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j ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS FOR
L WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

MICHAEL P. NELSON AND JOHN A. VUCETICH

Erhical issues influence nearly every aspect of wildlife manage-
ment from its broad principles to specific decisions. The influ-
ence of ethics on the broad principles of wildlife management
is illuserated by The Wildlife Society’s (TW S} vision staternent:

TWS secks 2 world where people and wildlife co-exist, where
biological diversiry is maintained, and decisions affecting the
management, use, and conservation of wildlite and their habi-
tars are made after careful consideration of relevanr scientific
information and with the engagement and support of an in
formed and caring citizenry.

How can this vision be realized withoutaddressing issues such
as: Why should people care about wildlife and biodiversity? Is
the need Lo care only because wildlife and biodiversity are use-
ful to humans or also because they are valuable in their own
right? What exactly does itmean to conserve wildlife and their
hahitat? For example, both Aldo Leopald and Gifford Pinchot
wrote about conservation, but their ideas about the meaning
of conservation differ profoundly. An appreciation of modern
environmental ethics helps one to address issues such as these
intelligensly and theretore fully understand rhe TWS vision
statement.

Ethics also influences the details of many specific situa-
tions. Consider this example: Isle Rovale National Park is a
tederally designared wilderness area, and home to a small wolf
population that is isolated from other wolf populations and
that shows signs of inbreeding depression. If you value healthy
wildlife populations, you might consider the feasibility of ge-
netic rescue, which entails introducing unrelated individuals
to alleviate the negative consequences of genetic deteriora-
tion; however, you might think thisa bad idea if you value des-
ignating a few places on the planet where humans intervene
as little as possible. The idea is hased on letting nature “run its
course.” This. you might suggest, is the purpose of federally
designated wilderness areas in the United Stares.

(n the other hand, you mighr think atrempting genetic
rescue represents a promising, but largely untested, conserva-
tion tool that could help conserve many other populations.

Isle Royale wolves might represent a mode] system for tescing
this too}, but how would intervention affect the health of the
Isle Royale ecosvstermn? Because the cffects of winter, ticks, and
climarte change on Isle Royale moose seem to be increasing, a
more resilient wolf popularion could be importantly detrimen-
tal to the interactions among wolves, moose, and the forest.
What about the welfare of the individual wolves? Evidence
suggests that some of the bone deformities that Isle Rovale
wolves exhibit may also be paintul to individual wolves-—pain
that might be mitigated in subsequent wolves by intervention,
Isle Royale is but one example of a commmon challenge, the
challenge of knowing how to balance values that may con-
flict when decisions are made about how to manage wildlife
popularions. Environmental ethics and conservation ethics are
fields whose purpose is to help us handle these challenges.

16.1. WHAT IS ETHICS?

The social sciences (including social psychology, sociology,
and economics] represent disciplines that can help o describe
how humans value wildlife. Ethics is the discipline whose
focus is formal and rigorous analysis of ethical propositions.
The fundamental distinction berween ethics and the social
sciences you have read about in this book is that social science
is primarily concerned with the analysis of descriptive proposi-
tions about human values, whereas ethics is concerned wilh
the analysis of prescriprive propositions about human values,
Deescriptive propositions describe the nature of the warld
around us, and prescriptive (ethical) propositions are claims
about how we ought to behave, value, or relate to the world
around us. For example, a sodologist might work to describe
what value or social norm stakeholders hold, and to under-
stand why stakeholders hold a particular value. The purview
of ethics, however, is to assess whether and why one ought to
hold some value.

Ethical propositions are easily identified in that they can
tvpically be expressed using words such as “ought” and
“should.” Do you ever think, “There ought to be fewer deer on
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the landscape” or, "The wolf population should be allowed to
increase in abundance"? These are examples of ethical proposi-
tions. Ethics may aiso be defined as the analysis of propositions
thar assess what is good or what is right. For example, when
Aldo Leopold said. "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,” he was making an ethical
proposition that humans should relate to nature in ways that
tend to preserve nature’s integrity, stability, and beauty.

Insomuch as wildlife conservation involves propositions
such as, “"We ought to behave in this way (roward some as-
pect of the natural world) . . " wildlife conservation can be
considered ethics in action. Environmental policies and laws
also reflect ethical commirments. For instance, the Endan-
gered Species Act and the Wilderness Act of 1964 seem to
reflect the ethical proposition that aspects of nature (in these
cases, species and wilderness areas) deserve protectinn. These
laws obligate us to protect species and ecosystems, not only
because they benefir us somehow —physically, emotionally. or
psvchologically—but because they are also valuable for their
own sake.

The ubiquity of ethics in wildlife management is also re-
flected in meanings of sustainability. Many consider (quite
uncontroversially) sustainability to mean, “meeting human
needs in 2 socially just manner without depriving ecosysterns
of their health”; but what is meant by “human needs,” and
what isa “healthy ecosystem”? Depending on how these terms
are defined, sustainability could mean anything from “exploit
as much as desired without infringing on future ability to ex-
ploit as much as desired” to “exploit as little as necessary to
maintain a meaningful life.” These two attitudes would seem
to represent dramatically different worlds, and yet either could
be considered sustainable depending on the meaning of ethical
conceprts that define sustainability ( Vucetich and Nelson 2010).

Nearly all goals in wildlife management embody an ethical
artitude ahout how society ought to relate to nature (Decker
etal. 1991, Shrader-Frechette and McCoy 1994). A great deal of
wildtife management, for example, is concerned with manag-
ing populations that are overabundant, too rare, or in need of
restoration. Each of these cases represents a2n ethical atritude
about how the world ocught to be. Any claim that some wild-
life management goal or action is inappropriate also reflects
an ethical attitude. In this sense, ethical issues are not only
ubiquitous but they are also inescapable; ignoring the ethical
dimension of an issue does not make it go away. For this rea-
son, it is wise to be adept at identifying and analyzing ethical
issues in wildlife management, as illustrated by the exampies
involving sustainability, [sle Royale wolves, and The Wildlite
Society vision statement,

Ethics is not merely asserting what is right or how we
ought to behave, Ethics, as the academic tradition has been
practiced for more than 2.500 vears in the West, is also about
understanding methods that reveal the most rational answers
to these questions about how we ought to act. Much of this
chapter is an introduction to these methods.

