.”

ISBN 1-880028-00-X

1. Environmental ethics. 2. Sustainable development.

L International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural
Resources. Ethics Working Group. I Engel, J. Ronald. IIl. Denny
-Hughes, Julie. IV. Title.
GEA42.188 1993
179'.1-dc20 93-37327

CIP

JUCN ICEDP

The World Conservation Union ENVIRONMENT and PUBLIC POLICY




Gt
iPs
f"(‘

)
N
P

ARY 3874
CONTENTS

About the Sponsors 5

Workshop Participants 6

PartI: Introduction 7

O Martin Holdgate: The Moral Challenge to Care for the Earth 8
O History of the IUCN Ethics Initiative 10

PartIl: A World Ethic for Living Sustainably: Sources, Principles, and
Issues 13

O Steven Rockefeller: A World Ethic for Living Sustainably: Sources and
Principles 14

O Discussion 20

O M.A. Partha Sarathy: The Contribution of Yesterday to the Ethics of
Tomorrow 31

Part III: Assessing Needs and Resources for Advancing a World Ethic
33

O Law 34

O Religion and Education 36

O Conservation of Biodiversity 42

O The Practice of Ecological Citizenship 46
O Environment and Development Ethics 49

Part IV: Promoting a World Ethic for Living Sustainably: An Agenda
for Collaborative Work 53






About the Sponsors

TUCN - The World Conservation Union, formally known as the International
Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, was founded in
1948. IUCN brings together sovereign states, governmental agencies, and a di-
verse range of non-governmental organizations in a unique world partnership -
over 770 members spread across 123 countries. Its mission is to provide lead-
ership and promote a common approach for the world conservation movement
in order to safeguard the integrity and diversity of the natural world and to en-
sure that human use of natural resources is appropriate, sustainable, and equi-
table. Headquarters: Rue de Mauverney 28, CH-1196 Gland, Switzerland.

The Commission on Environmental Strategy and Planning (CESP) is one of six
IUCN commissions that draw together an extensive network of professional
volunteers. CESP has 264 members in 68 countries. It works to improve the
formulation, implementation, and evaluation of policies and strategies for envi-
ronmental protection and sustainable development and to elaborate and ad-
vance a world ethic of living sustainably. Address: P.O. Box 189040,
Sacramento, California 95818, USA; or care of IUCN Headquarters.

The IUCN Ethics Working Group, organized in 1984, is a global network of
environmental ethics and conservation leaders. It aims to facilitate a global con-
versation that will lead to shared principles of a world ethic for living sustain-
ably. In addition, it works to incorporate environmental ethics in theological
education and to apply ethical principles to such practical problems as the de-
velopment of intemational environmental law and conflicts over use of wild
species. All six IUCN commissions are represented on its steering committee.
The workshop held in Indiana has resulted in a proposal to strengthen and ex-
pand the working group's program. Address: Care of Prof. J. Ronald Engel,
Meadville/Lombard Theological School, 5701 Woodlawn Avenue, Chicago,
Illinois 60637, USA.

The International Center for the Environment and Public Policy (ICEP) con-
ducts studies and organizes meetings on environmental and related policy is-
sues; produces publications, including the World Directory of Environmental
Organizations, a standard reference in the field; and provides staff support to
the IUCN Commission on Environmental Strategy and Planning. ICEP is a
program of the California Institute of Public Affairs, an affiliate of The Clare-
mont Graduate School, and provides a focus for international activities that the
Institute has conducted since 1972. Address: P.O. Box 189040, Sacramento,
California 95818, USA.



Workshop Participants

R.J. Berry, University College London

Maria Louisa Cohen, Assisi Nature Council

Strachan Donnelley, The Hastings Center

Ann Duffy, World Wide Fund for Nature

J. Ronald Engel, Chair, [IUCN Ethics Working Group

Denis Goulet, International Development Ethics Association

David Hales, IUCN Commission on Parks and Protected Areas

Parvez Hassan, Chair, [IUCN Commission on Environmental Law

Dieter Hessel, Director, Program on Ecology, Justice, and Faith

. Spencer Lavan, Dean, Meadville/Lombard Theological School

Andrew Linzey, Mansfield College, Oxford

Dan Martin, John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation

Richard McNeil, IUCN Commission on Parks and Protected Areas

David Munro, representative of the [IUCN Director General

Christine Prescott-Allen, IUCN Species Survival Commission

Robert Prescott-Allen, IUCN Species Survival Commission

George Rabb, Chair, IUCN Species Survival Commission

Steven Rockefeller, Middlebury College

Holmes Rolston III, International Society for Environmental
Ethics

Rosemary Radford Ruether, Garrett-Evangelical Theological
Seminary

M.A. Partha Sarathy, Chair, IUCN Commission on Education

D. Scott Slocombe, IUCN Commission on Environmental Strategy and
Planning

Naomi Swinton, Action for Solidarity, Environment, Education
and Development

Thaddeus C. Trzyna, Chair, IUCN Commission on Environmental
Strategy and Planning



PARTI

Introduction

Caring for the Earth: A Strategy for Sustainable Living* is founded upon the
ethical principle of "respect and care for the community of life." Chapter 2 of
the Strategy proposes that this principle be expressed in a "world ethic for liv-
ing sustainably” and that the ethic be developed, promoted, and implemented
throughout the globe. ‘

On April 2-4, 1993, representatives of five [IUCN Commissions met with
representatives of twelve other organizations concerned to promote environ-
mental ethics internationally, to explore how they might collaborate to advance
ethics for living sustainably. The workshop was planned so that the participants
could devote their time to discussion on the basic philosophy, institutional vehi-
cles, projects, and organizations required to achieve this task. :

This document summarizes the dialogue that took place and the principal
recommendations of the meeting.

* Published by IUCN, UNEP, and WWF, 1991.



The Moral Challenge to Care for the Earth

Martin W. Holdgate

Former IUCN Director General David Munro
opened the workshop with a message of encour-
agement and support from the present Director
General, Martin W. Holdgate. He then under-
scored the importance of Caring for the Earth as
a strategy for moving toward sustainable pat-
terns of living, and stressed the prominence that
it gave to the need to base human activities on
an ethic encompassing care for the earth, for
other species and for all people. This meeting
would be the first major step since the publica-
tion of Caring for the Earth toward implementing
the ethic.

Munro said that proposals for collaborative
work could be divided into two groups: first,
those that would be aimed at the further develop-
ment and improvement of the elements of the
ethic as contained in Caring for the Earth and
second, those with the aim of widely disseminat-
ing the ethic and promoting its implementation.
In Munro's view, a persuasive, well-drafted pro-
posal for continuing the ethics initiative was a
top priority. He thought that if a compelling doc-
ument were available, it should not be difficult
to find the needed financial support.

The full text of Holdgate's message follows.

Caring for the Earth is an important document,
not least because of the emphasis it places on the
need to change individual attitudes and behavior
if we are to achieve the conservation of the Earth's
living diversity, and the sustainable development
of resources to meet urgent human need. Far too
many documents have generalized at the global
level, without relating those generalizations to the
actions of the individual men and women - and
the small local communities, industrial groups
and others they compose - which are really the
agents of transformation of our planet. "Humani-
ty" is an abstraction, in the same sense that "the
global ecosystem" is an abstraction: by the time
the generalization reaches that level, all that it is
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possible to do is to shake one's head sadly at what
the aggregate of all the components looks like!

Both Caring for the Earth and Agenda 21, a
product of the UN Conference on Environment
and Development, rightly therefore lay stress on
the need to work at the local and individual level.
But what people do depends on a vast range of
factors: their environmental circumstance, their
cultural background, the quality of life they expe-
rience, the health care, education and other social
services available to them, and the extent to
which they have any real power within national
frameworks to look after their own lives. And this
seems to me to bring us back very sharply to the
ethics of the whole situation.

Caring for the Earth argues that we will only
succeed if we transform individual attitudes and

“behavior, and that we will do this in two particu-

lar ways: first, by touching people's values and
beliefs and informing them so that they see that
care for the earth and consideration for future
generations is right, and second, by providing the
support that will allow individuals to pursue that
particular vision. I have to say that the stress in
Caring for the Earth on a new ethic of environ-
mental care has been attacked in some quarters -
just as Maurice Strong's oft-repeated call for a
new earth ethic which he put forward in the
UNCED context has its detractors. Those who at-
tack Caring for the Earth tend to do so on two
grounds: first, that it is utopian, and second, that
there can be no single ethic in a world that is as
culturally, socially, and spiritually diverse as ours
is today. '

I think the critics are wrong, indeed I rather
think they have not actually read Caring for the
Earth very carefully. For the stress on the individ-
ual, on devolution to the local level, and on em-
powerment at that level surely takes account of
and is based on a respect for cultural diversity
around the world, and is the exact opposite of
what would be prescribed if we were seeking to




impose a particular set of values from the top. All
that Caring for the Earth argues is that unless we
care individually and collectively for the Earth,
and the natural systems that are our life-support
system as well as a spiritual inspiration, there will
not be a sustainable future. Caring for the Earth
does not impose any particular set of beliefs
within this broad statement that it is morally right
to exercise such a duty of care. I believe that the
basic approach is fully compatible with the differ-
ent religious systems and cultural values of the
world, and this is entirely as it should be. I believe
that it is our view that the linking ethic needs to

be worked out in a culturally sensitive way. I take

one of the purposes of this workshop to be to ex-
amine the general value system against the need
for its development in the whole spectrum of
human and ecological circumstances, so that we
can move forward and promulgate it in a fashion
that indeed sparks a positive response from the
different groups of people, in all their diversity,
around the world.

The other criticism I have seen of Caring for
the Earth comes from traditional wildlife conser-
vationists. They tend to apply the simple yard-
stick: will a particular policy help or harm nature
and biological diversity? I have to say that I be-
lieve this is a simplistic approach. The world has
been transformed by humanity over the past ten
thousand years, and we are told that some forty
percent of the primary production of green plants
on land is in one way or another appropriated for
human use. There is scarcely an ecosystem any-
where that does not bear some mark of human in-
fluence. Human numbers, now rising rapidly
towards six billion, include a minority of people
with a lifestyle we would call comfortable and a
frighteningly large number who are living near the
limits of the totally degrading and unacceptable.
We are told by United Nations projections that
there may be twice as many people trying to
maintain a decent quality of life on this planet a
century from now (something which quite frankly
as a biologist I find difficult to accept). It is in-
escapable that this increased number of people
will have an ecological impact, and that the need

for land for farming and other systems of inten-
sive use will erode some of the remaining habitats
that are semi-wild today. Our need is not to try to
apply blanket judgments like the imperative to
conserve every acre that remains in a tropical for-
est, to safeguard every wetland, or to protect
every population of wild animals but rather to en-
sure that the process of change, which is in-
evitable, is optimized and that areas of land are
used as caringly, sustainably and productively as
possible. We need to ensure that as much as pos-
sible of the rich diversity of nature remains to de-
light as well as to support the people of
tomorrow, and this is best done within the kind of
approach that Caring for the Earth attempts to
set out - one based on understanding of both envi-
ronmental and human social circumstances, and
dialogue that promotes choice guided by the ethic
of care and responsibility.

Within all this there are of course difficult ethi-
cal dilemmas. Some people believe that is wrong
to kill wild animals for pleasure: the hunting
dilemma is specifically mentioned in Caring for
the Earth. Others believe that commercial ex-
ploitation of wild species is immoral, and yet else-
where in the world this confers an economic value
and brings a return without which conservation
would be much less likely. Yet other groups be-
lieve (and I well understand the argument) that
any impoverishment of the diversity of nature is
wrong and that this should extend to forms of life
parasitic or inimical to our own species.

Really, the basis for all this and the back-
ground to your meeting is the responsibility of
human individuals to one another, and to the cre-
ation of which they are part. But beyond that, the
generality has to be tumned into the practicality: to
the codes of conduct which are ethically right,
technically and politically practicable, and capable
of communication to people in a way that will en-
list their understanding and support. This is per-
haps the most challenging task of all and yet it is
one that an Ethics Working Group in an organiza-
tion like IUCN, which is dedicated to the promo-
tion of conservation and sustainable development,
must address.



History of the IUCN Ethics Initiative

TUCN has taken significant leadership in the de-
velopment of a world ethic. It was the principal
partner in the launching of the first World Con-
servation Strategy in 1980. This was the first in-
ternational strategy to employ the concept of
"sustainability,” and it also included the following
statement: "A new ethic, embracing plants and
animals as well as people, is required for human
societies to live in harmony with the natural world
on which they depend for survival and well-be-
ing."
IUCN was instrumental in the writing and
adoption of the World Charter for Nature in 1982,
and in subsequent years it has participated in a
variety of conferences and activities that have
contributed to an emerging global moral con-
sciousness. -

TUCN is a complex and diverse organization.
Its basic characteristic is that it is a Union - a
Union of sixty-two States, ninety-nine govern-
mental agencies, and over six hundred non-gov-
emnmental members. The members meet every
three years in a General Assembly to determine
policies and the broad elements of IUCN's pro-
gram. A Council, elected by the General Assem-
bly, meets at least once a year to review current
issues on behalf of the General Assembly. A Sec-
retariat, headed by the Director General, plans
and coordinates the execution of IUCN's pro-
gram. Another feature of IUCN is its six Com-
missions (global networks of non-staff experts,
totalling close to five thousand persons), that con-
tribute to the planning and execution of the pro-
gram.

In 1984, JUCN decided to give more specific
expression to the ethical component of conserva-
tion. Ron Engel was appointed chair of a multi-
disciplinary Working Group on Ethics, Culture,
and Conservation within the Education Commis-
sion. A number of proposals for work in ethics by
TUCN were generated by this new group. These
proposals argued that the promotion of environ-
mental ethics was one of the most challenging ini-
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tiatives IUCN could undertake, and that to be
successful, it would need to be well-conceived,
internationally representative, and adequately sup-
ported institutionally and financially. The premise
was that ethics needed as much disciplined and
deliberate attention and promotion as any other
aspect of conservation.

In 1987, the working group was made "an in-
ter-commission working group, involving experts
from all parts of the world and representing all
disciplines, established to advise the Director
General of IUCN on how IUCN can play a more
effective role in promoting the ethical dimensions
of the World Conservation Strategy."” The aim
was to bring together theoreticians and practition-
ers to make common cause in the development of
a global environmental ethic.

There has been widespread interest in ethics
by members of IUCN. With little publicity, the
list of persons who wished to be members of the
Ethics Working Group grew to nearly two hun-
dred in 1988, and approximately twenty-five per-
sons took leadership roles. In addition to
extensive correspondence and consultations with
the network, accomplishments of the group in-
clude:

(1) Sponsorship of the consultative process
leading to the chapter on a world ethic for living
Sustainably in Caring for the Earth. This process
began with a workshop at the World Conserva-
tion Strategy Conference in Ottawa in 1986, and
included a consultation at the Meadowcreek Cen-
ter in Arkansas in 1987, and a workshop at the
TUCN General Assembly in Costa Rica in 1988.
Four separate drafts received written critiques
from over a hundred persons throughout the
world.

(2) Contributions to the development of the
ethical and symbolic dimensions of the biosphere
reserve program of the Unesco Man and the Bio-
sphere (MAB) program. Many members of the
EWG have been associated with the biosphere re-
serve program, especially in Australia, and a




workshop on ethics and the biosphere reserve
concept was sponsored by the Assisi Nature
Council in 1990.

(3) Publication of a multi-cultural, multi-faith,
multi-disciplinary text seeking to define the
"ethics of sustainable development,” Ethics of En-
vironment and Development: Global Challenge,
International Response (Belhaven Press, London,
and University of Arizona Press, Tucson, 1990).
This book built upon the productive relationships
that the EWG helped to establish between envi-
ronmental ethicists and development ethicists in
the new International Development Ethics Associ-
ation.

(4) Development of religious understanding
and support for the world ethic for living sustain-
ably. This included participation in the interfaith
conference at Middlebury College, Vermont,
September 1990, which led to the publication of
Spirit and Nature, edited by Steven Rockefeller
and John Elder (Beacon Press, 1992), and the Bill
Moyers television documentary of the same title.

(5) The development of a comprehensive pro-
posal for the role of ethics, culture, and religion in
the Global Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan,
and critical review of the plan during the drafting
process. This work involved consultation with
eighty people in twenty-three countries and pre-
sentations at the IUCN General Assembly in
Perth in 1990 and the Seventeenth Pacific Science
Congress in 1991.

In May, 1992, the EWG was given a new home
in the [IUCN Commission on Environmental
Strategy and Planning (CESP) chaired by Ted
Trzyna, and money was allocated for this work-
shop. Ron Engel agreed to organize the work-
shop, and to help move the ethics initiative to an
expanded level of activity in 1994. It is recog-
nized by all parties that substantial financial sup-
port is necessary if the new program is to
succeed. The work involved in the IUCN ethics
program has outgrown the capacities of a volun-
tary chairperson and network and the institutional
resources of Meadville/Lombard Theological
School, where Engel is located. Therefore, priori-
ties need to be set, limits established, and most

important, effective organizational means of sup-
port and action set in place.
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A World Ethic for Living Sustainably: Sources and Principles

Steven Rockefeller

Steven Rockefeller opened this section of the
workshop with a presentation in which he identi-
fied the primary sources and principles of a
world ethic for living sustainably and some of
the important issues involved in its further devel-
opment. Building on the discussion in Chapter 2
of Caring for the Earth, Rockefeller found three
primary sources for the ethic, each with a claim
to a "certain universality.” Those sources are:
natural science, democratic social traditions,
and the ethical and religious traditions of in-
digenous peoples and the world religions.

