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ABSTRACT: Over and over, philosophers have claimed that envi-
ronmental holism in general, and Leopold’s Land Ethic in particular,
ought to be rejected on the basis that it has fascistic implications. I
argue that the Land Ethic is not tantamount to environmental fascism
because Leopold’s moral theory accounts for the moral standing of the
individual as well as “the land,” a holistic ethic better protects and
defends the individual in the long-run, and the term “fascism” is misap-
plied in this case.

In contemporary philosophic literature, and elsewhere,
having one’s position or person labeled as racist, sexist, or even speciesist is per-
cetved to be sufficient reason to dismiss the position, or worse, the originator or
proponents of the position, straight-away. Likewise, designating a putative ethic as
implying one of the above “isms,” functions not only as a highly emotive accusa-
tion, but also serves to encourage summary dismissal of that proposed ethic. How-
ever, before someone’s position or person is damned, it seems only fair that
careful, complete, and accurate consideration should be given to exactly what is
asserted, that is, that what is being condemned actually does warrant one of these
disparaging “isms.’

Over the last decade, or so, attempts at posmng and defending holistic, eco-
centric environmental ethics have at many times and in many places been
dismissed altogether because they too have been said to imply one of these despi-
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cable “isms.” Such approaches are often readily rejected because it is believed that
they evince a sort of fascism; more specifically termed “environmental fascism”.)

This charge has been, and is, often leveled primarily against the Land Ethic?
as formulated by Aldo Leopold and philosophically developed and defended by J.
Baird Callicott.” In fact, in the first issue of this very journal two leading environ-
mental philosophers, Frederick Ferré and Kristin Shrader-Frechette, dredge up this
imputation against holism and the Land Ethic once again.4

I contend that upon examination this charge simply does not stick. And since
in defending the Land Ethic against such a charge not only do I defend the most
common target of the criticism, I also show that there is at least one form of envi-
ronmental holism which does not imply environmental fascism. Thus,
environmental holism is not necessarily fascistic.

Of course no one wants to be a fascist or support fascism. In fact, the past is
filled with poor excuses for the repression of the individual in order to promulgate
the supposed “greater good.” Such summons for individual sacrifice on behalf of
the greater good have repeatedly turned out to be quite hideous in practice. We
need only recollect the historically recent rise of fascist leaders in certain European
countries, and the devastation they wrought, to convince ourselves of this truth.
Therefore, if it is true that environmental fascism is implied by the Land Ethic,
then we would be wise at least to rethink our possible allegiance to it, if not com-
pletely renounce it as a viable form of environmental ethics. However, many
critics doubt not only the viability but even the possibility of the project of clearing
the Land Ethic of its supposedly implied fascism. Bryan Norton, for example, has
claimed that dealing with the charge of environmental fascism is “the most diffi-
cult problem in interpreting, and in advocating, Leopold’s land ethic,” and further,
Norton feels the project of getting both individuals and wholes into the moral com-
munity to be “the great unfinished task of Leopold’s land ethic.””

I. WHAT’S ALL THIS ABOUT
ENVIRONMENTAL FASGISM ?

As the Land Ethic has come to the forefront of possible
approaches to environmental ethics over the last two decades, philosophers
increasingly have given it more serious thought. However, some thinkers who seri-
ously contemplate the implementation of an ecocentric system of ethics are horrif-
ically startled by the grave practical implications they assume a system of ethics
which de-emphasizes concern solely for individuals—including individual
humans—logically implies. The assumption is that shifting the locus of concern
away from the individual and refocusing it on wholes (e.g., the biotic “community
as such”) necessarily grants moral significance only to the whole, and completely
excludes any and all consideration for individuals.

It is supposed that since the summary moral maxim of the Land Ethic main-
tains that, “A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and
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beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise’® that the only
criterion of moral evaluation is the effect something has on the biotic community
as a whole. If this were so, then the Land Ethic would indeed have unacceptable
and fascistic implications. Philosopher William Aiken, for example, has suggested
that the Land Ethic is “extreme eco-holism” which comes close to prescribing
“mass genocide or species suicide,” or even “massive human diebacks,” in which
we humans would be required to cull or “eliminate 90 percent of our numbers.”’