16.2. WHAT IS ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS?

Environmental ethics is a relatively new field of study. In the
early 1970s, a small group of philosophers realized that much
of the controversy associated with natural resource manage-
ment rises from unsettled ethical issues about how humans
ought to relate ro nature. At first they were interested in these
sorts of questions; In what way or in what sense, if any, are
humans really separate from the rest of hature? Does nature
have intrinsic value and, if so, what does that mean? Though
these questions remain important, they are better understood
today than 40 years ago, and newer and different questions
have emerged. The formal application of environmental eth-
ics for the purpose of better understanding the human dimen-
sions of wildlife is refarively uncommon (Box 16.1).

After four decades of development, the discipline of envi-
ronmental ethics has given rise to distinct schools of thought
that distinguish themselves primarily by the rational argu-
ments they develop to support the type of value they con-
clude that nature possesses. These schools of thought also
differ from one another by being more or less inclusive, For
example, some argue that only humans are members of the
moral community, whereas others argue that all living things
should be included; some argue that species and ecosysterns
matter ethically. Betore exploring different schools of thought
in environmental ethics further, it is useful to describe a few of
the most basic ethical theories (Box 18.2).

16.3. THEORIES OF ETHICS

One of the most important ethical theories is consequentialism,
which asserts that the righmess of an action is determined
by the consequences of an action. Utilitarianism, an impor-
tant form of consequendalism (a form of which dominated
American conservation in the twentieth cenrury), presumes
that we ought to act in ways that produce the most utility, hap-
piness, or pleasure for the most people. Typically “people” has
been equated with “human being,” though not by everyone.
Pragmatism is sometimes viewed as another school of con-
sequentialist thought thar claims trutk or meaning ought to
be judged by practical consequences. A pragmatic ethic is
judged, therefore, by its ability to solve ethical probletns, as
we perceive those problems. Although prapmatism may seern
commonsensical, it haslong been deeply controversial among
ethicists.

Deontology contrasts with consequentialism and judges an
action’s rightness by the intention or motivation for action
rather than by the results of an action. Examples of deonto-
logical perspectives include treating others as you would want
to be treated {e.g., the Principle of Ethical Consistency}, re-
specting the rights of things that possess rights, performing an
action out ot a sense of duty. following certain pre-established
rules. and only performing actions you would be willing to
make into universal law. The Endangered Species Act seems to
manifest a deontological perspective because it grants a basic
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right (i.e., the right to exist) to most species apart from their
economic value.

Natural Law Theory and Divine Command Theory are similar,
and presuppose that what is natural or divinely comtnanded
is moral; while that which is unnatural or divinely forbiddeu
is immoral. For example, if one were to expect the bicphilia
hypothesis (i.e.. anl innate or natutal tendency to love life) to
deliver specific moral mandates, then the biophilia hypothesis
would exemplify Natural Law Theory {Box 16.3), Similarly,
ethics developed explicitly from Christian ideals {e.g., an ethic
of stewardship as a directive from God) or in reference to any
divinity represent Divine Command Theory.

Virtue Theory holds that right actions arise from people who
are manifestly virtuous, and that moral education ought to fo-
cus on identifying precisely which virtues ought to be manifest
{e.g., generosity, respect, humility, courage) and how to culti-
vate such virtues in aperson. A challenge for virtue ethicsis to
understand precisely which virtues are most important (e.g.,
Jjustice or equality, modesty or magnanimity, and so on).

The Theory of Moral Sentiments stresses that reason and
emotion are both critical for judging the rightness of an ac-
tion. For example, 1n some cases, reason is necessary for indi-
cating circumstances where moral atteation is required, and
emotional sentiments (such as compassion) motivate one to
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manifest moral attention. Darwin's view on ethics {chapter 3
of Descent of Man) and Leopold’s Land Ethic are both related
to the Theory of Moral Sentimerus. developed philosophically
by David Hume (1739) and Adam Smith (17593 aud as discussed
in Callicott {1582).

Two other important terms in ethics are moral agent and
moral patient. A moral agent is someone capable of extending
moral consideration to others. Nearly all humans are moral
agents. The extent to which some non-humans {e.g., chimpan-
zees and wolves) exhibit a very primitive form of moral agency
is actively debated. A moral patient is anvthing that should re-
ceive moral consideration. Although moral agents also tend
to be moral patients {(e.g., a norma) adult human), a moral
patient is not always a moral agent (e.g., a 1-day-old human).
Scholars in environmental ethics actively debate whether
many non-human forms of life should be considered moral
patients. Difterent thearies answer environmental ethics ques-
tions in different ways (Box 16.4), each speaking to different
values that people apply to environmental issues.

16.4. THEORIES OF ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS

Although there are many ways to categorize the field of envi-
ronmental ethics, it is centrally concerned with two entwined
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Box 16.2 ETHICS
Misconceptions and Obstacles

management. Below are some ccmmon o?:o;ectmn '{0] to
ethics and responses [R] to those obiecxscms "

O1. Ethical problemns are intractable and ethical attitudes
change very slowly. For these reasons, ethical disagree-
ments are inevitable and attempts at resolving them
are not worth much attention,

R1. Inthis way, ethics is more like science than we often
appreciate; that is, both require high degrees of
rigorous thought and progress is often painfully slow.
As discyssed later in this chapter, ethical consensus, ‘
much like scientific consensus, is possible given the
process of ethical discourse.

02, Ethics is just non-rational and subjective, whereas only
science is rational and objective; therefore, progress
can be made with the latter but not with the former.

R2. In practice, science is not always as rational and
objective as we sometimes think. More importantly,
genuine ethical discourse refies on the farmulation and

- assessment of rational and objective arguments.

questions: (1} the question of moral considerahility; that 1s, what
sorts of entities deserve membership in the moral communiry
and what jusrifies thar membership? (i.e.. which entities are
moral patients, and why?}, and (2) the question of meral zig-
nificance; thar is, how humans ought ro behave in an inclusive
moral community {e.g., one that includes humans and non-
humans)and how do humans sort out competing moral clairms
after we have established a moral community? Approaches to
these questions begin with the application of standard ethical
rheories (rights theory, urilitarianisrm) to these questions and
are therefore referred to as “extensionist” theories of environ-
mental ethics becausc they work to “extend” those rraditional
ethical rheories beyond the traditicnal bounds of moral inclu-
sion (that is, bevond humans).