The second version of the World Conservation
Strategy published by IUCN, UNEP, and WWF
in 1991 under the title of Caring for the Earth is
distinctive in its emphasis on the need for "a
widespread and deeply held commitment to a
new ethic." The first principle of the World Con-
servation Strategy is an ethical imperative to "re-
spect and care for the community of life." All the
other principles in the strategy are founded upon
and follow from the first. It is the argument of
Caring for the Earth, then, that a universally
shared set of ethical values is necessary if human-
ity is to address effectively the economic, social,
and environmental problems that face contempo-
rary civilization. This vision of universal values
does not deny that the problems of each region of
the earth have their unique characteristics and that
each society must draw upon its own cultural tra-
ditions for wisdom and ethical guidance. How-
ever, in the midst of this regional and cultural
diversity there are certain similarities, global in-
terconnections, and shared values that are of fun-
damental significance in the common quest for a
path to well-being and the good life on earth.
This essay seeks to outline briefly the sources
and principles of "the world ethic of living sus-
tainably" in the light of the way it has been devel-
oped in Caring for the Earth, giving special
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attention to the claim that this ethic possesses uni-
versal significance. In addition, some of the prob-
lems that face further development of the ethic
will be briefly discussed.

The foundations and sources of the world ethic
are to be found in natural science, democratic so-
cial traditions, and the ethical and religious tradi-
tions of indigenous peoples and the world
religions. Also relevant are contemporary environ-
mental philosophy, the new economics of envi-
ronment and development, and a variety of
international declarations and charters such as the
UN World Charter for Nature.

Scientific Foundations. The ethic of living sus-
tainably is based to a large extent upon an idea of
nature that is the product of scientific inquiry, es-
pecially the investigations of twentieth-century
physics and ecology. Many of the basic principles
of this ethic have been formulated in the light of
experimental inquiry into causal connections - re-
lations of conditions and consequences - at work
in the natural world, and the dilemmas facing en-
vironmental ethics today can only be resolved
with the aid of careful scientific inquiry. Insofar
as the principles of the ethic of living sustainably
are based on the findings of empirical investiga-
tions, this ethic may be described as a rational
ethic. The harmony between science and this
brand of ethics is one fundamental reason for
claiming a certain universality for its leading prin-
ciples.

Certain basic characteristics of the world as
described by ecology and physics are especially
significant and point to the need for an ethic of
living sustainably. For example, in a world char-
acterized by interdependence and all-encompass-
ing community, as well as by diversity and unique
individuality, shared ethical principles governing
the interactions of human beings and their world
are needed, if the well-being of the whole, upon
which all depend, is to be protected. Likewise, in




a universe where change is universal and where
the totality is an open-ended process of evolution,
choice and decision make a difference, and a
sense of ethical responsibility is essential.

Science has been especially influential in mak-
ing human beings think ecologically, holistically,
and globally. The scientific perspective puts re-
newed emphasis on the ethical significance of
communities, systems, wholes. Aldo Leopold's
Land Ethic is the classic example. Ecology also
has fostered an appreciation of the value of diver-
sity both biological and cultural, and it has in-
spired a new brand of economics that understands
the need to integrate fully strategies of develop-
ment with the values of conservation.

Democratic Foundations. The statement that na-
ture and people will be liberated together or not at
all is on the mark. On the one hand, the disinte-
gration of the biosphere destroys the foundations
of civilization. On the other hand, poverty, igno-
rance, oppression, and war are causes of environ-
mental degradation. For reasons such as these,
democratic values and traditions of social libera-
tion are another foundation of the ethic of sustain-
able living.

Sustainable development has been well de-
fined in Caring for the Earth as improving the
quality of human life while living within the car-
rying capacity of supporting ecosystems. Along
with the protection of the biosphere, the objective
is human freedom, growth, and well-being. The
ethic of sustainable development recognizes that
democratic values and procedures are part of the
method of liberation and development for both
people and nature. Without democracy, including
freedom, equal opportunity, political empower-
ment, and social justice, there will not be sustain-
able development, even though democracy by
itself is not sufficient.

The most fundamental democratic value is
faith in humanity - not blind trust in human beings
but respect for the inherent dignity of human be-
ings and a trust that, if right conditions of educa-
tion and opportunity are provided, people are
capable of intelligent judgment and self-govern-
ment. Without such a faith, there is a strong dan-

ger that pessimism will engulf hope, intolerance
will prevent mutual respect, and authoritarianism
will supplant democratic participation with the re-
sult that violent conflict instead of cooperative
problem-solving is widespread.

If contemporary science has made us more
aware of the need to build and protect the larger
communities of life, democracy has made us es-
pecially conscious of the worth of the individual,
the value of freedom, and the rights and needs of
the individual and oppressed social groups. The
fundamental democratic rights and freedoms are
set forth in the UN Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. In part, the ethic for living sus-
tainably grows out of a vision that integrates the
values of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights with the values set forth in the UN World
Charter for Nature.

With regard for contemporary democratic so-
cial thought, the work of feminist philosophers is
especially significant. Their writings have helped
to remind us that at its best, democracy is a way
of life that values relationship, mutuality, commu-
nity, and responsibility, as well as individual
rights and freedoms. Like a number of earlier
American poets, prophets, and philosophers,
many feminists lead us to recognize that democ-
racy is not first and foremost a political mecha-
nism or a free market economy, but an ethical
ideal and a way of individual life that values per-
sons and their growth and intimacy above all else.
The democratic way has its origins in Hebrew
prophetic traditions, classical Greek ideals, and
Christian ethics, and for some Democracy is itself
areligious path or way. To think of it in this fash-
ion is one approach to integrating fully the sacred
and the secular.

The democratic values associated with the
ethic of living sustainably are another basis for its
claim to universality. However, one must remem-
ber that China and several other nations have not
signed the UN Universal Declaration of Human
Rights. However, the Statue of Liberty was re-
cently erected in Tiananmen Square, and the his-
tory of the last 250 years suggests that the quest
for freedom is universal. It can also be argued

15



that the seeds of democratic freedom may be
found in all cultures. The challenge is to encour-
age each culture to nurture these seeds and to cul-
tivate its own unique brand of the democratic way
of life.

Before leaving the subject of democracy, it is
also worth noting that under the impact of ecol-
ogy, there is a movement to expand the sense of
democratic community and the idea of natural
rights to include non-human species and even
ecosystems. The UN World Charter for Nature
took a major step in this direction with its asser-
tion that "every form of life is unique, warranting
respect regardless to its worth to man." This bio-
centric statement remains a basic principle of the
ethic of living sustainably. To be fully human is to
respect the intrinsic value of nature. In this out-
look democracy begins to converge with some of
the values associated with deep ecology and with
the worldview of many indigenous peoples.

Religious Foundations. The world religions are
another major source of the values that are needed
in connection with a world ethic of sustainable de-
velopment. However, as many scholars have
shown, the relation of the religious to sustainable
development is complex and often ambiguous.
The world religions need to undergo a democratic
and ecological reconstruction of their traditions
before they are able to be fully and clearly sup-
portive of the ethics of living sustainably. It is also
important to note that each religion will have its
own unique way of developing an ethic of sus-
tainable living, drawing on its own sacred texts
and traditions.

Insofar as the different world religions teach
respect and care for persons, intergenerational re-
sponsibility, respect for nature, and compassion in
the face of suffering, they contribute to the emer-
gence of a world ethic for living sustainably. Inso-
far as they share concem for these values, they
also provide another ground for attributing to the
world ethic a certain universality. In addition, the
religions can make three especially significant
contributions to the ethics of sustainable living in
and through the connection of their traditions with
compassion, faith, and the sacred.
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First, most of the world religions emphasize
compassion as a supreme ethical virtue. The im-
portance of this cannot be overstated. Defined as
a sensitive responsiveness to the needs, suffer-
ings, and rights of others, including non-human
beings, compassion is an essential democratic and
ecological virtue. It is the fundamental standpoint
with which to approach the task of moral deliber-
ation and judgment. The social and environmental
problems of the world can only be resolved fairly
by the combination of intelligence and sympathy,
experimental inquiry, and compassion. Without
guidance by compassion, scientific inquiry and
knowledge are not capable of effectively con-
tributing to the realization of humanity's ideal
possibilities. Without compassion, humanity will
not fully protect nature. Without compassion, the

~ promise of democracy will not be realized.

Second, if the world ethic is to influence
human behavior, it must be taken to heart. In
other words, it must become the object of a reli-
gious faith in the sense of a wholehearted trust
and commitment. The support and leadership of
the religions in identifying the ethics of living sus-
tainably as a fundamental component of liberating
moral truth in the contemporary world is essen-
tial.

Third, the religions and religious experience
involve an awareness of the sacred which pro-
vides the strongest possible foundation for a
world ethic. Underlying every ethical system
there is an immediate sense of the presence of
value, of some intrinsic good, some end in itself,
which merits and commands respect, restraint,
and care. This immediate sense of value is deep-
ened by religious experience into the sense of the
sacred presence - of something mysterious, awe-
some, and wonderful before which a human being
feels compelled to respond with reverence, humil-
ity, and gratitude. The world religions share in di-
verse ways a sense that there is something sacred
about human persons. Some traditions have found
the face of the sacred in all life forms. Many reli-
gions have traditions that inspire in at least some
people a sense of the inherent goodness and sa-
credness of the entire creation.




Today a significant contribution of religious
consciousness is occurring in many quarters.
There is a growing sense that there is a sacred or
numinous presence within each and every being
in the universe and within the universe as a
whole. This emerging consciousness is expressed
in and through an endless variety of forms such as
Schweitzer's principle of reverence for life, Bu-
ber's I-thou philosophy, the Islamic vision of the
Cosmic Quran, Christian Panentheism, a revival
of interest in the Goddess, or the Buddhist notion
that all beings are flowers blossoming in a blos-
soming universe. This form of religious con-
sciousness inspires the human self to expand its
basic sense of identity from family, tribe, gender,
race, or nation to the larger community of being,
and with this expanding sense of community goes
a new sense of ethical responsibility that is bio-
centric and finds expression in a world ethic of
living sustainably.

In addition, religious experience and insight
can lead people to realize that the ethical life
when fully developed is far more than just a mat-
ter of duty and self-sacrifice. It is in itself a path
to freedom and fulfillment of the self. Caring for
nature from the heart involves an expansion of the
self that is a form of self realization. This insight
builds a bridge that breaks down the dualism of
self and other, humanity and nature, anthropocen-
trism and biocentrism, democracy and environ-
mentalism. These dualisms have not been fully
overcome in the World Conservation Strategy as
it currently exists. Here again religion has a criti-
cal role to play.

Major Principles. The research that was done in
developing the current version of the World Con-
servation Strategy involved the work of the
TUCN Ethics Working Group chaired by J.
Ronald Engel. With the assistance of this Ethics
Working Group, "the elements" of a world ethic
of living sustainably were identified and set forth
in Caring for the Earth. These elements or prin-
ciples are derived from the scientific, democratic,
religious, and international sources that have been
briefly considered. In what follows there is an
outline and discussion of the basic principles of

living sustainably, which is in general accord with
the approach and thinking of Caring for the
Earth. However, several principles have been
added to what is presented in the summary of "the
elements" in Caring for the Earth, and the word-
ing and emphasis is slightly different in connec-
tion with some points.

The overarching general ethical principle upon
which the World Conservation Strategy is
founded may be stated as follows: Recognizing
the interdependence of humanity and nature and
the intrinsic value of all life forms, humanity
should respect and care for the community of life.
The World Conservation Strategy does not use
the words "intrinsic value" with reference to non-
human life forms, but it does retain related lan-
guage derived from the UN World Charter for
Nature, asserting that "every life form warrants
respect independently of its worth to people."
This language clearly suggests that other life
forms besides human beings possess intrinsic
value, and this affirmation gives the ethical vision
guiding the World Conservation Strategy a bio-
centric orientation to some extent. Acceptance of
this viewpoint and the conviction that the earth
apart from humankind has inherent value is nec-
essary, if the environmentally destructive behavior
of human beings is to be altered in a major way.
As long as nature is viewed as a mere means to
human ends, it will be abused. It seems advisable,
then, to state clearly that other life forms possess
"intrinsic value."

The first general principle calling for respect
and care for the community of life implies a num-
ber of others that clarify its meaning. They may
be divided into two sets of principles, one of
which is concemed with the relations among peo-
ple, and the other of which involves how people
should relate to non-human species and the rest of
nature. First, there is the imperative fo protect
and improve the quality of human life as the cen-
tral aim of sustainable development and as an es-
sential part of any strategy to care for the larger
community of life.

Improving the quality of human life involves a
set of moral guidelines that are concerned with
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the democratic vision of social liberation from
poverty and oppression: All members of the
human family - every woman and every man -
have the same fundamental rights, including the
right to: life and security of person; a healthy
environment; freedom of thought, inquiry, ex-
pression, conscience, religion, peaceful assem-
bly, and association; an education that
empowers them to exercise responsibility for
their own well-being and for life on earth; an op-
portunity for a sustaining livelihood, including
access to the resources needed for a decent stan-
dard of living within the limits of the earth; polit-
ical enfranchisement, making possible
participation in government decisions that di-
rectly affect their welfare; an opportunity for
personal fulfillment in a social environment that
respects cultural diversity.

Shifting attention to the larger community of
life, upon which human civilization is dependent
and in relation to which humanity has certain
moral responsibilities, the principles of sustain-
able living include the following imperatives.

O Approach nature with awareness, humility,
gratitude, and compassion. These attitudes are
widely affirmed in the world's religions as funda-
mental components of a genuinely ethical orienta-
tion. Ethical wisdom regarding the relation of
humans and the earth is rooted in and shaped by
these values.

O Conserve the earth's life support systems.

O Conserve the earth's biodiversity, giving spe-
cial attention to critical habitats.

O Conserve the beauty of the earth. The oppor-
tunity to enjoy natural beauty is a basic human
need and essential to the flowering of artistic cre-
ativity in human culture. In addition, the protec-
tion of natural beauty is one dimension of an
active respect for the intrinsic value of the earth.
O Treat all creatures kindly and protect them
Jrom cruelty, avoidable suffering, and unneces-
sary killing. This principle addresses the rights of
individual sentient creatures whereas the preced-
ing principle pertaining to biodiversity focuses
only on species.

The following general principles govern economic
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and social planning for sustainable development,
and they are implied in the imperative to conserve
the earth's life support systems.

O Ensure that renewable resources like water,
soil, and forests are used in a sustainable fash-
ion.

O Minimize depletion of non-renewable re-

. sources like oil, gas, and coal.

O Develop and employ efficient, environmen-
tally benign technologies for the generation and
use of energy.

O Adopt strategies of pollution prevention,
waste reduction, and recycling.

O Stabilize human populations at levels consis-
tent with the carrying capacity of the earth.

O Protect nature from the ravages of war.

O Cooperate in a spirit of good faith locally,
nationally, and internationally in pursuit of the
goal of sustainable development, sharing fairly
the costs and benefits of resource use among the
rich and poor and among different groups.

The concluding four principles are fundamental
general moral guidelines.

O Avoid policies and practices that cause the
development of one society to limit the opportu-
nities of other societies.

O Leave to future generations a world that is
freer and more just and as beautiful and sup-
portive of life as the one that present generations
have inherited. ,

O Establish that the protection of human rights
and the rights of nature are a world wide re-
sponsibility of every individual and collective,
transcending all geographical, cultural, and ide-
ological boundaries.

O Pursue the ongoing development of the prin-
ciples of living sustainably under the guidance of
careful experimental inquiry and a spirit of com-
passion.

The Ongoing Debate. As the idea for an ethic for
living sustainably is further developed, some dif-
ficult issues will have to be sorted out. Among
the problem areas are the tensions that exist be-
tween a biocentric and an anthropocentric stand-
point. As stated in Caring for the Earth, the




central concern for sustainable development is
improvement in the quality of human life; the as-
sertion is also made that nature has certain rights
that humans should respect. Human activity
should be constrained, then, by certain ethical val-
ues associated with nature. However, these ideas
require further clarification.

For example, what guidelines should be used
when there is a conflict between human rights and
the rights of nature? The World Conservation
Strategy states that people should protect sentient
beings from cruelty, avoidable suffering, and un-
necessary killing, but these values may conflict
with the rights of some people to a means of sub-
sistence. Such conflicts have emerged over the
harvesting of baby seals in Greenland and north-
ern Canada and over the killing of elephants for
their ivory in southem Africa. The imperative to
respect every life form is challenged by some
groups who argue that humans have the right to
destroy completely a species dangerous to hu-
mans such as a deadly virus like HIV-I or small-
pox.
In addressing these complex issues, the ethics
of living sustainably must clarify the moral stand-
ing of non-human sentient beings and other
species. In this regard many animal rights ac-
tivists would go much farther than Caring for the
Earth, explicitly condemning, for example, much
of the experimentation with animals in scientific
research, the cruelties of factory farming, sport
hunting, and the human consumption of animals
as food. There is also a debate among philoso-
phers as to whether the language of "rights"
should be used at all in relation to non-human
species. Some believe that the ethical values asso-
ciated with nature can best be articulated in other
ways. However, the language of rights has clear
advantages in the context of legal and judicial
systems.

There are also difficult moral choices that
must be made when the rights of different human
groups conflict, and new guidelines must be de-
veloped in this regard. For example, a conflict ex-
ists today between the rights of the poor and of
future generations. World Resources 1992-93

(World Resources Institute, Oxford University
Press, 1992) states: "It is a conflict between in-
creased burning of fossil fuels (or conversion of
forests to agricultural areas) as poor countries de-
velop, and efforts on behalf of future generations
to curb these actions to slow greenhouse warming
and the loss of biological resources."

Population size and patterns of consumption
determine for the most part a people's impact on
the environment. At a certain point population in-
creases inevitably cause environmental degrada-
tion as well as famine, disease, and war.
However, for complex religious, political, and
economic reasons, the nations of the world have
yet to show that they are able to engage the ques-
tion of population stabilization effectively. The is-
sues in debates on this subject concern critical
ethical questions that involve differences over
human rights principles and difficult problems in
the relations between the industrialized and devel-
oping nations. These matters must be clarified
and addressed on a global as well as a national
basis, if the well-being of earth's life support sys-
tems are to be protected.