In addition to this repulsive and violently misanthropic insinuation, the Land
Ethic would both permit and require the merciless culling of sentient or rights-pos-
sessing members of excessively reproducing species, such as deer and rabbits,
because of the threat they present to the “integrity, stability, and beauty” of the
ecosystems they overpopulate. This putative implication of the Land Ethic obvi-
ously alarms those who embrace an animal welfare ethics approach to
environmental concerns. Such “paranoia” is represented by philosopher Edward
Johnson when he warns that “we should not let the land ethic distract us from the
concrete problems about the treatment of animals which have been the constant
motive behind the animal liberation movement.”® Callicott has observed that
because of this partial understanding of the Land Ethic, that to those who expound
one of the varieties of moral extensionism, the Land Ethic seems to be far removed
from any traditional individualistic ethic, whether anthropocentric, zoocentric, or
biocentric, and instead seems much more akin to a ‘termitarium or beehive ethic’.?

Moreover, as philosopher Michael Zimmerman has recently pointed out,'°
there has been an attempt on behalf of conservative demagogues such as Rush
Limbaugh and Ron Amold (of “Wise Use Movement” fame) to label and dismiss
all environmentalists as fascists for promoting biocentric and ecocentric ethics and
environmental policy. There is an attempt to link biocentrism and ecocentrism
with the National Socialism movement of the Nazi’s, which is best represented by
the works of Nazi environmentalist Dr. Walter Schoenichen who, according to
Zimmerman, “explicitly portrayed his ecosophy as consistent with the...racist ide-
ology of National Socialism.”!! All three views posit and defend the view that
nature has value above and beyond its various uses as natural resources—or intrin-
sic value; ecocentrist Aldo Leopold and Nazi Schoenichen both speak of the land
as an organism made up of species;12 and all three speak highly of wilderness pres-
ervation and the protection of other lands, or the environment as a whole, for the
greater good.

It 1s precisely these sorts of interpretations of the Land Ethic which have led
those such as Tom Regan, the originator of the charge, to dub the Land Ethic ‘envi-
ronmental fascism.’

Regan believes that a holistic ecocentric ethic, such as the Land Ethic, is tan-
tamount to environmental fascism because, in focusing moral concern on the
whole, it enjoins the sacrifice of the individual for the good of the whole. He
assumes that the effect actions have on the biotic community is the only moral cri-
terion, and that humans, therefore, would, actually and axiologically, become
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reduced in stature, losing their special and privileged position. Why does he
assume this? Because Leopold claims that once we come to an ecological under-
standing of the world we will realize that humans are “in fact, only a member of the
biotic team,” and that the Land Ethic therefore “changes the role of Homo sapiens
from conqueror of the land-community to plain member and citizen of it”’13 Or, as
Regan himself puts it:

What has ultimate value is not the individual but the collective, not the “part” but the

«whole,” whereby “the whole” is meant the entire biosphere: the fotality of the things

and systems in the natural order.'*

If so, all consideration of the whole would appear to override any moral
claims of the individual. However, Regan’s is a misunderstanding and misinterpre-
tation, the result of misusing selective quotations and misemphasizing certain
words and phrases. His claim that an ecocentric ethic such as the Land Ethic cannot
also account for the moral inclusion of individuals, and his perception that the
Land Fthic threatens his own view, leads Regan quickly to distance his readers
from it, by summarily sticking it with the highly visceral and emotive, but unwar-
ranted, label of environmental fascism.

Now to be historically accurate and complete, as well as fair to Regan, Aiken,
et al., it should be acknowledged that the charge of environmental fascism was
* invited, indeed, provoked by Callicott in his early and still well-known paper,
“Animal Liberation: A Triangular Affair.”!° In this paper, Callicott makes com-
ments which those leveling the charge of environmental fascism can cite as
evidence.