Anthropocentrism or Human Welfare Ethacs. This perspective fo-
cuses on justifying how it is appropnate to believe that only hu-
mans are worthy of morai considerarion and the consequences
of that belief. Anthropocentrists care for non-humans—such
as species, ecosystemns, or non-human animals—only when
human well-being depends on non-human well-being. For the
anthropocentrist, only humans possess intrmsic value; all else
is merely instrumentally valuable. Anthropocentrists agree
with the famous eighteenth century philosopher Immanuel
Kant (1930:241), who asserted, “all duties towards animals, to-
wards immaterial beings and rowards inanimare objects are
aimed indirectly ar our duties towards mankind.” Anthropocen-
trists. therefare, believe we ought to conserve wildlife only be-

03. Ethics cannot he umwcrsaity‘ true; notions of right and
wrong are only true ﬂ'@m the point of view of a given .
culture or evetira given- individual. The belief thata
wetland is better than a.parking lot has no universai
truth-value; we use the values we hold to decide whlch
is better.

R3. Given that all humans and all human cultures have
certain attributes in common or have commen inter:
ests, then this simply might not be true, The values” -
that ethical positions depend upon might, in fact, be
as universal as many of the empirical premisesthat -
scientific positions rest upon,

O4. Ethics just seems to be a way to tell others what to da-
(i.e., ancther way to infringe upon freedoms and fiber: .
ties). :

R4. Fundamentally, ethics is about the understanding of
what it is that we ought to do. I this sense, ethics is}
primarily a bottorn-up, rather than top-down, exercise
aimed at understanding the best way to live in the
waorld.

cause their loss might negatively impact human beings in some
manner.

Zoocentrism or Animal Welfare Ethics. This perspective is
associated with the idea thar, in addition ro humans, certain
non-human animals possess intrinsic value and deserve direct
moral standing. The basis for this thinking begins with the
observation that humans do not possess moral standing “just
because " instead, we have moral value becsuse we have cer-
tain properties {e.g., consciousness or the ability ro feel pain),
Logical consistency, a zoocentrist then would argue, forces us
ro grant moral standing to anything possessing a morally rele-
vant property. Hence, if certain non-human animals possess
those morally relevant properties, then they toe are intrinsi-
cally valuable and deserving of direct moral considerarion.
A zoocentrist would be supportive of. for example, efforts
to conserve the hahitat of morally relevant wildlife species
(because these species would be made up of morally relevant
specimens}. However, he/she would also rend to oppose the
killing of morally relevant animals that represent exortic spe-
cies. An ethical dilemma is created in these situarions when
exotic. but morally relevant, animals harm native species.

Biocentrism. This perspective expands the moral commu-
nity of zoocentrists by arguing that being alive is the morally
relevant trait; thac is, all individual living things deserve direct
moral consideration. Atbert Schweitzer (1923:254), perhaps
the most popularly recognized biocentrist, summarizes the
position thusly:
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'Natural law theory arguably serves. sth-e foundation

- of many wildlife management ideas: Some people, for
-example, argue that hunting is a natural and, thus, ethical

- relationship to wildlife. Others defend the morality of

* wildlife restaration efforts on the basis that such efforts

- - might be expected: "Can't we dispense with all of this”
- talk of ethics and just do that which is natural?” A couple
. of serious challenges, however, arise immediately when
considering natural law theory. First, the theory assumes
that what is natural can be discovered and defined objec-

tively, Second, the theory assumes that what is natural
is alsp what is good; this is an assumption philosophers

‘re-establish a “natural bialance™ to the world; therefore, the
= ‘r‘ollowmg "naturalistic” objection to enwronmema| ethrcs
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ﬁriaﬁrﬁés call the “naturatistic fallacy.” Third; Byen |f

Vi”»'whai"is natural can be defined, and even ifvghatis natural -

also.what is good, it is not always cleﬂr what eught to be
done: Appeahng to naturalness for mstance @s.a way to

= ' determine what should be donein the case ofthe inbred
: ;:.vp!ves of the Isle Royale will not mcessanly establish clear
- guidance, because extinction {which would presumably
suggest non-interference as the ethicat course of actian)
“and predation (which wouldpresumably suggest genetic

rescue as the ethical caligse of action) are both arguably
natural. In the end, you should not be surprised when two
wildlife conservationists, both committed to doing what is
natural or “letting nature take its course,” do not agree an a
specific course of action.

Lacmed in Lake Supenor Isie Rvya:'a i Iﬁe forauon of a long-running study of welf-moose interactions (photos courtesy lsle Royale Wolf-Maose
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stone National Park {YN P}, wh;cmr;é é;sruytmldti@
Should YNP be treated differently’ 1%% ﬁthm*p'iééés where
snawmobiles are allowed? Should t&i‘g% '&MS{. igbmmuniw
ties, or government entities bea‘l!oweﬁ ;f:ﬁ@tstr R
important to waterfowl if they agree to cigate a wetland of
equal size and wildlife value elsewhera? Different peogle
evoke different ethical theories; therefore, different ethical
theories will approach questions like. these i in different ways.
It s important toncte also that euen thase peaple who are
employing what they think is the samg. e‘thlcal l'héory might
not agree on a given course of action: -

Consequentialism. A utilitarian wourf_d be.gbligated to
try to accaunt for the overall good versus:the averall harm
done by allowing somie entity ta trade one wetland for an-
ather, or by allowing a few people to benefit at the potential
expense of others, '

Ethics thus consists in this, that | experience the necessity of
practicing the same reverence for life toward all with a will-
to-live, as roward my own. Therein [ have already the needed
fundamental principle of morality It is good 1o maintain and
cherish life; it is evil to destroy and check life.

For the biocentrist, concern for, or policy regarding, the
degradation of wildlife populations is motivated and justified
by the effects such degradation might have on all individual liv-
ing things: we ought to be concerned about the loss of wildlife,
for instance, because of the effect it has on individual humans,
fish, and trees {Box 16.5).

consider whether wéﬂands tradlng or gven certain types.
of recreation; such as:snowmobiling in natural areas,
actlvmes a virtuous person or society (a person or suﬂ

Natwal Law or mez Command A periwﬂ conerne
with adhering to the laws of nature or the dictates of &
particular divinity would work to discover which tour
-action {e.g., preser\re an exrstmg wetland or create a ne

mands ofthat divinity.”

