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Omniverse in the First Person

Charles Tandy

§0 Preface

I have decided to write this preface, written after the other sections of
the paper have been completed. Thus far I have personally presented my
“omni” model of reality to a few folks here and there. At first I was a bit
bewildered by the diversity and individuality of their criticisms and com-
ments. But now I think I have detected a pattern: Typically specialist X
is willing to allow my notions with respect to specialty X but not to all of
my other notions. Perhaps the major exception is backward time travel:
Most folks, regardless of specialty, seem to find this difficult or impossible
to take seriously. To be sure, some specialists, in their specialization, will
disagree with me; and sometimes there are misunderstandings (talking past
each other) due to my limited communication skills.

With respect to time travel, I recently spoke with the Australian phi-
losopher William Grey. I interpret his too brief remarks as follows: What I
am actually defending is not logically-impossible time-travel but logically-
possible world-hopping; Grey believes in neither. Anyway, what [ call
(practical) time travel (in the backward-travel mode) is defended in a previ-
ous paper of mine. On this issue I can only hope you will take time to read
my (Tandy, 2007a).

With respect to my general omni model, whether in its “bare bones” or
“fleshed out” versions, I am of course not really claiming to have a proof,
regardless of what I may seem to say for ease of communication. Rather, I

* Associate Professor, Center for General Education, Fooyin University

aid® A\




2 U PR 57478« R

offer what might come to be accepted as the default cosmological position.
I believe the “bare bones” version should be helpful to folks generally and
fruitful to philosophers in particular. I believe this too of the “fleshed out”
(retro time travel) version, but more tentatively.

§1 Introductory Remarks

An outline of reality, herein called the “omni” or “omni-universe” or
“omniverse” model, is presented and justified below. My self has a sense of
Personal (or self) Reality that is influenced by Temporal (or contingent) Re-
ality and by Paragonal (or necessary) Reality in an Omniverse Environment
(the omniverse is all of reality). The paper discusses the nature and obliga-
tions of temporal personal entities with the ability to reason and be reason-
able (“r-beings”) in an omniverse environment. A. N. Whitehead and J.
Bronowski prove helpful here. R-beings with the limited reason of humans
have an obligation to become advanced r-beings, and advanced r-beings
have an obligation to advance further and further. As r-beings advance, they
outgrow the chauvinism of my-species and my-planet. With perpetually ad-
vancing knowledge gained from scientific method and golden rule, r-beings
are able to improve world and self. With this in mind, the paper articulates
ethical-political and other details or implications for r-beings in the histori-
cal position humans find themselves today.

Some readers may more or less disagree with the proposed omniverse
account of environment but yet find it possible to more or less agree with
the indicated ethical shift “from terrestrial chauvinism to golden rule”. On
the other hand, the reverse may also be true. Some readers may more or
less disagree with the indicated ethical shift “from terrestrial chauvinism to
golden rule” but yet find it possible to more or less agree with the proposed
omniverse account of environment. (Naturally, I prefer to think of the indi-
cated ethical shift and the proposed omniverse account, as pointing to each
other.)
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§2 Inmitial Derivation of the Omniverse Model

I wanted my model to include all (“omni”) of reality rather than part of
reality -- and my perspective on reality is that of a philosopher rather than a
physicist. So I chose a term that should mean all of reality -- not cosmos or
universe or multi-verse, as a physicist might do, but omniverse (omni-uni-
verse). I will now proceed to derive or justify my omniverse model briefly
as follows:

(A) The personal is real;

(B) The temporal is real;

(C) The paragonal is real;

(D) The omniverse is real;

(E) The omni model is unreal;

(F) The omni model is relevant.

(A) The personal is real. Reminiscent of Descartes, I begin construc-
tion of the omniverse model by showing to myself that I am real. (You
may be able to apply this reasoning to show to yourself that you are real.)
To wit: I am aware that [ am reasoning; (therefore,) I am aware that [ am;
(therefore,) I am aware; (therefore,) [ am: Therefore— ¢ I am; [ am aware;
* [ am aware that [ am; ¢ [ am aware that [ am reasoning. (Accordingly: The
personal is real.)

(B) The temporal is real. If it is the case that I am no longer aware
(possible examples: dreamless sleep; death), it will nevertheless always be
the case that I was aware. My reality (and perhaps your reality) has tem-
poral (contingent) aspects to it (perhaps including experiential blanks).
Whether I like it or not, I am a self undergoing experiences in time. (Ac-
cordingly: The temporal is real.)

(C) The paragonal is real. It is necessarily the case that 1 + 1 = 2.
There are paragonal realities we associate with such mathematical and logi-
cal necessities. There are also paragonal realities we associate with ethi-
cal values. Event A or decision B may be in my or our objective (“best”)
interest. Alternatively, event A or decision B may be objectively (“really”)
harmful to me or us. Such is objective ethical reality even if we are not
always certain about the objective ethical status of event A or decision B.
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Likewise, we may not be very knowledgeable of mathematical realities.
Nevertheless, it seems that mathematical and ethical realities are necessar-
ily the case. (Accordingly: The paragonal is real.)

(D) The omniverse is real. As previously indicated, by omni or om-
niverse (omni-universe), I mean all of reality. Although all of reality (the
omniverse) is necessarily a unique concept-reality unlike any whole or uni-
verse or other reality within the omniverse, it seems fair to say that all of
reality is real. (Accordingly: The omniverse is real.)

(E) The omni model is unreal. (Here the Oxford philosopher J. R. Lu-
cas suggested I use the word “fallible” rather than “unreal”.) I have said
that the “concept-reality” omniverse is unique. Nevertheless it must be
pointed out that concepts and models (paradigms or theories), as such, are
not real (other than being concepts/models). My omniverse paradigm is
not the omniverse! At any moment the omniverse may well act to upset my
simulation of it. (Accordingly: The omni model is unreal.)

(F) The omni model is relevant. Perhaps you prefer reality to para-
digms or models? Unfortunately you do not have much choice in the mat-
ter. Let me explain. You interpret the messages you receive as helpful or
hurtful based in your favorite paradigm or value-system. Yet a message or
its interpretation is open to question. Like it or not, you sometimes receive
messages which are illusory or misleading. Thus, if your old paradigm
doesn’t seem to work, you may search for a new one. If you lack (much
of) a paradigm or model (whether old or new), then you have little or no
knowledge of reality. Kenneth Boulding (1956) has pointed out that there
is a sense in which “there are no such things as ‘facts.” There are only mes-
sages filtered through a changeable value system.” (p.14) And, as “Francis
Bacon wisely observed in his New Method, ‘truth will sooner come out
from error than from confusion.’” (Barzun and Graff, 1985: p. 426) In other
words, living the life of an ostrich is not an idea to be seriously entertained.
(Accordingly: The omni model is relevant.)
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§3  Fleshing Out the Omni Paradigm

Of what general kinds of reality are there? There are necessary kinds of
reality and there are contingent kinds of reality. Contingent (or temporal) reali-
ty includes non-necessary entities such as numerous alternative universes with
alternative (contingent) “universal laws”. Necessary (or non-temporal) reality
includes e.g. mathematical forms and ethical values. See §2 (C) above; also
note that Rickert (1902) and Li (2002) offer two very different approaches to
defending objective values (valid values or objective interests, respectively). |
find each approach to defending ethical paragonals persuasive.

Thus the omniverse may well contain many different kinds of univers-
es and many different kinds of beings. What we experience as things of a
“physical” kind may be an experience not available in some other universes
or not possible for some other beings. Likewise there may be a variety of
kinds of experience or realms of reality not available in our particular uni-
verse and not possible for beings like us.

Yet there are all sorts of apparent “realities” that provide us with “im-
possible” experiences. This includes science fiction/fantasy movies, 3-D
holographic effects, virtual reality machines, everyday common illusions as
the “broken” stick in water, and the delightful tricks we happily experience
at magic shows. Advanced beings could presumably not only engender uni-
verses with laws tailored to their specifications, and intervene contrary to
those laws, but they could also use those laws and interventions to produce
strongly convincing virtual realities or appearances in apparent contradic-
tion to “natural laws” -- and more, even “contradicting” the laws of math-
ematics and logic. This is perhaps just the sort of thing Grand Magicians or
Advanced Beings or Magisters Ludi would enjoy doing. (Indeed, Descartes
was famously concerned with the possible mischief of an “evil demon”.)

One difficulty we have is our huge ignorance of the omniverse both
temporal and non-temporal. Given such immense uncertainty, how could we
ever know if we daily live our lives in a real or illusory world? Since “ever”
is a very long time, perhaps we should enjoy the very long adventure. So let
us ask: What ought our first step be in this long journey much longer than a
thousand miles or a thousand years?
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First of all, like Hume, I don’t think it practically wise for us to extend
Humean skepticism to our everyday lives. If we are in a game, we are not
likely to win by not playing the game. (That is to say, the present paper does
not deal with many important philosophical questions related to issues such as
personal identity, the external world, other minds, cause-effect, and free-will.)
Although it seems we are presently far from being Magisters Ludi or Ad-
vanced Beings or Grand Magicians of the required sort, still we are not totally
ignorant of the game. We have some limited knowledge of the omniverse --
and we can see ourselves becoming more and more knowledgeable over time.

On occasion we can use our limited knowledge of necessary reali-
ties such as mathematical forms to triangulate and identify mere appear-
ances. The magician or the illusionist may seem to tell us that 1 + 1 does
not always equal 2. So when we find such an anomalous appearance of the
grosser sort, we try to figure out the trick. We may conclude that the two
raindrops, now become one, have a volume equal to the two raindrops. Or
we add two units of liquid together and get something distinctly more or
distinctly less than two units. In such case we may try to invent a new sci-
entific theory to explain the results -- we do not say that we have falsified
the necessary reality 1 + 1 = 2.

Consideration (1): With the help of necessary realities related to
Godel’s logical proofs and/or for other reasons (but anyway Godel will be
explained in §7 below), we may conclude that it is certain or likely that the
omniverse is infinite, that necessary realities are infinite, and that contin-
gent realities are infinite. Presumably a large percentage (99.99% density
of infinity?) of advanced beings would know this as well.

Consideration (2): With the help of necessary realities related to ethi-
cal values and/or for other reasons, we may conclude that a large percent-
age (99.99% density of infinity?) of advanced beings would know of mat-
ters related to what we loosely call “the golden rule”.

Consideration (3): If we put considerations 1 and 2 together, then we
seem to get something analogous to “the veil of ignorance” (hypothetically)
posited by John Rawls (1971) for the purpose of identifying proper or just
political arrangements. But now we can see (given 1 and 2 above) that the
(veil of) ignorance is real, not just hypothetical; it is real not only for us but
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for the advanced beings as well. In other words, there is now a real moti-
vating force for “us” (whether human-beings, advanced-beings, advanced
advanced-beings, et cetera ad infinitum) to behave toward each other in a
“golden” way. (Perhaps we will never be asked to join “the Galactic Club”
but rather will automatically become a member of “the Golden Club” when
we learn to follow the “golden” way?)

What exactly this all means for our particular planet or our particu-
lar universe may not be altogether clear. As Amartya Sen (1999) and John
Rawls (1999) have pointed out, though, a people’s self-respect and self-
development is vitally important to their developmental success. (This is
a reason why some resource-rich countries ultimately fail while some re-
source-poor countries ultimately succeed.) Respect for one’s own autonomy
and respect for the autonomy of others seem to be related to the necessary
realities I have called ethical paragonals or the golden way. How are the
infinity (?) of “ethical values” in the realm of necessary reality related to
each other? How do advanced beings proceed to attempt to weigh values
(and conditions) so as to make optimal decisions with respect to a variety
of kinds of universes and kinds of beings? (Alas, these relevant questions
are somewhat beyond the scope of the present paper.)

§4 Temporal Reality, Including Time Travel

It seems that it is always reasonable to ask what, if anything, happened
before and after event T (e.g., the big bang beginning of a universe). One
may imagine the answer: “Nothing happened except (the “arrow” of) time:
T-1, T-2, T-3, et cetera ad infinitum; T+1, T+2, T+3, et cetera ad infinitum.
In this sense one may say that the whole temporal realm is infinite with
respect to both the past “befores” and the future “afters” (perhaps this is
related to the so-called “B theory” of time). On the other hand, at least in
terms of the reality of human beings and/or advanced beings, we can say
we have some limited free will and some limited ability to influence the
details of events that take place within the temporal realm (perhaps this
is related to the so-called “A theory” of time). Although deaths and other
changes that take place within the temporal realm are important to us and
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are to some limited extent influenced by us, these deaths and changes
should not be confused with the temporality of the temporal realm (the en-
tire environment of infinite “befores” and infinite “afters”)! Charles Harts-
horne (1951) chose to use the language of Whitehead’s process philosophy
to express this distinction, as follows (p. 542, emphasis in original):

The later event prehends the earlier and so contains it, but the converse

is not true; and this one-way relationship remains even when both ear-

lier and later events are in the past ... no matter how fully their origi-
nal immediacy is preserved. Obviously, it is not because of fading or
perishing that earlier is contained in later, though later is not contained
in earlier. It is rather in spite of perishing. Were loss of immediacy the
last word, how could the faded event in its non-faded vividness, as it
was when present, be contained in the new present? Yet such contain-
ing is the theory of succession under discussion. It is the reality of the
new as added to that of the old, rather than the unreality of the old,

that constitutes process. (Hartshorne, 1951: 542)

At any epoch in time (very short or indefinitely long), deaths may or
may not occur -- the temporal realm is, so to speak, indifferent to such
details. And, as just explained, not only is the present real, but the past is
real also. With respect to what has been called “practical time travel” --
and matters related thereto -- my previous analysis of the temporal realm
(Tandy, 2006) draws the following six conclusions:

* 1. The past exists as an expanding fixed unity.

» 2. The present is the leading edge of the past as it expands.

* 3. The future is not yet fully determined/fixed.

* 4. The underdetermined future as it proceeds to become more nearly
past (fixed) is influenced by the expanding fixed unity (the past),
including by free agents of good will [and ill will].

* 5. Sooner or later, barring catastrophe, it seems highly likely that tech-
nology will advance so that the capacity for forward-directed time
travel is possible. [Suspended-Animation (per molecular nanotech-
nology) and Superfast-Rocketry (per relativity physics) are exam-
ples of forward-directed time travel. Note that conclusion 5 is not
controversial; yet its profound implications are rarely discussed.]
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* 6. Sooner or later, barring catastrophe, it seems likely that technol-
ogy will advance so that the capacity for past-directed time travel
is possible. [Time-Viewing is one example of past-directed time
travel.]

A more tentative seventh conclusion was that the concept of intrinsic
time or intrinsic history (i.e., the intrinsic-temporality of the time-traveler,
as distinguished from either merely-subjective time or literal-clock time)
“is especially helpful in characterizing whether time travel did or did not
occur in a particular circumstance.” (pp. 383-384) If one travels backward
in time in the (“many-worlds”) omniverse, one does not come from the past
but from the future (i.e., from the unique time or history intrinsic to the
unique time-traveler). The temporal realm (the omniverse’s temporal envi-
ronment as such) has its own (“arrow” of) time, but it is another (different)
matter that (in addition) each temporal entity within the temporal environ-
ment has its own unique intrinsic time (history). According to my proposed
general-ontological schema, but unlike almost all physical-scientific theo-
ries of backward time travel, it would seem that in principle any past time
and any universe is a candidate for visitation. (The ethics of time travel or
inter-universe travel is another matter.) Moreover, the time-traveler -- a
temporal entity having its own unique intrinsic time within (and thus dif-
ferent from) the omniverse’s temporal realm as such — may be an atom, a
human, a planet, or a universe.