Claiming that “the good of the biotic community is the ultimate measure of the
moral value, the rightness and wrongness, of actions,” and that “in every case the
effect upon ecological systems 1s the decisive factor in the determination of the
ethical quality of actions,”’(emphasis added) Callicott concludes, from these pre-
mises, that therefore “the population of people should, perhaps, be roughly twice
that of bears,” and that “the extent of misanthropy in modern environmentalism
thus must be taken as a measure of the degree to which it 1s biocentric.”'® Fueling
the fascist flame, Callicott mentions, with no apparent disapproval, Edward
Abbey’s now famous dilemma that if a choice were forced upon him between tak-
ing the life of a man or the life of a snake, he would eliminate the man (‘I'ma
humanist; I’d rather kill a man than a snake™). He cites, again without apparent dis-
approbation, Garrett Hardin’s claim that we should employ no motor vehicles to
save human beings lost or injured in wilderness areas; and he provides a precedent
in Western moral philosophy of putting the good of the community over that of the
individual by pointing to Plato’s moral social philosophy.17 All of these passages
in “Triangular Affair” serve to support Regan’s fascist criticism.!® However, in
order again to be accurate as well as fair—this time to Callicott—it is important to
note that Regan is responding to some of the admittedly more thoughtless com-

ments made by Callicott in what Callicott himself later characterized as one of his
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less “tempered and considered interpretations and extrapolations” of the Land
Ethic—a paper written primarily to “provoke controversy.”19

Il. WHY THE LAND ETHIC ISN'T ENVIRONMENTAL
FASCISM

Regan’s epithet of environmental fascism has had an amaz-
ing effect. Often in professional publications, presentations, and discussions when
one mentions Leopold, Callicott, or the Land Ethic, all three are immediately and
altogether dismissed with little thought or discussion by the simple mention of
environmental fascism. However, even though the Land Ethic is routinely treated
in such a manner, the charge of environmental fascism has been addressed here
and there in the literature.?? Seldom is the fact that the charge has been rebutted or
the rebuttal itself paid heed to.

Now, of course Leopold never intended the Land Ethic to imply anything like
fascism. If we know anything about the character of the man, we know he was no
fascist nor advocator thereof.?! Leopold’s son, and well-known Emeritus Profes-
sor of Geology at the University of California, Berkeley, Luna B. Leopold
addresses this point when he writes:

It has been suggested that Leopold’s words imply that the value of an individual person

would be inversely proportional to the supply of people. The words have even been

interpreted to convey the idea that abortion, infanticide, war, and other means for the

elimination of r.he less fit may be unobjectionable because they are ecosystemically
unobjectionable.>?

However, Luna Leopold testifies that his father had a very deep concern for
individuals, and Luna Leopold sees the Land Ethic as “the outgrowth and exten-
sion of this deep personal concern for the individual.”?? Likewise, many who
advocate some form of environmental holism refuse to set aside various sorts of
humanistic ethics or openly advocate the draconian measures their positions would
appear to dictate.

Now, regardless of Leopold’s character and personal concern and despite
whether or not Leopold intended the Land Ethic to have inhumane and misan-
thropic implications, if such implications are a valid logical deduction from the
Land Ethic’s theoretical premises, then that would represent a reductio ad absur-
dum for the Land Ethic, since none but the greatest misanthropes among us would
be willing to accept such odious consequences. Although we are relieved that
Leopold and many contemporary environmental holists refuse to relinquish
humanistic ethics, future proponents of holistic environmental approaches might
not hold them so dear. They might instead feel coerced by force of logic to fulfill
what they take to be the correct, albeit grisly, implications of their holism.2* There-
fore, if the logical road of all holistic environmental ethics necessarily leads to
environmental fascism, we might wish to foreclose interest in such an approach.
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Fortunately, though, the Land Ethic as a representative holistic approach is a
much more expanded and rich position than some other, more simple, type of envi-
ronmental holism which may indeed imply fascism. Not only did Leopold not
intend for the Land Ethic to be fascist, but he also provided evidence to the
contrary. _

First, because Leopold recognized that the most fundamental result of an eco-
logical education was the grasping of the complex interdependence of things, he
subsequently realized that concern for the individual is not only encompassed by,
but is best accomplished through, protection and defense of that upon which the
individual depends. The human individual is not excluded from this system of
interdependence, and hence the human individual is best protected and defended in
the long-run by maintaining the “integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic com-
munity.” To put it more concisely, Leopold realized that holistic concern is
actually a form of indirect individual concemn. Therefore, given the dependence of
the individual on the whole, the individual is better cared for in the long-run
because of the protection of that upon which she or he depends.