A caravon’of suawenobilers

begin o trail ride ik Vellows
‘stome National parfc; courtes
USFWS}

Some environmental ethicists argue that the extensionist
approaches discussed above are flawed. The flaws arise from
an exclusive focus on the moral consideration of individuals
and do not accommodate the moral consideration of ecologi-
cal collectives such as species, ecosystems, biotic communities,
watersheds, or other things that seem important from an envi-
ronmental perspective. Several theories give reasons why and
how ecological collectives ought to have moral value. They
include ecocentrism, which is related to Leopold’s Land Ethic;
extended individualism, which has tes to James Lovelock's
Gaia Hypothesis; and Deep Ecology, which originated with phi-
losopher Arne Naess. For people subscribing to these types




Though there may be a "temptation to ridicule or mocki

more inctusive moral theories, it is important to pauseand -

appreciate how these thearies actually appear and have
force in the real warld. In 2008, the government of Switzer-
land amended their constitution in a radically biocentric
fashioh, In the Federal Ethics Committee on Non-Human
Biotechrology paper, “The Dignity of Living Beings With
Regard to Plants,” which explained the decision, the com-
mittee stated, “The Federal Constitution has three forms of
protection for plants: the protection of biodiversity, species
protection, and the duty to take the dignity of living beings
into consideration when handling plants. The constitutional
term 'living beings' encompasses animals, plants and other
organisins” (Willemsen 2008;3).

In 2008, the governiment of Ecuador followed suit and

of theories, the loss of wildlife populations is also a matter of
concern because the health of species as well as specimens,
warersheds as well as rivers, and forest ecosystems as well as
individual trees matter and are negatively impacted by biologi-
cal impoverishment,

Most of these theories, extensionist and non-extensionist,
are controversial (i.e., contested) and active areas of scholar-
ship. One of the greartest conflicts in recent years is berween
ecocentrism and forms of extensionism, such as animal wel-
fare ethics. Are humans, for example, morally justified in
killing many individual brown-headed cowbirds in order to
preserve Kirtland’s warhlers? Resolving this conflict is one of
the great ethical challenges of our day (Box 16.6). Most theo-
ries of ethics are also focused on the first of the great questions
that define environmenrtal ethics—moral considerability.

Originally. environmental ethicists focused on assessing
questions of moral considerahility, The future of environ-
mental ethics will focus increasiugly on the question of moral
significauce. The pursuit ot this question will be much more
applicd in nature, and likely will provide ideas for how to
solve conlflicts such as those that exist between animal welfare
ethics and ecocentrism. {u principle, a solution to these con-
flicts begins by appreciatiug thar many things have value; the
challenge is in the detail of how to sort out competing moral
claims in a world full of chem.

Environmental justice, which focuses mainly on the distri-
buriou of environmental goods and harms, is one area of in-
quiry that is more applied and more focused ou the question
of maral significance. Ecafeminism, which draws important
parallels berween systems of oppression that harm nature
as well as certain members of the humau community such
as women, is another arca of inquiry that aims to apply
environmentai ethics more effectively, rather than to theorize
about them. Orher non-traditional or lav approaches to envi-
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7 'fonuarded an arguably ecacentnc p:c\si on, suggestsng
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~maintain and
regenerate its vital; cy:les,stmctur;e functions and its pro-
cesses in evolution:” and-that “Persuns and people have
the fundamental ¢i
in the international-h mghts: instruments. Nature is- - )-
subject to those: right{ vers by this Constitution and taw.”.

Biocentric gestyres ¢ Eﬂ:ﬁn& their way into advertjsing, -
On 2 june 1998, the biotech c cornpany Monsanto €erpor
tion proclaimed in a full-page ad in the New York Times tha
“We believe in equal opportunity regardless of race, creed, -
gender, kingdom, phylum, class, order, family, genus, or
species. All of life is interconnected . . . without 3 support-
ing cast of millions of species, hurman survival is far from
guaranteed” {Rasmussen 2001:205}).

Wildlife management decisions and actions often raise ethical ques.
tions. For example, one rmight ask, “Is it ethical to rernove brown-
headed cowbirds to save the endangered Kirtland’s warbler pictured?”
(courtesy USFWS)

ronmental ethics have been powerfully articulated in popular
forms accessible for the general population (Box 16.7).

16.5. WHAT IS ARGUMENT ANALYSIS?

Understanding ethics and environmental ethics (and therefore
issues in wildlife management) begins with understanding
arguments. When you peel back the layers of rhetoric, emo-
tional manipulation, scare tactics, and assertions thar arc pre-
sented loudly or repeatedly, core arguments emerge. While ir-
rational behaviors are common and normal, mentalty healthy
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humans also desire and rely on appeals to reason, logic. and
argument. Mentally healthy humans express themselves, forge
their cotnmitments, and attempt to persuade one another by
the rules of reason expressed through argumentation.

Below is a brief sketch of the nature of argumentation. We
briefly describe how one gocs about laying out an argument
and suggest a relatively simple method to think critically about
arguments in genera). In all fairness, however, facility with pre-
senting and critiquing arguments demands much practice.

Argument Analwis. Ethical claims of vacous sorts are pre-
sented as arguments; therefore, it is most effective if they are
also addressed as argmments, An arguinent is a systematic and
coherent series of statements aimed at persuasion; it asserts
both a claim, or a “conclusion,” and supportng evidence, or
“premises.” Although we often expetience ethical arguments
informally in writing and speaking, there are rigorous meth-
ods to develop these statements into formal arguments and
there is a way to formally analyze them as well. Although
arguments come in a wide variety of “shapes and sizes,” the
basic form of an argument 1 as follows:

“ within thellrruts bfthe same trlbe ‘are bsfal'ldtd with évef*
“previously existing sotual and maraf commitments,

U mrallymcluswe Eventually such accretions-become’
" conventional, and we should at least entertain the possibik

Alda Lzopold {194 033 pmnts dytan lmportant commor‘;-,tf‘ s to address a common reaction 1o (against?) ethical

x every tirhe an expa nsion of ethtcaltommltmems has b
" suggested {e.g., to end siave:y, to give wornen the vote); :

:“hence, thereis nothmg umque about. enwmnmental ethic
: gg lsftim de\!a opmerrt dnyen by mfr ratmnaf faculues, of a f ~

fasting mfimy wo
 Leopold refers to these Iayers of eth [cz:] o‘bhgahan 35 |
ccretlons" or ad‘dmans to, not rep1acem£nts for, ouat:

accretn:rns these additional Iayers are never smoothly

talls us it is both posmble and ob\nous o become micte:

'ty that the same is true with aceretions of environm :
ethics that we have just seen. This i image of ethics allows

accretions: the suggeshon that we'cannot actually live i
a world where so many thlngs matter ethically. We shoufd
however be aware that this same criticismn has been aﬂi:»redf”

ln this negard

P1. Premise
P2. Premise
C1. Conclusion

Some examples might be instrucrive:

EXAMPLE !
P1. All mammals are warm-blooded.
P2. Raccoons are mammals.
C1. Therefore, raccoons are warm-blooded.