§5 Temporal Entities, Including S-Creatures and R-Beings

Above I have reasoned (or, like a good magician, waved my hands to
show) that there are paragonal (non-temporal, necessary) aspects of reality
and temporal (contingent) aspects to reality. Although other universes in
the omniverse may differ, the following appears to be true of our universe
or our little corner of our universe: Within the temporal realm of our tiny
region, there are nonpersonal entities and personal entities, as follows:'

1 §5 is based on Tandy (2007b), pp. 407-409.
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* Temporal nonpersonal entities include: Energy (Quanta); Matter
(Atoms); and, Life (e.g., Flowers) (Biosystems).

» Temporal personal entities include: Sentience (e.g., Swans) (S-Crea-
tures); and, Reason (R-Beings). Some r-beings are better at reason
(reasoning or being reasonable), than others — to wit: Humble Rea-
son (e.g., Human Beings) (H-Beings); and, Advanced Reason (Ad-
vanced Beings) (A-Beings).

Note that in our consideration of to what extent a particular temporal
entity is (1) a nonpersonal entity; (2) an s-creature; or, (3) an r-being -- we
should obviously not base the evaluation on the species to which the be-
ing is said to belong. For example, some individual members of the human
species (newborn humans; adult humans continuously severely mentally
impaired from birth) do not belong in category (3) above. For example,
some individual members of non-human species (some individual non-
human animals) do belong in category (3) above. The “real-life” boundar-
ies between the species are not sharp; in addition, the “real-life” boundaries
between the three categories above are not sharp. The present “anti-specie-
sist” paragraph should be kept firmly in mind when correcting or correctly-
interpreting the present paper.

One may also note that according to Confucius, ren is necessary for
true learning as distinguished from mere cleverness. Ren may be translated
as benevolence or fellow-feeling. Thus perhaps it is wise to identify an r-
being with an r-being of the ren-being kind.

§6 R-Beings and Reason

Whitehead’s The Function of Reason (1929) explicitly specifies three
desiderata if we are to function as reasonable beings (“r-beings”, whether
human beings or advanced beings); the three functions of any reasonable
being are:’

* Living or surviving (as distinguished from dying-to-death or extin-

guishing-to-extinction).

2 I have here paraphrased Whitehead (1929): See especially Chapter 1.
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* Living well (as distinguished from merely surviving).

* Living better and better (as distinguished from just living well).

If we combine this with “golden rulish” (empathy/sympathy) or “ren”
considerations, then we can apply these reasonable functions or healthy
motivations both to individual humans and to humankind (civilization).
Thus: Human-beings should strive to become advanced-beings, advanced-
beings should strive to become advanced advanced-beings, et cetera ad
infinitum. Human civilization should strive to become trans-civilization,
trans-civilization should strive to become trans trans-civilization, et cetera
ad infinitum. Bostrom and Roache (2007) have emphasized the goal of in-
dividual survival for the purpose of becoming better than well. They have
also emphasized the special importance of the survival of humankind; if
humankind is extinguished, then no human individual will be able to live,
to live well, or to become an advanced being.

Reasonable beings (“r-beings™) have the ability to reason about the
shared purpose of all r-beings, whether human or advanced. Advanced be-
ings may be better reasoners than humans, but they both have, e.g., the
capacity to respect each individual r-being and to respect all r-beings as a
whole. Inspired by Whitehead’s The Function of Reason, 1 will attempt to
elaborate.’

Advanced or transhuman beings (or the so-called “Singularity”) may
not be altogether different from lesser r-beings, even those who are as se-
verely challenged emotionally and intellectually as is the case with humans.
The range of emotion and intellect is extremely narrow in human beings,
but not so deficient as to altogether absolve them of ethical responsibility.
A wider range of emotion and intellect means that advanced beings have a
greater ethical responsibility than do lesser r-beings.

Within the temporal realm there appear to be two great contrasting
tendencies. One is decay (degradation): Things fall apart or simplify. The
other is evolution (renewal): Things become more complex or creative.
Apart from input by r-beings, evolution is blind or indifferent or anarchic.
Fortunately, the self-disciplined creative reason of r-beings is sometimes

3 The following five paragraphs are either based on, or inspired by, Chapter 1 of Whitehead (1929).
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able to discipline evolution (regulate matters within the temporal environ-
ment) so as to make it sighted or purposeful or ethical. R-beings exercise
“moral dominion” (including, sometimes, “immoral” dominion).

Thus: A purpose of r-beings is the exercise of moral dominion and the
promotion of diversity. R-beings are engaged in the art of life and living.
Rocks or atoms are better at survival than are plants or animals. Yet r-be-
ings consider survival of life important, and are not content just with rocks
or atoms. R-beings don’t merely live in an environment -- they actively
change or regulate their environment. For them the art of living involves
not only survival, not only living well, but perpetual advancement or en-
hancement (i.e., living better and better).

Two major aspects of the ability of r-beings to engage in reasoning
have long been abstracted (identified) by philosophers: “speculative” rea-
son and “practical” reason. The first may be identified with the godlike
wisdom (or complete understanding) sought by the philosopher Plato. The
second with the foxy cleverness (or immediate method of action) portrayed
in the fantasy-hero Ulysses.

If we are not careful, successful cleverness may convince us that Plato
was a fool. Against such half-way cleverness a diversity of methods or ap-
proaches would seem wiser and may generally help guard against trained
incompetence or a hegemonic methodology. We must be vigilant: The
methodology of a special discipline (the self-discipline of a methodology)
should never replace the self-disciplined creative reason of r-beings. The
self-disciplined creative reason of r-beings signifies more than a (life of
existentialist) rebellion against the absurd; the moral dominion of r-beings
constitutes an actual counter-agency not only to hegemonic thinking but
indeed to temporal decay. The active purpose of r-beings is to save and re-
make the temporal world. It is a perpetual striving toward the infinity we
call the golden age or the golden rule or the infinite game.”

Practical reason, unlike speculative reason, is concerned with staying
alive and with ethical behavior. But speculative reason has a disinterested
curiosity that desires understanding even of all the omniverse; it assumes

4 The following four paragraphs are either based on, or inspired by, chapter 2 of Whitehead (1929).
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life as a given; it seeks better and better life. This better life is a process of
betterment in the sense of better understanding for its own sake (disinter-
ested curiosity about all things). “Throughout the generality of mankind it
flickers with very feeble intensity.” (p. 38) And it “is tinged with bitterness
... of an ultimate moral claim.” (p. 39)

It is the advancement of mathematics and logic that gives method or
discipline to speculation. Thus, instead of mere aphorisms and inspirations,
we can produce a variety of systems of thought we call religions, philoso-
phies, and sciences. Such religious, philosophic, and scientific systems
must be perpetually open to modification if they are to progress in a reason-
able way.

It is the interaction of the old reason (practical reason) and the new
reason (speculative reason) that has given us modern science and modern
science-based technology. Such interaction may historically soon give us a
modern ethics and a modern ethics-based politics. But such advance may
be resisted by obscurantism (the old insistence of practical reason that free
speculation is dangerous). In any given historical epoch, obscurantism may
be practiced by those dominant in religion, philosophy, and/or science.

Speculative reason (e.g., speculations by philosophers during the Eu-
ropean Middle Ages) may build up a huge reservoir of apparently unfruitful
concepts over many decades or centuries; then, with a little assistance from
practical reason and the historically new environment in which the new
scholars find themselves, suddenly there is a great breakthrough produc-
ing many fruitful results. Unaware that they would have failed without the
huge reservoir of concepts built up by speculative reason, they think they
are responsible for the “magical” results. Perhaps a bit too harshly, White-
head explains practical reason’s blindness to the major background cause
(speculative reason) for its new success (modern science) -- as follows:

There is a large audience, a magician comes upon the stage, places a

table in front of him, takes off his coat, turns it inside out, shows him-

self to us, then commences voluble patter with elaborate gestures, and
finally produces two rabbits from his hat. We are asked to believe that

it was the patter that did it. (pp. 57-58)

Speculative reason seeks to understand all methods and to transcend
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all method with a higher, comprehensive understanding.” This quest for in-
finity is forever unattainable by r-beings. It is pursued for its own sake.

Speculative reason holds in trust for future generations its growing
supply of creative concepts and disciplined constructions. Mathematics was
a mere curiosity for many centuries -- until mathematical physics appeared.
“The ultimate moral claim that civilization lays upon its possessors” White-
head advises, “is that they transmit, and add to, this reserve of potential de-
velopment by which it has profited.” (p. 72)

Practical reason can help us live and live well. But speculative reason
not only helps us live well -- it helps us live better and better. The objective
of the discipline of speculative reason is not stability but betterment. Up to
this point in history our ability to reason, with reference to both speculation
and practice, has been dismal. “But it is there,” observes Whitehead; r-be-
ings already have some limited knowledge “of that counter-tendency which
converts the decay of one order into the birth of its successor.” (p. 90)

§7 R-Beings and Knowledge

Jacob Bronowski’s The Identity of Man (1971) explicitly discusses the
difference between “men” (selves/minds of some richness) and “machines”;
I will use some of his thoughts to provide possible insight into the nature of
reasonable beings (“r-beings”, whether human beings or advanced beings).
Inspired by Bronowski, I will now attempt to elaborate.’

We think of all r-beings as “one of us” -- but yet each of us, each self
(r-being) is, and wants to be, a free agent different from other r-beings. On
the other hand, the nature of machines (as mere mechanisms or formalized
operations or algorithms) is to be law-abiding. But r-beings have the ca-
pacity to break out of nature via free agency. “My way”: An r-being wants
to be free to be itself, to be different from others. An r-being may actively
decide to behave differently when the same situation occurs a second time
simply because it knows it is not the first time.

5 This paragraph and the following two paragraphs are either based on, or inspired by, Chapter 3 of Whitehead
(1929).

6 The following four paragraphs are either based on, or inspired by, Chapter 1 of Bronowski (1971).
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R-beings turn their growing experience into growing knowledge and
their growing knowledge into a growing readiness for action (modification
or betterment of self and environment). The r-being is not fixed, but is a
process of unending growth. Much of this growth and growing experience
happens or is produced inwardly rather than outwardly. The r-being’s mind
actively works with images and thus has an “imaginary” (fictional/non-
existent?) life -- recalling, fantasizing, speculating, foreseeing.

A machine has unambiguous input and unambiguous output. A respira-
tor machine or one’s mechanical non-conscious breathing is vitally impor-
tant; we would die if we had to continuously decide whether to breathe or
not! The importance of such unambiguous input and output of air should
not be ignored in our analysis of life and world.

R-beings derive knowledge based on two modes of experience. (1)
Some kinds of knowledge are formal (or can be formalized): I “hit” my fel-
low colleague at the symposium. (2) Some kinds of knowledge are informal
(or can not be formalized): I “embarrass” my fellow colleague at the sym-
posium. The informal kind of knowledge is self-knowledge: I recognize
myself in my fellow r-being. But a machine does not recognize itself in an
r-being way: “we cannot now conceive any kind of law or machine which
could formalize the total modes of human understanding.” (p. 25)

Although the infinity of all future physical science can never be for-
malized, at any given point in time our (incomplete) science of the work-
ings of the physical world can be (tentatively) formalized.” All r-beings, as
integral to practical action, form a picture of the world. This picture chang-
es as their experiences grow.

In humans the pleasure and pain centers are found mostly in the (evo-
lutionarily) older part of the brain. Many sensory and sensory-interpretation
functions are performed either prior to reaching, or without ever reaching,
the human’s brain. In terms of capacity to engage in the formal procedures
of classical logic and precise calculation, a human-being is far inferior to
the machine-computer.

7 This paragraph and the following six paragraphs are either based on, or inspired by, Chapter 2 of Bronowski
(1971).
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Often humans do not use such a logic of strict certainty (they lack such
capacity except on a minor scale). So the human’s brain attempts to con-
struct a picture of the world rather than engage in precise calculation. The
picture it constructs is not one of certainty and precision. Tentative, fallible
decisions are made as to whether this is real or that is illusory. (In recent
decades, philosophers have introduced the epistemological idea of “reflec-
tive equilibrium.”)

These considerations suggest that the newer human brain is not about
the precision of calculation so much as about the widening of conscious-
ness. The images in the brain increase (widen); with this widening, the in-
teraction between the brain and the senses widens. Thus both our physical
(science) knowledge and our self (r-being) knowledge expand. Our knowl-
edge widens while remaining tentative: “certain answers ironically are the
wrong answers.” (p. 41)

Thus physical-science is part discovery and part invention; it is a kind
of language for describing the physical world. Our images or concepts are
the vocabulary. The arrangement of the concepts into “laws of nature” is
analogous to grammar. A dictionary-like translation of the grammar tells us
the relevant observations to test. Language (and therefore science) is a per-
petually living, open, changing process.

The question of whether we should arrange our concepts into grammar
(laws) is less interesting than how we form such arrangements. Our science
is based on disciplined guesses and generalizations. Our scientific laws are
not forecasts but fallible, unifying explanations.

The imaginative processes of discovery differ from the formal (math-
ematical-logical) display of discoveries. At any given point in time, formal
science thus displays itself as a closed system; but science as creative pro-
cess is an open system. Science begins with imagination and then seeks to
implode or minimize the ambiguities it finds. Poetry begins with imagina-
tion and then seeks to explode or exploit the ambiguities it finds.*

Science helps us gain knowledge of the physical world; the arts help us
gain knowledge of the world of self (selves, r-beings). Although an r-being

8 The following six paragraphs are either based on, or inspired by, Chapter 3 of Bronowski (1971).
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as a self sees itself uniquely from the inside, our science seeks to provide
us all with knowledge of a common external world. By identifying yourself
with other r-beings, you may not learn how to reason or how to act -- but
you may gain knowledge of yourself.

Science provides us with an “as if” final language, but at every stage
the language of the arts is open. The arts cannot be understood unless we
understand what it is to be an r-being (self). Both science and the arts be-
gin in the imagination (mental images, not physical sensations). The arts
enhance our experiences of being; science enhances our technologies
of action.

R-beings have conscious imagination. Only an r-being has the ability
to converse with itself. An r-being consciously knows it exists in an envi-
ronment: “no other animal seems to be able to draw a clear boundary be-
tween himself and his environment. His memory is too short and his habits
are too strong to make him firmly distinguish what he does from what is
happening to him.” (p .90)

There is me (myself) and there is not-me (environment). If the young
r-being grows up in an environment devoid of other r-beings, then the
youngster will have little understanding of what it is to be an r-being
(knowledge of self will be extremely limited). Growing up in a culture
(most any culture) is better than growing up devoid of culture or r-beings.
Having a worldview (most any worldview) is better than not having a
worldview. Cultures, worldviews, and r-beings change over time; not infre-
quently, change is from bad to better (instead of from bad to worse).

An r-being can recall what it no longer sees (perhaps a human gains
this ability at about six months of age). For an animal: Out of sight, out of
mind. For an r-being: Absence makes the heart grow fonder.