In conclusion, some may criticize efforts to
formulate the general principles of a world ethic
as an idealistic undertaking that gets lost in vague
generalities. However, it is well to remember that
international documents like the Universal Decla-
ration of Human Rights have exercised an impor-
tant influence, and they are often used effectively
by grassroots groups as a justification for their ef-
forts on behalf of social change. In the world of
international law, international agreements on
basic ethical principles establish important guide-
lines. Furthermore, general principles help people
to determine what to think about and how to ori-
ent themselves even in everyday decision-making.
Broad ethical vision has always been essential to
the growth and direction of human culture. The
need has never been greater, and in an interdepen-
dent world community the vision must identify
universal values that unite people and inspire co-
operation in spite of all that separates them geo-
graphically and culturally.
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Discussion

The themes that Rockefeller introduced evoked
spirited discussion, not only immediately follow-
ing his presentation, but throughout the follow-
ing two days. The principal points made in the
course of this discussion are clustered here
around the themes discussed and do not neces-
sarily follow the order in which they were made.

1. The struggle to integrate social and environ-
mental values

Robert Prescott-Allen: My reaction, Steven, is
that you have made a very cogent explication of
the nature of the ethic that's in Caring for the
Earth and its difficulties and deficiencies. I'd like
to make a few remarks about the institutional con-
text of the ethic advanced in Caring for the
Earth.

When we wrote the World Conservation
Strategy in the late 1970s, we acknowledged the
need for a new ethic, but made no attempt to ex-
pand on what that ethic might consist of. The
World Conservation Strategy represents the view
of ecologists and conservationists that you can do
a great deal by concentrating scientific and techni-
cal issues and write, in effect, a technocratic strat-
egy as to how to achieve conservation and
integrate it with development. What we discov-
ered after that, by the reception it had around the
world, was that we couldn't neglect social, cul-
tural, and economic issues, and in particular, that
we could not ignore the very strong role that peo-
ple's belief systems, values, and social processes
had in relating human behavior to the rest of na-
ture.

So the strong emphasis on the social aspects of
conservation and upon ethics in Caring for the
Earth represents a profound and ambitious depar-
ture from the way things had been done by IUCN
and by biologists and ecologists and conservation-
ists generally up to that point. It was with a cer-
tain amount of diffidence that we embarked upon
trying to elaborate what a world ethic of living
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sustainably might be.- Because we were con-
cemed, in writing an international document,
about issues of universality and intemational ac-
ceptance, we relied very heavily on the two
sources Steven has recognized: one was the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights and the other
was The World Charter for Nature, which deals
with moral obligations of humans to nature.

Unfortunately, there is a duality inherent in this
approach because neither document attempts any
kind of synthesis between social ethics and envi-
ronmental ethics. For the beginnings of that syn-
thesis, we relied almost totally upon Ron Engel's
work with the IUCN Ethics Working Group and
the development of a draft ethic that they had
been working on prior to our work on Caring for
the Earth.

But as Steven has pointed out, the duality re-
mains, and I think it will remain until we've ex-
plored issues such as those he's listed: the
relationship between human beings and animals
that are harvested, and the relationship between
human beings and creatures we don't much care
for, like viruses and pathogens. Until we have ex-
plored these in far greater depth, 1 don't think
there's all that much meaning in some of the high-
flying, high-sounding language that we have in
the ethic. And that I see as being the primary task
of the Ethics Working Group.

Parvez Hassan: [ want to comment on the world
democratic movement and the evolution of ethics
in international law. The way I see it is that in
1945, because of the Holocaust and World War
I1, the first concem of the world community was
in the area of human rights. The principles that
emerged in the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights were principles that, up to that point, were
considered totally outside the scope of intema-
tional law and intemational relations. The manner
in which a country treated its citizens was
considered a matter of domestic jurisdiction.
There were exceptions, but by and large, until the



1940s, how a state treated its citizens - whether
good or bad - was something the international
community could not concem itself with. And
then this pioneering movement started in the
1940s, and the Declaration of Human Rights was
adopted.

The resolutions of the United Nations General
Assembly do not need to be signed by all coun-
tries for them to have an effect on the international
community. Under the UN Charter, resolutions of
the General Assembly are considered recommen-
dations to the intemational community, and this
was the original place in the UN Charter for the
work of the General Assembly.

To repeat, although resolutions of the GA do
not have legal force, if there is unanimity or near-
unanimity on a resolution, then that resolution has
a law-making (a genetic) force of its own and it
binds countries even though they may not have
voted for it at the time. We have two examples of
this: The Socialist bloc opposed the Universal
Declaration, not because they did not subscribe to
the universal message that was enunciated
therein, but because there was an article on the
right of property. So forty-eight countries voted
for the right of freedom of speech, freedom of as-
sociation, freedom of assembly, and many other
things, but the only reason that eight countries
voted against it was because there was an article
on the right to property. But the Universal Decla-
ration has become binding nonetheless. (Similar-
ly, because the United States did not vote for the
World Charter for Nature does not mean it is not
binding on the United States.)

Soon after 1948, there emerged another im-
portant movement, which was the movement to
control the natural resources of states. This was a
new mindset of economic empowerment. And
here, very early in the game, a division occurred.
The West thought political rights very important;
other countries were concerned for economic, so-
cial, and cultural rights: You could not be free un-
less you had a stomach that was full; you could
not have dignity unless you had a roof over your
head. This was the new ethical concern that was
emerging. The South led this debate because they

had a mindset of anti-colonialism and very soon
they moved in with a resolution of the General
Assembly for the permanent sovereignty of states
over natural resources. This was in 1962, and
they were saying, "These are our resources and
we will utilize them to meet our needs and for
economic development.”

When UN Conference on the Human Environ-
ment took place in Stockholm in 1972, the con-
cern for economic empowerment continued. The
thrust was to remove the disparity between the
rich and the poor because the message out of
Stockholm was that there can be no sustainability,
there can be no environmental protection, unless
these basic inequities in the world are removed.

At Stockholm, the concept of the environment
as a "sacred trust to be appropriately used for pre-
sent and future generations" was one of the major
principles that emerged, along with the ethical no-
tion of intergenerational equity, and that resources
are to be used as a sacred trust. This has had an
effect on the constitutions of some developing
countries. And this language has been used by
practitioners of law to protect natural resources
and to bring some kind of equity to the use of nat-
ural resources.

The second thing that emerged out of Stock-
holm was the need for international cooperation to
support developing countries. Stockholm stressed
the obligation of industrial countries to make
every effort to reduce the gap between themselves
and the developing countries. And these obliga-
tions explicitly encompassed transfer of technol-
ogy, fair pricing for commodities and raw
materials of the developing countries, resource al-
location, and the eradication of poverty.

Much of what happened at Rio was this basic
debate over equity - equity in the global system.

We are now in the process of expanding the
World Charter for Nature, the Rio Declaration,
and the Stockholm Declaration. The need now is
to build on the democratic and environmental eth-
ical principles in those documents and put into
place the vision of an earth charter. I will speak
later about how the IUCN Commission on Envi-
ronmental Law is seeking to do this through its
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draft Covenant on Environment and Develop-
ment. I hope that by the time the UN celebrates
its fiftieth anniversary in 1995 this will be one of
its more important documents to consider.

The new law that is emerging in the areas of
human rights and the environment has a very
strong ethical basis, which has emerged from the
need for the world community to live together. It
is characterized by two important facts: the real-
ization of the interdependence of the world com-
munity and the realization that each person and
each form of species has a claim to global re-
sources.

The Third World has contributed to the con-
cept of "claiming" resources in a very negative
way. When they came onto the center stage of in-
ternational life in the post-decolonization era, they
laid claim to the economic resources of the globe
because they had been wronged in the past. These
past wrongs, and not a commonality of interest,
were the origin of their ethics. And this was the
first time in the international law of human rights
that this kind of ethical basis was manifest.

Before the advent of these new international
laws of equity, the typical international law was
that "he who finds something, keeps it." This is
the principle of discovery, which says that if your
battleships are out in the sea and find an island,
the island belongs to you. It is very acquisitive in
nature, but in the post-decolonization era, with its
shared perception of common ownership and ac-
cess to the world's resources, you find an exten-
sion of the principle of discovery. In the UN
Resolution on the Peaceful Uses of Quter Space,
he who finds Mars or Jupiter or anything else will
not own it because that would be a common con-
cern of mankind and therefore a common owner-
ship of mankind. This shared concept has
developed only in the last four decades. Prior to
that it was "I-and-you," and almost no concept of
"we."

The most eloquent testimony of the ethical
basis of the law is the Law of the Environment,
which started in Stockholm with a foundation
based on equity, sacred trust, and moral princi-
ples. It attempted to bridge the gap between the
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haves and the have-nots in a way that was carried
on into the World Charter for Nature, and finally
into the Rio Declaration, which last year reaf-
firmed Stockholm, reaffirmed the World Charter,
and recognized the need for intergenerational eq-
uity. The Rio Declaration speaks of the allevia-
tion of poverty as an indispensable requirement
for sustainable development and states that this
must be handled between all states and all peo-
ples on a cooperative basis. Special needs of de-
veloping countries will be given special priority,
which follows the concept of affirmative action:
do something for them because they've been
wronged in the past.

In summary, the ethical basis for much of
what we are doing has come, in the last few
years, from four or five principal documents. The
first, of course, were the IUCN's World Conser-
vation Strategies. They have provided a very ra-
tional basis from which we can see how the
processes of development and environment can
be integrated for the common good of most. The
monumental document, Caring for the Earth, has
given a lot of backup support to much of what
we're doing. There is a lot that is contained in
Caring for the Earth that is relevant to the work
of our Commission. (Another work that is very
important in much of what is happening is this
very eloquent book by Shridath Ramphal titled
Our Country, The Planet, particularly the three
chapters titled "The Powerless Poor," "The Profli-
gate Rich," and "The Ethics of Survival.")

Steven was quite right when he said that if you
formulate things as rights, they are enforceable in
the courts. Even if we formulate these rights and
they are not accepted or signed by certain govem-
ments, they provide a lot of comfort for the coun-
tries in Asia, for example, because there is a new
ethics emerging in those countries. The national
legislative assemblies of those countries have
given no priority to environmental protection be-
cause they are so bogged down by other prob-
lems. There are also very few executive actions
regarding the environment. The real action in
these countries is in the judiciaries, which are
looking at things like the Rio Declaration and at




what may have been adopted in Caracas as princi-
ples that will guide those countries even though
those countries may not have entered into those
particular treaties. There is, then, a great basis for
doing the kind of work that you're doing because
it will give hope to many people in the South.

Holmes Rolston: What have you done with the
UN World Charter for Nature statement that says
"every form of life is unique, warranting respect,
regardless of its worth to human beings"? Is that
theme picked up in your legal work?

Mr. Hassan: We haven't picked that up. What
we have done is to move slightly away from that
and used two foci. One is the Rio Declaration be-
cause the Covenant we are creating is for govern-
ments to adopt, and they have given us a flavor of
what is within the level of acceptability. To elabo-
rate what the Rio Declaration intends to do, we
are looking at Agenda 21..We use language from
the World Charter, but substantial revisions have
been structured around the Rio Declaration and
Agenda 21.

Mr. Rolston: Is there any sense in the Covenant
that human beings have an ethical responsibility
to protect the non-human world beyond what
serves the needs and interests of human beings?
Or is it basically a statement of enlightened self-
interest in regard to the environment?

Mr. Hassan: There are obligations and responsi-
bilities, but they don't go as far as what you just
mentioned.

Mr. Rolston: There's little or nothing in the Rio
Declaration regarding ethical responsibility to the
non-human world and there's little or nothing in
Agenda 21, but there are a few pretty good
phrases in the report on the biodiversity conven-
tion. ‘

2. Science, democracy, and religion

Dan Martin: I thought Steven's structure regard- .

ing the sources of a world ethic was very helpful,
and I want to respond quickly to those three no-
tions.

First, it strikes me that science is a very mixed
source of moral thinking because, on the one
hand, it can amplify our sense of awe and wonder
beyond uninformed aesthetic judgments, but, on
the other hand, it is not sufficiently holistic. It is
still dominated by reductionism and hyper-spe-
cialization and is the primary source of sectoral
thinking that is a very large part of the problem in
finding responses to these global issues.

Second, democratic thought and faith in the
human capacity for self-government is a very
strong source for our ethic. We see it in the lack
of deference to elites - the sense of empowerment
and local responsibility of citizens that's happen-
ing in what's called the "democratization move-
ment," or the emergence of "civil society" as it's
being called in many parts of the world. I submit
that this is one of the most important sources of
sensible optimism.

Third, religion, it seems to me, is a very mixed
source. Indigenous religious perspectives are
often strong because of the connection between
nature and livelihood. But we also have to be
careful not be romantic in our views of that con-
nection because many traditional or indigenous
cultures have been very destructive as well. On
the other hand, the world religions seem to have a
net negative effect. If we think about the impact
of evangelical Christianity, of fundamentalist
Islam, of some of the stances taken by the Vati-
can, and perhaps the demise of religion in westemn
Europe and in Japan, religion is not a source of
optimism. And yet a serious response to the
global crisis requires the universal ethic that
Steven Rockefeller was talking about, and reli-
gion is crucial for ethics.

We've talked here about our affirmation of the
sacredness of creation. A missing religious ele-
ment is dealing with our fear and insecurity. The
presence of fear about the survival of our species,
the habitability of the planet, goes a long way, if
it's present, in mobilizing effective action. One of
the traditional roles of religion was to help people

23



deal with fear of a judgmental God. Now the
world needs the fear that the only planet we have
may become inhospitable.

It strikes me as one observer that the response
of organized religion is extraordinarily weak, and
at the same time, organized religion has an enor-
mous potential.

Dieter Hessel: People who are serious about de-
veloping an ethic for living sustainably need a link
to religious institutions.

We are in a "winter" of ecumenism when it
comes to funding. But there is a basic shift in ec-
umenical thinking that is promising - toward an
integral approach to an eco-justice future and
what I call "deep ecumenism," or authentic inter-
faith dialogue. Mature faith recognizes that reli-
gious truth comes from multiple sources, as does
all truth. Therefore, major living faiths can inform
each other and deepen each other's understanding.
Now there are large chunks of each of the major
faiths that don't want to have much to do with
that. But I think, especially in the theological edu-
cation arena, this is a burgeoning development,
and it particularly centers around the subject mat-
ter of this gathering. The environmental challenge
brings that to the fore in unique ways. Mean-
while, obviously, there's a competitive fundamen-
talist model - which I would not view as
traditional, but as very modem - an attempt to re-
shape grassroots religion for cultural and political
purposes. That is antithetical to deep ecumenism
in its thrust, which is highly competitive and even
violent in many parts of the world where these
fundamentalisms clash. So we have a large stake
in nurturing this more mature approach.

O How universal is "science"?

Denis Goulet: I understand Steven to be assert-
ing that natural science, democratic thought,
world religions, and indigenous wisdoms have a
high index of universality (particularly natural sci-
ence and democratic thought). Regarding science,
he said that its findings are based on reason, and
therefore, if it's not universal, at least it's "univer-
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salizeable." I think that this is precisely the point
at issue: there is no single or universal model of
rationality. The so-called scientific method of
thinking is based on precision, quantification, and
formulation of generalizations called hypotheses
that themselves evolve in a process of testing,
verification, and validation. Is the scientific
method universal just because it's based on this
kind of reason?

Let us look at indigenous wisdoms: many of
these logics or rationalities are based on what has
been called "con-natural knowledge,” which is
knowledge from familiarity. For example, a horse
breeder says "I can tell when that horse is hurting
or when that horse doesn't feel good. My intimate
familiarity with this animal gives me knowledge. I
may not be able to communicate it with the preci-
sion or the testability you claim, but . . . " What
do we do with this kind of reason? If it is not
"universalizeable,” do we disregard it as founda-
tional to the ethic? We must always be aware of
the biases of our approach.

O How universal is democracy?

Mr. Goulet: We also must be careful not to as-
sume the self-evident universality of democracy.
Unfortunately, democracy is increasingly pre-
sented as being intrinsically linked to market capi-
talism.

An illustration. Just prior to the tragedy of
Tiananmen Square in 1989, I happened to be in
Beijing with a group from the World Future Stud-
ies Federation. At the time, China was being
praised for moving towards "democracy” when,
in fact, it was moving toward market capitalism.
When we pointed this out to Premier Li Peng, he
said, "We are moving toward democracy, but
democracy with Chinese characteristics." We
wondered what that meant, and he spent an hour
telling us what it did not mean.

It did not mean a parliamentary system, be-
cause that was ethnocentric and had no bearing on
any Chinese experience. It did not mean contested
multi-party elections. He practically eliminated
everything that we understand by "democracy."



He was very hard-pressed to put some positive
content to this "Chinese democracy." Finally, after
much encouragement, he said, "Democracy with
Chinese characteristics would mean two things:
First, there would be the rule of law. Second,
there would be 'decentralization’ of decision-mak-
ing." But when we got specific and asked if
provincial govemments and municipal govem-
ments would now have some level of authority,
he responded, "No, no: that would not be Chi-
nese."” Did he mean that independent organiza-
tions (such as labor organizations, religious
groups, political groups) might exist with some
autonomous authority? "No. This has to be
guided by the central government.”

The point is that once you get to specific cases
of "democracy," you find that the definitions and
assumptions you bring just don't hold. And the
specific problem in this case is that people see
market capitalism and assume democracy.

Mr. Martin: Liberal capitalism is in no way in-
trinsic to the tradition of democratic thought, even
though there are a lot of connections in real prac-
tice. I suspect that in those special economic
zones in China, people are leaming to be citizens
in ways that are irretrievable for the central gov-
emment. Thomas Jefferson talked about there
being no retrograde step after democracy comes
in.

A lot of people adopt the term "democracy"”
because it seems to be the expedient thing to do.
The fact that the word became part of the name of
many of the most oppressive regimes in the world
- the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, the
Democratic Republic of Germany - says some-
thing about the power of the term as propaganda.
But the way it's been used in no way undermines
its basic meaning.

Mr. Goulet: I agree. We keep connecting the ad-
Jective "democratic" with "capitalism" but, of
course, "real” capitalism isn't economically demo-
cratic at all.