EXAMPLE 2
P1. Mopuntain lions live either tn Japan, New Zealand, or the
United States.
P2. Mountain lions de not live in Japan.
P3. Mouritain lions do not live in New Zealand.
C1. Therefore, mountain lions live in the Urnited States.

If you are attempting to address an argument against the
need to conserve wildlife habitat (or any argument for that
matter) the first thing you should attempt is to lay out the ar-
gument in the above fashion, Quite often, the problems) with
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an argument become immediately clear when it is Jaid out in
such a fashion, and quite often it is discovered thart there is no
argument at all—a fact that can be masked when the claim is
not presented as a formal argument. Remember, arguments
must have both premises (“evidence™) and conclusions (“posi-
tion”) to be arguments; do not be fooled by conclusions just
cleverly restated as premises. If any claim lacks supporting evi-
dence, there is no argument. To ascertain whether or not an
argument is present, it is helpful to run what can be called the
“test of opposition.” If you encounter a claim and are wonder-
ing whether or not there is an argument present, simply ask
yourself, "Can 1 assert exactly the opposite claim and have no
more reason to believe one over the other?” If there is no more
reason to believe the opposite of a claim then there is to betieve
the claim itself, then no argument exists at present and you
are advised ro ask the persou forwarding the original claim to

provide support for that claim.

If an argument actually is present, however, then the
method for critiquing an argument is fairly straightforward.
An argument can only be wrong in one of two ways (theo-
retically bad arguments can be wrong on both accounts, but
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likely that would mean the argument is barely intelligible). A
critique of an argument would point out that there is either

1. a mistake in a premise (a factual mistake of sorts), or

2. a mistake in inference (a mistake in going from premises
1o conclusion; assuming that the conclusion follows from
the given premises, when in fact it does not).

In sum, it cannot be the case that all of the premises in an
argument are true, and that the conclusion follows from the
premises, but that the conclusion then is false. If the conclusion
of an argument is believed to be false, then your obligation is
to demonstrate why the argumenc is faulty by employing one
of the rwo methods above. Again, a couple of examples might
prove helpful. Consider the following arguments:

EXAMPLE 1

P1. If something is not occurring then we should not worry
about it.

P2. Anthropogenic global climarte change is not occurring,

C1. Therefore, we should not worry about anthropogenic
global climate change.
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In this argument no problem exists with inference. The
conclusion most certainly follows from the premises. If you
are suspicious of this argument, it must be because of doubt
in the truth of one (or more) of the claims made in the prem-
ises. if you wish to reject the conclusion of this argument, you
must do 50 on the basis of a mistaken premise. In fact, in this
argument, you might challenge the truth of Premise 1 on the
basis that it is not clear that you should never wotry about
something that is not occurring, and you would then provide
counter-examples to demonstrate how it might be wise to
be concerned about and arrempt o address potential threats
to your health or to the safety of your home even if you are
not currently ill or your home is not currently on fire or be-
ing robbed. You might also challenge Premise 2, both on the
basis that it is far from clear that anthropogenic global climate
change is not occurring or even with the claim that Premise 2
is patently false—you would then go on to make the opposite
claim to refute such an argument.

EXAMPLE 2

P1. Crocuses bloom in the spring.

P2, The month of Aprilis a spring month.

C1. Therefore, Highway 52 runs north-to-south through
Michigan.

This is clearly a bad argument, bur not because either of
the premises is mistaken. Both premises are true. It is a bad
argumeut because the conclusion simply does not follow from
the premises provided. If the conclusion stated “Therefore,
crocuses may bloom in Apnl,” then a sound argument exists.
Notice, however, that because there are other spring months,
it you concluded “Therefore, crocuses will bloom in April”
you would again be making a bad argument on the basis of a
mistaken inference. Of course most (but unfortunately not all)
arguments that have a mistaken inference are not so blatantly
wrong as the example provided; they are ofien more like the
moadified conclusion that “Crocuses will hloom in April.”

In short, when artempting to address arguments, the
method to fellow is to

1. lay out the argument(s),

2. assess the premises for rheir truth-value,

3. assess the connection or inference berween premises and
conclusion, and

4. lay out the counter-argument using 2 and 3.

A final note on assessing and evaluating arguments: you
greacly improve your chances of presenting good arguments
and either avoiding critique or being able 1o fend off critique if
you learn to become your own toughest critic. Examine your
own arguments rigorously and question your premises as you
would those of others, and forever attempt to consider che re-
spense of a would-be dissenter. Always hold in your mind as
an ideal the following general rule regarding the strength of
arguments:

An argument's strength is not measured by the fact that it
is persuasive to someone who aiready believes the conclu-
sion of the argument. Rather. the strength of an argument

is measured by the force that it has over those who dissent
from the conclusion of the argument.

16.6. APPLYING ETHICS TO
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

Wildlife management is essentially environmental ethics in ac-
tion, insomuch as both focus on assessing propositions about
how humans should {or should not) interact with the natural
world. Moreover, wildlite management is only justified whean
it is supported by reasonable ethical arguments. The applica-
tion of environmental ethics 1o wildlife management involves
extending argument analysis to public discourse associated
with wildlife management.

16.6.1. A Prcliminary Principle

Handling the ethical dimensions of wildlife management re-
quires understanding how ethical knowledge is one of several
distinct kinds of knowledge necessary for wildlife manage-
ment to be ethical and cftective. Clearly, wildlife management
depends on knowledge from scientific fields such as ecology,
sociology, and economics; but wildlife managemenr also de-
pends on, or presupposes, ethical arguments that always con-
sist of two kinds of premises: ethical premises and scientific
{or descriptive) premises intended to describe how the world
ts. Assessing the trurh-value of descriptive premises requires
scientific knowledge from various scientific fields (both bio-
logical and social), and assessing the appropriateness of ethical
premises requires ethical knowledge.

There is value in comparing and contrasting contribu-
tions of each kind of knowledge. Obviously. ecology contrib-
utes knowledge abour the environment. As critical as such
knowledge may be, it is insufficient on its own for determin-
ing what management action sheuld be taken. Consider this
ecological knowledge: (1) Prior to persecution by humans,
walves inhabited much of the northeastern United States,
and (2) roday, coyotes seem to fill the approximare ecologi-
cal niche once filled by wolves in rhat region. This ecological
knowledge cannor determine whether it would be right to
reintroduce wolves into the Adirondack region of New York.
No amount of ecological knowledge, by itself, could deter-
mine the appropriateness of such a reintroduction. 'To make
such a decision. wildlife managers also need to be informed
by sociocultural knowledge, such as knowing the stakeholder
acceprability ol reintroducing wolves to the region. Economic
knowledge is also valuable—knowledge abour the effect that
wolf reintroduction might have on portions of the economy
associated with tourism or deer hunting (e.g., license sales,
retail purchases, and travel). Science is primarily concerned
with evaluaring propositions about how the world was in the
past {e.g.. wolves used to live in the Adirondacks), how it is
today (e.g., many people oppose wolfreintroduction), or how
it will be in the future (e.g., wolf reintroduction might reduce
the number of people who spend money on acrivities related
to deer hunting, but increase ecotourism as people seek op-
portunities to see or hear wolves).