While all biology follows the arrow of time, r-beings are consciously
aware of the future and consciously direct their actions with the future in
mind. R-beings are aware that they are different from their environment;
and R-beings are aware that they are beings living from the past into the fu-
ture. The two halves of being an r-being are: imagining our future environ-
ments with the help of science; and, imagining our future selves with the
help of the arts.’
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The process called a self or r-being is not altogether a machine -- since
such a dynamic is not identical to any mechanism (algorithm or code of in-
structions). Rather, we experience and develop images in our minds. Some
of our mental images name particulars, but mostly they name kinds (types).
Every creative imagination, like every natural language, necessarily has am-
biguities in it. Science uses concepts that apply not to the unique selves of
r-beings but to a common physical world. Science seeks to reduce ambiguity.
The arts use concepts relevant to the uniqueness of a self and seek to amplify
our experiences; poetry has no need to resolve ambiguities because it is about
empathy (being), not about provoking action to resolve differences. ’

In the past we have been more concerned that the members of our tribe
have similar beliefs than that the beliefs be true. But in a scientific age of
weapons of mass death and destruction we can no longer give truth a back
seat. It is possible to create a common coherent philosophy and politics
(and common task) for all r-beings that gives both truth and empathy a
front seat. Empathy (or sympathy or the golden rule) involves self-respect
and respect for all r-beings.

The search for truth about self and environment is a never-ending com-
mon duty: “this assumes that the truth has not already been found ... [and]
that it is not there to be found, once for all.” (p. 115) A society that has
found the truth is an authoritarian culture. A truth-seeking society values
originality, independence, and dissent. Justice and freedom are central to
the protection of these truth-seeking values. Tolerance is based on respect
for self and all r-beings.

The philosophy of r-beings is derived from physical knowledge (sci-
ence) and empathetic knowledge (the arts). The two values, tolerance and
respect, taken as one, we may call dignity. Dignity serves as an overlap or
bridge between the puritan values of science and the intimate values of the
arts. Dignity links society and individual; thus the r-being is “the unique
and double creature: ... the social solitary.” (p. 121)

The specialness of the r-being is based not on its experience of the
physical world but on its experience of other r-beings. With scientific

9 The following five paragraphs are either based on, or inspired by, Chapter 4 of Bronowski (1971).
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knowledge the r-being acts to become the master of creation. But: “The
knowledge of self does not teach him to act but to be; ... it makes him one
with all creatures.” (p. 122)

Logical proofs provided by Kurt Godel and Alfred Tarski in the 1930s
have profound implications for our search for knowledge."” What is to be
said about the symbols of “a formal logical language ... comes not from
physics and chemistry and biology, but from symbolic logic.” (p. 129)
During the 1930s the logician Kurt Gddel proved that “a logical system
which has any richness can never be complete, yet cannot be guaranteed
to be consistent.” (p. 130) Also during the 1930s the logician Alfred Tarski
proved that “there can be no precise language which is universal.” (p. 131)
These “Godel-Tarski” theorems, taken together, I will call “g-t theorems”.
According to Bronowski,

...any logical system to which they [the g-t theorems] apply must in-

clude the arithmetic of whole numbers as a basic part, and they must

be distinguishable from the rest of the continuum of quantities. But
with this proviso ... they apply to any system of thought which at-
tempts to set up a basis of fundamental axioms and then to match the
world by making deductions from them in an exact language -- the
language of physics, for example, or the chemical language inside the

brain. (Bronowski, 1971: 131)

Thus the classical model (or arrogant ideal or noble dream?) of science
is hopeless. Any set of scientific axioms is necessarily incomplete; and, nec-
essarily, any set of scientific axioms must always be open to the possibility
that it may be shown to be inconsistent. Any science seeking exactness in-
evitably and perpetually has these considerable limitations. “That is, only an
axiom which introduces a contradiction can make a system complete, and in
doing so makes it completely useless.” (p.132) At a given point in time, sci-
entific knowledge may seem to have achieved a universal, consistent, closed
language. But more wisely, the actual language of scientific discovery is al-
ways open, not to be represented in the form of a logical machine.

10 This paragraph and the following six paragraphs are either based on, or inspired by, the “supplement” chapter
(the final chapter, following Chapter 4) of Bronowski (1971). The “supplement” chapter serves as an approxi-
mate reprint of Bronowski (1966).
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Considerations above seem to insist that paragonal realities (e.g., the
unlimited realms we identify with mathematics and logic) are infinite and
that temporal realities (and the never-ending adventures of r-beings for
physical-scientific knowledge) are infinite. It seems that the omniversal or
cosmological default position should not be that there are many worlds but
that there are an infinity of worlds and an infinity of r-beings. In principle
the potential for an r-being to expand its consciousness, and to expand it
again and again, is infinite. The omniverse is infinite in an infinity of par-
agonal, temporal, and personal dimensions.

“Any finite system of axioms can only be an approximation to the
totality of natural laws. ... [Thus natural laws in] their inner formulation
[paragonal reality?] must be of some kind quite different from any that we
know.” (p. 133) Our formal logic is not the logic of nature; from time to
time our system of science must be enlarged. Scientific discovery lies out-
side our formal logic.

R-beings are imaginative and their imagination is free, beyond the
bounds of formal logic. Unlike lesser beings, an r-being has the ability to
refer to itself -- accordingly, the natural language of r-beings is not a ma-
chine language. Philosophy requires natural language even when it finds
machine language useful. Although logic-and-mathematics is often reliable,
nevertheless it breaks down when it refers to itself. But philosophy has a
more severe problem since self-reference is integral to it. The axiomatic
system is only partly suited to predictive fields such as logic, mathematics,
and physical science. The axiomatic system is even less suited to non-pre-
dictive fields such as philosophy, social science, and the arts and humani-
ties. The self-knowledge we associate with r-beings “cannot be formalized
because it cannot be closed, even provisionally; it is perpetually open, be-
cause the dilemma is perpetually unresolved.” (p. 146)

The r-being is able to use its imagination to understand self-reference
in a way not possible by an algorithm or machine. The imaginative logic
or creative imagination of the r-being differs from the formal logic of the
machine. R-beings engage in personal (self) reference and thus are able to
identify with all r-beings (as in the golden rule of empathy). R-beings find
their mathematical and scientific knowledge useful for a time, which later
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they modify as needed. Provisional science is no substitute for the work-
ings of nature, and summary description is no substitute for the work of art.

In our comparison of science and the arts as practiced by r-beings, we
have located differences between the two processes. But we have also iden-
tified similarities: both processes involve the free imagination of r-beings,
and both processes remain forever incomplete.

§8 From Terrestrial Chauvinism to Golden Rule

Will human r-beings in this local region of this universe soon achieve
a higher personhood and become advanced, extraterrestrial, transmortal
beings? With the previous considerations (of §1-§7) in mind, I will now
attempt to articulate ethical-political and other details or implications for r-
beings in the historical position humans find themselves embedded in today
-- as follows:
(A) Perhaps we are in transition from human personhood to advanced
personhood.
(B) Perhaps we are in transition from terrestrial personhood to extra-
terrestrial personhood.
(C) Perhaps we are in transition from mortal personhood to transmor-
tal personhood.

(A) From human beings to advanced beings

Above (in §5) I have distinguished nonpersons from persons in the fol-

lowing way:

* Temporal nonpersonal entities include: Energy (Quanta); Matter
(Atoms); and, Life (e.g., Flowers) (Biosystems).

» Temporal personal entities include: Sentience (e.g., Swans) (S-Crea-
tures); and, Reason (R-Beings). Some r-beings are better at reason
(reasoning or being reasonable), than others -- to wit: Humble Rea-
son (e.g., Human Beings) (H-Beings); and, Advanced Reason (Ad-
vanced Beings) (A-Beings).
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Although I have spoken above (in §4) of the infinite past and the infi-
nite future, from the specifically human-limited perspective it would seem
that almost all of temporal reality is (is to be) located in the future." With
reference to our own universe (or our own little corner of it), it seems that
non-persons (nonpersonal entities) have dominated our region’s known past
and that persons (personal entities) may well dominate our region’s future.
But today’s (human-limited) persons are hugely influenced by the past from
which they emerged. However, a future person may have the capacity to
reinvent oneself, to restructure one’s own non-teleological (energy-quanta,
matter-atoms, biology-teleonomic) systems and also one’s own sentience-
hedonic system to conform to the (teleological) results of one’s own rea-
soning or choice, whether moral or immoral, wise or foolish.

Restructuring the energy-system of one’s own body might involve
advanced subatomic technology as well as insight into reasonable expecta-
tions. Restructuring the matter-system, the teleonomic-system, and the he-
donic-system of one’s own body might involve advanced molecular (nano)
technology as well as insight into reasonable expectations. It is of course
conceivable that modifying one system might have unknown consequences
for the other systems.

I’m not sure we know enough about energy or subatomic technology
to yet offer responsible advice about the restructuring of the energy-system
of one’s own body. However we do have some beginner’s insight into the
advanced molecular (nano) technology of the future. We may want to begin
with modest modifications to our bodies as we gradually learn more. “A
little knowledge is a dangerous thing.”

Presently I will make a few brief remarks related to the teleonomic-
system (biology or life) and the hedonic-system (sentience). The (biology-)
teleonomic and (sentience-) hedonic systems of today’s human person
are structured based on the non-teleological past. This suggests that great
changes to these systems are in the long run to be preferred so as to en-
hance the lives of persons.

11 This paragraph and the following eight paragraphs are based on Tandy (2007b).
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Some may believe that a teleonomic system (whether of a rose-flower or of
a human) is teleological because it seems to exhibit purposefulness and is goal-
oriented. But in fact the teleonomic-system as such is not conscious and is the re-
sult of evolutionary adaptation. Although there may be good practical reasons for
taking a cautious approach to its modification, from a moral-teleological point of
view its improvement is imperative. Thus in a thought experiment (rather differ-
ent from our actual world context, or so I believe) we can imagine a world con-
text in which, as a practical matter, there may be good reasons for not extending
the healthy lifespan of persons from 50 years to 500 years. In the world in which
we actually live, however, my sense is that such so-called reasons are not really
very good reasons -- we are biased by confusing teleonomy with teleology.

Likewise, many fail to see that our hedonic-system (of pleasure and
pain) is also based on the past and should be modified with advice from our
system of moral reflection (reasoning). Pleasure and pain, given advanced
future technology, could presumably be structured in a wide variety of dif-
ferent ways. (To be sure, a variety of hedonic-systems already exist.) We
could structure it so that good behavior is painful and bad behavior is plea-
surable. Alternatively, we could structure it so that philosophic reflection
and moral behavior are the most pleasurable of pleasures. The point is that
“having fun” is neither the only nor highest value, but with future technol-
ogy we will presumably be able to restructure our system of pleasure and
pain to make it more ethical-teleological.

As our own universe (or local region) evolved and became more com-
plex, moral consciousness eventually appeared. Today moral consciousness
must learn to unbias or free itself from the teleonomic and hedonic systems
of old in order to renovate our blind universe or region. The blade of grass
is digesting the dirt, while the insect is eating the blade of grass, while the
mammal is devouring the insect. The mammal, caught in a metal trap, sees
the human hunter approaching. Our blind universe or region has cruelly set
animal against animal -- and humans against mortality.

Here are some of the presumed capacities of advanced beings (or trans-
humans) as they renovate (well or poorly) our blind universe or region:

* Use of free-will and great power to pursue wisdom, to learn self-

respect, and to respect all persons, past-present-future.
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* Insure that no animal kills another animal. This includes both non-

human animals (or s-creatures) and human animals (or h-beings).

¢ Insure that no reflective-person (r-being) must die.

* Insure that no person must experience unwanted serious pain

or hardship.

Eventually we may be able to do more than merely retrodict or SIMU-
LATE the past. Eventually we may have the ability to run ancestor history
EMULATIONS (via time travel or otherwise). R. Michael Perry (2005) has
remarked that it would seem to be immoral to run such ancestor history
emulations -- real persons would experience real pains and evils. Instead,
as Perry advocates, the golden rule would charge us with the duty to revive
our ancestors -- the scientific resurrection of all dead persons in the omni-
verse’s temporal realm (multiverse of all multiverses).

(B) From terrestrial beings to extraterrestrial beings

The fact that humans presently exist together in a single biosphere
global village is a rather absurd position to be in if we seek to prevent
doomsday and promote flourishing."> If something catastrophic happens
to Earth’s biosphere, then something catastrophic happens to all Earth-
lings. It is not wise to put all of humanity’s eggs (futures) into one basket
(biosphere). “Epitaph: Foolish dinosaurs never escaped Earth.” In the long
run, almost everyone will be living in extraterrestrial space rather than on
a single small planet. We should now enforceably ban weapons and weap-
ons-making from extraterrestrial space while it is still within our power to
do so.

Advanced Genetic, Robotic, Information, and Nano (“GRIN”) technol-
ogies are not required for the development of Self-sufficient Extra-terres-
trial Green-habitat communities (“SEGs”) or independent, self-replicating
biospheres in outer space (Seg-communities, 2008). Advanced GRIN tech-
nologies certainly will greatly enhance SEG capacities, however.

Self-sufficient Extra-terrestrial Green-habitat communities (SEGs or
seg-communities) should not be confused with space stations. Some argue

12 This paragraph and the following 14 paragraphs are based on Tandy (2007c). Also see: Seg-communities
(2008).
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that if we had chosen to do so, we could have started building SEGs using
the “merely super” technology of the 20th century. Indeed, the famous 20th
century physicist Gerard K. O’Neill designed such SEGs for the purpose of
late 20th century construction. Such SEGs would provide a “green-friendly”
environment for humans, animals, and plants superior to the problematic
habitats we identify with Earth and other planets. In the 20th century the
famous physicist Carl Sagan stated: “Our technology is capable of extraor-
dinary new ventures in space, one of which Gerard O’Neill has described
to you... It is practical.”

Eventually millions of persons in a single SEG community are pos-
sible. The SEGs (seg-communities) would be self-sufficient and could
reproduce other SEG habitats in extraterrestrial space at a geometric rate.
Accordingly, there is “unlimited free land” in extraterrestrial space -- with
a higher quality of life than is possible on the surface of a planet.

SEG communities can be built from extraterrestrial resources mined
from asteroids or moons. Rotation of the large and spacious greenhouse
habitat provides simulated gravity for the people and plants living on the
inner surface. Adjustable mirrors provide energy from the sun and simula-
tion of day and night. Sooner or later, the following would be feasible for
SEGs:

“Unlimited energy” from the sun. (The sun never sets in space.)

» Control of daily weather and sunlight.

* SEGs would be self-sufficient.

* Expansion of the (self-sufficient) SEGs at a geometric rate.

e “Unlimited free land” via SEGs. (Needed raw materials from aster-

oids and moons are abundant.)

The following metaphorical insights have been widely quoted by
SEG experts: “The Earth was our cradle, but we will not live in the cradle
forever.” “Space habitats [SEGs or seg-communities] are the children of
Mother Earth.” According to Carl Sagan, our long-term survival is a mat-
ter of spaceflight or extinction: “All civilizations become either spacefar-
ing or extinct.” According to the “mass extinction” article in The Columbia
Encyclopedia (6th edition): “The extinctions, however, did not conform to
the usual evolutionary rules regarding who survives; the only factor that
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appears to have improved a family of organisms’ chance of survival was
widespread geographic colonization.” (For us today, we may call this “the
extraterrestrial imperative”.)