Mr. Martin: It is distressing that the critique you

seem to be implying, which is based on a concern
about capitalism, is being heard and applied in-
creasingly to the democratic movement around
the world, which I find in many cases to be really
genuine, having to do with personal empower-
ment, a sense of citizenship, and the emergence of
civil society in places where it has never occurred
before.

Strachan Donnelly: There are some strong, im-
portant points here. But some of them could lead
us into a very difficult and serious paralysis. One
possible conclusion from what has been said is
that nobody should put forward a substantive po-
sition - ethically, philosophically, or religiously -
because it may be turned into an instrument of
oppression. Ethicists' views are put forward into a
public realm as persuasive possibilities. It is our
responsibility to give argument to them so that
some critical work can be done on their deficien-
cies. But to warn us off could lead to even worse
consequences.

Steven Rockefeller: Clearly, there is a confusion
of democracy with capitalism in many parts of the
world today. But this is a gross misunderstand-
ing. I want to emphasize that when I speak of
democracy, I am speaking of a way of life. It has
to do with the way people relate to each other
and work together on a daily basis in all aspects
of their lives. I am concerned about cultural or so-
cial democracy, which involves a set of basic
moral values. This is something more fundamen-
tal than the mechanics of government or the mar-
ket.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights
states that everyone has duties to the community
which allow the free development of people as
much as possible. That's what democracy is all
about. The difference between democracy in this
sense and market capitalism is that democracy
says that every institution should be so structured
as to function as an environment that is liberating
and promotes the growth of the individual human
being. As Dewey put it, "Institutions should exist
to produce people, not things." That's a very
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radical idea that most of our economic systems in
the West never understood and certainly don't
represent.

I don't deny that the confusion exists. Many
people hear "democracy” and think, "This is just
Western capitalism being promoted. They're
bringing it in covertly and we don't want it." It's a
reasonable concern and one we have to face.

Democracy is a vision of social liberation and
the creation of an economic order that liberates
people. That's what we should be aiming at and
promoting as its definition.

3. The use of "rights"” language

Mr. Donnelly: Steven raises the question of
"rights" in relation to animals and nature as being
problematic. Not only is it problematic, but in
some ways it could be a real detriment to devel-
oping a biocentric ethic that includes human
ethics.

In addition, the very individual focus of pro-
tecting the rights of a particular group, a particu-
lar human being, a particular species,
immediately rips the group, human being, or
species out of its ecological context. And doesn't
that, then, stand in the way of our sensitivity to
being complexly involved in a natural system -
both evolutionary and ecological?

R.J. Berry: We may also force ourselves into a
comner by assuming that our arguments must be
biocentric. Do we not have a very proper duality,
and one that we shouldn't be ashamed of, in bio-
centricity and anthrocentricity? We all are part of
the living world, no question about it, but we may
go awry in some of our high-sounding statements
by being too exclusivist. Human beings are also
apart from nature. Perhaps we should build in an
honest duality and not try to get rid of it.

Mr. Rockefeller: When we speak of humans
apart from nature, the critical issue is to empha-
size that this means responsibility. But how far
we want to push that duality is something that has
to be decided.
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Andrew Linzey: The weakest parts of Caring
Jor the Earth are where it touches on the moral
status of animals, which is ill-defined, confusingly
presented, and consequently inconsistent ethi-
cally. For example, on one hand, it wants to speak
of the intrinsic value of species (their value over
and above their use to human beings), while on
the other hand, it classes sentient beings, along
with all other beings, as renewable resources.
Further, it holds nominally to principles of not
causing unnecessary suffering, or no unnecessary
killing, while on the other hand, whaling, trap-
ping, and sport hunting never are opposed. Hu-
mans are recognized as having individual rights
and collective rights, while animals (also sentient
creatures) have no rights at all.

Either we are in the rights game or we ain't in
the rights game! We should be in the rights game,
but we need some consistency, and we need care-
fully to define our terms. I believe we need to
make a clear distinction between an ethical vision
and a strategy to achieve it.

Mr. Rockefeller: This whole question about
whether we should use rights and rights language
is a critical one.

One reason why people have come to use
"rights language" is that it enables them to go into
a law court. I assume, therefore, that this lan-
guage would be useful in drafting the Earth Char-
ter. In the democratic context, as indicated by
Roderick Nash's book, The Rights of Nature, the
whole movement of environmental ethics can be
interpreted as an extension of democratic social
thought. And it is using the language of democ-
racy and rights. I'm not sure it would be produc-
tive to abandon that.

4. Limits, urgency, and democracy

Mr. Hessel: What does liberation have to do with
limits in this ethic? In other words, assuming we
affirm this thrust toward democratic social libera-
tion, which I prefer to call "just participation in
decision-making at all appropriate levels," what
does that thrust have to do with our impending re-




alization of severe limits - the end of liberal mod-
emism that assumed ever-continuous progress
and expanding opportunity. The world faces se-
vere limits of various kinds, all related to the
sheer quantity of people. The world is going to
grow "to the max" in the next century, and it's ei-
ther going to crash, or it's going to develop quite
differently. In either case, it will be quite con-
strained by limits. Religion and ethics have a lot
to say about that situation, but [IUCN documents
don't give a clear picture of how that figures into
this ethic.

David Hales: One thing that troubles me is that
we never integrate the sense of urgency and its -
implications with all of the other things that we
say. We say that we're for participation, but par-
ticipation and urgency - and democratic participa-
tion and urgency in particular - are often going to
be quite contradictory to getting anything done in
a reasonable period of time. '

We've got to start looking at some of these
very real contradictions between private property
(for example) and conservation and deal with that
issue and ask the hard questions. Can the urgent
need for conservation be met in ways that are
consistent with democratic practice?

S. The agents of social change

Mr. Hessel: Does this ethic have a trenchant so-
cial analysis supporting it? For example: Who has
been cutting the forest down in the Pacific North-
west or in Malaysia? Who exactly has been cut-
ting down the rainforest? The general tendency is
to answer "we" (everybody). As a matter of fact,
there are particular agents, involving some
transnational corporate activity and complicit gov-
emments, who like to present the whole scene as
"everybody's responsibility.” So we need serious
social analysis of power relations that will provide
a realistic base to the ethic.

Rosemary Radford Ruether: It might be wise
to at least be cognizant of what is happening
among the communities of passionate, dynamic

advocates with an edge in development. "Sustain-
able development" is a dirty word amongst the
leading edge of development critics. They argue
that it's incompatible. So, if something like envi-
ronmental wisdom or responsibility is to become
possible, the development paradigm needs to be
revolutionized. The present paradigm of develop-
ment is not bad simply when exported to alien
cultural soils with different resource endowments;
it's flawed at its very roots. So the developed
countries have to radically de-develop or anti-de-
velop.

On the other hand, there are literally thousands
of success stories in micro-arenas (base commu-
nities, neighborhood organizations, self-employed
women's organizations, women's development
banks) of qualitatively good development that's
geared to basic needs - not only to participatory
decision-making and respect for the environment.
The biggest difficulty, the most crucial research
and policy problem in development, is determin-
ing how the values and institutions and practices
that operate in these arenas begin to affect the cri-
teria of decision-making in macro-arenas of na-
tional policy, monetary policy, circulation systems
- the rules of the game that govern the flow of
technology, etc.

Mr. Rockefeller: The truth is that without the co-
operation of the people on the local level it doesn't
matter what our vision is because it won't happen.

In addition to this kind of meeting, in which
we are participating, there has to be a great deal
of grassroots work done all over the world. And it
has got to come from the bottom up. However,
someone mentioned recently how important a
document like Caring for the Earth can be to a
person who is on the "front lines." If leaders rep-
resenting people at the grassroots level can point
to an intemational document as supporting
needed new local programs, their ideas may get a
fairer hearing.

Maria Luisa Cohen: This discussion has been

largely defined by the mot "sustainable." The
ethics of sustainability is proposed by that school

27



of thought that takes man (used here in the liter-
ary tradition and because it may be a good literal
interpretation of historical facts) as the subject
around which all the rest revolves, with "man's"
interests paramount. Whatever these interests in-
clude and whichever way his or her survival can
be better insured is, apparently, still an open
question.

As Steven says, "Some difficult issues have to
be sorted out.” It is not the principles that are
missing. What is missing is
O their interpretations (which vary according to
political, social, economic, cultural milieu);

O the practical difficulties that will inevitably
arise;

O the will to put the principles into place;

O the laws that will enforce the ethical impera-
tives.

This is nothing new. Material needs come first.
The fact that we in the West have a better living
standard with respect to people's will appears as a
luxury to those people under the pressure of mere
survival. But our ethical, aesthetic, and emotional
needs are real necessities. The effort to break
loose from the state of brute survival and the
awareness of a higher destiny ought to be ac-
cepted by both the utilitarian-scientific-materialis-
tic school and the spiritual/deep-ecology
movement. If this contradicts the very concept of
an ethic of sustainability, which has mainly us as
beneficiary, then we may have either to make
some serious self-examination, which will fatally
drop us into the arms of the deep ecology camp,
or we should abandon the pretense and admit that
it isn't that easy to combine morality with, for ex-
ample, the culling of elephants. Morality in many
cases has to be treated as part of specific issues,
in which all other factors are taken into account,
on a hierarchical scale.

The discussion should be based on sets of the
already mentioned ethical principles conducted by
ethicists who know given cultural backgrounds
and are able to translate them into the cultural
idiom of the particular group that has to deal with
a particular problem at an emotionally compre-
~ hensible level.
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- There are people in developing countries who
rightly want to know if a decision to preserve na-
ture is going to jeopardize their own preservation.
Up to now, we haven't managed to produce a
"human development" which is not at the expense
of the survival of other species or of other scarce
resources. The introductory speech by Mr.
Holdgate is a blunt reminder of this brutal fact of
human life. This truth has been sugar-coated by
reference to compassion (for other living things)
and respect (for every form of life).

I suggest the following:
O Any debate which ignores unsustainable popu-
lation growth is not to be taken seriously. By
means of some tragic biological joke, the protec-
tion of lives is bringing about the destruction of
life. Senseless over-breeding is the proof that
economy and reason are not the main elements in
people's decisions about their future. We must
confront the "ethics of demography" and examine
what sustainability is in terms of the socioeco-
nomic and, ultimately, ethical consequences for
nature and humans.
O There is no future in theoretical discourse if
we are not prepared to abandon our ivory towers
and tackle real problems with the people who are
the actors in the play of sustainability. We need
to approach things at the grassroots level (with
administrators, educators, media people, industri-
alists, young people, clergy, etc.) and work with
and through them on the issues of behavior which
are associated with their awareness, knowledge,
perceptions, value systems, and emotions. More-
over, it is no use to set ethical guidelines if they
are not backed by the laws that will give them le-
gitimacy.
O One of the "universal values" in support of an
ethic of sustainability is aesthetics. Without an ex-
amination of the motivations and consequences of
our actions in terms of human aesthetic needs,
there cannot be a satisfying sustainable policy, nor
a complete conservationist ethic. Aesthetic needs
are not the luxury of a well-fed minority, but an
instinctive human response, a universal quality
linked to the exuberance of life itself. To ignore
this aspect of our relationship with nature is blind



and dangerous. With particular reference to chil-
dren's education (in which I am deeply involved),
it is necessary to get away from the traditional
teaching of the natural sciences, which treat na-
ture as a source of material gain. This point of
view only reinforces the materialistic mind set
that children inherit from their milieu and will
have negative repercussions later in life. Studies
have shown that an early sensual and aesthetic
immersion in nature is essential for an enduring
affection, appreciation, and understanding of it,
and the consequent desire to protect it.

Modem society is imbued with a tragic lack of
self-confidence - afraid of appearing moralizing
or oppressive. In this climate, talking about abso-
lute truth has become impossible. Workshops
such as this are useful in pointing out our own in-
adequacies and the need for us to redefine our
values and priorities. I would hope for at least
three future conferences:

O One in which environmentalists can clarify
their own vision - an in-depth self-search of the
motives, values, prejudices that have shaped their
interests in conservation - and suggest how this
very personal experience can influence other peo-
ple.

O One in which the main point is dialogue - dia-
logue with people dealing with the practical prob-
lems on the ground - and in which space could be
created for different solutions to the future of the
cities, the countryside, wilderness.

O One in which we introduce and develop the
aesthetic element as a force of persuasion, espe-
cially in education and communication.

6. Building consensus versus prophetic procla-
mation

Ms. Ruether: The ethic for living sustainably as-
sumes that sustainable development is possible
and desirable. Not everyone assumes that. There
is a point of view in various places around the
world that what we've got going now is "savage
capitalism" under the rubric of sustainable devel-
opment. By extension, then, the ethic collaborates
with a destructive process and needs to be chal-

lenged with a whole different perspective coming
from a coalition of folks who are not only grass-
roots, but involved in alternative development,
and who would bring to bear a liberation analysis.
This is viewed as an interfaith phenomena - that
is, it's happening in various faith communities.
So, there is a challenge to the sanguinity or the re-
laxed view of continuing to use the term "sustain-
able development.”

Mr. Linzey: There needs to be much more seri-
ous attention to religiously grounded vision that is
passionate, dynamic, and disturbing and that has
at least the capability of leading toward conver-
sion.

Mr. Hessel: There is a general sense that we are
in a quest for an alternative paradigm in the ethic,
in religion, in some forms of grassroots politics.
But that is not quite evident in all that has been
said thus far.

Mr. Goulet: I think we need to be cognizant of
what echoes and reverberates among the advo-
cates on the leading edge of development think-
ing. Sustainable development is the very opposite
of that. The leading edge of development critics
argue that sustainable development is a contradic-
tion in terms. So, the development paradigm and
practice need to be revolutionized if something
like environmental wisdom or environmental re-
sponsibility is to become possible. The current
paradigms of development and practices are not
bad simply when exported to alien cultural soils
with different resource endowments; they are
flawed at their very roots, so the developed coun-
tries have to radically re-develop or anti-develop.

Mr. Hessel: We need to understand where "sus-
tainable development" is really headed, so that we
can foster some sort of alternative analysis of sus-
tainable development, if necessary. We need to at
least have a collection of materials on the subject,
including information about the side of sustain-
able development we might not want to look at.
Beyond that, I would say that there needs to be an
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investment in opportunities for theological educa-
tors and people in religious studies to grapple
with this set of material and the critique of it.
They need to be challenged to develop the deeper
religious and social vision, the alternative
paradigm.

One implication is that IUCN should invest
more money to ensure there are opportunities to
explore all this with theological educators and
leaders of religious communities. There also
ought to be some attention to how some of these
more critical views and the more visionary views
can be articulated and published in connection
with the ethics for living sustainably. In other
words, has it been a mistake to be too preoccu-
pied with consensus, so that we take off all the
edges?

Mr. Rockefeller: There is a very important issue
here as to whether the task is to redefine the
meaning of "sustainable development,” or to re-
ject it. The term is being used internationally in
many quarters. And this group has to decide
whether or not we're going to continue to use the
language and re-interpret its meaning, or try to
change the language.

Ronald Engel: My own judgment is that "sus-
tainable development,” like "democracy," which
has been so perverted and distorted and deionized
that we sometimes want to walk away from it, has
a rhetorical centrality and permits conversation to
occur between many of the sharpest critics. To
walk away from that term entirely is, I think, to
become a separatist. The task of this group is to
keep those doors open and to be as fully critical
and re-definitional as possible, and to use other
language and other models and all the rest, but to
stay in the game.

Mr. Hassan: In the area of international law, we
are aiming for consensus, adoption, and agree-
ment. When we use those three words in the in-
ternational process, we are talking of a very low
threshold of commonality. We can be very grand
in our vision, but we must also be realistic be-
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cause in the last analysis, there is a whole group
of people - representing the North, South, East,
West, developing nations, industrial and agrarian
nations - that has to accept what we have drafted.



The Contribution of Yesterday to the Ethics of Tomorrow

M. A. Partha Sarathy

Strengthened by the energy of my religious and
cultural heritage, inspired by the extraordinary
opportunity I have had to circle this planet of
ours many, many times, listening to the myriad
voices of my fellow creatures, celebrating the
great variety of images of humankind, animal,
bird, insect, flower, and fruit - I rejoice that I
am on this planet.

What is the most important tradition I have in-
herited? Respect for mother Earth. A statement
with which I begin my prayers is:

Ohm Bhurbhuva swaaha
Thathsa vithurvarenyam
Bhargodevasya dheemahi
Dheeyononaha prachodayath.

This, when translated, means, "Oh Earth, all
the planets around, the mighty oceans, the great
mountains and rivers which come to life with the
rising of the sun, I celebrate you." In other words,
the Earth is held in awe and respect. And, when
you held your mother in awe and respect, you
probably practiced the finest ethical principle
which a human being can practice. Where has
that gone?

When I was young, it was as if there was a
great orchestra of musical sounds which en-
veloped me, but alas, I must now speak of the
strings of these instruments broken, the resound-
ing membranes of the drums ruptured, and the
beautiful sounds from the flute cracked. My expe-
rience of the gradual degradation of ethics among
human kind has presented before me a torn fabric
which I cannot believe was once a finely woven
silken tent in which my life on Earth was housed.

We now have to speak of life support. We
have to speak of sustainable living. We have to
speak of the recognition of unity, and accept, if
not invent, the legitimacy of global diversity.

When the initial pain of seeing what has hap-

pened to the fabric of world ethics has passed, I
attempt to understand the primary principles of
ethical living today, and try to find shared global
goals for ethical living on this planet by exploring,
understanding, and following the great fund of re-
ligious, ecological, and democratic principles and
guidelines which all of us have inherited, but
many of us have not recognized.

"Vasudeva Kutumbakam," a statement made
in our Rig-Veda thousands of years ago, speaks
of all creatures on this earth being members of
one great family. St. Francis of Assisi speaks of
the family of man as a component of the family of
all beings on this earth. What has happened to all
this?