Though critically important, descriptions of how the



world was. is, or will be—no matter how abundant or reli-
able such knowledge is-—cannot by themselves determine
whether a wildlife management action is ethically appropri-
ate. One must also identify and evaluate the appropriateness
of ethical premises that underlie arguments for or against
some wildlife managementacrion. For example, consider this
argument:

Pl. Wolves—through their predation on decr—onee per-
formed a vital ecological service in the Adirondacks, and
human exploiration caused wolves to go extinct in this
region.

P2. Coyotes and human hunting on deer now perform the
vital ecological service that wolves once provided.

P3. Many people oppose wolf reintroduction.

Pa. Wolf reintroduction would likely harm aspects of the
local rural economy in the Adirondacks.

P5. The primary value of a species is its ecological function.

Cl. Therefore, we should not reintroduce wolves, because
doing so comes at a cost (social and economic) but does
not offer much benefit (because coyotes and hunters
alrcady do that for which wolves would be valued).

l'or the moment, take for granted that the premises are
all true or appropriate. The conclusion is not determined by
Premises 1 through 4, which represent scientific descriptions of
the world. The conclusion is determined hy Premise 5, which
is the ethical premise. To better see how. evaluate the argu-
ment more carefully. First, consider thar Premise 5 may be
inadequate and might be replaced with this alternative:

P5a. Species are intrinsically valuable. They are valuable not
because of services they perform but just because they
are an important manifestation of life.

If Premisc 5 is replaced with Premise 5a, the conclusion is
not justified by the argument. (Note: The apparent failure of
this argument is not sufficient to show that wolves should be
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reintroduced. More work would be required to assess that con-
clusion.) The argument above is also likely missing premises
along these lines:

Pé. It is wrong to enact policies that diminish local, rural
economies.
P7. Itis wrong to enact policies that oppose public opinion.

Recall, a conclusion cannot introduce ideas that are not al-
ready entailed by the premises. Because the conclusion refers
to the social and economic costs of wolf reintroduction, the ar-
gument must then contain premises speaking to these issues.
The introduction of Premise 6 and Premise 7 raises the ques-
tion, are thev reasonable premises? They probably are not. If
Premise 6 were true, then it might be wrong to criminalize
prostitution or marketing tobacco products to young peaple.
Premise 6 requires revision to account for the fact that we do
not uncenditionally promote local, rural economies. Premise
7 is also false. Great failures in management have occurred
by allowing policies that were unwise but widely supported
by stakeholders (e.g., overfishing of Atlantic cod). Sometimes
Jeadership is required to promote policies that are ethically
sound but unpopular. (Note: what has been outlined here is
one approach to argument analysis. For an even more detailed
treatment of argument analysis see Copi and Cohen [2005].
For a detailed trearment in the contexr of natural resource
management see www.conservationethics.org.}

Even this simple evatuation shows how the appropriateness
of wildlife management hinges on a careful understanding of
the underlying ethical premises. Table 16.1 shows how several
of the most important issues in conservation require complex
ethical consideration.

Ethics and sociology. These domains of knowledge are
similar inn that both focus on values. They differ, however, in
that sociology is more focused on understanding the values
and attitudes various groups of people hold, the behaviors
they exhibit, and how their values, attitudes, and behaviors

Table 16.1. Issues in conservation that require complex ethical consideration

Congervation concern

Related cthieal issues

Fcosystem restoration

Removal of exolic species

place”

Population viabilire
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What counts as the socially jnst use of resonrces?
Do we care abour ecosystein health only because of the benefits 10 humans, or alse because ecosystems are intriusi-
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may change over time. Ethics is more focused on using argu-
menr analysis to assess what values, attitudes, and bebaviors
people ought to exhibit. Holding some value or exhibiting
some behavior does not mean you ought to do so. This dis-
tinction berween “is” and “ought” raises some difficulties. On
one hand, equating “how we are” with "how we ought to be”
introduces all of the problems associated with naturalism, On
the other hand, it cannot be ethical to expect behavior that
is impossible ta exhibit. To put it pithily: although ocught to
irnplies can, can certainly does not imply ougbt to. Although
a policy prescribing wolf bunting would be contingent upon
the ability of the wolf population o sustainably withstand a
hunt, the fact that the population can withstand a hunt does
not imply that we ought to hnnt wolves,

Ethics and Economics. The relationship between ethics and
economics is not simple. (ur inspection of Premise 6 in the
above argument suggests that ethical valnes often averride
concerns for economic growth. Many environmental protec-
tion laws entail some kind of curtailment of economic activiry
{e g., US. Endangered Species Act and the US. Clean Air and
Weater Acts). Remember from Chapter 6 that economics is a
sacial science that describes how society meets competing de-
mands in the face of limited resources.

Economics strives to understand how economies work and
how economic agenrs interact, where economies are systems
involving the production, distribution, and consumption of
goods and services, and economic agents are the people and
institutions involved in those economies. Economics aims to
describe how ecanormies work, not how they cught to work.
It ix appropriate to ask, “"How ought an economy to work?”
However, that question requires careful treatment of ethical
knowledge. The purpose of economics as a science is more
or less limited to making reliable statements of this nature:
If we interact with these limited vesources in these ways, then our
economies very likely will respond in these ways. Itis more a matter
of environmental ethics than economics to understand what
counts as a right or wrong way to interact with wildlife and
whether the projected economic outcomes are good or bad.
intbe ¢thical sense.

Ethics, Laws, and Politics. Although political-legal knowl-
edge is also necessary to understand legal and political feasi-
bility of wildlife management policies. this knowledge cannot
by itself determine whether decisions made in wildlife man-
agement are right ot good. A complex relationship berween
ethics, politics, and law rises from a few uncontroversial prin-
ciples:

L. Ina democratic society, faws and potitics genetally tend 1o
arise from that society’s ethical dispositions, rather than
vice versa.