What political philosophy, then, is “fit” for the extraterrestrial impera-
tive? I suggest “PFIT” -- Peace and Freedom, and Intentional Transparent
communities, in extraterrestrial space -- as follows: What seems to me both
practical and fair in this context is to think in terms of a new political phi-
losophy or approach to stable peace in the form of an Extraterrestrial So-
ciety of Intentional Communities. There would be two sets of liberties and
two sets of responsibilities (for “Extraterrestrial Society” and “Intentional
Communities” respectively). Each person is free to found new (intentional)
communities. Each Community would determine its own membership re-
quirements. Each Community would have its own culture of liberties and
responsibilities; a member would generally be free to leave the community.
A mechanism or set of mechanisms would be established to insure that
each member is fully and properly informed of their liberty to leave the (in-
tentional) community. (I suppose some communities might still allow their
members the possibility of experiencing physical pain -- but they would
also allow a member to voluntarily leave their community. Too, I suppose
banning animal cruelty and serious animal pain would be desirable and
feasible.) Note that some (“hermit”) communities (SEGs) would consist of
only one person.

On old Terra, it was often difficult or impossible to leave one's com-
munity -- sometimes expulsion effectively meant the individual’s death.
The context of the Extraterrestrial Society of Intentional Communities is
radically different. For example: The individual person would be transmor-
tal, whereas on old Terra it was often the community or society (not the hu-
man individual) that was seen as transmortal.

So at the level of the Society (of Communities) we have: (1) Peace:
Weapons, weapons-making, and violence (including animal cruelty and
serious animal pain) are strongly effectively enforceably banned; and, (2)
Freedom: Every individual person is fully aware of and fully informed
of their general liberty to leave their community. This too is strongly ef-
fectively enforced. The Society and the communities necessarily work
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closely together to fully insure the liberties and responsibilities associ-
ated with both Peace and Freedom. Also note that since there is “unlim-
ited free land,” this fact will additionally help prevent some old terra-style
conflicts and resolve or manage others (this would include some old-style
civil conflicts).

At the level of Communities (in the Society) we have: (1) Intentional-
ity (voluntariness): Within the good-faith transparent enforcement of So-
ciety’s basic principles of peace and freedom, each Community has wide
latitude for experimentation. Although there is a general liberty of members
to leave the (intentional) Community, this does not necessarily relieve such
persons from certain good-faith responsibilities to the Community; and, (2)
Transparency: Each Community must strongly, effectively, and transpar-
ently help enforce the Society’s basic principles of peace and freedom.

I believe the political theory or moral-political approach I have in-
vented above is unique and original. It differs from the “Law of Peoples”
conception of John Rawls (1999) in that it primarily chooses a “Law of
Persons” model instead. Yet it takes seriously the distinction Rawls makes
between a “political conception” and “comprehensive doctrines.” In my
“PFIT” or “Society of Communities” theory, Society corresponds to a po-
litical conception or model, and Communities (SEGs) represent compre-
hensive doctrines or worldviews.

Like Charles R. Beitz (1999), my theory takes seriously a cosmopol-
itan-political “Law of Persons” (as distinguished from a social-political
“Law of Peoples”) approach. It differs from Beitz in methodology and in
the questions asked. Beitz finds the question of distributive justice both
highly important and practically difficult with respect to present Terrestri-
als. This is a question I do not raise since in my extraterrestrial world of the
future it seems not an issue or one rather resolvable in that easier context of
expanded liberty -- there requiring perhaps at most only a bit of good-will
and ingenuity.

“Is stable peace possible if each person or each people is passionately
convinced their worldview is basically good and correct -- and different
worldviews are evil or bad or incorrect?" If you can sincerely and in good
faith agree to my political approach above, the answer to this question ap-
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pears to be YES, such stable peace is possible. If you can at most only
agree to my approach as a temporary compromise, then the answer may
be NO.

“If we could enforceably prevent each and every person from kill-
ing any person over a conflict (say, a conflict of worldviews) would we
do so? If so, how would we resolve our conflicts?” If you can sincerely
and in good faith (instead of merely as a temporary compromise) agree to
my approach above, then stable peace in extraterrestrial space seems both
possible and desirable. This approach, so I believe, realistically outlines a
structure of stable peace for World Society and local Communities (SEGs
or seg-communities) in extraterrestrial space -- pointing toward conflict
management in the new framework and encouraging subsequent projects to
invent needed specifics.

The first (temporary, experimental) Extraterrestrial Space Treaty seems
doable today. A permanent Extraterrestrial Space Treaty (enforceably ban-
ning weapons and weapons-making) seems doable soon (but may not be
doable if we wait much longer). A Universal Space Treaty that includes
both Extraterrestrial Space and Terrestrial Space may take more time but
appears to be a goal worth striving for -- indeed, the striving itself may
well improve matters. In the meantime, the previous treaties and upward
strivings should make these “final strivings” toward a Good Society more
nearly achievable for all -- even if almost everyone lives somewhere other
than at the officially protected historical site and popular tourist museum
called Earth.

(C) From mortal beings to transmortal beings with a common task?
According to the omniverse model presented above, any purely phys-
ical-scientific account of reality must be deficient. I believe my general-
ontological framework should prove fruitful when discussing or resolving
philosophic controversies -- and helpful to scientists and lay folks as well.
The topic we now turn to is the question of personal immortality. On this
issue, the “golden goodwill” of A. N. Whitehead (1929) (1941), Albert Ca-
mus (1942) (1951), and the omniverse model triumphs over the “midnight
madness” of Martin Heidegger (Shaviro, 2009)" and numerous others."
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Jacques Choron (1973, p. 638) notes that: “The main difficulty with
personal immortality... is that once the naive position which took death-
lessness and survival after death for granted was shattered, immortality had
to be proved. All serious discussion of immortality became a search for
arguments in its favor.” “In order to be a satisfactory solution to the prob-
lems arising in connection with the fact of death, immortality must be first
a ‘personal’ immortality, and secondly it must be a ‘pleasant’ one.”

How shall we deal with the apparent conflict between immortality and
entropy? According to the omni paradigm, is entropy a fake? Note that the
“dismal” theory of thermodynamics in the form of its second law (the so-
called “entropy” law) applies to closed/isolated systems. But given the
context of the omniverse model (see, e.g., §7 above, including Godel’s sug-
gestive work), we can now say: all-reality (the omniverse) is not a closed/
isolated system. “The entropy concept,” according to Kenneth Boulding,

. 1s an unfortunate one, something like phlogiston (which turned out
to be negative oxygen), in the sense that entropy is negative potential.

We can generalize the second law in the form of a law of diminishing

potential rather than of increasing entropy, stated in the form: If any-

thing happens, it is because there was a potential for it happening, and
after it has happened that potential has been used up. This form of stat-
ing the law opens up the possibility that potential might be re-created.”

(Boulding, 1981: 10)

Again | emphasize that the second law does not really say that (all-
reality’s) potential is finite. Instead, let me suggest that the second law
may be related to the arrow of time or to the fact that “Once I do X instead
of Y, X will always be the case”... or whatever the case may be. But my
“new default position” claim is that the omniverse is not a closed/isolated
system.

Work beginning in the 20th century has laid the foundation for even-
tual realization of transmortality and more, the onto-resurrection imperative
or common task of resurrecting all past persons no longer alive. Develop-

13 Shaviro (2009) focuses on the question of “what if” 20" century philosophy had taken Heidegger less seriously
and Whitehead more seriously.

14 This paragraph and the following eight paragraphs are based on Tandy (2008).
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ments have already taken us to the threshold of what has been called “prac-
tical time travel” -- or what, loosely speaking, we may call “time travel”:
See §4 above. Once forward-directed time-travel becomes feasible in the
21st century, then we can proceed to address the “hard” problems so as to
more fully implement our common task of resurrecting all dead persons
(rather than resurrecting a few dead persons via cardiopulmonary resuscita-
tion). The first steps occurred in the 20th century on several fronts, includ-
ing steps in the direction of suspended-animation, superfast-rocketry, and
seg-communities."

Experts tell us that the results of the population explosion (i.e. the size
of the human population) will level off sometime in the 21st century (per-
haps mid-century). Experts also tell us that current and ongoing industrial-
technological activities are dangerously polluting our planet and causing
global warming; global warming, in turn, can very easily lead to unprec-
edented injustices and upheavals in a terror-filled global-village of weapons
of mass death and destruction. Presumably we should take global action
against global dangers along the lines suggested by Al Gore, Jared Dia-
mond, and other experts; see the Gore-related website about the practical
generation of carbon-free electricity: <www.RepowerAmerica.org>; also
see the Diamond-related website about “the world as a polder”: <www.
mindfully.org/Heritage/ 2003/Civilization-Collapse-EndJun03.htm>. But
certainly too we can and should engage in additional terrestrial and extra-
terrestrial activities to prevent doomsday and improve the human condition.
If we are not balanced and careful in our actions, myopia can provide us
with badly-needed near-term clarity while preventing us from the broader
vision required for survival, thrival, and the common task.

Perfection of future-directed time travel in the form of suspended-
animation (biostasis) seems feasible in the 21st century. I believe it even
seems feasible to eventually offer it freely to all who want it. Jared Dia-
mond (2005, p. 494) has pointed out that: “If most of the world’s 6 bil-
lion people today were in cryogenic storage and neither eating, breathing,
nor metabolizing, that large population would cause no environmental

15 See: Time-travel (2008); and, Seg-communities (2008).
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problems.”"® Too, this might allow them to travel to an improved world in

which they would be transmortal. Since aging and all other diseases would
have been conquered, they might not have to use time travel again unless
they had an accident requiring future medical technology.

The onto-resurrection imperative demands more than immortality for
those currently alive. In extraterrestrial space we can experiment (perhaps,
for example, via past-directed time travel-viewing) with immortality for all
persons no longer alive. Seg-communities (Self-sufficient Extra-terrestrial
Green-habitats, or O’Neill communities) can assist us with our ordinary
and terrestrial problems as well as assist us in completion of the onto-
resurrection project. Indeed, in Al Gore’s account of the global warming
of our water planet, his parable of the frog is a central metaphor. Because
the frog in the pot of water experiences only a gradual warming, the frog
does not jump out. I add: Jumping off the water planet is now historically
imperative; it seems unwise to put all of our eggs (futures) into one basket
(biosphere).

With respect to our common task (the onto-resurrection imperative), I
quote Jacques Choron once again:

Only pleasant and personal immortality provides what still appears to

many as the only effective defense against ... death. But it is able to

accomplish much more. It appeases the sorrow following the death of

a loved one by opening up the possibility of a joyful reunion ... It sat-

isfies the sense of justice outraged by the premature deaths of people

of great promise and talent, because only this kind of immortality of-
fers the hope of fulfillment in another life. Finally, it offers an answer
to the question of the ultimate meaning of life, particularly when death
prompts the agonizing query [of Tolstoy], “What is the purpose of this

16 This may be an exaggeration in that the production of liquid air/nitrogen requires energy; even so, Diamond
would appear to be mostly correct here. But it is also conceivable that all or almost all power plants and re-
lated technologies will become carbon-neutral or even carbon-extracting. For example, see one of “Al Gore’s
websites” related to the practical generation of carbon-free electricity: <www.RepowerAmerica.org>. (Some
environmentalists say that the additional step or capacity of carbon-extraction is required -- or is at least de-
sirable to make our lives easier. Whether practical carbon-extraction techniques would or would not require
advanced molecular nanotechnology is not immediately obvious to me. Whether carbon-extraction, carbon-
offsets, weather-modification, or terra-forming might be used as a doomsday weapon or weapon of mass death
and destruction is yet another matter.)
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strife and struggle if, in the end, I shall disappear like a soap bubble?”
(Choron , 1973: 638)

§9 Closing Remarks

An outline of reality, herein called the “omni” (omni-universe or om-
niverse) model, has been presented and justified. The paper discussed the
nature and obligations of temporal personal entities with the ability to rea-
son and be reasonable (“r-beings”) in an omniverse environment. R-beings
with the limited reason of humans have an obligation to become advanced
r-beings, and advanced r-beings have an obligation to advance further and
further. As r-beings advance, they outgrow the chauvinism of my-species
and my-planet. With perpetually advancing knowledge gained from scien-
tific method and golden rule, r-beings are able to improve world and self.

With this in mind, the paper articulated ethical-political and other
details or implications for r-beings in the historical position humans find
themselves today. A political philosophy “fit” for the extraterrestrial im-
perative was suggested: “PFIT” -- i.e., Peace and Freedom, and Intentional
Transparent communities, in extraterrestrial space. In the long run, almost
everyone will be living in extraterrestrial space rather than on a single small
planet. We should now enforceably ban weapons and weapons-making
from extraterrestrial space while it is still within our power to do so. This
new “PFIT” political philosophy was explained and defended; “PFIT” is
believed to be a feasible approach to achieving stable peace in the form of
an Extraterrestrial Society of Intentional Communities (seg-communities).

The paper showed that all-reality, or the infinity of infinities I have
called the omniverse, is not altogether reducible to any strictly physical-
scientific paradigm. A more believable (general-ontological) paradigm was
presented. Within this framework, the issue of personal immortality was
considered. It was concluded that the immortality project, as a physical-
scientific common-task to resurrect all dead persons, is ethically impera-
tive. The imperative includes as first steps the development of successful
antiaging-methods, longterm suspended-animation, Einsteinian superfast-
rocketry, and PFIT seg-communities.
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As r-beings learn more and more about the infinite game, presumably
they will eventually learn how to engender universes with laws tailored to
their specifications -- and intervene contrary to those laws. Presumably
they could also use those laws and interventions to produce strongly con-
vincing virtual realities or appearances in apparent contradiction to “natural
laws” -- and more, even “contradicting” the laws of mathematics and logic.
This is perhaps just the sort of thing Grand Magicians or Advanced Beings
or Magisters Ludi would enjoy doing. Shall we continue to continue to
continue... playing the infinite game?

One difficulty in playing the infinite game is our huge (infinite) igno-
rance of the infinite omniverse both temporal and non-temporal. The pa-
per’s analysis of the situation of r-beings (both human and advanced) in the
omniverse environment finds some analogy to “the veil of ignorance” that
is (hypothetically) posited by John Rawls (1971) (1999) for the purpose of
identifying proper or just political arrangements. It apparently turns out that
in the omniverse environment, a kind of veil of ignorance is real, not just
hypothetical, for both human beings and advanced beings. Thus it seems
that there is now a real motivating force for “us” (whether human-beings,
advanced-beings, advanced advanced-beings, et cetera ad infinitum) to be-
have toward each other in a “golden” way. It also seems that (Rawlsian or
political) “justice” is only one “value” among an infinity of “coordinated
values” in the paragonal realm of necessary reality.