Among the attractive manifestations of Nature
on this planet is that it has stood the test of time.
It is true that time in recent times has assaulted
Nature more fiercely than before, and yet, what-
ever is left in Nature has stood the test of time.
Anything that has stood the test of time is well
worth taking a second look at.

Several traditional values on this planet have
disappeared with time. But, there are other tradi-
tional values that have not only not disappeared
but stood the test of time, though in many cases,
they have not been visible or noticeable. It is my
view that if many of these traditional perceptions
of ethics which have stood the test of time - par-
ticularly in my part of the world - can be brought
into the forefront of our thinking and our actions
today, we would have contributed noticeably to a
world ethic for living sustainably.

Agenda 21, as I see it, is a plea for ethical
management of Earth's resources. It is also a plea
for equity among humankind. It is a plea for good
sense. Read all these together, and you will find
that these have meanings which can act together
as continuations of traditions in human life on
earth.

"Share and share alike. Do not aspire for an-
other's resource, especially when it is an Earth re-
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source. Let each man enjoy the resource of his
soil and let no one sell soil." I quote from the
statement of Vikramaditya, a great king of South
India.

Can we not see that the great dialogue which
is taking place between the North and the South
these days is only that two-thirds of the Earth's re-
sources are being enjoyed by one-fourth of its
population? Agenda 21 attempts to reintroduce
into human thinking and political decision-making
the concept of equity. The statement that I quoted
earlier is nothing more than an invocation to the
inhabitants of our planet of the concept of equity.

In today's context, one of the biggest handi-
caps that our planet is facing is the reluctance
amongst many communities of the world to share
- to share their wealth, their expertise, and their
capacity to gain more from the earth and lose less
for the future.

What I would like to call the "ethics of con-
sumption” has been set aside by one-fourth of our
global population in consuming three-fourths of
the world's resources. We, who care about this,
need to keep our two feet firmly on this earth,
while we confront the so-called economic and
geopolitical considerations which are shown as
justifying global ethics. Why do the so-called de-
veloped nations continue to preach to the develop-
ing world their concern towards exploitation of
earth's resources when they themselves continue
to consume at such an unethical rate? Also, they
continue, with their financial advantage, to influ-
ence developing nations toward increased con-
sumption of resources for what they preach as a
"better quality of life."

Often, when I walk through the wonder world
of the Western Hemisphere, I find myself
amongst tall edifices which overpower me, hiding
the sun from me, and the many vehicles on land,
air, and sea leave me breathless. Then I ask my-
self, "What am I doing here? Why don't I go away
from all this, so that I can contribute a little to not
participating in this voracious gobbling up of my
mother?"

Recently, I attempted to find a solution for the
world to understand a limitation of resources and
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the need for us to do something about it. I thought
of a word that Mahatma Gandhi attempted to
spread - "austerity." When I tried it on some
western cultures and made a plea for austerity in
the use of resources, I made no impression. In
fact, I seemed to have suggested a form of denial
of enjoyment, a sacrifice of a value in life and liv-
ing, and a sort of negative connotation. What aus-
terity means, simply, is judicious, sensible use of
one's resources which keeps in mind both today
and tomorrow. Austerity, if one thinks about it, is
really an ethical principle. One can see it in the
homes of old farmers. We see it in the way the
farmers use their water, their seeds, and in the
way in which they carefully separate grain from
chaff. We see it in the way they eat food and do
not throw away what is left, but feed it to the ani-
mals, which serve them on the farm. We see it in
the way they save water.

To an outsider, austerity will look like simply
denying himself. To someone who looks a little
closer, it is not. It is simply a matter of an ethical
way of doing things. May I, therefore, submit that
the twenty-first century, which is the target for
Caring for the Earth and Agenda 21, be invited
to take a good look at the values of yesterday, put
them through the baptism of the fire of indul-
gence, indiscipline, and impropriety of the pre-
sent, and go into the twenty-first century keeping
ethics as a guiding spirit in whatever we do?

I am tempted to quote from the Baghavad
Gita, from the Quran, from the Bible, and many
other religious treatises which we have had the
good fortune of inheriting. I do not think I need to
do so, because all of them, in one language com-
mon to us all, found that peace on Earth will
come through environmental ethics.



PART III

Assessing Needs and Resources
for Advancing a World Ethic

1. Law

2. Religion and Education

3. Conservation of Biodiversity

4. The Practice of Ecological Citizenship

5. Environment and Development Ethics
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1. Law

Mr. Hassan: I want to share with you the vision
of environmental law we at the IUCN
Commission have; that is, what the international
community needs to do to realize what was on the
agenda at Rio. Specifically, I will talk about the
International Covenant for Environment and De-
velopment that our Commission has drafted,
which picks up much of that which was left off at
Rio, and to develop that into what we lawyers call
a "legal and binding" document. That's what the
Covenant is supposed to be. But like all laws, in-
ternational law, as well as the law behind the
Covenant, has an ethical basis. As an international
lawyer, I have found that during the last thirty to
forty years, in the development of international
law and norms, ethics has played a greatly impor-
tant role.

In 1987, the World Commission on Environ-
ment and Development identified a need for a
legal instrument that identified the obligations of
states to commit themselves to enforcing interna-
tional environmental policies. In 1988, the IUCN
General Assembly mandated the Commission on
Environmental Law to get on with the task of
doing just that. These last five years have been
very exacting. We have tried to include people
from various legal systems and from different ge-
ographical areas. And, since Rio, we have tried to
include people who were active participants there,
so the practical part of what happened at Rio
might get incorporated into what we are doing.
Inevitably, the issues of the North-South divide
have come up in our Commission.

The Covenant itself has fifty-five articles. It
declares an ethical basis in the first two articles,
beginning with the "sacred trust" principle for civ-
ilizations. It speaks of present and future
generations; it identifies a common concemn of hu-
mankind being the entire living resources on
earth; and it contains provisions not only on the
rights and duties of states, but also of individuals.
There are detailed obligations on states in respect
of natural resources (soil, wild flora and fauna,
water, atmosphere, transboundary environmental
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effects). We have provisions on the precautionary
principle, on intergenerational equity, on public
participation, on education, and on the sovereign
right to development (this has been big issue for
the South), trade and development, exchange and
transfer of technology, and financial mechanisms.

When all these things are included, it is almost
impossible to isolate oneself from North-South
perceptions of the same issue. So the task before
us is to create a bridge between the Northern and
Southern perceptions and put them togetherin a
melting pot which might be acceptable to the en-
tire intenational community.

Mr. Berry: In 1989, the G7 nations (Japan,
Canada, U.S., Italy, France, Germany, Britain)
held a conference on environmental ethics. I was
one of three delegates from the United Kingdom.

At the beginning, we thought it might be diffi-
cult to come to some sort of universal agreement,
particularly with the Japanese, who clearly have
an utterly different sensitivity toward the environ-
ment - culturally, religious, and so on - as com-
pared to the Western nations, but the conclusions
from the conference were absolutely unanimous.

Our recommendations went to the Heads of
State of the G7, meeting that year in Paris. The
communique that resulted from the Heads of
State meeting included seventeen paragraphs (out
of a total of fifty-four) on the environment. Usu-
ally there are only two or three. About half of
those on the environment reflected our particular
conference.

In addition to the specific recommendations
that we sent to the G7, we also created a working
group, which I chaired, to produce a code of
environmental practice.The working party was
small; besides me, it included an Belgian, a Ger-
man, a Canadian, and a Japanese lawyer (Profes-
sor Akio Morishima), who was an [IUCN
councillor for that part of the world. We also in-
vited Dr. M. S. Swaminathan, at that time Presi-
dent of the IUCN, because we did not want our
deliberations to be an entirely Northern effort. (He
was keen to join us, but could not get to the meet-
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The code we wrote was based on the simple
idea of an environmental ethic that involves
"stewardship of the living and non-living systems
of the earth in order to maintain their sustainabil-
ity for the present and the future, allowing devel-
opment with forbearance and equity." We spelled
out the assumptions that led to that; the implica-
tions flowing from it; the obligations of corporate
organizations and states; and then the conflicts
that might arise.

The idea of the code was not that it was some-
thing that should be set in stone. We designed it
as a document that would evolve with further dis-
cussion. We did not expect it to be definitive for
all situations, but rather as a basis for derivations
for different groups at all levels.

We submitted the code to the Heads of G7 na-
tions meeting in 1990 in Houston, but it was
merely "received” because Ireland tabled a Char-
ter of Environmental Rights at an EC meeting im-
mediately preceding the G7 Summit. (As is
customary, when our decision-makers have two
different statements, they can't accept either, so
both were "noted.")

Our code has been used, however, and is still
a living document. For example, the General
Synod of our Episcopal Church in England called
for a document on Christian Stewardship, and
what they got was the code "christianized." It was
interesting how relatively simple it was to put a
Christian framework around a secular document
without in any way changing any of the assump-
tions or implications of the code.

I was the chair of the Church of England's
Environmental Issues Panel when it put forward
the christianized code in 1992. In the same year,
the Anglican ambassador to the UN wanted to
present a statement of Christian understanding to
the Preparatory Committee of UNCED working
towards an Earth Charter. He asked all the Angli-
can provinces throughout the world for any sub-
stantial statements they had made on the
environment. He received five major statements
(including the Church of England paper derived
from the G7 Code) from five different parts of the
world; they were given to me for synthesizing. I

wrote a cover document and this was sent with
the five statements to the UN Secretariat. I don't
know what effect it had, but it illustrates the value
of the work we did to produce the G7 code.

Mr. Engel: Has the code has any noticeable in-
fluence on policy?

Mr. Berry: The British Government's statement
of its own environmental policy, which was pro-
duced at the same time we produced the code,
begins with a chapter on ethics. I don't know
whether there is a direct relationship, but it was
an interesting correlation. That document says:
"Mankind long believed that whatever we did, the
earth would remain much the same. We now
know that is untrue. The ways we produce energy
and the rate at which we multiply, use natural re-
sources, and produce waste threaten to make fun-
damental changes in the world environment. We
have a moral duty to look after our planet and
hand it on in good order to future generations. We
must not sacrifice our future well-being for short-
term gains, nor pile up environmental debts which
will burden our children."

Mr. Prescott-Allen: Has anything practical hap-
pened since they wrote that? Any policy change?
Any change in investment? Any change in bud-
get? Change in organization? Change in person-
nel? Anything?

Mr. Berry: Yes, there have been changes. The
government has committed itself to producing an
annual environmental inventory on what has hap-
pened, and they have now done this for two years.
A lot of things have not happened, and the Gov-
ermnment has confessed in these reviews where
they have not actually done anything. So, it is on
the record. They have also set up an inter-depart-
mental committee with a minister from each gov-
ernment department being held responsible for
the environment within his or her sphere of influ-
ence, so it means a particular lobby cannot go off
and do its own thing and not pay attention to the
environment. And that certainly has got teeth. Fi-
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nally, the most recent UK budget includes a tax
on domestic fuel, which is a direct response to re-
ducing carbon dioxide emissions as required by
our commitment to the Rio climate convention.

2. Religion and Education

Ann Duffy: The World Wide Fund for Nature re-
gards itself as perhaps the only international, non-
sectarian NGO which encourages religions to
address conservation problems. As a result, we
have eamned significant respect and support from
faith groups worldwide.

In 1986 at Assisi, Italy, WWF launched the
highly visible campaign in which HRH The Duke
of Edinburgh, International President of WWF,
invited senior representatives of major faiths to
see how they could help raise conservation aware-
ness. This was the start of a conservation and reli-
gion network which led to eight faiths producing
environmental declarations on nature. In time,
WWF developed a modest program of ten pro-
jects, including The New Road (an awareness and
education magazine) and several field projects.
The field projects focused on monastic lands in
Greece, religious-oriented environmental educa-
tion in Nigeria, a reforestation-education program
in India, and cooperation with monks in Thailand.
Today, The New Road's mailing list and the Con-
servation and Religion Network are being main-
tained in a database for future networking. Over
the last seven years, other developments have oc-
curred in association with the network including
such things as: harvest festivals, conservation and
religion workshops, multi-faith pilgrimages,
launches of national conservation and religious
networks in Canada and Denmark, production of
Sacred Earth Dramas, and conservation field and
education activities developed by faith organiza-
tions and institutions.

WWF is now revitalizing the Conservation
and Religion Network, specifically by returning to
original Assisi principles which promote network-
ing and catalyzing action. "Religion" projects will
not form a stand-alone program, but rather will be
integrated with WWF policy and regional field
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priorities.

The following explanation highlights WWF's
strategic direction and history leading to the ratio-
nale for the current WWF Conservation and Reli-
gion Program:

The World Wide Fund for Nature revised its
mission in 1990. Our long-term vision aims to
conserve nature and ecological processes by pre-
serving biological diversity, promoting sustain-
able use of resources, and reducing wasteful
consumption and pollution. WWF strives to be
global, to be multicultural, to address and pursue
issues, to listen carefully to local communities
and to respect their positions and address their
local needs. By building appropriate partnerships,
WWEF endeavors to draw support from a wide
spectrum of individuals and organizations which
includes those of inter-faith and religious origins.

O Ethics and Caring for the Earth

In 1991, WWF co-authored Caring for the Earth
with IUCN and UNEDP. In the second chapter,
emphasis was made on the ethical responsibility
of respecting and caring for the community of
life, improving the quality of life, conserving the
earth's vitality, changing personal attitudes and
practices, enabling communities to care for their
own environment, and creating a global alliance.
Subsequently, for the United Nations Confer-
ence on Environment and Development
(UNCED), WWF developed selected policy ac-
tivities in keeping with the priorities cited in Car-
ing for the Earth. WWF not only lobbied actively
at Rio Center on specific policy conventions, it
also participated in the Global Forum's NGO
workshop titled "Religious Communities Beyond
UNCED." Participants included members of the
Intemnational Coordinating Committee on Religion
and Earth (ICCRE), the Institut de Estudos de
Relgiao (ISR), WCCD, World Conference on Re-
ligion and Peace, and WWF. The group collec-
tively agreed to focus their activities on launching
conservation and religion networks worldwide,
raising environmental awareness through reli-
gious channels, incorporating environmental prin-



ciples in training clergy, protecting sacred sites,
converting church land into protected areas, and
encouraging grassroots community action, as well
as promoting green consumerism and personal
action.

O Conservation with development NGOs of a
religious nature

In late 1992, WWF hosted an informal meeting in
Cartigny, Switzerland in which six development
NGOs, together with WWF, identified and de-
vised an action plan for work on common ground.
"Primary environmental care” (a principle of em-
powering individuals in communities to meet
their basic needs and care for the environment)
was used to identify areas for collaboration. The
development NGOs which met in Cartigny repre-
sented charities which generate funds from their
faith constituents and support community devel-
opment initiatives in keeping with their organiza-
tions' philosophies.

O Where we go from here

The original Assisi vision remains valid: WWF
and religions have some common agendas and re-
ligions can mobilize and motivate publics which
WWF would have difficulty reaching through
WWF's traditional communications channels. As-
sisi sought to encourage religions to become more
conservation-minded, and then let the religions
mobilize their grassroots networks.

A review of trends with respect to religious or-
ganizations indicates
O The environment is an increasingly important
unifying theme for religions;
0O WWEF is open to exploring partnerships with
religious thinkers who are leading change;
O Interfaith organizations are increasingly impor-
tant as they gain access to religion-specific and
UN-related networks;
O Women constitute the majority of practitioners
of most religions. They also are the primary edu-
cators of spiritual and ethical values and
lifestyles;

O Young people often have greater awareness of
environmental issues and more energy and time to
devote to the environment;

O The "New Age" religions command large for-
mal and informal followings, especially in North
America and Japan (industrially developed with a
high-consumption orientation).

Given these trends, WWF recognizes that while
contacts are made and developed at the interna-
tional level, the action occurs at the national level.
For networking and catalyzing opportunities, the
international office sees the following action steps
to further its conservation and religion program:
O Inviting and integrating key religious thinkers
into the intellectual development of WWF
campaigns;

O Providing WWF conservation information to
religious groups which have media channels;

O Seeking an alternative home for The New
Road;

O Further developing the Conservation and Reli-
gion Network;

O Integrating with field activities;

O Maintaining high-level contacts with religious
leaders;

O Informally linking with people within the
WWF family who are interested in working with
religions;

O Seeking "declarations on nature" from addi-
tional faiths with a commitment to nature conser-
vation. Similarly, WWF could revisit previous
declaration-makers and encourage them to evalu-
ate practical progress since Assisi.

In closing, we look forward to collaborating with
appropriate partners and organizations to further
succeed in our efforts to achieve conservation.

Mr. Hessel: I'm going to give you some back-
ground on what is being done through the ecu-
menical structures of the World Council of
Churches and in North America and then briefly
describe the project I am working on in theologi-
cal education.

The World Council of Churches has certainly
taken Rio very seriously. And that's no accident
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because the WCC was one of the first major
structures that is genuinely ecumenical world-
wide to take sustainability as a serious concern.
When you think back, following Stockholm, that's
when the ecumenical movement connected with
the WCC developed its ethic of a just, participa-
tory, sustainable society. And that was basically a
1970s product, which culminated at the confer-
ence at MIT on faith, future, ethics, technology.
There were some outstanding papers from that
gathering of some of the best Christian theologi-
cal minds worldwide at that point, some of whom
have been very influential since - people like
Charles Birch, John Cobb, and Herman Daly.

