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Preface

Nature in Asian Traditions of Thought, edited by J. Baird Callicott and
Roger T. Ames, was published by SUNY Press in 1989. It remains in
print more than twenty years later. In the two decades that have since
elapsed, the field of “comparative environmental philosophy,” which
Nature in Asian Traditions of Thought inaugurated, has expanded and
matured. Environmental Philosophy in Asian Traditions of Thought is
conceived as a sequel to Nature in Asian Traditions of Thought. All
eighteen papers included in this volume were written after 1989. All
but four were originally published in widely scattered venues; those
four exceptions appear here for the first time.

The idea for this book was conceived during September, 2007 in
Fulton, Missouri at Westminster College’s second Annual Symposium
on Democracy—which was focused, that year, on the theme of “The
Environment: Prospects for Sustainability.” J. Baird Callicott was a
speaker at the symposium. James McRae, a member of Westminster
College’s Department of Classics, Philosophy, and Religious Studies,
introduced Callicott and his talk for the symposium. After Callicott’s
talk, McRae mentioned that he used Nature in Asian Traditions of
Thought as a textbook in his environmental ethics course. He also
mentioned that he had written his doctoral dissertation under the
direction of its co-editor, Roger Ames. Callicott was pleased to hear
that. It’s always good to know that one’s books are taught in the class-
room. And McRae’s personal connection with Callicott’s good friend
and colleague was a pleasant surprise.

Personal pleasantries aside, Callicott thought that a companion
volume to Nature in Asian Traditions of Thought, representing newer
work in the field, would also be useful to students and their instruc-
tors. Just as important, it could synergistically juxtapose the best new
work in comparative environmental philosophy and thus stimulate
further development of the field. McRae’s doctorate is from the world’s
premier program in comparative philosophy at the University of
Hawai‘i, where students receive rigorous training, including language
training, in various traditions of Asian thought. Callicott believed that
he had found in McRae the perfect co-editor for this volume. Callicott
could bring his up-to-date expertise in environmental philosophy
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to the project, McRae could bring his in comparative philosophy.
Moreover, for a second-generation book—the son of Nature in Asian
Traditions of Thought, as it were—what could be better than for one
of the editors to be a member of the second generation of comparative
environmental philosophers? In subsequent correspondence, Callicott
proposed the project and McRae agreed to be his co-editor.

We, Callicott and McRae, the aspiring editors of what would become
this book, then began to look for work of exemplary quality by gifted
and expert scholars. Of course, there was an embarrassment of riches
and the hardest part of the editorial process was to boil down the list
of potential items for inclusion. Those included would have to fit into a
single volume and it was imperative that we make sure that those that
made their way into the volume were the best of the lot. In the mean-
time, another one of Callicott’s books, Earth’s Insights: A Multicultural
Survey of Ecological Ethics from the Mediterranean Basin to the
Australian Outback, was in process of being translated into Japanese.
That book, first published in 1994, is based in part on the work of
the scholars in Nature in Asian Traditions of Thought. The translation
project introduced us to Tomosaburd Yamauchi and Hiroshi Abe, two
Japanese philosophers, who enthusiastically agreed to contribute essays
to the collection. Yamauchi’s is published here for the first time.

Once we had made our selections, we organized them into a table of
contents, drafted a prospectus, and sent both to Jane Bunker, then the
Associate Director and Editor-in-Chief of the State University of New
York Press, the publisher of Nature in Asian Traditions of Thought. She
immediately saw the value of our proposed sequel and turned the project
over to Nancy Ellegate, SUNY Press’s acquisitions editor for Asian
studies. We thank Ms. Bunker for her support for the project and Ms.
Ellegate for her expert assistance in seeing the book through the process
of production. In the meanwhile, Jane Bunker took a job at another press
and was succeeded by co-Directors Donna Dixon and James Peltz, who
generously helped move the project through the review process.

This anthology, as noted, contains both new articles and essays
that were previously published in leading journals in the fields of
environmental ethics and Asian and comparative philosophy:

1. George Alfred James’s “Environment and Environmental Philos-
ophy in India” appears for the first time in this collection.

2. Christopher Framarin’s “Atman, Identity, and Emanation: Argu-
ments for a Hindu Environmental Ethic” was first published in
Comparative Philosophy 2.1 (2011): 3—24.
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. “Gandhi’s Contributions to Environmental Thought and Action”

by Bart Gruzalski was first published in Environmental Ethics
24 (2002): 227—42.

Stephanie Kaza’s “Acting With Compassion: Buddhism, Feminism
and the Environmental Crisis” was first published in Ecotheology
No 1 (July 1996): 71-98.

“Against Holism: Rethinking Buddhist Environmental Ethics”
by Simon P. James was first published in Environmental Values
16 (2007): 447—61.

“Causation and ‘Telos’: The Problem of Buddhist Environmental
Ethics” by Ian Harris was first published in the Journal of
Buddhist Ethics 1 (1994): 46—59.