This coordinated “infinity of paragonals” we may call “the Paragon”
or “the Necessary” or “the Required” or “the Good”. Some may be tempted
to go further (e.g., Whitehead’s divine “fellow sufferer” comes to mind): If
the only thing that is good absolutely and without qualification is the Good,
then does not the Good necessarily have to embody a Good Will?"" And,
like a compassionate encompassing circle, would not such a Good Will
necessarily have to embrace the temporal realm? Indeed, in its temporal
aspects, would not such a Good Will have to be conceived as perpetually
experiencing and expanding?"®

17 Kant (1785) famously declared: “Nothing can possibly be conceived in the world, or even out of it, which can
be called good, without qualification, except a good will.” (p. 256)

18 Effectively but not intentionally, it turns out that several philosophic aspects of the omni model are apparently
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explicated in greater detail, and defended more ably, by Lucas (2009). (However, I also believe we take con-
trary positions on several philosophic issues -- e.g., retro time travel.)
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Regan and Intrinsic Value

Jack Lee”

Evidently, humans are either hurt or helped by the conditions of their
environment. There ought therefore, to be some form of environmental eth-
ic. Holmes Roston III claims that an environmental ethic must, illuminate,
account for, or ground, appropriate respect for and duty towards the natural
environment. Furthermore, it must do this without placing the primary im-
portance on human interests.' Given these parameters for formulating such
an ethic, simply applying human ethics to environmental affairs would not
suffice. How then might we construct such an ethic -- an ethic of environ-
ment?

Some philosophers (e.g., J. Baird Callicott) believe that what is needed
for responding this challenge is an account of the “intrinsic value™ of non-
human entities and of nature as a whole. Put more simply, they believe
that the natural environment has intrinsic value. Consequently, we should
have an appropriate respect for and duty towards the natural environment.
This approach however, is rejected by Regan. Although he accepts that an

* Assistant Professor, Graduate Insitiute of Philosophy, National Central University
1 See Holmes Roston, 111, Environmental Ethics: Duties to and Values in the Natural World (Philadelphia:
Temple University Press, 1988), p. 1.

2 John O’Neill argues that the term “intrinsic value” is used in at least three basic different senses:

(1) Intrinsic valuel: Intrinsic value is used as a synonym for non-instrumental value.

(2) Intrinsic value2: Intrinsic value is used to refer to the value an object has solely in virtue of its “intrinsic
properties.”

(3) Intrinsic value3: Intrinsic value is used as a synonym for “objective value” i.e., value that an object pos-
sesses independently of the valuations of valuers.

In this article, what is meant by “intrinsic value” is O’Neill’s intrinsic value,. O’Neill contends that to hold an

environmental ethic is to hold that non-human beings have intrinsic value;: it is to hold that non-human beings

are not simply of value as a means to human ends. See John O’Neill, “The Varieties of Intrinsic Value,” Monist

75, No. 2 (1992), pp. 119-120.
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environmental ethic is appropriate, Regan believes that such an ethic can-
not reasonably be constructed by appealing to “intrinsic value.” To explain
his demurral, Regan examines four main kinds of the theories of intrinsic
value. They are: (1)mental-state theories of intrinsic value, (2)states-of-affairs
theories of intrinsic value, (3)end-in-itself theories of intrinsic value, and (4)hi-
erarchical ends-in-themselves theories of intrinsic value. After considering each
of these, Regan concludes that none can be appealed to in order to construct an
environmental ethic. Let us examine each type of theory in more detail.

I.

A classic example of the mental-state theory is hedonism. According
to hedonism, pleasure and pleasure alone is good in itself. In this case, a
mental state of a particular description, and only such a mental state, is in-
trinsically valuable. This hedonist view is seriously challenged by Regan.
He writes: “The error of hedonism...lies...in supposing that only pleasant
experiences...have value of this kind.”* Regan may have a point. It is rea-
sonable to suppose that if one accepts that an experience of pleasure can be
good in itself, then experiences of awe and mystery can likewise be good in
themselves. It is false therefore to claim that the only thing of value in val-
ued experiences is the state of pleasure alone. Furthermore, Regan contends
that some peak experiences (which are intrinsically valuable) are anything
but pleasant.’

Even if we adopt a particular mental-state theory of intrinsic value that
can overcome the problem of hedonism as outlined above, we will still be
faced with yet another difficulty. Mental-state theories of intrinsic value in
general cannot consistently recognize the intrinsic value of natural (or su-
perorganismic) entities. Regan explains:

W

With regard to “intrinsic value,” Regan assumes that: if something is good in itself, then it is good as an end
or has positive non-instrumental value (i.e., it has intrinsic value.) John O’Neill says also that to hold an envi-
ronmental ethic is to hold that non-human beings are not simply of value as a means to human ends. See Tom
Regan, “Does Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?”” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), p. 163; and John O’Neill, “The
Varieties of Intrinsic Value,” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), p. 120.

4 Tom Regan, “Does Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), p. 165.
5 Ibid.
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Natural [or superorganismic] entities as such, assuming they lack the
requisite psychological capacities, can have no intrinsic value given a
mental-state theory of intrinsic value. Lacking a mind, species, popu-
lations and ecosystems lack the capacity to have mental states. Thus,
[they] lack intrinsic value...°
A mental-state theory of intrinsic value therefore, cannot even recognize
the intrinsic value of some individual organisms, such as pine trees. Since
Callicott argues that an environmental ethic must provide for the intrinsic
value of both individual organisms and a hierarchy of superorganismic enti-
ties (e.g., populations, species, biocoenoses, biomes, and the biosphere),” a
mental-state theory of intrinsic value does not hold much promise as a tool
for fashioning an environmental ethic. Let us therefore move on to state-of-
affairs theories of intrinsic value.

G. E. Moore’s theory is typical of state-of-affairs theory of intrinsic
value. In Moore’s view, what is intrinsically valuable can exist independent
of a person’s mental state. Moore believes that certain states-of-affairs --
for example, the beauty of a sunset at a given point in time -- have intrinsic
value regardless of whether a “mind” is present or not.” Unfortunately, nei-
ther Moore’s view, nor state-of-affairs theories of intrinsic value in general,
are well-suited to the development of an environmental ethic either.

Firstly, state-of-affairs theories of intrinsic value cannot illuminate, ac-
count for or ground respect for the natural environment. Let us assume, like
Moore, that beauty is intrinsically valuable. Even if we make this contro-
versial assumption, it will not avail us. Beauty is not in itself an appropriate
object of respect. With regard to this view, Regan explains: “Granted, one
can admire what is beautiful, one can stand in awe of it, one can enjoy or
savor or appreciate it, but the idea that one should respect the beauty in an
object strains our powers of comprehension.” It does not, therefore, make
any sense to claim that I might, or should, “respect” a beautiful sunset. By

6 Ibid., p. 166.

7 J. Baird Callicott, “Non-Anthropocentric Value Theory and Environmental Ethics,” American Philosophical
Quarterly 21 (1984), p. 299.

8 See chap. III and chap. 1V, in G. E. Moore, Principia Ethica (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1903);
and Tom Regan, ed., The Elements of Ethics (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1992).

9 Tom Regan, “Does Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), p. 169.
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the same token, we may conclude: It does not make any sense to claim that
I might, or should, “respect” a pleasant experience.

Secondly, state-of-affairs theories of intrinsic value cannot illuminate,
account for or ground duties to the natural environment. According to
state-of affairs theories, there are different kinds of intrinsic values, such
as beauty and pleasure.'’ This raises the problem of commensurability be-
tween various intrinsic values. It perhaps makes sense to say that pleasure
is good in itself. It also perhaps makes sense to say that beauty is good
in itself. But, to be specific, it makes no sense to say that the pleasure of
drinking a cold Coke on a hot summer day is equal to the beauty of a sun-
set on the beach at the Gold Coast. These two different kinds of intrinsic
values cannot be reasonably treated as if they were commensurate with one
another. Given this quandary, state-of-affairs theories of intrinsic value do
not afford us any theoretical account of our duties to the natural environ-
ment."

As both Rolston and Regan assert, an environmental ethic must il-
luminate, account for, or ground appropriate respect for and duty towards
the natural environment.'> State-of-affairs theories of intrinsic value cannot
however illuminate, account for, or ground appropriate respect for and duty
towards the natural environment. Therefore, state-of-affairs theories of in-
trinsic value are ill-suited to forming the basis of an environmental ethic.

We will allow Regan the last word on the appropriateness of the state-
of-affairs theory of intrinsic value as follows:

(1) An environmental ethic is obliged to illuminate, account for or
ground appropriate respect for and duties towards natural entities
(including species and ecosystems).

(2) But species and ecosystems are not states of affairs or summations
of states of affairs.

10 Note that while mental-state theories and states-of-affairs theories are conceptually distinct, the latter can in-
clude the former. For, as Regan suggests, the idea of a state of affairs is elastic enough to include mental states.
Because of this, besides beauty, pleasure can also be said to have intrinsic values. See Ibid., pp. 168-170.

11 See Ibid., p. 170.

12 Holmes Roston, III, Environmental Ethics: Duties to and Values in the Natural World (Philadelphia: Temple
University Press, 1988), p. 1. See also Ibid., pp. 161-162.
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(3) Therefore, a state of affairs theory of intrinsic value is demonstra-
bly not an adequate theory of intrinsic value."

Let us now turn to end-in-itself theories of intrinsic value. Kant provides
an excellent example of these theories. According to Kant, rational autono-
mous individuals exist as ends-in-themselves (or have value in themselves).
Put another way, these individuals have intrinsic value. Besides, on Kant’s
view, the intrinsic value, applied to individuals as ends-in-themselves, is a
categorical concept. That is to say, either individuals exist as ends-in-them-
selves or they do not. For Kant, the value is not a matter of degree. Con-
versely, the theories examined above of mental-state and states-of-affairs
suggest that different intrinsic goods can differ in the degree to which they
are good in themselves. For example, the hedonist may deny that all plea-
sures are equally good. Indeed, the hedonist might go on to claim that some
pleasures last longer, while others are purer or still, more certain."

Regan suggests a different version of an end-in-itself theory of in-
trinsic value. Like Kant, he argues that certain individuals have intrinsic
value. And he understands the concept of intrinsic value categorically. But
whereas Kant limits possession of this value to rational autonomous agents,
Regan attributes it to individuals who have a psychological identity over
time and thus have an experiential welfare. In short therefore, unlike Kant’s
theory, Regan’s theory acknowledges the intrinsic value of many non-
human animals."”” Paul W. Taylor attempts to take this recognition even fur-
ther. Taylor proposes that each individual living being -- from the simplest
unicellular life-forms to the most complex of organisms -- has intrinsic
value. Moreover, like Kant, he too interprets intrinsic value as categorical
concept.'®

13 See Tom Regan, “Does Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?”” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), pp. 170-171.

14 Likewise, for Moore, a beautiful sunset of which no one is aware has some intrinsic value, while the complex
whole consisting of this same sunset plus someone’s admiration and enjoyment has yet more intrinsic value.
See Ibid., pp. 172-173.

15 See Tom Regan, The Case for Animal Rights (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1983); and Tom
Regan, “Empty Cages: Animals Rights and Vivisection,” in Tony Gilland, ed., Animal Experimentation: Good
or Bad? (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 2002), pp. 19-36.

16 See Paul W. Taylor, Respect for Nature: A Theory of Environmental Ethics (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1986).




48 (PR SVATH - i

=
_

Despite the distinguishing differences between Kant’s theory and those
of Regan and Taylor, each shares this fundamental similarity: Each theory
attributes intrinsic value only to individuals -- individual rational autono-
mous agents in Kant’s theory, individuals that are the subjects-of-a-life in
Regan’s theory, and individuals that are teleological centers of life in Tay-
lor’s theory.'” Regardless of the distinctions, the various end-in-itself theo-
ries of intrinsic value limits intrinsic value to, and applies only to, individu-
als. And therein lies the concern. To begin with, if an end-in-itself theory
of intrinsic value applies and limits intrinsic value only to individuals, then
it cannot attribute intrinsic value to natural (or superorganismic) entities,
such as populations, species, biocoenoses, biomes, or even the biosphere
itself. As outlined above however, an environmental ethic must provide for,
or include, the intrinsic value of natural (or superorganismic) entities. Thus,
an end-in-itself theory of intrinsic value cannot be employed for construct-
ing an (appropriate) environmental ethic.

Even if an end-in-itself theory of intrinsic value can consistently rec-
ognize the intrinsic value of natural (or superorganismic) entities, it fails to
ground the differential intrinsic value of what is wild and what is domes-
ticated. It is this consequence that suggests that the theory is inadequate.
This point can be expanded on as follows:

(1) According to an end-in-itself theory of intrinsic value, “intrinsic

value” is a categorical concept.

(2) If “intrinsic value” is a categorical concept, it must be false to

claim that wild and domestic species differ in their intrinsic value.

(3) However, as Regan (or even Callicott, perhaps) correctly main-

tains, an environmental ethic must provide for an account of intrin-
sic value that attributes greater intrinsic value to wild in compari-
son with domestic species.

(4) Therefore, an end-in-itself theory of intrinsic value cannot be well-

suited to an environmental ethic.'

17 See Tom Regan, “Does Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?”” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), pp. 173-174.

18 See Ibid., pp. 162, 175-176; and J. Baird Callicott, “Non-Anthropocentric Value Theory and Environmental
Ethics,” American Philosophical Quarterly 21 (1984), pp. 299-309. Note that “wild and domestic species dif-
fer in their intrinsic value” in (2) can be interpreted either individually or collectively (or holistically).
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A similar problem arises when we consider the case of endangered species.
Rarity appears to confer a special value to a species. Indeed, some environ-
mental philosophers suggest that we should attribute greater intrinsic value
to endangered species than we do to those species that are more plentiful.
Moreover, those philosophers are prepared to sacrifice, for example, large
numbers of plentiful species in order to save endangered forms of life.
Their view seems reasonable in terms of an “environmental ethic.” If how-
ever, “intrinsic value” means “end-in-itself,” their view must be mistaken.

In the face of the above objections, it seems that we should adopt a hi-
erarchical ends-in-themselves theory of intrinsic value. Regan explains this
hierarchical theory as follows: The theory must rank intrinsically valuable
entities in some hierarchy of value, from the lower (individual instances of
domesticated forms of life, for example, such as this tomato and that dog),
to the next higher level (individual instances of undomesticated forms of
life, let us suppose), then to the next, then the next, the next, and so on.
That is to say, on this hierarchical theory of intrinsic value, all members of
the hierarchy have some intrinsic value; it just happens that some members
have more intrinsic value than others. Given this, it is claimed that: each
member in the hierarchy exists as end-in-itself and thus normally is not to
be treated as a mere means in order to bring about some desirable outcome.
This status will change when and if it is necessary to treat them merely as a
means to achieving some other higher end-in-itself.

By way of illustration: If the intrinsic value of a balanced, diversified
ecosystem is imperiled by an overpopulation of deer, then we will be per-
mitted to use various means, including lethal ones, to control or regulate
the population of deer. If however, there were no conflict of intrinsic values
between the two parties, then we would not be permitted to cull the popula-
tion of deer."”

Hierarchical ends-in-themselves theories of intrinsic value are super-
fluous however, because any duty we have with respect to the natural envi-
ronment that might be illuminated, accounted for, or grounded, in a hierar

19 See Tom Regan, “Does Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?”” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), pp. 177-179.
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chy of intrinsic values can be more parsimoniously illuminated, accounted
for, or grounded, in a hierarchy of instrumental values. Regan explains:

It is only necessary to say that “lower” forms of life are not “means” to

be used unthinkingly or carelessly but are, rather, to be treated as “mere

means” only when this is necessary in order to protect higher-ranking
members. On this analysis...it will be wrong to kill deer if their pres-
ence does not threaten a “higher good” (for example, the diversity and
sustainability of a local habit) but not wrong to do so if it does.”
In any case, hierarchical ends-in-themselves theories of intrinsic value,
when provided as an explanation of our duties, fail the test of parsimony.