So that whole thing is really a twenty-year en-
deavor. It then evolved into an emphasis on Jus-
tice, Peace, and the Integrity of Creation as a
theme coming out of the Vancouver Assembly of
the WCC and has led most recently to some fol-
low-up activity after Rio. But the negative thing
to say is that in this WCC-related endeavor, the
churches were never really able to integrate the
focus on ecological integrity ("sustainability"
being the code word for that) with the heavy em-
phasis on justice and peace - or social justice and
peace-making - so that it has always been a tag-
on. We are only now getting to the stage where it
is possible to develop an integral approach to all
of this - in theology, ethics, and social policy.
There is a lot more interest now in ecumenical
circles in the new paradigms that are applicable
that would genuinely integrate these ethical val-
ues.
One more thing I want to say about the WCC:
it issued a little book that Wesley Grandberg-
Michaelson wrote called Redeeming the Cre-
ation: The Rio Earth Summit Challenges for the
Churches. In there you'll find, 1 think, a pretty ac-
curate representation of the new priority given to
NGO activity in the South and the recognition that
churches worldwide have an alternative intelli-
gence system. They know what's going on in
many local places in ways that are not reported
via official governmentally related structures and
many times are not expressed very clearly
through some of the NGO structures that are op-
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erating in a different vein. There is a very strong
emphasis on liberation themes, on the South, and
on the effort to clarify what ought to have priority
in some of the major implementation efforts com-
ing out of Rio. And also in the same volume,
there is a letter to the Churches intended to
strengthen their response.

Wesley Grandberg-Michaelson represents a
change in ecumenical leadership. He takes the
ecological crisis very seriously and, starting as a
fairly conservative writer (Christian Reformed),
has moved a cumbersome ecumenical setup to
become more interested in an integral approach.
In many ways you have the same problems in ec-
umenical circles as you have, for example, in the
UN, where sustainability is clearly in a very sub-
ordinate relationship to development. The real
subject is economic development.

The other thing to say about this whole focus
in terms of its ethical orientation (coming back to
the earlier discussion about "eco-centric" versus
"anthropocentric,” etc.) is that WCC thinking is
still very much in the vein of "human welfare
ecology," and there's been almost no touching of
the more direct discourse about biodiversity or
"ecocentric” concerns; but I think those will de-
velop.

You'll be surprised at the amount of resource
material that has already been generated for use in
congregations by the churches and synagogues in
the U.S. and Canada. In the U.S. alone there are
hundreds of thousands of congregations that have
the capability to address these issues.

I was a Presbyterian church bureaucrat for
twenty-five years before I left to do other things,
and I will tell you that these ecumenical structures
have a great investment in "life and work" (as op-
posed to "faith and order") that they will imple-
ment in this area. Not only are people open to this
ethic, but serious work connecting to this interest
can upgrade the whole ecumenical endeavor.
What we're looking for here is an erhical edge to
spirituality and theology that has eco-justice co-
herence and, conversely, we are looking for solid
spiritual grounding - the heart-warming emphasis
that Steven stated so eloquently this moming for



the developing world ethic. People who are seri-
ous about embodying an ethic for living sustain-
ably need a link to religious institutions.

I will also say that I think the kinds of things
that have been done by IUCN would be of con-
siderable interest to a growing number of people
who teach theology and ethics in seminaries and
in departments of religious studies throughout the
world. On the whole, they're relatively oblivious
to it because the fields of theology, and for that
matter, social ethics, have not featured attention to
the environmental challenge. Which brings me to
the other project.

Ron Engel and I are developing a new project
called the Program on Ecology, Justice, and Faith.
Our purpose is to encourage or stimulate reform
of theological education at both ecumenical and
denominational seminaries in North America and,
similarly, to encourage university departments of
religious studies to meet the ecology-justice cri-
sis.

Our uniting focus is "eco-justice," which is
ecology and justice together. By introducing the
element of social justice into the environmental
debate, religiously oriented environmental ethics
links the crisis of the degradation of the natural
environment to the impoverishment of people
around the world. What we hope will develop
from that is an ethic of ecological integrity linked
with social equity. One can think of this as two
foci in one ellipse of serious social ethics for the
future. v

We hope this will lead to a publication about
what ought to be the core curriculum in theologi-
cal education at all levels. This endeavor will pro-
vide concrete examples of the core content and
pedagogy of theological education and of reli-
gious studies in this field. That relates, of course,
to becoming a healthy community - or to work to-
ward just sustainable community life.

The other four major functions of this pro-
gram, briefly, are to:

(1) Support strategic issues study. Foster col-
laborative analysis, undertake ethical reflection,
and recommend action steps on a few strategic is-
sues of importance relating to environment, eco-

nomics, and community;

~ (2) Help in the development of the kind of
work that is being done at this workshop; that is,
plan to implement an ethic of living sustainably.
That particular effort is to figure out how we can
expedite the relationships between education
about the ethic and theological education;

(3) Offer cross-disciplinary seminars for the-
ologians, particularly graduate students and pro-
fessors. There's no place you can now goin a
North American theological education center to
study theology and ecology or the environmental
challenge and theological disciplines with a group
of professors, so we think ther¢ needs to be up-
graded special opportunities in this field and at
Meadville/Lombard. We're looking forward to its
being a model of inter-disciplinary work in this
field,;

(4) Publish and disseminate information and
resources. I think, again, you'll be surprised at the
amount of literature that has appeared in the last
twenty years in this field, much of which got ig-
nored. But with a new wave of interest in this, we
think we're enabling the whole academic commu-
nity to catch up by preparing and publishing a
definitive bibliography on Ecology, Justice, and
Faith.

We are very excited about the potential, and gen-
uinely surprised at the amount of positive re-
sponse we're getting from people in seminaries
and religious studies departments. We definitely
expect some new and exciting results here.

Mr. Martin: This set of issues that we're ad-
dressing here together is treated as a kind of secu-
lar concem, or they're considered too "scientific"
for religious leaders to understand, let alone deal
with. And a lot of the theory or theological ex-
pression of these problems can come across as
being "bloodless" and not having the emotional
content, except for aesthetic pleasure, that really
motivates action in ordinary people in congrega-
tions. So it's that contrast between the tremendous
potential of organized religion and its weakness of
response to date that led us to be interested in
what Ron and Dieter are talking about.
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Steven is also talking about the crucial nature
of the bottom-up, grassroots approach - that
grassroots behavior is the only thing that can
make the kinds of changes occur that we are striv-
ing for. We see the role of ministers or priests as
the teachers, mobilizing people-to-people kinds of
efforts. This is happening but in ways that seem
very deficient.

Consequently, we think it is very important to
prepare clergy to educate people in congregations
and help them deal with these global changes
(and that word is used very loosely). We don't
need to engender irrational fear, but maybe it
could just be that the abolition of fear could have
something to do with the bloodlessness of main-
stream Christianity. If you suggest that one of the
traditional roles of religion was to help people
deal with the fear of a judgmental god, the fear
that the only planet we have may become inhos-
pitable is something else the world needs. And
helping people in a compassionate and well-in-
formed way to deal with their problems is a goal
worth achieving.

A provocative metaphor for today's environ-
mental crises is that you can take rivets out of the
wings of an airplane and the wings will stay on,
but we don't know which rivet, as we continue to
remove them, leads to the wings falling off. We
just don't know. And we're playing with that ef-
fect by reducing biological diversity without
knowing the function of that diversity in the main-
tenance of ecosystems on which our lives depend.
So both with the training of new religious leaders
and the continuing education of clergy, there is a
tremendous mission.

Ms. Ruether: I need to comment on your sug-
gestion that religion (in the form of the clergy)
should promote fear about the state of the envi-
ronment. In my book, Gaia and God, 1 have a
section on apocalyptic, which has been the tradi-
tional kind of language for dealing with a kind of
vision of ultimate destruction of the earth. Apoca-
lyptic is divine judgment for human sin and so
forth. There has certainly been apocalyptic
rhetoric in ecological crises and the nuclear war
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movement, such as, "In another thirty years . . .
we're facing the end.”

I think the problem with apocalyptic is that it
has some deeply embedded patterns in it that are
counterproductive. One is escapism: "God will
judge, but we are the ones who will escape. And
really this isn't our home, anyway, since heaven is
our home." There's an us-them there, with a judg-
ment on the others. What we need to do is formu-
late a language that draws people back into
community and responsibility, because most
apocalyptic actually functions the other way.

Ms. Cohen: I want to speak to you about the As-
sisi Nature Council, which was founded after St.
Francis of Assisi was discovered as an illustrious
example of harmonious relations with nature. He
sang praises for the gifts of nature, which are
qualities the environmentalists and scientists have
greatly valued in the search for solutions to eco-
logical problems. John Paul II proclaimed St.
Francis the patron saint of ecologists and of all
those who share his vision of the good and beauti-
ful things of nature.

Assisi Nature Council was founded to estab-
lish Assisi as the ecology capital of the world.
(And it was after that that WWF decided to have
its meeting there, so maybe it's working.) We are
not a religious organization, but our logo has St.
Francis and a bird with only one eye, so it looks
like the man and the bird share the same eye and,
therefore, they share the same vision. It's a philo-
sophical logo. The man can be anybody.

We are completely dedicated to environmental
education and, so far, we have been concentrating
on children. We've done very well. We did our
first children's conference in 1988 and won an
award for the best environmental education pro-
ject of the Year of the Environment. We had
three hundred children from around the world
who planted a woods dedicated to St. Francis. It
was the first conference of children, and we hope
it will serve as a model for other initiatives in the
world.

More recently, we have been concentrating on
something even more practical, as an example of



sustainable living. We thought that the best thing
to do would be to create an environmental center
for education, and that center itself would be the
project, in its creation and planning. (And here I
must say that [UCN missed a great opportunity to
be a model of sustainable living; its center in
Gland is an example of wasteful consumption.
They should have hired an architect who special-
izes in "green" buildings. It would have been a
very good example.)

We are planning to build the center using two
old farmhouses, and it will be modeled on the
Center for Alternative Energy and Technology in
Wales (except research since then has developed
newer ideas of what is viable and sustainable and
what is not). It will be a didactic example of sus-
tainable living. Assisi has about two million visi-
tors a year, so our center will show them what is
practical and what works. Unfortunately, this pro-
ject is on the shelf because of political problems.

Another project has to do with biodiversity in
action. Children in the schools are working on a
medieval, monastic project with help from local
monks and university students and myself, so this
is a project that has many dimensions: history, re-
ligion, the contribution of the monks to science
(botany, in particular), and biodiversity because
some of the plants that lived then are no longer in-
digenous to the area. We have to see them in the
botanical garden. The children are learning that
things don't last forever and that they have to take
care of what they have now.

Finally, please come and visit us. We're having
a workshop on values in 1994, where we will be
exploring values related to aesthetics, consump-
tion, and environmental psychology. -

Mr. Linzey: The Oxford Centre on Ethics, Envi-
ronment, and Society is still in its infancy, having
only been launched this year, so I will just give
you a thumbnail sketch of our plans and current
development.

There are at least two hundred people involved
in a wide range of environmental subjects at Ox-
ford - from the Department of Forestry to courses
in environmental management at Templeton Col-

lege. Prior to the opening of the Oxford Centre
this year, there was no center or institution in Ox-
ford concemed principally, or even mainly, with
environmental ethics. So we will fill this ethical
gap.

The Centre, which is based at Mansfield Col-
lege, Oxford, will be two things: first, a resource
center for the University itself (we are already
linked with almost all the environmental projects
at Oxford); second, a resource center internation-
ally. We have already made links with WWF
U.K. and with the International Fund for Animal
Welfare.

The Centre has some distinctive characteris-
tics: First, its exclusive focus on ethics and values
- both theoretical and practical. In this, I'm happy
to say, theology will have an upfront position,
partly because of the historical position of Mans-
field as a theological college. But the Centre will -
also encompass issues such as the ethical treat-
ment of animals; hence my own appointment.

Second, the Centre will have a multi-disci-
plinary research character. We hope that within a
comparatively short period of time we shall have
a working group including, for example, a politi-
cal philosopher, a human geographer, an anthro-
pologist, a biblical scholar, a moral theologian,
and an environmental lawyer. In addition to that
hardcore research team, we plan on visiting ap-
pointments from scholars from all over the world.

The third distinctive feature of the Centre is its
emphasis on practical problems. It will, indeed,
be concerned with theoretical questions, but the
Centre has determined, right from the start, to get
its hands dirty by looking at a series of con-
tentious issues. In my own line of work, I have fo-
cused on the ethics of "sport" hunting, genetic
engineering, and the patenting of animals.

In short, then, we are hoping to become a mul-
ti-disciplinary research team focused on environ-
mental ethics with some practical cutting edge,
unafraid to look at a series of contentious issues.
In addition to that research team, the teaching (of
course) goes on. Individual research students
come to take higher degrees in environmental
ethics. We have our own program of lectures and
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seminars, and we are exploring a graduate pro-
gram in environmental ethics.

3. Conservation of Biodiversity

Mr. Martin: IUCN, which provides much of the
context of the discussion here, really isn't very
comprehensive in its response to the whole set of
global environmental problems. And although
comprehensive range has been alluded to, IUCN's
empbhasis is much more on species diversity than
it is on the other major environmental global
problems; that is, air and water pollution, ozone
depletion, and climate change. While all of those
things are systemically related, I think it's impor-
tant to keep in mind that this conversation is deal-
ing selectively with one of what is often regarded
as the four pervasive global environmental prob-
lems.

The MacArthur Foundation focuses on biolog-
ical diversity for the following reasons: Air and
water pollution are best addressed locally, and are
being addressed in many places. Ozone depletion
is being addressed globally by some very remark-
able international agreements, with extraordinarily
rapid action for the international legal process,
based very much on scientific information and not
waiting until the last moment, although there may
be some disagreement about the timing. The issue
of climate change is chronic, not very well under-
stood, and as far as we can tell, a slow process.

The loss of biological diversity, on the other
hand, is acute. It's happening every day, with con-
sequences that are unknown, and it affects di-
rectly the livelihoods of the poorest peoples of the
world. Unlike pollution and other global issues,
the loss of species diversity (and its genetic infor-
mation) cannot be retrieved or cleaned up or re-
paired.

In the process of choosing biological diversity
we discovered that it is extremely unevenly dis-
tributed. There are points of great concentration
constituting less than one percent of the earth's
land surface on which as much as thirty-five per-
cent of terrestrial and freshwater species exists.
To do this strategy in a very simplistic way, we
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had to come to the very simplistic conclusion that
all species are created equal: And that is some-
what at odds with a lot of the motivation and ca-
pacity for fund-raising that occurs in conservation
efforts, where charismatic species are the focal
point. The concentration of international attention
on the savannahs of East Africa reflects the
charismatic species - the giraffe, the zebras, the
wildebeest, the cheetahs, and so forth - that are
terribly attractive. But the savannahs of East
Africa are not a very rich ecosystem. There are
other parts of the world far more rich in diversity.

We discovered that these places with less that
one percent of the earth's land surface also are the
places (almost inescapably) with the highest cul-
tural diversity and, therefore, human rights prob-
lems. These are areas of economic
marginalization, where natural areas remain be-
cause modern economic development has not oc-
curred. There is profound rural poverty with the
world's highest fertility rates, highest mortality
rates, lowest education statistics, and very bad
health statistics. Also these areas (which tend to
be near the physical borders of countries) tend to
be physically marginal to the countries in which
they occur, opening important opportunities for
international regimes or cooperation as the only
effective way to conduct management of natural
areas.

Mr. Donnelly: The Hastings Center is an inde-
pendent research and educational institution that
was set up almost twenty-five years ago to look
into ethical issues in medicine and the life sci-
ences and the professions. It was set up indepen-
dent of academic institutions to be a non-
ideological, non-advocacy forum to explore the
enormous ethical issues that would be raised by
burgeoning biotechnology and medical technol-
ogy.

A couple of years ago, we had a research pro-
ject on the ethics of animal experimentation and
research, and were trying to develop a position
that would consider human welfare and animal
welfare interests together and see whether we
could really think them through in an ethically nu-



anced way. In the midst of this project, we took
up the issue of doing animal research in the wild,
which raises all sorts of different issues than you
have with laboratory animals. This, of course,
made our job much more complex because we
not only had to coordinate human and animal in-
terests, but coordinate human, animal, environ-
mental, and ecological interests. It was our
conviction then and now that the ethics is not in
place, really, to adequately handle that. There are
people working in animal ethics or bioethics or
environmental ethics with enormous tensions be-
tween the three. But there is no coordinated sys-
tematic ethics that could adequately deal with
concrete situations where you have these many in-
terests and obligations and values together.

So we started this new "Ethics and Environ-

.ment" program to face that. One of our projects
looks at the ethical issues in animal biotechnol-
ogy, which raises tremendous and wonderful fun-
damental philosophical and ethical issues.
Another project, "The Idea of Nature," focuses on
very fundamental theoretical ideas about whether
there are any objective norms that can be taken
out of nature. We've also been looking at issues
such as health and integrity in the biomedical
world and the environmental world and asking
whether there is any relation between the two.

One project that we're very interested in doing
(called "Ethics of Responsibility") is a major pro-
ject on the ethics of biodiversity conservation. The
challenge that we see in this and the way that bio-
diversity is being defined now is based on genetic
species, eco-systemic and cultural diversity, and
on a multi-regional basis, from the most local to
the most global. These are tremendously complex
interdependencies. Again, it raises the question of
whether we have modes of ethical thinking and
analysis to handle these situations.

One thing we want to do is develop a fairly ro-
bust conception of ethical responsibilities that
would really be a substantive and systematic
ethics. Any person or sector now can (especially
via corporate activities) do things that will more
or less have systematic effects. The question has
to be: How do you make ethical decisions if

you're going to affect a wide variety of regions?
I'm not sure we have an answer. So we hope to
develop (1) a robust ethics of responsibility; and
(2) modes of analysis dealing with these very
complex issues. We've gotten as far as the con-
cept of "moral ecology,” which means you have to
take everything together and weigh everything to-
gether in terms of a fundamental world view. But
in this project that we have yet to start, there are
many possible collaborations: with [IUCN, the
American Museum of Natural History in New
York City (where they are just starting a program
in biodiversity conservation), the Wildlife Conser-
vation Society (the old New York Zoological So-
ciety), UNDP, and the World Resources Institute.
There are many possibilities for doing some im-
portant multi-disciplinary research.

Mr. Hales: Imagine three people looking at the
Grand Canyon. One's a scientist, one's a minister,
and one's a cowboy. The minister talks about the
Grand Canyon in glowing terms about the hand of
God moving on the face of the darkness, and, at
some length, having said everything twice, lapses
into silence. The scientist looks at the Grand
Canyon and talks about the forces of nature, ero-
sion and time, wind and water, and one thing or
another and, finally, having run out of things to
say, lapses into silence. The cowboy looks at it
and says, "Boy, that's a hell of a place to lose a
cow."