2. Follawing the [aw, howevet, does not adequately eusure
that one is behaving ethically. Thatis. nor all cases of
rule-breaking represent unethical behavior (e.g,, the civil
disobedience of Rosa Parks, Martin Luther King, Jt., and
Gandhi), and nor all cases of rule-following are ethical
{e.g.. the defense or deflection of war crimes chatges by
tefecring to following arders from one's superiors),

3. Winning a political battle is not the same as being right.
Many political battles are won because the winning side
had more financial resources or political power.

These principles raise difficult and unavoidable questions
about how a wildlife professional ought to act when there is
a conflict berween ethics and the laws or politics of wildlife
management.

16.6.2. Ethical Discourse

Understanding the distinctions between varions kinds of
knowledge is critical for making wildlife management deci-
sions, as is argument analysis for synthesizing knowledge. Im-
plementing these principles in a process invelving some kind
of public discourse is called ethical discourse, which is best
understood by describing some operational steps in the pro-
cess and by comparing the process to political discourse, Many
of the chapters in this book examine the role ot stakehaolder
participation in wildlife management. The ethical discourse
described here is another example of engaging in thoughcful
deliberations as part of the management process.

16.6.2.1. Step 1: Catalogue and Inventory Reasons
for or against a Particular Management intervention
That is, identify all the reasons thar cach kind of stakeholder
has for or against the management intervention (objective
and related acton) under consideradon. Prejudging the rea-
sonableness of various reasons should be held to a minimuemn.
The most important misrake rhat can be made at this stage is
overlooking a reason that is held important to a stakeholder.
Beware: stakeholders sometimes offer ane or more stated rea-
sons but are motivated by other unstated reasons. Srated and
unstated reasons are both important. It is also useful to catego-
rize the reasons into sets of related reasons eitber supparting
or opposing the management intervention. (See Nelson and
Vucetich [2009] as an example of this kind of categorization
as it applies to the debate about whether scientists should be
advocates.)

16.6.2.2. Step 2: Argument Construction and
Assessment
Now treat each reason as the conclusion to an argument that
has not yet been articulated. The process can begin by articu-
fating, in brainstorm-like fashion. facts and ideas that seem re-
lated to the conclusion. Then arrange these facts and ideas as
premises for the conclusion. Upon being toughly construcied,
the argument should then be assessed for missing premises.
Idendfication of all the missing premises is important because
doing se often frees an argument of mistakes in inference ot
at least draws attention to mistaken inferences. Thesc steps
look much like the steps we took as we began developing the
walf reintroducton argument above. The detection of miss-
ing premises is often difficult and may require a person with
experience in argument analysis,

From this point, argument assessment can follow one of
three straregies. Strategy 1 holds the conclusion fixed and

Judges wherhet the premises necessary for suppotting the con-



clusion are valid. Strategy 2 revises invalid premises to make
them valid, and judges whether the conclusion is supported
by the revised premises. Strategy 3 revises invalid premises to
make them valid, and then revises the conclusion to the extent
necessary to keep the argument sound and valid. Strategies 1
and 2 are usefu] for assessing whether a reason for or against
some management proposal is justified {in the sense that it is
supported by a sound and valid arpument). Strategy 3 is useful
for discovering appropriate arguments when Strategies 1 and 2
seem to be revealing only inappropriate arguments.

Strategy 3, which involves revising conclusions to match
revised premises, very often leads to surprising outcomes. An
argument that, at first glance, seems to support some manage-
ment intervention can often end up offering good reason to
oppose it. For this reason, and because argument analysis is
technically difficult (that is, it is easy to think you are doing it
correetly wher, in fact, you are not), it is important that those
engaged in ethical discourse are willing to ehange their minds
{perhaps by 180° y about the appropriateness of a management
intervention (this willingness is known as intellecrual hon-
esty). That s, the purpose of ethical discourse is not merely to
confirm what you already believe but rather to discover what
you should believe. In this way, we assert that ethical discourse
is similar to the scientific process.

Assessing scientific premises. When all the missing premises
seem to have been identified and articulated, the appropriate-
ness of cach premise should be assessed. Presuming the argu-
ment conrains only premises necessary for supporting the con-
clusion, the discovery of even a single inappropriate premise is
often enough to determine that the argument is inappropriate.

Begin assessing premises by identifying the kind of knowl-
edge each premise represents, and the kind of person qualified
to pass judgrment on that premise’s validity. An ecologisz, for
example, would tend to be most qualified to judge the validiry
of ecological premises.

As described in Chapter 8 on decision making, treatment of
scientific uncertainty is important at this stage. Consider, for
example, the premise: Killing cowbirds benefits warbler popula-
tions. Ifthe premise is associated with one or more of the types
of uncertainties {discussed in Chapter 8) then the premise is
inappropriate. In this example, the premise might be made
true by replacing “benefits” with “will benefir in some cases,”
or perhaps by rewtiting the premise to begin with: Though it re-
mains yncertain, there is some redson to expect that killing cowbirds
will benefit this particular warbler population.

Sometimes a premise is true based on accepred scientific
information, but not accepted among all stakeholders. Con-
sider, for example, human activities play an important role in global
climate change as a premise in some argument about climate
policy. Climate scicnce has the purview to judge the premise’s
validity, and climate science indicates the premise is almost cer-
tainly true. Nevertheless, some American citizens do not ac-
cept the premise as true. These opinions are not a basis for judg-
ing the premise to be false; however, they are likely a basis for
adding a new premise to the argument: Many Americans do not
believe human activities play an tmportant role in global warming,

In cases like these, careful analysis is required to understand
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how the rwo premises interact to affect the argument's con-
clusion. Recall that the purpose of ethical discourse is not so
much to assess whether a policy would be politically difficult to
pursue but to judge what policy would be ethically justified.

In cases where science and public perception are in con-
flict, the argument likely will require a premise that speaks to
the contlict. Consider, for example. the validity of a premise
such as this: Agencies with the authority to act without widespread
public support should pursuc policy based on scientists™ perceptions
of scientific claims (not perceptions of the general public), bur they
should pursue such policies in a manner that (s sensitive to public
perceprign. This premise suggests public perception aftects
how a policy should be pursued but not whether it should
be pursued. Now consider this premise: Agencies should pur-
sue policies only when they receive widespread public support. The
word “should” in each of these premises indicates that both
premises are ethical premises. These premises might even be
thought of as conclusions to an ethical argument that itself
requires articnlation and analysis.