According to the analysis above, it is concluded that “intrinsic value”
cannot be appealed to in order to construct an environmental ethic.’'

Since an environmental ethic must illuminate, account for or ground
appropriate respect for and duty towards the natural environment, and giv-
en that “intrinsic value” cannot be appealed to in order to construct such an
ethic, we as philosophers are obliged to explore other approach(es). For the
rest of this article, I will endeavor to achieve part of this task. Rather than
appealing to “intrinsic value,” an alternative account will be briefly offered
below of why we should have an appropriate respect for (i) individual liv-
ing things, and (ii) the collective biological entities.

IL.

Before embarking on this task, it is first important to distinguish be-
tween the idea of “moral consideration” and the idea of “moral signifi-
cance.” While “moral consideration” is used as a tool of judgment, “moral

20 Tom Regan, “Does Environmental Ethics Rest on a Mistake?” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), p. 178.

21 See Ibid., pp. 179-180. Regan argues that even if there is a fifth, sixth or some other possible theory of intrinsic

value, it will succumb to one or other of objections brought against the four considered above:

(1) The supposed theory cannot be either a mental-state or state-of-affairs theory for the reasons given in the
above.

(2) Whatever form such a theory might take, it will have to imply either that all intrinsically valuable entities
are equal or that they are not.

(3) If the former, then such a theory will not be able to account for the difference in intrinsic value that is sup-
posed to hold between what is wild and what is domestic.

(4) If the latter, then there simply will be no parsimonious reason for supposing that “lower” members of the
hierarchy have “some” intrinsic value in the first place.
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significance” is used to compare assessments of moral weight in cases of
conflict. It is the difference, for example, between whether a pine tree de-
serves any moral consideration and the entirely separate question of wheth-
er pine trees deserve more or less consideration than a cat, or a human.
Indeed, as Kenneth E. Goodpaster suggests, we should not expect that the
criterion for having “moral standing” at all will be the same as the criterion
for adjudicating the competing claims to priority among beings that merit
that standing.”® The priority issues do have to be dealt with for an opera-
tional ethical account, but in the interests of clarity they shall be set aside
on this occasion.

Here therefore is the pressing question: What makes a being deserve
moral consideration? To this question, Goodpaster offers the following an-
swer:

(1) Beings capable of being beneficiaries deserve moral consideration

from all rational moral agents.

(2) Beings that have (or can have) interests are capable of being ben-

eficiaries.

(3) Thus, beings that have (or can have) interests deserve moral con-

sideration from all rational moral agents.”
According to this argument, “a being’s having (or ability to have) interests”
is a sufficient condition for the worth of that being to be considered by all
rational moral agents. What then is meant by “a being’s having (or ability
to have) interests”? Simply stated: If a being is one that can meaningfully
be said to be “happy or miserable,” or be “well or ill,” or even “to flourish
or to be injured” and so on, then it has interests. In other words, if a being
has objective goods (or bads) (such as the flourishing of the being), then
it has interests. Indeed, it is in a being’s interests that it is happy or is well
or that it flourishes. As a result, it is good for this being that it is happy or
is well or that it flourishes. Note that “the flourishing of the being,” for ex-
ample, is quite independent of our evaluations or interests and thus should

22 See Kenneth E. Goodpaster, “On Being Morally Considerable,” in Michael E. Zimmerman, J. Baird Callicott,
George Sessions, Karen J. Warren, and John Clark, eds., Environmental Philosophy: From Animal Rights to
Radical Ecology, 3" (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 2001), p. 59.

23 Ibid., p. 64.
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be regarded as an objective state of affairs. The “objective goods principle”
may therefore be stated as: If a being has (or can have) objective goods (or
bads), then it deserves moral consideration from all rational moral agents.

On the basis of “objective goods principle,” I will therefore attempt

show that individual living things (i.e., animals and plants) deserve moral
consideration from all rational agents.

Animals are capable of suffering. It is bad for my cat for example, if

a young boy cuts its tail off just for fun. My poor cat must be feeling ex-
tremely painful during and perhaps even after the event. Similarly, if chick-
ens (or bison) are forced to live in cramped, unsuitable conditions for the
duration of their lives, it would be bad for them. They would be permanent-
ly uncomfortable. It is apparent therefore, that animals can have objective
bads. Surely then, animals can have objective goods as well. For example,
mild winters are good for black bears. Given that animals can have objec-
tive goods and bads, and given the “objective goods principle,” I contend
that animals deserve moral consideration from all rational moral agents.
This argument can be briefly put as follows:

(1) If a being has (or can have) objective goods (or bads), then it de-
serves moral consideration from all rational moral agents (objec-
tive goods principle).

(2) Animals are beings that can have objective goods and bads.

(3) Therefore, animals deserve moral consideration from all rational
moral agents.

As for plants (or any other forms of life), it is likely that they deserve moral
consideration from us as well. Plants are vital objects with inherited bio-
logical propensities determining their natural growth. Indeed, we are wont
say that certain conditions are good (or bad) for plants, thereby suggesting
that plants can “have” a good (or bad). For instance, the warm sunshine is
good for my orchid.** Moreover, a plant can be said to flourish if it devel-
ops those characteristics that are normal to the species to which it belongs
in the normal conditions for that species. If it fails to realize such charac-
teristics, then it will be described as “defective,” “abnormal,” “stunted” and

24 On the other hand, mere things (e.g., a stone) cannot have any goods (or bads). They have no “well-being” to be
sought or acknowledged by rational moral agents.
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such like.” In short, plants can have objective goods or bads. With refer-
ence to the “objective goods principle,” we can therefore conclude that:
plants deserve moral consideration from us.

At a bare minimum it would seem, the mere fact that an entity is a
living thing and that it has the capacity for objective goods or bads is suf-
ficient for it to receive moral consideration. This being the case, it follows
that because animals and plants deserve moral consideration from us, we as
rational moral agents should have appropriate respect for them.

Discussion of collective biological entities however, requires a greater
degree of subtlety. This is because collective biological entities -- colonies,
ecosystems and so on -- are possessed of life in only the metaphorical
sense. They lack those properties typical of living things -- reproduction,
growth, death and the like. However, collective biological entities do have
goods (and bads). It does make sense to talk about the conditions in which
collective biological entities flourish and thus of their goods. For instance,
fresh water and fertilized soil might be essential for a certain ecosystem.
Correspondingly, we can meaningfully talk about what is damaging to collective
biological entities and hence of their bads. For example, the polluted air
around the city tends to be bad for the remnants of the original habitat. In
short, collective biological entities can be said to flourish (or to be injured).

Note however that the goods of collective biological entities are not re-
ducible to the goods of their members. John O’Neill illuminates this view:

The realisation of the good of a colony of ants might in certain cir-

cumstances involve the death of most its members. It is not a condition

for the flourishing of an individual animal that it be eaten: it often is

a condition for the flourishng of the ecosystem of which it is a part...

Most members of a species die in early life. This is clearly bad for the

individuals involved. But it is...essential to the flourishing of the eco-

systems of which they are a part.*
Collective biological entities -- colonies, ecosystems and so on -- can have
their own objective goods (or bads), although they are not possessed of

25 See Ibid., p. 65; and John O’Neill, “The Varieties of Intrinsic Value,” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), pp. 129-130.
26 John O’Neill, “The Varieties of Intrinsic Value,” Monist 75, No. 2 (1992), p. 131.
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their own life. Given collective biological entities can have their own ob-
jective goods (or bads) therefore, the “objective goods principle” demands
that collective biological entities deserve moral consideration from us.
Provided collective biological entities deserve moral consideration from
us then, we as rational moral agents should have appropriate respect for
them. It is clear therefore that the scope of our moral respect should further
encompass collective biological entities along with humans, animals and
plants.
At this point, someone might challenge the “objective goods principle”
thusly:
Why should any being that has (or can have) objective goods (or bads)
deserve moral consideration from all rational moral agents? Further-
more, why should we have an appropriate respect for beings that have
(or can have) objective goods or bads?
To this challenge, we may respond:
We should recognize individual living things and collective biological
entities, as ends-in-themselves. We should have an appropriate respect
for them. Such a respect for the natural environment is constitutive
of a flourishing human life. Given that we are rational moral agents,
were we to lack respect for our natural environment we would be in-
complete as we would lack part of what makes for a flourishing human
existence. The best human life is one that includes an awareness of and
respect for environmental entities with objective goods (or bads).”’

27 See Ibid., pp. 132-133.
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The Land Ethic and Gleason’s Individualistic
Concept of Plant Association

Wei Lun Yu'

I. Introduction

The land ethic, primarily functioning as an ethical approach to en-
vironmental problems identified in Aldo Leopold’s classic book, A Sand
County Almanac, is one of the foremost pioneering and inspiring attempts
to formulate environmental ethics. Leopold’s land ethic is to a large extent
based on the community concept in ecology. For instance, the premise of
the land ethic is that the individual is a member of the land-community of
interdependent parts. And the maxim of the land ethic also draws attention
to the need to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the land com-
munity.' The community concept,’ representing a holistic paradigm holding
that biotic communities are integrated and stable, has become problematic
since in the late 1940s; a number of individualistic ecologists, such as H.
A. Gleason, started arguing that plant associations do exist, but that these
eco-groupings are too loosely related to constitute an integrated and stable

* Ph. D. Candidate, HPRC, The University of Queensland

1 It is important to note that the maxim Leopold advocated here is incoherent with the theorization of the land
ethic. After enlarging the community concept to encompass all components of ecosystems, such as soils and
waters, the maxim of the land ethic should be “to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the land com-
munity.” Compared with the biotic community, the land community is larger since it includes biotic communi-
ties and abiotic communities. It is unclear why Leopold adopted a narrower community concept to establish
the maxim of the land ethic. However, according to the theoretical structure of the land ethic and the enlarge-
ment of the community concept Leopold repeatedly emphasized, it is justifiable to replace “the biotic commu-
nity” with “the land community.”

2 As for a detailed review of the development of the community concept in ecology, see Whittaker, R. H., “Clas-
sification of Natural Communities,” Botanical Review 28(1962): 1-239.
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community. Against this background, the aim of this paper is threefold: (1)
to briefly show Gleason’s individualistic argument and how it would affect
the land ethic; (2) to argue that Gleason’s individualism will raise, at least,
a threefold problem for the land ethic, including (i) how to incorporate
ever-developing sciences within the land ethic, (ii) how to engender duties
from ever-changing communities, and (iii) how to modify the maxim of the
land ethic; and (3) to argue that Leopold’s adaptive scientific epistemology,
the affirmation of eco-relationships, and a new formulation of the maxim
can be replied to the problems raised by Gleason’s individualism.

I1. Gleason’s Individualistic Concept of the Plant Association

Gleason, an American ecologist, published “The Individualistic Con-
cept of the Plant Association,” in 1926 and 1939.” These two essays were
largely ignored in the first half of the 20th century. However, after World
War II, Gleason’s individualism, in virtue of some potent confirmation
from the field studies on prairies, gained growing recognition and became
a leading trend in ecology.’ Some even argue that this is a paradigm shift
from holism to individualism in ecology.” This background shows that
Gleason’s individualistic theory played an influential role in inspiring fol-
lowing ecologists to question the community theory.® A quick survey of
Gleason’s individualistic concept of the plant association can be found in

3 See Gleason, H. A., “The Individualistic Concept of the Plant Association,” Bulletin of the Torrey Botanical
Club 53(1926): 7-26; and Gleason, H. A., “The Individualistic Concept of the Plant Association,” American
Midland Naturalist 21(1939): 92-110.

4 A detailed discussion of Gleason’s individualism on ecology can refer to Mclntosh, R. P., “Plant Communi-
ties,” Science 231(1958): 115-120; Mclntosh, R. P., “The Continuum Concept of Vegetation,” Botanical Review
33(1967): 130-187; Mclntosh, R. P., “H. A. Gleason - ‘Individualistic Ecologist’ 1882-1975: His Contributions
to Ecological Theory,” Bulletin of the Torrey Botanical Club 21(1975): 253-273; and Nicolson, M., “Henry
Allan Gleason and the Individualistic Hypothesis: The Structure of a Botanist’s Career,” Botanical Review
56(1990): 91-161.

5 Pickett, S. T. A. and Ostfeld, R. S., “The Shifting Paradigm in Ecology,” in R. L. Knight & S. F. Bates (eds.),
A New Century for Natural Resources Management (Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 1995), 261-279; Fiedler,
P. L., White, P. S., and Liedy, R. A., “The Paradigm Shift in Ecology and Its Implications for Conservation,”
in S. T. A. Pickett, R. S. Ostfeld, M. Shachak, and G. E. Likens (eds.), The Ecological Basis of Conservation:
Heterogeneity, Ecosystems and Biodiversity (New York: Chapman and Hall,1997), 83-92.

6 See Moravec, J., “Influences of the Individualistic Concept of Vegetation on Syntaxonomy,” Vegetatio 81(1989):
29-39.
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his 1939 paper, in which he concisely presented his individualistic argu-
ment with seven theses. They are as follows:

1.

The ordinary processes of migration bring the reproductive bodies of
a single plant or a species of plant into many places.

. The ordinary processes of migration bring the reproductive bodies of

various plants into the same place.

. Of the various species which reach one spot of ground, the local envi

ronment determines which may live, depending on the individual
physiological demands of each species separately.

. On every spot of ground, the environment varies in time, and conse

quently the vegetation varies in time.

. At any given time, the environment varies in space, and consequently

vegetation varies in space.

. A piece of vegetation which maintains a reasonable degree of homo

geneity over an appreciable area and a reasonable permanence over a
considerable time may be designated as a unit community. Within
such an area and during such a period similarity in environmental
selection tends toward similarity in vegetation.

. Since every community varies in structure, and since no two communities

are precisely alike, or have genetic or dynamic connection, a precisely
logical classification of communities is not possible.

A summary of this argument is as follows:
(1) The formation of vegetation units is due to the interaction of individual

species’ migration and the environmental selection. (Theses 1, 2, and 3)

(2) The interaction of individual species’ migration and the environmental

selection varies in time and space. (Theses 4 and 5) Therefore, (3) the
formation of vegetation units, though exists, varies in time and
space. (Theses 6 and 7)

According to this argument, a possible impact of Gleason’s individualistic

community model on Leopold’s ecological account is his reconsideration
of community integrity and stability. According to the land ethic, when

addressing the community concept, Leopold explicitly stressed five ideas:

7 Gleason (1939): 107-108.
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interdependency (e.g., food and energy interdependency), health (e.g., the
health of the land, understood by Leopold as the capacity for self-renewal),
integrity, stability, and beauty. Compared with Gleason’s individualistic
argument, we can discern, firstly, that the ideas of health and beauty are not
addressed in Gleason’s argument, and, secondly, that the other three ideas
are related to Gleason’s individualism in different ways. On the one hand,
Leopold’s stress of interdependency is positively recognized by Gleason’s
emphasis of the interaction between each species’ migration and the envi-
ronment’s selection. On the other hand, Leopold’s account of integrity and
stability is likely to be, if not rejected, reformulated by Gleason’s statement
of time and space variation within communities. Thus, in order to show
how Gleason’s individualism constitutes a counter-example to Leopold’s
ecological account, a way to consider Gleason’s individualism can be to
highlight how Gleason regarded integrity and stability.