Most of the participants in the IUCN Commis-
sion on National Parks and Protected Areas (and
a large measure of folks in the Species Survival
Commission) are the cowboys. While people dis-
cuss these issues, my fellow managers and I, five
or six times a day, decide them. We deal with
them on a daily basis because they're not going to
go away, nor will they wait for the studies and the
reports. We inherited a movement that was born
of European philosophy, dominated by North
American perspectives on wildemess as opposed
to wildness, bom to protect the unique and the
unusual, not the common or the plentiful. We
have a protected areas movement which has been
one of conservation's most clear versions of the
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or merit special consideration by people?

(6) What are the practical difficulties of ap-
plying the principles and how should they be dealt
with?

The three project leaders will develop a detailed
plan for discussion papers and a workshop. Au-
thors and participants will be selected who are
knowledgeable about, and sensitive to, a range of
faiths, cultures, and belief systems, as well as the
perspectives of indigenous peoples, animal rights,
animal welfare, sustainable resource manage-
ment, resource economics, biological sciences,
law and deep ecology, among others. Six of the
workshop participants will be commissioned to
prepare discussion papers, and the papers will an-
alyze ethically contentious issues concerning uses
of wild species, and propose ethical principles
based on such analyses.

A review committee made up of the authors,
Ron, Robert, myself, and a few others will exam-
ine the papers and prepare a report proposing eth-
ical principles. The draft report will be delivered
to the IUCN General Assembly in Buenos Aires
in January 1994. The revised report will be pub-
lished later in 1994. [Note: Due to insufficient
funds for a workshop, these plans were subse-
quently changed. Nine papers have been commis-
sioned. A small working party (consisting of SSC
Chairman George Rabb, CESP Chairman Ted
Trzyna, Ron Engel, and the Prescott-Allens) is
preparing a brief report and a work plan.]

Mr. Rolston: In the IUCN guidelines document,
you use the phrase "the intention is neither to con-
demn nor encourage uses of wild species but to
ensure that they are sustainable." Have you re-
pented from that statement? Any use will do as
long as it's sustainable?

Mr. Prescott-Allen: The problem is if we begin
to say things like "any use that's appropriate" or
some language which qualifies that, then we'll be
called upon to define that. Our feeling is that
we've ventured very little into the area of what
may or may not be an appropriate use and, until
we've done that, we're not really in a position to
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qualify a statement like that.

Mr. Donnelly: Your schedule is incredible.
You've given yourselves nine months, and I won-
der whether (even if you had three years) you
would be able to think it through. And I wonder
how much flexibility you have, because if you
come out with a public statement, are you then
locked into that statement? I think this is an enor-
mously difficult issue that we haven't thought out
anywhere near clearly enough yet.

Mr. Engel: This is a wonderful example of what
we hope would be a possible outcome of this
workshop, which was to pull together the very
practical and urgent need for such guidelines as
these and the kind of ethical reflective resources
that others of you represent. Clearly, this is some-
thing we're really going to need to collaborate
with a lot of others on if we're going to do a seri-
ous job of it.

Mr. Prescott-Allen: None of us believes that we
can come down from the mountain with tablets of
stone or anything like that. First of all, whatever
we come up with is not intended to be definitive,
Just as the guidelines on sustainable use that we
drafted for IUCN aren't intended to be definitive.
They're there pro-tem because the organization
needs that kind of guidance for the time being.
We plan, as part of the program, a number of
evaluations of sustainable use issues, both con-
sumptive and non-consumptive. We want to field-
test the validity and practicality of any guidelines
we're developing against experience on the
ground, and have feedback groups so that experi-
ence gets translated into revisions, policy-making,
and so forth.

This is just one phase of a much longer pro-
cess. And it may well be that the best we can
come up with is the framing of a document that
conveys, to our constituency, the very knotty
questions and very real complications these issues
raise. If we were able, at least, to temper the
speed at which some of our constituents come to
judgment, that would be an achievement.



white man's burden - very patronizing, dominated
by experts, excluding locals. We've been
wrestling for the past twenty-five years with the
same issues we've talked about here today - the
issues of protection versus conservation, the is-
sues of wildness versus wildemess.

Most of the science that we've begun to use in
the past decade has taught us that most of what
we did for the first century of the protected areas
movement was wrong and counterproductive, and
in fact destructive to the resources that we tried to
set aside. We began a movement saying that we
should set things apart from the rest of the world;
now we are involved in trying to become a part of
the rest of the world. We have to deal daily with
urgency versus participation. Move from expert
control to local participation, and maybe even,
God forbid, to the point of local control of re-
sources, and we struggle with all of this from the
perspective of a group that is predominantly rich
and white, educated and male, when most of the
people of the world are none of the above.

Christine Prescott-Allen: I'd like to tell you a bit
about the "Ethical Principles for Uses of Wild
Species” project which is a joint project of the
IUCN Ethics Working Group and the Specialist
Group on Sustainable Use of Wild Species.

The project will be led by Ron Engel (chair of
the Ethics Working Group), and by Robert
Prescott-Allen and myself (co-chairs of the Spe-
cialist Group on Sustainable Use of Wild
Species). The objectives of this project are
twofold: (1) to analyze and provide guidance on
the ethical issues concemning uses of wild species;
and (2) to develop ethical principles for uses of
wild species.

Uses of wild species, particularly of wild ani-
mals, are becoming increasingly controversial,
with growing numbers of people expressing con-
cemn about the ethics of the use of wild species.
These concerns range from cruelty to avoidable
suffering and unnecessary killing, to larger issues
of animal rights and responsibility of human be-
ings toward other creatures. It is important that
TUCN address this matter for at least three rea-

sons:

(1) The development of the IUCN document
entitled "Guidelines for the Ecological Sustain-
ability of Nonconsumptive and Consumptive
Uses of Wild Species" has revealed a strong de-
mand that IUCN focus on the ethical issues sur-
rounding uses of wild species, and not just on
technical questions of ecological sustainability;

(2) IUCN urgently needs to be able to make
intellectually coherent and defensible policies on
whaling and other ethically contentious issues. It
will be able to do so only by thoughtful considera-
tion of the larger questions at stake, rather than
responding in an ad hoc fashion to issues as they
arrive;

(3) Caring for the Earth explicitly called for
the further development of principles to clarify the
relationships among human obligations, human
rights, and the rights of nature in order to help re-
solve any conflicts.

The proposed report on ethical principles will
complement the IUCN policy guidelines on sus-
tainable use of wild species, which we have been
drafting for the IUCN Council. We expect the re-
port will address the following questions:

(1) Is it desirable or possible to have a world
ethic concerning our relations with wild species,
or should such matters be left to each society?

(2) Ifitis desirable and possible to have a
world ethic, should it cover all, or just some, of
the ways people can affect wild species: killing
wild species; removing or extracting a product
from live wild species; keeping wild species in
captivity, including transporting them, affecting
wild species in the course of using them; and af-
fecting wild species by removing or reducing
their habitat?

(3) What globally applicable principles apply
to our treatment of wild species in all or any of
the ways listed above? And what objective wel-
fare criteria apply?

(4) What conditional principles apply? In
other words, when should the interests of wild
species prevail over human interests or vice
versa?

(5) Are all species equal, or do some require
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Ted Trzyna: We're responding to an urgent po-
litical need here. I'm on the IUCN Council, and
this is taking up an inordinate amount of time at
the Council and throughout IUCN's work. I was
in southern Africa in late 1992, and I had a num-
ber of things on my agenda that I was unable to
pursue because of the number of people who
wanted to talk about the trophy-hunting issue
which surrounds (mainly) elephants in Zimbabwe
and South Africa. I think it's important that we re-
spond to this request and do the very best we can
with the time we have available.

Mr. Linzey: It seems to me that whether animals
- sentient, living creatures - can be classed as
"sustainable” or "renewable" resources seems to
me the question, which is already answered. Is
this really an open-ended inquiry?

Mr. Prescott-Allen: IUCN is extremely hetero-
geneous, and what Caring for the Earth does is
attempt to reflect a somewhat fragile and inchoate
consensus among these highly heterogeneous
non-monolithic organiza- tions. My personal role,
along with that of Dave Munro, in drafting Car-
ing for the Earth was not to express my own
viewpoint, but simply to act as a sponge or a
buffer and receive the clubs and daggers of many
of these constituents. I think Ron Engel, through
his experience with the IUCN Ethics Working
Group, is also used to taking many hostile opin-
ions and trying to weigh them and consider them
and provide some kind of elimination.

Mr. Engel: This is also where Linzey's distinc-
tion between vision and strategy might be quite
useful. Because we're talking about a political
process here that's ethically informed.

Ms. Cohen: Why, when we talk about biodiver-
sity, hasn't anyone brought up the subject of over-
population? Encroachment on habitats by man is
the most dramatic, tragic source of loss of biodi-
versity. It's so overwhelmingly dangerous that not
to talk about it is irresponsible.
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Mr. Hassan: The good news is that the South did
realize, at Rio, the dimensions of the population
problem. The bad news, however, is that while
the South might realize that it's not such a good
thing to have too many children, we need mea-
sures such as poverty alleviation, electrification,
and economic opportunities for women. These are
the three main areas that we have found to be ex-
tremely important to reduce high fertility rates.

4. The Practice of Ecological Citizenship

Ms. Ruether: One important place where ecolog-
ical citizenship and an alternative paradigm of de-
velopment is being practiced today, and which we
can build on, and draw moral guidance from, is
among the poor women of countries like
Nicaragua, who initiate all kinds of ecologically
and socially beneficial survival projects.

One is the re-invention of natural medicine
when there are no longer hospitals, pharmacies,
or health centers, as in Nicaragua. You start
teaching women to re-discover the stuff that their
grandmothers knew about how to make basic
medicines for ordinary diseases from local roots
and plants. The women have to learn how to find
the plants, and if they're no longer growing in the
area, how to start local natural-medicine gardens.

Another major thing is giving people (women,
predominantly) education on small kitchen gar-
dens. A third, more general area, of assistance
comes from very helpful people living very sim-
ply with the local people and farmers to do re-
forestation. There's a tremendous drought in the
area primarily due to the stripping of the forest.
One of the projects that's being worked on is
called sylvan agriculture (forest agriculture),
which shows that you can combine farming and
forestry - in other words, that you can start re-
foresting with a certain patch of trees that can also
be used as forage for animals; also simply teach-
ing people how to use agriculture wastes to renew
the soil. These kinds of small, alternative agricul-
tural projects are being promoted.

Family planning obviously is another major
area, and both dominant Catholicism and domi-



nant fundamentalist Protestantism in Nicaragua
are equally disastrous. The Catholics say it's
against the natural law, the Protestants say it's
against the will of God (and they're probably
competing for population with the Catholics at
this point). And we're not even talking about
abortion; we're talking about birth control. And
S0, again, it's these women's centers which are of-
fering family planning help and advice, but they
have to fight both against the dominant religious
messages and, to a large extent, against the
macho culture, which is equally hostile to birth
control.

Mr. Hales: I'm involved in advancing democratic
ecological citizenship in metropolitan regions,
specifically, the Chicago Regional Planning Pro-
ject.

The question that some of us are trying to deal
with is how people can control their own lives in a
metropolitan context dominated by a technology
that is beyond the control of our legal system and
our ethical system. And some of us are looking
. for practical suggestions as to how to re-establish
that control, how to empower citizen's lives again,
and what it means to be an environmentally and
socially responsible citizen in such a strange envi-
ronment.

Mr. Donnelly: Part of the ideal we have in
putting together this Chicago Regional Planning
Project is that it will be both theoretical and prac-
tical - that it will help promote a coordinated de-
velopment into the twenty-first century with a
dominant concern for environmental and ecologi-
cal matters in open spaces, along with political
and democratic citizenship. We will look at such
issues as the dominant economic paradigms and
try to understand what's happening between dif-
ferent regions (urban, suburban, and rural), and
the limitations of their interactions.

We are particularly interested in breaking
down conceptions of "we" against "them," the ur-
bans against the suburbans against the rurals.

Naomi Swinton: I am here representing ASEED

(Action for Solidarity, Equality, Environmental
Development), which is an international youth ini-
tiative following up the Earth Summit. Our main
objectives include connecting and sustaining na-
tional and multinational youth networks on the
global level; sharing and exchanging information
and analysis about environment and development
issues; recruiting new generations of young lead-
ers to address global issues and develop a collec-
tive analysis; strengthening and supporting
regional hubs in international networking and or-
ganizing; forging partnerships between networks
- youth networks in different continents - through
exchanges and campaigns; developing youth anal-
ysis strategies that combat destructive trends
from the local level upward; and facilitating conti-
nental, multiregional, and intemational youth
campaigns.

We got started at one of the prepcoms. We
participated as observers in the Earth Summit
process, spoke to plenaries, had demonstrations.
It was hard for us to determine the most useful
thing to do when confronted with something like

- an Earth Summit. Do you go for negotiating all

the way or do you really try for some rowdiness
to express your frustration, especially when peo-
ple continue to talk about doing this for the young
people or doing this for future generations. At the
same time, we were very gratified when a jour-
nalist from Third World Resurgence, which is a
publication put out by the Third World Network
in Malaysia, noted that the emergence of a net-
work of dynamic youth leaders across the world
through the UNCED process may well be one of
the most important positive legacies of the UN
Summit.

Over the long term, we want to work together
for our common agendas. We have a regional
hub on each continent, and we would like to
strengthen our capacity to communicate with each
other and to carry out these broad objectives that
we have. So for the next year, we'll be in "organi-
zational flux," trying to get fax machines and
computers to students in Kenya and Latin Amer-
ica and in all different countries around the world.

It's very important that young people be in this
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process because we have a great diversity of ex-
perience. The youth sector is continually getting
older and moving into the same kinds of positions
that you have, and we need extensive training and
extensive experience in order to start addressing
these environmental problems more effectively.

In terms of the relationship to IUCN and how
young people can be more involved - I first want
to comment that the United Church of Christ re-
port on toxic wastes and racial justice has been
very important, I think, to the young people
around the world. Through our network, I dis-
seminated that to people from forty different
countries, and I want to let you know that these
documents that are coming out of the church-
based movement are very important in terms of
education - in terms of helping us to make links
between issues. So, I would encourage IUCN and
other organizations to continue to produce those
kind of documents; just make them available to
young people in schools.

I would also like to speak to the issue of [IUCN
designing new initiatives. I would encourage you
not so much to design initiatives but to fund al-
ready existing initiatives and to support ones that
you see emerging in local grassroots contexts be-
cause I think it would be easier for you to work
with young people who are already engaged in
their own organizations rather than trying to re-
cruit young people into your organizations which
are already established. For young people around
international environmental issues, I think the
most difficulty we have is gaining access to infor-
mation, access to funding, just access to meetings
like this. These are all very important parts of ac-
tually carrying out these ethics on environment.

Mr. Trzyna: I want to say a few words about the
IUCN Commission on Environmental Strategy
and Planning (CESP) because the Ethics Working
Group, although it is an intercommission activity,
and involves all six IUCN commissions, is situ-
ated within CESP.

We work to improve policy-making and policy
implementation for conservation and sustainable
development, and the strategies, tools, and social
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processes that are needed to do so. We have
about 260 members in 68 countries. They come
from a whole variety of disciplines and profes-
sions, ranging from nuclear physics to biology to
sociology and anthropology, planning, policy
analysis, engineering, agriculture - many different
fields. Writers, politicians. It's a good mixture of
thoughtful practitioners and practical-minded
scholars. Aside from the Ethics Working Group,
there are working groups on strategies for sus-
tainability, tools for sustainability, and landscape
conservation, and smaller units working on popu-
lation and environment, business and the environ-
ment, conservation corps, and measuring
progress toward sustainability.

Aside from its official work program, CESP
operates as a kind of international fellowship of
professionals who share common values and
goals; a lot of communication goes on among
them that does not necessarily relate to IUCN in a
formal way, for example, circulation of draft pro-
posals and articles, collaboration on books and
conferences, recruiting the right people for con-
sultancies. The Commission dates back to the late
1950s. It has had several different names, but
from the beginning it has been the focal point for
discussion of social and methodological issues
within IUCN, a community dominated by biolo-
gists and a scientific ethos. One of CESP's most
important roles is simply to promote the idea that
conservationists are much more likely to succeed
if they pay greater attention to the social and polit-
ical process or "how" of conservation.

I see the ethics work that we have been dis-
cussing at this workshop not as something sepa-
rate but as an integral part of what CESP and
IUCN as a whole are doing to address the social
side of conservation and sustainable development.
And there are some interesting opportunities for
interaction between the Ethics Working Group
and some of the other things going on in the Com-
mission. In particular, we can offer opportunities
to explore the ethics of ecological citizenship in
local contexts in different parts of the world.
Rather than scattering its limited resources, CESP
has tried to concentrate its activities and build re-



lationships with people and organizations in a few
regions: Central America, South Asia, Southern
Africa. We want to take a few countries and cer-
tain areas within them, work there over time,
monitor what is happening, look at successes and
failures, and feed back what we learn into IUCN
and the conservation community generally. We
have started with two such areas: a very poor and
badly degraded area of Zimbabwe, the Save Val-
ley; and a small area on the Caribbean side of
Costa Rica, the Talamanca Coast, where there are
pressures from tourism and agriculture and inter-
esting dynamics among tribal, Afro-Caribbean,
and Hispanic people. We've held meetings in both
these areas and hope to continue working in them
in cooperation with the local IUCN offices. A
third possibility is a location in the Indian Hi-
malayas. CESP has good networks in all three
countries.

In addition, the Ethics Working Group is able
to draw on CESP members expert in areas - such
as political theory, social leaming, and population
policy - that relate to aspects of its program.