This is, nevertheless, merely an enlightened collective self-interest defense of
the Land Ethic. And, as such, it only states that we should protect and defend the
whole because doing so would better insure individual survival (individual human
survival). But there is even more reason to suppose that the Land Ethic is not
equivalent to environmental fascism.

The Land Ethic is not environmental fascism because it expressly provides
for the good of the individual as well as for the good of the whole. The Land Ethic
accounts for both the moral consideration of individuals and wholes. As Leopold
himself stated, “it [the Land Ethic} implies respect for {our] fellow-members, and
also respect for the community as such.”

But how exactly does the Land Ethic do this? How does it account for both
individuals and wholes? Simply put, it accounts for both because of its foundations
in bio-social evolution.

There are two stages in the development of ethics. The first is biological.
Leopold anchors the Land Ethic upon a bio-social evolutionary analysis which,
whether he was aware of it or not, stems from the basic Humean and Smithean pre-
cept that ethics are rooted in the moral sentiments. Leopold seems to have
absorbed this notion through the writings of Darwin, who begins this account of
the evolution of ethics with the basic and seemingly inescapable parental affec-
tions mammals have for their infants.

So, how exactly do we go from the love of parents for their helpless offspring
to a more inclusive ethical system? Callicott explains:

Bonds of affection and sympathy between parents and offspring permitted the forma-
tion of small, closely kin social groups, Darwin argued. Should the parental and filial
affections bonding family members chance to extend to less closely related individuals,
that would permit an enlargement of the family group. And should the newly extended
community more successfully defend itself and/or more efficiently provision itself, the
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inclusive fitness of its members severally would increase, Darwin reasoned. Thus the .
more diffuse familial affections...would be spread throughout a population.26

According to Darwin, this altruistic instinct—responsible for the formation of
the family group—augmented by the intellectual and linguistic powers of human
beings is the foundation of primitive human morality. The further evolution of
human ethics is more a function of culture than biology.

The cultural dimension of the development of human morality depends upon
people being cognizant of their relationships with others and upon their ability to
respond ethically to such realizations. As the boundaries of human social and cul-
tural communities have expanded historically to include members of one’s own
family, then clan, tribe, nation, etc..., our perceived moral community has
expanded correspondingly to include those previously regarded as outsiders.
Hence, as our moral sentiments respond to changes in the way we view the world
our ethics change correspondingly. As Callicott puts it:

The moral community expanded to become coextensive with the newly drawn bound-
aries of societies and the representation of virtue and vice, right and wrong, good and
evil, changed to accommodate, foster, and preserve the economic and institutional orga-
nization of emergent social orders.?’

Presently, many people recognize that all members of the human species
ought to be accorded at least some fundamental human rights. We feel this way
because we have a perception of all humans as essentially linked into one society
or community—"“the global village” as we sometimes call it. Our current “human
rights” ethic corresponds to this change in perccption.28

Perhaps we can now understand how it is that individuals enter into the moral
community. But what of wholes? How do wholes—including certain environmen-
tal wholes—garner ethical consideration as such; as more than just the sum of their
respective individual constituents? Answer: the same way.

Interestingly enough, we have all along experienced certain moral sentiments
toward wholes—toward family as well as family members and toward community
as well as its constituents. And, hence, we have included wholes within our ethical
systems all along. Examples of this abound. We might think of the sentiments of
loyalty or love one feels for a football team (European or American—Blackburn
Rovers or Green Bay Packers), or the loyalty and obligation one feels for one’s
neighborhood as prime examples of moral concern for wholes as such. Patriotism,
the love and loyalty one feels for one’s country, is currently perhaps the most obvi-
ous and universal example of familiar holistic moral concern. Protection through
legal means of certain endangered species as corporate entities and not merely as
a collection of individual members of endangered species is a more recent, and
unfortunately, much less universal and familiar example of holistic moral concem.
Philosopher Peter Wenz claims that “concern for corporate entities can be found in
our culture.” Lending support to this thesis Wenz writes:

Patriotism, and loyalty to religious, professional, and school traditions all bespeak con-
cern for the welfare of corporate entities. These concerns can perhaps be reduced in the
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manner of scientific reduction to concerns about individual human beings. But such
reductions, even if they are possible, do not reflect the phenomenology of moral expe-
rience. People do not feel loyalty to an open set of other people, but to their country,
school, religion, etc. Certainly, the direct object of their moral concern is a corporate
entity.29

So, what of the land? How do we come to include “soils, waters, plants, and
animals, or collectively: the Jand” 730 Leopold observed that “all ethics so far
evolved rest upon a single premise: that the individual is a member of a commu-
nity.”31 Subsequently, he recognized that the land or biota, like our human
societies, is organized as a community—the biotic community. Leopold posits the
Land Ethic, then, as the proper response to these two realizations. Therefore, once
we come to see the natural world as a community of interdependent parts to which
we belong and upon which we depend, our feelings of care and respect further
expand outward to include the biotic community. Since ecological theory changes
our view of the world, we come to feel and realize that wholes such as ecosystems,
species, or biotic communities might also be included within our moral commu-
nity. Thus, the Land Ethic is the latest step in the evolution of ethics as sketched by
Darwin.

It is important to note that Leopeld’s literary style is unique. It is as holistic as
the ethic he advocates. One must read A Sand County Almanac in its entirety to
grasp properly the full meaning of its capstone essay “ The Land Ethic.” As Dennis
Ribbens points out, “Leopold’s attitude toward writing was no less ecological than
was his attitude toward land.”? Hence, the summary moral maxim of the Land
Ethic (“A thing is rights when it tends...”) is just that—the summary moral maxim
of the Land Ethic—which is an accretion or addendum to a larger, more inclusive
ethical system. The rest of that system includes individuals to varying degrees. To
focus solely on the summary moral maxim of the Land Ethic is to see only the tip
of the proverbial iceberg. One must comprehend the Land Ethic in its larger con-
text to correctly comprehend the Land Ethic at all.3* Dichotomous thinking is not
always accurate or the only way to look at something. It does not always have to be
either/or—in this case, either we have individuals in our moral community or we
have wholes. We can have both. With the Land Ethic we can, and do, have a suc-
cessful and coherent combination of the two.

It is of vital importance to note that when Leopold speaks of this “extension of
ethics,” he uses words like “accretion” to refer to the Land Ethic. He goes to
lengths to point out that the Land Ethic only “enlarges the boundaries of the
[moral] community,” and therefore our ethical obligations still include our “fellow
members.”>* These are crucial intricacies which critics such as Regan seem to
completely neglect or ignore.

So, enlarging our moral boundaries and changing the locus of concem to
include environmental wholes, or the environment as a whole, does not necessarily
entail abandoning or subordinating the individuals which make up that whole. The
Land Ethic is not intended to override and erase our already existing ethical sys-
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tems, but rather it is properly viewed as an “accretion” to those pre-existing moral
sensibilities, it only fine tunes and adds to them. More needs to be said about this
point.

Merely because we begin to include the “land” in the moral community does
not mean that we must therefore exclude those other things which were in the
moral community previously. To borrow an analogy, the evolution of ethics may
be pictured like the cross-section of a tree, with concentric annual rings that are
added to the prior rings lying within them.?> The innermost ring we might see as
the most basic of all human communities, the family, to which our strongest and
most tender sentiments relate, namely the parental of filial affections, that motivate
the altruistic behavior (upon which ethics ultimately rests) between parents and -
their children. Subsequent rings represent one’s extended family, clan, tribe,
nation, country, and global village. When a new ring is added, the older ones do
not disappear. Thus, we are not allowed to be remiss in our ethical obligations to
members of more venerable communities when a new community is evolved or
discovered.3® Therefore, granting “the land” moral consideration does not imply
that we should ignore our existing moral obligations. Quite the contrary. Callicott
emphasizes this point when he writes:

That I am now a member of the global human community and hence have correlative

moral obligations to all mankind does not mean that I am no longer a member of my

own family and citizen of my local community and of my country or that I am relieved

of the peculiar and special limitations on freedom of action attendant upon these rela-

tionships.3”

And, likewise, when we do what the Land Ethic requires and extend the
boundaries of moral concern to include wholes, this does not mean that we lose our
moral obligations to those individuals previously commanding them. As Callicott
also points out,

The land ethic does not compete with familiar social ethics, nor does it swallow up ear-

lier stages of moral natural history. Rather, the land ethic suggests an evolutionary inter-

pretation of moral development in which it is the next step in a sequence of ethical

accretions. All the previous accretions remain operative and in full force.?