I first show how Gleason reformulated integrity. Despite the fact that
integrity has been variously defined by various ecologists who have differ-
ent concerns,® a general definition of community integrity can refer to the
maintenance of the community structure as complete or undivided. To argue
against the community structure as being complete or undivided, Gleason in-
vited us to think of how component species appears and disappears in a com-
munity. Imagining a simplified community originally consisting of species
A, B, and C, and later replaced by species X, Y, and Z. Gleason illustrated
this transition process as follows:

...species X, Y, and Z must have been derived from some neighboring

area or areas.... In this neighboring area species X, Y, and Z may or may

not have been living together. In these original stations the environment

8 For instance, John Cairns defines integrity as “the maintenance of the community structure and function charac-
teristic of a particular locale or deemed satisfactory to society.” See Cairns, J., Jr., “Quantification of Biological
Integrity,” in R. K. Ballentine and L.J. Guarraia (eds.), The Integrity of Water: Proceedings of a Symposium,
March 10-12, 1975, Washington, D.C. (Washington, D.C.: Office of Water and Hazardous Materials and U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 1975): 171; And James R. Karr avers that the concept of integrity implies “an
unimpaired condition or the quality or state of being complete or undivided.” See Karr, J. R., “Measuring Bio-
logical Condition, Protecting Biological Integrity,” in G. K. Meffe and C. R. Carroll (eds.), Principles of Conser-
vation Biology (Sunderland, MA: Sinauer, 1997): 283. The difference between these two definition of integrity,
as McIntosh notes, is that “[Cairns’ definition is| a substantially anthropocentric meaning. By contrast, [Karr’s
definition is] with little or no influence from human actions.” See MclIntosh, R. P., “Ecological Science, Philoso-
phy, and Ecological Ethics,” in Jim Hill and Wayne Ouderkirk (eds.), Land, Value, Vommunity: Callicott and
Environmental Philosophy (Albany: State University of New York, 2002): 66.
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was variable, their seed production was variable, and the migration of
these seeds was controlled largely by those inexplicable factors which
we call chance.... The plants of the earlier association, which we may
designate A, B, and C, eventually reached the end of their time-period
and disappeared. Their disappearance may or may not have been si-
multaneous. The particular environmental changes which facilitated the
entrance of X, Y, and Z may not have been the changes which caused the
loss of A, B, and C. The former may have entered first, so that at one time
the association consisted of all six species, or entry and disappearance
may have been more or less serial, so that the association passed through
successive stages of A, B, C; X, B, C; X, Y, C; and finally X, Y, z.?
The formation of communities, for Gleason, is dependent upon how the in-
dividual physiological demands of each species separately interact with the
environment (see Thesis 3). The community structure is merely a contingent
combination of variable species’ physiological demands and the variable envi-
ronment. Therefore, each component species, such as A, B, C, X, Y, and Z, is not
inseparable as an integrated entity. As the environment and species’ physiologi-
cal nature vary over time and space, the community structure will thus change.
The integrity of the community structure, as Gleason suggested, is only a result
of chance existing to a reasonable extent of time and space.
After showing Gleason’s reconsideration of integrity, I now turn to stability.
It too has been defined variously."’ Nevertheless, before the concept of stabil-
ity became diverse, it was traditionally related to the balance or equilibrium of
nature,' and widely utilized by ecologists to “characterize a stage of a commu-
nity perpetuating itself barring disturbance.”"
stability concept, noted by Gleason and many other ecologists, is that stability
does not make clear the scale or the duration under consideration. Gleason said:

One conspicuous problem with the

9 Gleason (1939): 99, emphasis added.

10 V. Grimm and C. Wissel identify 163 definitions of 70 stability concepts, and boil down these 163 definitions
to 6 classes. They are: (1) constancy, (2) resilience, (3) persistence, (4) resistance, (5) elasticity, and (6) domain
of attraction. See Grimm, V. and Wissel, C., “Babel, or the Ecological Stability Discussion: An Inventory and
Analysis of Terminology and a Guide for Avoiding Confusion,” Oecologia 109(1997): 324-26.

11 MclIntosh (1985), 186.

12 Mclntosh (2002), 72.
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If our lives were measured by days instead of years, we can imagine an
ecologist saying, “I have seen three generations of Galinsoga on this
spot of ground. Evidently we are dealing with a stable environment and
Galinsoga will live here forever.” He would be wrong. With our knowledge
of vegetational conditions actually extending over about three centuries,
we now say, “Oaks have occupied this spot of ground for three hundred
years. Evidently we have here a stable environment and the oak will
live here forever.” If our lives were seventy centuries instead of seventy
years, would we not see that we were again wrong?"

One of the main difficulties of assessing community stability is that we lack
methods lasting enough to observe different time-scales of environmental
variations. For example, Gleason claimed that there are two classes of envi-
ronmental variations which are unpredictable and unquantifiable. The first is
fluctuation, “illustrated by our irregular alternation of cold and warm, of dry
and wet years, of late and early seasons.”'* Because of the irregularity, this
kind of environmental variations is unpredictable. The second is “cumulative
environmental changes which progress over a period of years or centuries or
ages,”" such as the silting up of a pond. Because it often progresses slowly
over a long period of time, this kind of environmental variations is immea-
surable. Consequently, without proper means of predicting and measuring
environmental variations in different time-scales, using the concept of stabili-
ty to describe communities, as Gleason warned, is at the risk of being wrong.

To sum up, this section exhibits Gleason’s individualistic argument and
elucidates how the individualistic community concept would affect the con-
cepts of integrity and stability. Based on this, what I will do next is to show
how Gleason’s individualism raises a threefold problem for the land ethic.

II1. The Problems for the Land Ethic Raised
by Gleason’s Individualism

I now turn to reply to some -- but by no means all -- of the salient
problems with the role of ecology in the land ethic. My discussion of the

13 Gleason (1939): 97.
14 Gleason (1939): 95.
15 Gleason (1939): 95.
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problems raised by Gleason’s individualism is threefold: (i) how to incor-
porate ever-developing sciences within the land ethic, (i) how to engender
duties from ever-changing communities, and (iii) how to modify the maxim
of the land ethic. I will further develop this threefold problem in order.

To begin with (i). How to incorporate ever-developing sciences is al-
ways a difficult problem and one encountered by many philosophers. As
Robert Kirkman points out, “many environmental philosophers relate to the
natural sciences as they relate to the philosophical tradition.... Selective sci-
ence, like selective philosophy, has its dangers.”'® One reason why relying
on the sciences is dangerous is because “however useful [the sciences] might
be, the tentative truths of the sciences rest within a much larger and deeper
uncertainty.”"” Based on this, Philip Cafaro claims that one of Kirkman’s
meritorious points is that “philosophers who pin their ethics too closely to
particular scientific theories are at the mercy of future changes in science.”"®
The entanglement of Leopold’s land ethic with ecology is a typical example.
In light of the land ethic, in order to extend moral consideration toward
nature, Leopold utilized ecology as an intellectual subject guiding people
to perceive the eco-relationships, such as the membership of the land com-
munity of interdependent parts. Based on these eco-relationships, Leopold
elaborated the premise and maxim of the land ethic, which are:

1. The individual is a member of the land-community of interdependent

parts.

2. A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and

beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise."
However, because Leopold pinned his ecological explanation too closely to
the holistic paradigm of the community concept, once the paradigm shifted to
individualism, Leopold’s ecological account, including the eco-relationships

and the premise and maxim of the land ethic, is at the mercy of the individu-

16 Kirkman, R., Skeptical Environmentalism: The Limits of Philosophy and Science (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 2002), 76.

17 Kirkman (2002), 74.

18 Cafaro, P., “Review of Skeptical Environmentalism: The Limits of Philosophy and Science,” Environmental
Ethics 26(2004): 101.

19 Leopold, A., A Sand County Almanac, and Sketches Here and There (New York: Oxford University Press,
1949), 203, 224-225.
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alistic turn in ecology. Therefore, a tight entanglement with paradigm-shift-
ing ecology will require the land ethic, if defensible, to have a good strategy
to resist the uncertain development of ecology.”

To further address the specific impact of the uncertain impact of ecol-
ogy on the land ethic I will go to consider (ii) and (iii). According to the land
ethic, Leopold utilized two ecological concepts, the biotic community and
the land pyramid, to demonstrate eco-relationships, such as the human mem-
bership of the land community. And based on these eco-relationships, Leo-
pold asserted the premise and maxim of the land ethic. Moreover, because
Leopold embraced the holistic model of the community concept, he viewed
communities as integrated and stable entities, and thus the eco-relationships
among communities are regarded as integrated and stable as well. How-
ever, if communities are not integrated and stable, then the eco-relationships
among them will not be integrated and stable as well. Consequently, ecologi-
cal individualism raises a question of whether the premise and maxim of the
land ethic are defensible if the eco-relationships are not integrated and stable.

The questionable premise and maxim will lead the land ethic to con-
front the questions (ii) and (iii). Regarding (ii), the community concept in the
premise of the land ethic is conceived as integrated and stable. And based
on the premise, the duties and obligations established by the land ethic are
derived from the integrated and stable land community. However, after the
community paradigm changed to individualism, the land ethic will encounter
a problem of how to generate duties and obligations if the land community is
not integrated and stable but ever-changing. Likewise, regarding (iii), if the
land community is not conceived as integrated and stable, then the maxim of
the land ethic emphasizing integrity and stability must be, if not abandoned,
at least modified. Therefore, the question of how to properly modify the
maxim of the land ethic must be taken seriously.

20 Norton has a general explanation of the relationship between uncertainty and sciences. He says: “On close look
the ‘problem’ of uncertainty is really a grad bay of more or less related problems, all resulting from the fact
that our finite knowledge will always fall short of any ideal of ‘full’ knowledge upon which the base everyday
decisions. Uncertainty, in this sense, is just a general label for all the failures of our scientific models.” See
Norton, B. G., Sustainability: A Philosophy of Adaptive Ecosystem Management (Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 2005), 101.
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So far we know Leopold’s ecological account, at least, raises a threefold
problem. Nevertheless, these three aspects of the problem all converge to-
ward one concern: “from whence can we make the land ethic adaptive to the
individualistic development of ecology?” A resolution of this concern with
its three problematic aspects, I propose, should include Leopold’s adaptive
scientific epistemology, the affirmation of the eco-relationships, and a new
formulation of the maxim of the land ethic.

IV. A Reply to the Problems Raised by Gleason’s Individualism

I begin with adaptive scientific epistemology, which is proposed to
resolve the question of how to incorporate ever-developing sciences in the
land ethic. When Callicott defends the diversity-stability hypothesis in the
land ethic, he says:

The science that informed Leopold’s land ethic may be out of date,

but Leopold’s scientific epistemology seems to be much more advanced

than that of some of the contemporary deconstructive ecologists.”'
The main reason why Callicott exalts Leopold’s scientific epistemology is be-
cause he notes Leopold’s caution in asserting the diversity-stability hypothesis.
For example, Leopold averred that “these creatures are members of the biotic
community, and if (as I believe) its stability depends on its integrity, they are
entitled to continuance.” And according to this statement, Callicott observes:

Leopold’s scientific scruples are evident in the parenthetical phrase “as

I believe.” He does not, that is, state the dependence of stability on diversity

(or integrity, that is the presence of the characteristic species of a biotic

community in their characteristic numbers) as a well-established fact,

but as his own well-educated opinion.”
I share a basic agreement with Callicott’s point, but I will go on to extend this
point since there is a clue suggesting that Leopold’s caution applies not only
to the diversity-stability hypothesis, but also to ecological science generally.

21 Callicott, J. B., Beyond the Land Ethic: More Essays in Environmental Philosophy (Albany, N.Y.: State
University of New York Press, 1999), 125.

22 Leopold (1949), 210.
23 Callicott (1999), 123-124.
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This clue is Leopold’s distinction between ecology and ecological situa-
tions. As Leopold said, “an ethic may be regarded as a mode of guidance for

. . . . 24
meeting ecological situations.”

Ecology is a branch of science which stud-
ies ecological facts, but the complexity of ecological situations has not been
entirely disclosed by ecology. Ecological situations are, as Leopold said, “so
new or intricate, or involving such deferred reactions, that the path of social

expediency is not discernible to the average individual.””

This points out
that the land ethic aims at disclosing intricate ecological situations to people,
and ecology is merely a means to proffer information for understanding these
situations. However, Leopold was aware that this tool cannot guarantee the
achievement of the aim because ecological situations are too complex to be
understood by ecological scientists. For instance, when speaking of the biotic
mechanism of communities, He said:
The ordinary citizen today assumes that science knows what makes
the community clock tick; the scientist is equally sure that he does not.
He knows that the biotic mechanism is so complex that its workings
may never be fully understood.”
To point out the inadequacy of science is the first step. To finalize an adap-
tive scientific epistemology needs the second step, which is to reduce the
impact caused by the inadequacy of science. To do so Leopold needed two
things: distinction and alternative. The distinction needed is between the land
ethic and ecology. As mentioned above, the aim of the land ethic is to guide
the public to understand ecological situations, and ecology provides a means
to achieve this aim. Hence, the land ethic and ecology are distinct and the
linkage between them lies in ecological situations. However, although the
land ethic and ecology are connected by ecological situations, they seek eco-
logical situations with different purposes. The land ethic is an ethical theory
in pursuit of norms, and ecology is a scientific subject in pursuit of the truth.
Thus, on the surface, the land ethic aims at guiding people to meet ecological
situations, but in fact its ultimate goal is not to provide truth, but to lead the
public to act appropriately. How can ecological situations generate normative

24 Leopold (1949), 203, emphasis added.
25 Leopold (1949), 203.
26 Leopold (1949), 205.
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force? The answer to this, according the previous survey, is because of the
eco-relationships among ecological situations. It is in virtue of eco-relation-
ships that people can extend their moral sentiments toward nature. Finally,
through the distinction, I can clarify two important points. Firstly, ecology is
merely a means, and this suggests that there can be other means. Once ecol-
ogy fails to achieve the aim, we can appeal to other means. Secondly, to as-
sess whether ecology fails or not requires a precise understanding of the aim
of the land ethic. According to the distinction, I suggest that the ultimate goal
of the land ethic is to provide guidance to meet eco-relationships, based on
which we can accurately determine whether ecology, after the individualistic
turn, can achieve this goal or not.

I now turn to the alternatives. One may ask whether Leopold provided
alternatives; the answer to this, I suggest, is “yes.” There are two alternatives.
One is in “The Land Ethic,” and there is another mainly in “Conservation Es-
thetic.” I first deal with the former, which is “animal instincts.” Said Leopold:

An ethic may be regarded as a mode of guidance for meeting ecological

situations so new or intricate, or involving such deferred reactions, that

the path of social expediency is not discernible to the average individual.