Assessing ethical premises. The evaluation of some ethical
premises is relatively stratghtforward: they are widely accepted
(or rejected) for good reasons that are well-understood. In
such cases, the value (and hard work) of ethical discourse is
when it exposes how a reasonable-sounding conclusion is actu-
ally supported onfy when one aecepts ethical premises that are
clearly inappropriate. For examples of this circumstance. see
Vucetich and Nelson (2007) and Nelson and Vucetich (2009).

In some cases, however, the appropriateness of an ethical
premise is difficult to judge. Sometimes an ethical premise
seems (o rest on solid reasoning but is not accepted by very
many of the stakeholders, or vice versa. Should the lack of sup-
port be taken as a sign that the purportedly solid reasons are
not actually so solid? In such cases, it may be useful to treat the
ethical premise as a conclusion to an argument that requires
articulation and evaluation.

Difficulties also arise when rwo ethical premises seem ap-
propriate but also seem to conflict with one another. Consider,
forexample, the premises Kirtland’s warbler represents an intrin-
sically valuable species and The lives of individual cowbirds are
ihtrinsically valuable. One premise suggests cowbirds should be
killed if they threaten the viabifity of Kirtland's warblers, and
the other suggests they should not be killed. Using insights
from human dimensions inquiry, wildlife professionals might
anticipate such an ethical conflict arising among stakehold-
ers. One way to handle this conflict is for professionals to
use argument analysis to explain how and why one premise
should override the other in this particular circumstance. The
result of this process may be to resolve the conflict or it may
be to clarify precisely how the stakeholders disagree. Either
outcome represents ethical progress. Further inquiry into
stakeholder acceptability of management actions, through use
of interviews or questionnaires, would then help affirm the
ourcomes of the argument analyses.

16.6.2.3. Step 3: Synthesis
The result of Step 2 is to judge each argument as being ap-
propriate, inappropriate, or possibly undetermined. Knowing
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that a particular argnment is inappropriate does not mean that
the conclusion of the argurnent is false. It remains possible that
some other argument would justify the conclusion. Consider
tor example, this conchusion: We shauld not drill for a1l in Arc-
tic Natfonal Wildlife Refuge (ANWR, because it would endanger
local caribou populations. Argument analysis might show that
this conclusion (not drilling in ANWR) cannot be supported
for that reason. However, the inappropriateness ot that con-
clusion does not mean drilling in ANWR is a good ot right
thing to do. Another argument—about how exploitation is
inconsistent with the principles of a protected area even if the
exploitation has minimal effects on the environment—might
be able to show that such drilling would be wrong. For reasons
such as this, the final step in ethical discourse is to consider the
management action in the context of all the arguments that
were analyzed (e.g., Nelson and Vucetich 2009).

These three steps of ethical discourse may be implemented
in various ways. For example, a research project might be con-
ducted by a few experts and then vetted by peer-review and
scientific discourse (e.g., Vucetich and Nelson 2007, Nelson
and Vucetich 2009) or hy a larger group of people —experts
and lay stakeholders alike—engaged in a workshop-like venue.
Such workshops are beginning to occur, led by organizatians
such as the Center for Humans and Nacure, the Aldo Leopold
Foundartion, and the Conservatian Ethics Group,

The potential limitation of working with a smaller group
of select peaple is misunderstanding or neglecting reasons that
are important burnot well-appreciated by thart group. The po-
tential limitation of working with a larger group is that larger
groups are more likely to include participants who do not ap-
preciate or are not proficient with the principles of ethical dis-
course. In either case, the success of ethical discourse depends
on the participants’ collective knowledge of the issue and skill
inargument analysis; and, in either casc, the legitimacy of ethi-
cal discourse 18 judged by others” ability to find faul with the
logic of the analysis.

16.6.3. Ethical and Political Discourse

Despite their similarities, ethical discourse and political dis-
course differ importantly from ene another. Pulitical discourse
aims for compromise and concession until all stakeholders
agree that the proposed management action is something
with which they can live. The purpose of political discourse is
to make political progress and avoid civil chaos. Political dis-
course is rypically constrained by the riming of an imminent
decision. This circumstance makes participants in political
discourse focus on winning rather than on being righc. By
contrast, ethical discourse aimns for basic agreement about an
issue. Ethical discourse aims to be “right” rather than to win.
Such discourse can make valuable insights during formulation

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is critical habitat for a vast herd of caribou (courtesy USFWS)



of objectives (both fundamental and enabling; early in the
management process. Recall an early dilernma proposed in
Chapter 1, which indicated that if you are not working on the
correct things, then the more you 1ry ro conduct your work
“right,” the more wrong you become! Consideration of ethics
and engagement in ethical discourse can help reveal wharare
the right things on which 1o be working.

SUMMARY

This chapter explored ethics and environmental ethics as a
theoretical and practical human dimension of wildlife manage-
ment. The practical side was largely about constructing and
assessing arguments that represenr rcal-world issues in wild-
tife management. The theoretical side focused on the tool by
which those theories (stared as ethical premisesi are evaluated.
The introduction we provided here was merely a road map
to conduct deeper erhical thinking abourt decisions in wildlife

management.

« Although ethical discourse is not a panacea for solving

all environmental challenges, wildlife professionals can
increase their effectiveness by learning the theory and
practice of ethical discourse. It provides an alternarive to,
or complements, existing political discourse, which (from
the perspective of engaged stakeholders) is more about
winning and losing than gaining insight into what is right
OF WIOng.

Ethics 1s a discipline whose focus is analysis of erhical

propositions. The fundamenta) distinction between ethics

and other social sciences is that social science primarily

is concerncd with the analysis of descriptive propositions

about human valuecs, whereas ethics is concerned with the

analysis of prescriptive propositions about human values.
+ Although there are many ways to categorize the field of

environmental ethics, it is centrally concerned with rwo
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related topics: (1) moral considerability; that is, what sorts of
entities deserve membership in the moral community and
what justifies that membership? and (2} questions of moral
significance; that is, how ought humans to behave in an
inclusive moral community?
» In this regard. though with an added moral bent of right
and wrong, ethical discourse is similar to science in that
it follows a svstematic and rigorous process of logical
thought. Ethical progress and scientific progress are both
most likely 1o occur when the minds involved are open to
reason.
Attending ro the ethical dimensions of wildlife manage-
ment increases the ability of wildlife professionals to have
a reliable means of identifying the correct issues 1o go to
work on, to reach the correct conclusions, and to better
achieve desired impacts. It will also help managers to be
ethically consistent from one situation to another. thereby
tmproving their credibility with peers, pariners, stakehold-
ers, and decision makers.

-
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