Now, in addition to being able to include individuals, human social wholes,
and now environmental wholes within the purview of ethics, the Land Ethic also
supplies a way in which to sort our the inevitable moral conflicts that arise between
individuals and wholes.

The larger system of ethics to which the Land Ethic belongs differs signifi-
cantly from most current moral thought. Because a thing gains acceptance into
the moral community does not necessarily mean it gets equal moral consider-
ation. Therefore, even though it appears that with the Land Ethic we have now
included every natural entity under the sun within the sphere of moral concern,
this does not mean we are obligated to protect and defend all inductees with
equal fervor. Not only does the ethical system to which the Land Ethic belongs
not override our prior moral obligations, it also allows us to rank them. Prima
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facie, we have stronger obligations to those beings closer to us—and to those
innermost accretions. Hence, my obligation to make sure my own brother is not
starving is stronger than my obligation to feed the hungry in Somalia.” In this
way we can avoid the problem of ethical overload, or the granting of equal moral
consideration to all entities in our multiple moral communities and to those com-
munities as such.

It may now appear that we have another problem: that our duties to the biotic
community and its members will always be eclipsed by our stronger obligations to
our various human communities and their members, since duties to the biotic com-
munity and its members are the final accretion to our already existing set or series
of ethical obligations. Far from being a case of environmental fascism, the Land
Ethic may now appear to be an environmental “paper tiger.” It has no teeth and,
hence, no bite. It seems as though in practice we would never, or quite seldom,
actually be able to apply any of the Land Ethic principles. Since we have stronger
obligations to those closer to us, wouldn’t all those prior accretions always seem-
ingly override all our obligations to the land?

No, because our ethical obligations are not all equal either. Certainly it would
violate our obligations to other humans to reduce the human population by actively
killing people or by more passively letting them starve. On the other hand, we
might ask more affluent people to consume less in the interest of the integrity, sta-
bility, and beauty of the biotic community, far short of sacrificing their own lives
or well-being. There are ways to sort out competing moral obligations within the
theoretical framework of the Land Ethic. As stated above, the measure of our obli-
gation(s) is not necessarily any and all communities but rather those communities
to which we belong. Hence, the closer we are to the community to which we
belong, the stronger our obligations are to that community. Hence, we would not
say that we have as strong as obligations to a village in Mexico as we do to our own
in Wisconsin.

This also helps solve the paper tiger problem. The further we move from fam-
ily outward toward the land community the more of us there are who belong to
each of these communities. So, even though our prima facie obligations are not as
strong to the outer accretions, more of us have and share these obligations. This
adds up to give ethical clout or bite to our land obligations.

I want to stop with this line of inquiry at this point, however, and note that
even though this topic deserves more attention, we should realize that we are a long
way from the charge of environmental fascism with which this paper is principally
concerned. How the Land Ethic sorts out competing moral claims is a topic beyond
the argument that individuals as well as wholes can simultaneously occupy moral
space. In fact, this problem—the paper tiger problem—actually assumes that the
Land Ethic is not equivalent to environmental fascism since by the very pursuit of

the problem we already take for granted that both individuals and wholes can be
included in the moral community.
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Itl. CONCLUSION

I would be willing to bet that we knew all along that the
Land Ethic, and hence environmental holism, was not synonymous with environ-
mental fascism. “Fascism” is mainly a term used in political theory. The closest
thing to what Regan is referring to by calling the Land Ethic environmental fas-
cism 1s found by selectively reading Roger Scruton’s Dictionary of Political
Thought in which he characterizes “fascism” as the notion of “social unity under
political leadership,” as “showing hostility to democracy” and “respect for collec-
tive organization,” and as requiring “sacrifices for the nation.” However, he also
notes that the concept of fascism is moreover often referred to as “an amalgam of
disparate conceptions, often ill-understood,” “without specific content,” and con-
veying “no clear idea.”*® Michael Zimmerman likewise notes that the implications
of an untempered holism might certainly be described “as draconian or tyrannical,
but not necessarily as fascist.” As Zimmerman goes on to say:

Fascism gains its power by claiming to restore dignity, nobility, purpose, and privilege

to some unique people or race whose members feel that their original mystical-organic

social unity and their ties with the homeland are degenerating because of the insidious

influence of alien races and foreign ideas.... To merit the name ‘ecofascist’, then, a rad-

ical ecology movement would have to...urge that society be reorganized in terms of an

authoritarian, collectivist leadership principle based on masculinist-martial values.*!

So, in addition to the fact that it does not correctly characterize the Land
Ethic, “fascism,” and hence “environmental fascism,” defies clear and specific
definition and characterization to begin with. It is, simply, a negative epithet.

As we saw above, the Land Ethic does not prescribe the abandonment of the
individual for the greater good and hence is not really environmental fascism. If
anything, the Land Ethic would more accurately be referred to as “environmental
communitarianism.”** However, communitarianism obviously does not have the
negative emotive and visceral connotations Regan is looking for and would hardly
supply reason for immediate dismissal.

As we can see, the Land Ethic readily escapes both its supposed inhumane
and inhuman consequences. It is not inhumane because, as fellow members of the
biotic community, non-human individuals garner due moral consideration and
respect. And, it is not inhuman because humans remain members of our human
communities. Thus, not only are we subject to limitations on freedom of action
with respect to protecting and furthering the good of the biotic community as a
whole, we are subject to similar, even stronger limitations with respect to members
of our various human communities.

Zimmerman even goes further to argue that it is simply not accurate to lump
all forms of environmental holism with the ecofascism of Schoenichen and Nazi
National Socialism. First, the leading role Schoenichen’s position is played by
human beings, making it much more closely akin to what environmentalists call
“weak anthropocentrisrn.”“ Second, in Nazi ecofascism, the Volk’s needs always
trump the rights of individuals, and in at least some forms of holism, they do not.*
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Third, in an genuinely ecofascist state “one could not publicly condemn..., seek
redress through the courts, organize political campaigns to oust those responsi-
ble..., or otherwise seek to overturn” an action of government appropriation of
land that was deemed inappropriate in some way.45 Fourth, for American environ-
mentalism, “wilderness” is the earmark of “rugged individualism and personal
liberty,” while for the German ecofascist, “wilderness” stands for “the instinctual
bond between the vital blood of the Volk and its land, to both of which individuals
were expected to submit themselves.”*® And fifth, contemporary holistic environ-
mental ethics differs significantly from Nazi ecofascism in that when
contemporary holism strives for a deeper understanding and identification with,
and grants intrinsic value to, all life, it includes the lives of blacks, Jews, homosex-
uals, and others that the Nazi’s did not. Moreover, the endowment of intrinsic
value to all life implies the deep ecological principle of “letting (all) things be,”
which is not consistent with the actions of the Nazi National Socialists.*’ So why
is it that critics of holism in general and the Land Ethic specifically continue to
reach into the aviary and pull out the same bird of refutation, refusing to realize
that upon release the bird labeled “environmental fascism” simply does not fly?
Perhaps they feel that if they continue to appeal to the same charge over-and over
that it will eventually take wing. Perhaps they see the Land Ethic as too threatening
to their own positions, or to the supposed right of humans to freely raid “natural
resources.”*® Or, perhaps, and this is my hunch, they simply lack some fundamen-
tal understanding about the Land Ethic.

Labeling the Land Ethic “environmental fascism” is simply not accurate.
And, since the Land Ethic is a holistic, ecocentric variety of environmental ethics,
labeling the entire pursuit of holistic, ecocentric environmental ethics as fascist is
not correct either. Therefore, since there is at least one holistic, ecocentric environ-
mental ethic which does not fall prey to this “fascist” criticism, holistic, ecocentric
environmental ethics is not a dead-end pursuit, but rather a viable and vibrant eth-
ical road to travel after all.
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