One more point: CESP's newsletter, Environ-
mental Strategy, is being expanded and is now
being sent to all [IUCN member organizations as
well as the Commission network - in all, a circu-
lation of twelve hundred that reaches the world's
top conservation leadership. The Ethics Working
Group will need a detailed newsletter for its own
network, and it can depend on the JUCN Bulletin
for an occasional piece on ethics, but it should
look on Environmental Strategy as an intermedi-
ate vehicle for engaging the rest of IUCN in its
program - and building understanding and politi-
cal support for its important work.

I'm excited by what the Ethics Working Group
is doing, and I'm looking forward to working
closely with you.

S. Environment and Development Ethics

Mr. Rolston: Ethics is not a word that belongs to
philosophers exclusively. I'm glad when anybody
uses the word "ethics." But ethics is also a disci-
pline within philosophy as well as in theology. In

this sense, thinking more of ethics as a portion of
philosophy, there were long periods of time when
many thought that there wasn't any ethical rela-
tionship to the natural world; that ethics was only
a matter of relationship between human beings.
At the Intemational Society for Environmental
Ethics, we have been interested in getting
philosophers to inquire into something that maybe
a lot of people knew all along; namely, that there
are such things as ethical relationships to nonhu-
mans.

We founded the Intemational Society about
three years ago, and we try to be something of a
clearinghouse for philosophers or for people who
want to follow what's going on among philoso-
phers. We did go to Rio and to the pre- confer-
ence held further down in Brazil (we were one of
the sponsors), where we investigated the role of
the university in solving the environmental crisis.
We are a modestly important organization that
tries to keep philosophers attuned. Five hundred
members might sound small, but let's remember
that the people who are in it are largely teaching
philosophy, so they're teaching some serious
numbers of students. There seem to be about two
hundred classes in the United States that deal
with environmental ethics and are taught by
philosophers. And we have now arrived at a seri-
ous discipline within what's generally called "ap-
plied ethics." I would predict that two out of three
of the new anthologies that come out in applied
ethics will have a section on the environment or
on animal welfare, or something of that sort. We
had a glorious number of anthologies in environ-
mental philosophy appear in 1992 by the best
presses in the country, for example.

Mr. Goulet: The International Development
Ethics Association (IDEA) is a professional asso-
ciation of ethicists who come from three different
streams of ethics. One is the doctrinaire, Marxist,
socialist stream that finally discovered that you
may need to take some look at reality, even if you
have the right questions, before you have the right
answers. Another stream was a Central Ameri-
can, Roman Catholic, social doctrine stream inter-
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ested in justice and equity. It suggested that one
needs to look at the real dynamisms and workings
of the way economic systems and political organi-
zations work. The third stream is a mainstream,
conventional American approach to positivistic
philosophy that belatedly came from the stand
that you really can't do philosophy if you want to
separate it from value judgments and look at
value conflicts.

We spoke earlier of the need for a "trenchant
social analysis" to undergird a world ethic. I
would like to suggest that the field of develop-
ment ethics helps meet that need. Development is
not primarily an economic problem dealing with
allocation of resources according to priority plan
targeting to generate growth, etc. Nor is it primar-
ily a technological problem. Nor is it even primar-
ily a political problem, about manifesting political
will to just get it done. Development usually
poses very ancient ethical questions about the
good life, particularly the relationship between
"having" and "being" good (having goods and
being good) and the foundations of justice in soci-
ety. Or, if you will, the kind of issues Aristotle
used to talk about, such as political friendship. In
more contemporary terms, Ivan Illich speaks of
conviviality as the cement that gives people a
stake in living together in a polity. So that's a sec-
ond kind of question.

The third question is the criteria for adopting
the proper stance towards nature. What makes
these ancient ethical questions properly develop-
mental and modem is the whole array of new con-
ditions: massive scale, multiple interdependen-
cies, the specialization of tasks, and the ever-
shortening time lag between the moment when
changes are either imposed or proposed to human
societies and the moment these societies must for-
mulate their response to the proposed (or im-
posed) changes.

I study value conflicts in the development pro-
cess. In 1970, all the important intemational de-
velopment organizations, from the World Bank to
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD), commissioned evaluative
reports by independent analysts to assess the first
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development decade, which was promulgated by
the UN in 1960. It was never meant to be the first
development decade; it was meant to be the one
and only development decade, on the assumption
that if you could mobilize and marshal effort to
bring aid and capital on the model of the Marshall
Plan, then most less-developed countries would
catch up and take off and achieve self-sustained
economic growth. "Self-sustained” was the magic
word then.

All of the reports - the Pearson report done for
the World Bank, the Peterson report done for the
U.S. government, the Tinbergen report done for
the European Community, and a whole host of
others - concurred in the judgment that, after
twenty-five years of systematic resource transfers
and investment stimuli, development defined as
achieving the capacity for self-sustained economic
growth in national societies had not happened in
ninety percent of the cases. In the few places
where it had happened, there was some aggregate
growth, but there was a widening gap and widen-
ing disparities in the distribution of who got the
benefits of this growth. Everyone says that we
need alternative development strategies, that, in-
stead of placing a premium on aggregate growth,
we should place a premium on meeting the basic
needs, particularly of the poorest. Even in 1973,
Robert McNamara, in his capacity as president of
the World Bank, said the most important thing in
development is to meet the basic needs of the
poorest forty percent. Two years after that, the
then-president of Brazil, General Medici, upon
being queried by a reporter and in a moment of
unaccustomed candor, said, "Ah, yes, the Brazil-
ian economic miracle, four years in a row of
eleven percent aggregate growth. It's very good
for the national economyj, it's terrible for the
Brazilian people." This in frank acknowledgment
that growth had been achieved at the price of po-
litical dictatorship, enormous repression, censor-
ship, and basically bankrupting the indigenous
small and medium industry.

There was something wrong with that model,
paradigm, and strategy of development. Instead
of aggregate growth, what you want is, basically,



meeting human needs. Instead of just the most ef-
ficient competitiveness, what you want is a kind
of development and investment strategy that cre-
ates jobs. Even Gandhi, eighty years ago, had said
"I'm in favor of production by the masses, not
mass production,” because mass production ex-
pels livelihoods from the masses. Production by
the masses builds on their indigenous knowledge;
it is development in place and in ways that don't
shatter traditional networks of solidarity (for ex-
ample, extended family or burial societies).

To summarize, what development must do is
not strive for maximum aggregate economic
growth measured by a highly reductionist stan-
dard, which is monetary value of GNP, but basic
human needs in ways that are job-creating and
de-centralized. You don't uncritically promote the
economies of large scale, but you also factor in
the diseconomies of scale. You also need partici-
patory decision-making, and collaborative imple-
mentation of the affected populace.

The World Bank now engages in "beneficiary
assessment,” involving the putative beneficiaries
of development projects and programs in assess-
ing their desirability even before deciding on pro-
jects. That was not possible thirty years ago. And
now the two new dimensions that have been
brought into the development debate are environ-
mental sustainability and cultural diversity. But, I
argue, since 1970 we've had many successful al-
ternative development strategies which are basic-
needs centered, people-participatory, and
environmentally respectful - all in micro-small
scale activities. Meanwhile, macro-developmental
planning continues to function on the vitiated
model of economic and technical imperialism. So
that's the domain in which we're working. Sus-
tainability is only one of six component elements
of authentic development: material improvement,
social improvement, political improvement, de-
fense of cultural diversity, environmental sustain-
ability, and the full-life paradigm, or spiritual
well-being or openness to transcendence. We
need new measures and indicators of develop-
ment that are not reductionist, as also new ac-
counting systems so that depletion of non-

renewable resources or poisoning of the environ-
ment is not tallied in the GNP as a revenue but as
an expenditure.

Ms. Ruether: First of all, I want to just pro-
nounce the word "ecofeminism," since that's the
area that I've been working in, specifically in my
recent book, Gaia and God: An Ecofeminist The-
ology of Earth Healing. Basically, ecofeminism
has emerged as an effort to reflect on the inter-
connections between the domination of women
and the domination of nature, and it has taken two
trajectories: one is the kind of cultural-symbolic
religious and cultural histories which have inter-
faced spirit-matter, male-female, human-nature,
and so on. You can trace that through a whole va-
riety of cultural pattems that have had that kind of
cultural-symbolic kind of dimension. A lot of
Western ecofeminism has concentrated more on
that kind of symbolic dimension, and the need for
an altemate consciousness, and so on. I'm very
concerned that ecofeminism not focus only on this
kind of symbolic domination of women and na-
ture but also work on the second trajectory, and
that is to look at the socioeconomic underpinnings
of where women are, in terms of social location
across class, race, and so on. And what that
means in terms of the particular costs that are
loaded onto women and children.

I've found particularly exciting some of the
ecofeminist reflection that has emerged in the
third-world context, especially Vandana Shiva's
book, Staying Alive. 1t is an excellent critique of
modem science and development as a Western
ideology, and in terms of the social cost to poor
people and women in India.
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PART IV

Promoting a World Ethic for Living Sustainably:
An Agenda for Collaborative Work

Ron Engel presented four goals that would pro-
mote the ethic for living sustainably, based on
Chapter 2 of Caring for the Earth. These are:

O Goal 1: Elaborate the fundamental principles
of a world ethic for living sustainably;

O Goal 2: Help build an international move-
ment committed to the pursuit of ecological citi-
zenship;

O Goal 3: Promote ethics for living sustainably
in all sectors of society and regions of the world;
O Goal 4: Respect and nurture the ethical sys-
tems of indigenous peoples.

He also identified nineteen activities that would
contribute to the achievement of the goals. These
activities were generated by previous work in
IUCN and the ethics area and were also repre-
sentative of the people at the workshop.

Mr. Engel: What we need is a framework for
thinking about varieties of activities that can be
done by the working group within IUCN, but also
could be done in collaborative fashion with others
outside of our overall effort. We'll use these nine-
teen activities as a starting place for discussion,
then break into small groups to specify the steps
that need to be taken to accomplish the activities
we decide upon for the foreseeable future. We
also need to know the resources that would be
needed to fulfill that particular activity's goal. This
would constitute the work plan for the series of
recommendations coming out of this workshop
with regard to future work in ethics within [IUCN
and its partner organizations.

We should be thinking in terms of things that
can be done primarily by IUCN, and of other ac-
tivities that could be done in a much larger com-
munity, but which would have IUCN's blessing,

support, and help. IUCN provides a wonderful
world forum for the pursuit of many of the things
that many of us hold dear, but it cannot be the ex-
clusive forum, and it certainly does not have the
resources to support them to the level that they
need to be supported. So my thought was that we
would try to create a larger network of organiza-
tions and projects.

Ms. Prescott-Allen: When we look at the four
goals you've presented, they really boil down to
two: the first being an elaboration of principles,
methodology, procedures, codes of ethics for liv-
ing sustainably; and the second is basically the
promotion of what you've developed in goal one.
Therefore, automatically, many of those activities
fall into one of those two goal categories, which
might make our job of sifting through all nineteen
a bit easier.

Mr. Engel: That's very helpful, as long as we un-
derstand that the promotion and the elaboration
should go in tandem. They're mutually reinforcing
and informing activities, which means that in each
of the activities we pursue, promotion and elabo-
ration should not be disconnected from one an-
other.

Mr. Goulet: There are two things we are trying
to achieve: a better formulation of the content of
the ethic and the implementation of the ethic. But,
as I see it, ethicists don't implement. Ethicists ed-
ucate, advise, counsel, and inspire - they don't im-
plement in the sense of making decisions,
carrying out projects, implementing actions.

This suggests to me that we need to identify
the implementers already engaged in environmen-
tal arenas and get them involved. We could use as
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our model corporations that have gotten ethicists
to be corporate vice-presidents for corporate re-
sponsibility, or social responsibility (such as Ben
and Jerry's Ice Cream). A lawyer can theorize and
then go out and practice law. Industrialists or
foresters can theorize and then practice their craft.
But the arena of implementation of ethicists is still
that of education and concept clarification - that is
not insignificant, but I think we understand that
we are not going to get an ethic implemented by
the ethicists themselves. It is implemented by
businesses, by governments, by tree-cutters, by
fish-cleaners, etc. And that's why we have to get
into those areas and include those people in what
we're trying to do.

Participants discussed the activities, deleted
some, combined some, and ultimately prioritized
the remaining list. As a result of that ranking,
five Action Groups were formed to discuss
strategies and recommendations for their partic-
ular activity. What follows is a summary report
Jfrom each of the groups.

Action Group 1: Elaborate the fundamental
principles of ethics for living sustainably
Leader: Steven Rockefeller

Other participants: Ron Engel, Denis Goulet,
Richard McNeil, Scott Slocombe

In order to build a vision, we first have to create
an organizing committee that would have as its
responsibility getting this whole project launched
and fully organized. The next major step and part
of the task of this committee would be to identify
an institutional base for this project. This action
group recommends that the institutional base be
composed of a small network of several Environ-
mental Ethics Centers located in different areas of
the world, so that the limitations of any one loca-
tion may be compensated for by the others. We
expect there will a good deal of necessary back-
ground research to be done and supporting mate-
rial to be collected. It will involve a lot of work
over an extended period.

Then there is funding and the task of raising
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the money to support this over an extended pe-
riod. The group saw a number of deadlines that
should be addressed: (1) a progress report should
be presented to the IUCN General Assembly
meeting in January 1994; (2) the Ethics Working
Group needs to be in dialogue with the team
working on the Covenant; (3) the Working Group
should aim for a vision statement that would be
part of all the activities that will go on in the year
2000. :

The Working Group also has to work out a
process and methodology for accomplishing all of
this. A significant part of the methodology needs
to be the recognition that this must be a people's
vision; it can't be just the vision of a group of aca-
demics, and it can't just be a vision that is per-
ceived by people as very abstract. This group
recommends forming a multi-disciplinary team,
going out into the field, with the possibility of
spending an extended period of time with an in-
digenous community and other groups. We have
to be sure that these principles are grounded in
the development challenges and tasks that face
people daily.

Action Group 2: Work with the IUCN Commis-
sion on Environmental Law on the ethical princi-
ples informing the draft International Covenant
on Environment and Development

Leader: Parvez Hassan

Other participants: R.J. Berry, David Munro

Mr. Hassan presented a draft of the International
Covenant on Environment and Development. The
action group proposed that members of the Ethics
Working Group read the draft and forward their
comments to Dr. Hassan. From the respondents,
Dr. Hassan will form an ethics group which could
then interface with a subgroup of the IUCN Com-
mission on Environmental Law. Through this pro-
cess, the IUCN Ethics Working Group would
have a direct influence on the final draft of the
Covenant.

According to Mr. Hassan, the Covenant
"should be available to the intemational commu-
nity by 1994 at the latest, so when the United Na-



tions celebrates its fiftieth year, those that have
dreamed of having a world charter by that year
should have this particular draft to consider for
adoption." The adoption process could take many
years. Nonetheless, the Covenant may be pre-
sented as a document for discussion and negotia-
tion to serve the international community.

Action Group 3: Collaborate with programs,
such as Ecology, Justice, and Faith, seeking to
transform theological education to meet the envi-
ronmental challenge

Leader: Dieter Hessel

Other participants: Andrew Linzey, Joan Mon-
tagnes, Rosemary Radford Ruether

This action group noted that religious communi-
ties and higher educational institutions of theology
and religion are beginning to show more concem
for the environmental crisis, even as they remain
ambivalent about the response they should make
to it. Concrete evidence of positive movement in
religious thought is evident in a rapidly growing
literature of theological writings and educational
resources that connect faith with ecological re-
sponsibility linked with social justice.

Quality examples of theological and ethical re-
flection on "eco-justice" over three decades are
identified and assessed in the definitive annotated
bibliography, Ecology, Justice and Christian
Faith, being edited by Ron and Joan Engel with
Peter Bakken for publication by Greenwood Press
in 1994. One promising strategy for introducing
more religious leaders to an ethic for living sus-
tainably is to circulate the published bibliography
and a summary of Caring for the Earth to teach-
ers of theology and leaders of religious organiza-
tions. IUCN subsidy of this would be salutary.

A second, related strategy is to provide some
leadership as well as matching funds for seminars
that introduce the world ethic to those who lead
religious thought and action. In North America,
the IUCN Ethics Working Group has developed a
collaborative relationship with the Program on
Ecology, Justice, and Faith directed by Dieter
Hessel, and the Center for Respect of Life and

Environment directed by Richard Clugston. In
May 1993, these two organizations convened a
major working conference on "Theological Edu-
cation to Meet the Environmental Challenge," and
are helping to plan regional follow-up events de-
signed to retool professors, students, and reli-
gious leaders. Explicit attention to an ethic of just
and sustainable living is a feature of this process.
(Concem to be "humane" toward otherkind is
built into this endeavor.) A similar strategy is pos-
sible on other continents, particularly Europe.
(The strategic significance of encouraging North-
em Hemisphere intellectuals and activists to
adopt an ethic for living sustainably should be ap-
parent, since unsustainable pattemns of living cor-
relate directly with affluence and concentrated
power.)

A third strategy, building on the other two, is
to disseminate widely - i.e., to find ways to build
quality thinking about ethics of sustainable devel-
opment sufficiently into publications that are
beamed to theological teachers, students and reli-
gious leaders. The leaders of the projects de-
scribed in the preceding strategy are also editing a
book on Eco-~Justice Education in Theology and
Religion, which will incorporate an article by
Steven Rockefeller that identifies the roots and
emphases of the world ethic. The same publica-
tion will also give guidance on how to "green" an
educational institution. Participants in the IUCN
working group are also encouraging the World
Council of Churches as well as regional ecumeni-
cal and interfaith structures to connect their dis-
cussion of justice, peace, and integrity of creation
with an ethic of living sustainably. Beyond that,
short writeups of the ethic, underscoring its spiri-
tual significance, should be made available to reli-
gious and educational periodicals all over the
world, through methods subsidized by IUCN,
WWF, and UNEP.

The immediate hazard being confronted in
these strategies is that without quality resource
development and instruction, environmental chal-
lenges and ways to live sustainably both will be
treated superficially in religious and other culture-
shaping institutions. Without it, few seminaries,
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