Animal instincts are modes of guidance for the individual in meeting such

situations. Ethics are possibly a kind of community instinct in-the-making.”’
As mentioned above, Leopold’s intention, in the land ethic, is to establish
normative principles, so when he referred to ecological situations and ani-
mal instincts, these two things should be ethically understood as the eco-
relationships and community instincts. Hence, immediately after this pas-
sage, Leopold continued to explain how community instincts can guide eco-
relationships. He said:

All ethics so far evolved rest upon a single premise: that the individ-

ual is a member of a community of interdependent parts. His instincts

prompt him to compete for his place in that community, but his eth-
ics prompt him also to co-operate (perhaps in order that there may be

a place to compete for).”*

27 Leopold (1949), 203.
28 Leopold (1949), 203.
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In short, community instincts guide people to find their places in communi-
ties via competition and cooperation. This echoes Leopold’s account of the
eco-relationships. For the place of people in communities, in other words,
is humans’ community membership; competition and cooperation, consti-
tute interdependency. For instance, in food-chains and food-webs, species
competition and cooperation form the food-interdependency. Therefore,
besides ecology, Leopold’s community instincts provide the first alternative
way of guiding people to appreciate the eco-relationships among ecological
situations.

The second alternative is “perception.” By investigating Leopold’s ear-
lier works, such as “Some Fundamentals of Conservation in the Southwest,”
Norton finds that perception plays a significant role in Leopold’s thought. For
example, in the final section, “Conservation as a Moral Issue,” Leopold said:
“Possibly, in our intuitive perceptions, which may be truer than our science
and less impeded by our words than our philosophies, we realize the indivis-
ibility of the earth.”” Here Leopold explicitly expressed his inclination to
intuitive perceptions since they are truer than science and less impeded than
philosophy. Although some scholars may suggest that significant ideas here
were later abandoned by Leopold,™ his faith in the veracity of perception,
at least, is an exception. It is preserved in “Conservation Esthetic.” When
speaking of various components of outdoor recreation, Leopold said:

The perception of the natural processes by which the land and the living

things upon it have achieved their characteristic forms (evolution) and

by which they maintain their existence (ecology). That thing called

“patural study.”"

Here Leopold affirmed that perception can lead people to naturally study
evolutionary and ecological facts. Moreover, as he originally thought that
perception is truer than science, Leopold seemed to suggest that perception is
more fundamental than ecological science. He said:

29 Leopold, A., “Some Fundamentals of Conservation in the Southwest,” Environmental Ethics 1(1979): 140.

30 Callicott, J. B., In Defense of the Land Ethic: Essays in Environmental Philosophy (Albany, N.Y.: State
University of New York Press, 1989), 88-89; and Flader, S. L., Thinking Like a Mountain (Lincoln: University
of Nebraska Press, 1974), 143-144.

31 Leopold (1949), 173.
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Ecological science has wrought a change in the mental eye. It has disclosed
origins and functions for what to Boone were only facts.... The incredible
intricacies of the plant and animal community...were as invisible and
incomprehensible to Daniel Boone as they are today to Mr. Babbitt....
[But] Let no man jump to the conclusion that Babbitt must take his Ph.D.
in ecology before he can “see” his country. On the contrary, the Ph.D.
may become as callous as an undertaker to the mysteries at which he
officiates. Like all real treasures of the mind, perception can be split into
infinitely small fractions without losing its quality.... Perception, in short,
cannot be purchased with either learned degree or dollars; it grows at
home as well as abroad, and he who has a little may use it to as good
advantage as he who has much.”
Perception is surely a supplement to ecological science since it can provide
guidance within ecological situations. However, the merit of perception is
more than its being an alternative to ecology. Perception should be regarded
as a more fundamental guide in ecological situations than ecology. What the
land ethic aims at is to provide guidance for people to appreciate the eco-
relationships among nature, and thus generate “love, respect, and admiration
for land.”” To engage with nature, such as through the perception of natural
processes, is more straightforward than participating in academic discussions.
As Leopold suggested, the learning process of ecological knowledge should
not only take place in lectures about ecology, but also can and should oc-
cur in a wide range of circumstances, including our direct engagement with
nature.™
To sum up, the awareness of the inadequacy of ecological science and
the two alternatives constitute an understanding of Leopold’s adaptive scien-
tific epistemology. Therefore, whatever the development of ecology turns out
to be, community instincts and perception are vital components in people’s
natural talents to appreciate nature.
After replying to (1), I now turn to (ii), which is the question of how to
engender duties from ever-changing communities. In his reply to this ques-

32 Leopold (1949), 174.
33 Leopold (1949), 223.
34 Leopold (1949), 224.
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tion, Callicott makes two points. Firstly, he asserts the existence of inter-
dependency by quoting Donald Worster’s “principle of interdependency.”
Worster says: “No organism or species of organism has any chance of sur-
viving without the aid of others.”” Secondly, Callicott utilizes the multiple
and dynamic composition of human communities, such as Stevens Points, to
provide an analogy with ever-changing biotic communities, and concludes:
...1if paradigmatic human communities are sufficiently robust to engender
civic duties and obligations both to fellow members and to such communities
per se, then biotic communities, which are not less robust than paradigmatic
human communities, are, by parity of reasoning, also sufficiently robust
to engender analogous environmental duties and obligations.”
I share a basic agreement with Callicott’s points, especially his (and Wor-
ster’s) affirmation of interdependency, and I will further develop them ac-
cording to my own interpretation of the land ethic. Callicott is insightful in
analogizing loosely grouping human communities to poorly bounded biotic
communities, but this analogy is too general to fully explain why human and
biotic communities are robust enough to generate analogous duties. The de-
cisive reason why human and biotic communities can generate analogous du-
ties, I suggest, is because they both possess analogous interdependency. One
of Leopold’s crucial strategies for establishing the land ethic is to explain
an ethic as a process of evolution. In “Outlook,” he said: “I have purposely
presented the land ethic as a product of social evolution because nothing so

important as an ethic is ever ‘written.”””’

The purpose of Leopold’s strategy
is to provide a way of extending ethics to include nature. The extension of
ethics can be compared to the extension of railway, in which humanity is
like a train, which needs two things to reach a new destination: new tracks
and fuel. Track represents the relationship responsible for guiding people
across the old boundary towards a new destination. Fuel stands for motiva-
tion which is responsible for generating energy to enable the train (humans)
to reach the new destination. Therefore, I suggest that two fundamentally

important elements for the extension of ethics are relationship (moral track)

35 Worster, D., Nature’s Economy: The Roots of Ecology (Garden City, New York: Anchor Books, 1994), 429.
36 Callicott (1999), 132-133.
37 Leopold (1949), 225.
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and motivation (moral fuel). In the case of the land ethic, these two elements
are the eco-relationships and sentiments (e.g. love). This framework illumi-
nates one very important point. The duties of the land ethic, as an extended
ethic, are generated from the reciprocity of relationships and sentiments.
Hence, the merit of Worster’s principle of interdependency lies in its affir-
mation enabling the eco-relationships to be ethically adaptive to ecological
individualism. Although communities may not be integrated and stable, once
the interdependent relationships are affirmed, as Worster and Callicott claim,
the duties of the land ethic are basically secured since in virtue of the eco-
relationships people can extend their moral sentiments to nature.

Notwithstanding, to say that the duties of the land ethic are basically
secured does not imply that duties from individualistic communities are the
same as duties from holistic communities. Different relationships generate
different duties. For example, duties derived from parental-filial relationships
must differ from duties derived from friendship. Thus, although the duties
from ever-changing communities can be substantiated, the land ethic still
needs to revise or even give up some duties which are too closely tied to the
holistic community model, such as the duty of preserving the integrity and
stability of the land community. This will lead us to (iii), which is the ques-
tion of how to modify the maxim of the land ethic.

Before addressing (iii), it is important to note one thing. The reason why
the maxim the land ethic requires modification is not because integrity and
stability are entirely abandoned, but because of the vagueness of these two
concepts. Ecological individualism, though powerful, does not completely
obliterate the concepts of integrity and stability. For example, McIntosh
observes that “the term integrity was absent from most scientific ecological
literature until the 1960s, but has increased since then.””® Also, Shrader-Fre-
chette and McCoy’s review of Lewontin, Holling, and Orians suggests that
“in the late 1960s and early 1970s a wide range of concepts, with a variety of
applications, could be found under the umbrella of ‘ecological stability.””*
Their observations demonstrate that integrity and stability do not disappear

38 Mclntosh (2002), 66.

39 Shrader-Frechette, K. S. and McCoy, E. D., Method in Ecology: Strategies for Conservation (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993), 37.
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from the discourse of ecology after individualism became popular in the
1950s. However, after the challenge of individualism, ecologists who seek
a precise definition indeed find variously defined integrity and stability are
vague. Therefore, Leopold’s loose usage of these vague concepts will make
his maxim too equivocal to be a reliable guide.

One way to avoid the vagueness is to abandon the original maxim and
reformulate a new one. As Callicott observes, “the individualistic-dynamic
paradigm in deconstructive community ecology seems to undercut two [in-
tegrity and stability] out of three of the land ethic’s cardinal values.”* As
a result, he invokes “scale” as a new normative key, and reformulates the
maxim as such: “a thing is right when it tends to disturb the biotic commu-
nity only at normal spatial and temporal scales. It is wrong when it tends
otherwise.”*" Callicott’s attempted reformulation is admirable, but his new
maxim can be more ethically straightforward if his new normative key —
scale -- is substituted for the capacity of the land for self-renewal.

The reason why the capacity of the land for self-renewal is more ethi-
cally straightforward can be illustrated by questioning Callicott’s supporting
claims. The first question is that the supporting claims to which Callicott
appeals do not explain why being “naturally abnormal” is equal to being
“land-ethically wrong.” For example, in the case of mass extinction, Callicott
says that “normally, speciation out-paces extinction,” so “the current rate

of extinction is wildly abnormal.”*

Here he clearly explains that the reason
why the current rate of anthropogenic extinction is abnormal is because ex-
tinction outpaces speciation. By the same token, in the case of global warm-
ing, he also claims that “we may be causing a big increase of temperature
at an unprecedented rate,”* but without any additional argument, he further
avers that “that’s what’s land-ethically wrong with anthropogenic global

994

warming. * With these two cases, Callicott, at best, demonstrates that an-

thropogenic perturbations are naturally abnormal or unprecedented, but the

40 Callicott (1999), 125.
41 Callicott (1999), 138.
42 Callicott (1999), 136.
43 Callicott (1999), 136.
44 Callicott (1999), 136.
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reason why being naturally abnormal is equivalent to being ethically wrong
is obscure.

In reply to the first question, Callicott may appeal to other environmental
philosophers, such as Leopold, Stewart Pickett, and Richard Ostfeld. How-
ever, this appeal remains questionable because scale, in light to those philos-
ophers’ accounts, is not the most ethically straightforward. For example, in
“The Land Pyramid,” Leopold wrote that “evolutionary changes...are usually
slow and local. Man’s invention of tools has enables him to make changes

of unprecedented violence, rapidity and scope.”*

Leopold’s statement here,
as the above examples, only exhibits that the measure of rate and scope can
“ecologically” judge whether human-made changes are unprecedented. To
know Leopold’s ethical measure needs to review Leopold’s complete argu-
ment. He said:
When a change occurs in one part of the circuit, many other parts must
adjust themselves to it. Change does not necessarily obstruct or
divert the flow of energy; evolution is a long series of self-induced
changes, the new result of which has been to elaborate the flow
mechanism and to lengthen the circuit. Evolutionary changes, however,
are usually slow and local. Man’s invention of tools has enabled him to
make changes of unprecedented violence, rapidity, and scope.*
In light of this statement, Leopold seemed to argue that rapid and widespread
human-caused changes can be land-ethically wrong if they obstruct or divert
the self-adjustable circuit of the land, such as energy flows and food chains.
The land community does not merely stand for a place all natural entities
reside in, but also represents a series of mechanisms (e.g. energy flows and
food chains) all entities rely on. To damage the self-renewable capacity of
the land is land-ethically unacceptable since it will fatally threaten all of nat-
ural entities and the land community to which we belong. Similarly, Pickett
and Ostfeld note that:
...an inference [any human-caused flux is justifiable] is wrong because
the flux in the natural world has severe limits... Two characteristics of

45 Leopold (1949), 217.
46 Leopold (1949), 216, emphasis added.
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human-induced flux would suggest that it would be excessive: fast rate

and large extent.”

Their note implies that fast and far-reaching human-induced flux is naturally
excessive, but the reason why excessive human-made flux is ethically wrong is
because it goes beyond the limit of natural flux. That is, in Leopold’s words, to
obstruct or divert the flow of energy. Therefore, according to Callicott’s sup-
porting examples and quotes, the self-renewal of the land community seems
to be more ethically straightforward than scale, especially in the case of the
land ethic. Based on this, a new reformulation of the maxim of the land ethic, I
suggest, can be: a thing is right when it tends to preserve the capacity for self-
renewal of the land community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.

This new summary moral maxim is advantageous because it echoes other
significant concept in the land ethic, such as sustainability and land health.
For example, in addition to describe the land as self-adjustable, Leopold also
mentioned that the circuit of the land is “sustained.”® Also, in the beginning
of “Land Health and the A-B Cleavage,” Leopold said:

A land ethic, then, reflects the existence of an ecological conscience,

and this in turn reflects a conviction of individual responsibility for the

health of the land. Health is the capacity of the land for self-renewal.

Conservation is our effort to understand and preserve this capacity.*
Because of these echoes, the new maxim is well-matched in the land ethic.
However, the new maxim can be criticized since it also suffers from vague-
ness. One apparent problem of the new maxim is how to define the self-
renewal of the land. In the face of the imperfect understanding of nature,
human beings, at this point, indeed are unable to define the self-renewal
of the land without vagueness. However, unlike the vagueness of integrity
and stability, the ambiguity of the self-renewal of the land is detected by
Leopold. He said: “biotas seem to differ in their capacity to sustain violent

conversion.” Due to this observation, he suggested that:

47 Pickett and Ostfeld (1995), 273-274, emphasis added.

48 Leopold said: “The circuit is no closed; some energy is dissipated in decay, some is added by absorption
from the air, some is stored in soils, peats, and long-lived forests; but it is a sustained circuit, like a slowly
augmented revolving fund of life.” See Leopold (1949), 216.

49 Leopold (1949), 221.
50 Leopold (1949), 218.
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Whatever may be the equation for men and land, it is improbable that
we as yet know all its terms. Recent discoveries in mineral and vitamin
nutrition reveal unsuspected dependencies in the up-circuit: incredibly
minute quantities of certain substances determine the value of soils to
plants, of plants to animals. What of the down-circuit? What of the
vanishing species, the preservation of which we now regard as an
es thetic luxury? They helped build the soil; in which unsuspected
ways may they be essential to its maintenance? Professor Weaver
proposes that we use prairie flowers to re-flocculate the wasting soils
of the dust bowl; who knows what purpose cranes and condors, otters
and grizzlies may some day be used?”'

In the face of the imperfect understanding of the self-adjustment of the
land, not only can we make effort to understand this capacity, we also should
be cautious since the effect of our behaviours on nature could be unintended
harm. Therefore, although the new maxim also suffers from the vagueness,
it is still defensible because Leopold already provided resolution for the
vagueness.

V. Conclusion

In conclusion, I have briefly showed Gleason’s individualistic concept
of plant association, and argued how Gleason’s individualism affect Leo-
pold’s land ethic. Based on this, we know that although ecology is an im-
portant aid, its uncertain development, such as the individualist turn, also
threats the land ethic. In reply to the three problematic aspects of Leopold’s
ecological account, I suggest that Leopold’s adaptive scientific epistemol-
ogy, the affirmation of eco-interdependency, and a new formulation of
the maxim can make the land ethic adaptive to the challenge of ecological
individualism.

51 Leopold (1949), 220.
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