“The Relevance of Chinese Neo-Confucianism for the Reverence
of Nature” by Mary Evelyn Tucker originally appeared in
Environmental History Review, vol. 15, no. 2, Summer 1991.

. “Beyond Naturalism: A Reconstruction of Daoist Environmental

Ethics” by R.P. Peerenboom originally appeared in Environmental
Ethics 13 (1991): 3—22.

. “Conceptual Foundations for Environmental Ethics: A Daoist

Perspective” by Karyn Lai first appeared in Environmental Ethics
25 (2003): 247—-66.

“Process Ecology and the ‘Ideal’ Dao” by Alan Fox was originally
published in the Journal of Chinese Philosophy 32, no. 1 (2005):
47-57-

“The Viability (Dao) and Virtuosity (De) of Daoist Ecology:
Reversion (Fu) as Renewal by Sandra Wawrytko was first
published in The Journal of Chinese Philosophy 32, no. 1 (2005):
89—103.

James Miller’s chapter, “Ecology, Aesthetics and Daoist Body
Cultivation,” appears in print here for the first time.

“The Japanese Concept of Nature in Relation to the Environ-
mental Ethics and Conservation Aesthetics of Aldo Leopold” by
Steve Odin was first published in Environmental Ethics 13 (1991):
345—60. It has also appeared in Mary Evelyn Tucker and Duncan
Rytiiken Williams’ anthology, Buddhism and Ecology (Harvard
University Press, 1997).

“Dogen, Deep Ecology, and the Ecological Self” by Deane Curtin
first appeared in Environmental Ethics 16 (1994): 195—213.
“Conservation Ethics and the Japanese Intellectual Tradition”
by David Shaner and R. Shannon Duval first appeared in
Environmental Ethics 11 (1989): 197—214.
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“From Symbiosis (Kyosei) to the Ontology of ‘Arising Both from
Oneself and from Another’” Gusho by Hiroshi Abe first appeared
in Interdisziplindre Phdnomenologie 4 (2007): 109—129.
Tomosaburd Yamauchi’s chapter, “The Confucian Environmental
Ethics of Ogyt Sorai,” appears in print for the first time in this
volume.

James McRae’s “Triple-Negation: Watsuji Tetsurd on the Sustain-
ability of Ecosystems, Economies, and International Peace” was
presented at the Tenth East-West Philosophers’ Conference in 2011
and appears in Roger T. Ames and Peter Hershock’s anthology,
Value and Values: Economics and Justice in an Age of Global
Interdependence (University of Hawai‘i Press, 2014).
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Introduction

As noted in the Preface, this book, Environmental Philosophy in Asian
Traditions of Thought, is a sequel to its predecessor, Nature in Asian
Traditions of Thought: Essays in Environmental Philosophy. The
first volume represented the debut of a new field: comparative envi-
ronmental philosophy. This second volume contains the best essays
published in the field during the subsequent two decades.

Comparative environmental philosophy is the intersection of two
previously existing, but relatively new fields: comparative philosophy
and environmental philosophy. As the name suggests, comparative
philosophy compares—and contrasts—philosophies derived from
widely differing intellectual traditions, which emerged and evolved
independently of one another. Comparative philosophy was first
engaged on an east-west axis, comparing philosophies of “oriental”
and “occidental” provenance. As comparative philosophy matured,
comparison of philosophies was also engaged on a north-south axis.
Nevertheless, in part due to the weight of tradition, the main axis of
comparison remains east-west.

Environmental philosophy was also at first more narrowly
conceived—as environmental ethics. The central problematique of
environmental philosophy, as initially conceived, was to bring the
natural environment into the purview of ethics as a direct beneficiary
of “moral considerability.” As environmental philosophy matured,
its compass was broadened to the metaphysical and epistemological
issues raised by emergent environmental concerns. In addition, envi-
ronmental philosophy was broadened by its affiliation with various
political movements, such as feminism (eco-feminism) and social
justice (social ecology and now, more recently, environmental justice).

Comparative philosophy is the senior field, datable to the first
East-West Philosophy Conference, organized by Charles A. Moore
at the University of Hawai‘i in 1939. Moore went on to found, in 195,
Philosophy East and West, the principal journal in the field, which
he edited until 1967, the same year that the Society for Asian and
Comparative Philosophy was chartered. Eliot Deutsch then edited
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the journal until 1988, when Roger T. Ames assumed the editorship
and continued in that capacity until the present.

The first course in environmental ethics was offered at the University
of Wisconsin-Stevens Point in 1971. The first published papers by
nascent environmental philosophers—Arne Naess, Richard Routley
(later Sylvan), and Holmes Rolston III—appeared between 1973 and
1975. The first monograph in environmental ethics, Man’s Responsi-
bility for Nature, by John Passmore, was published in 1974. The first
anthology, Philosophy and Environmental Crisis, edited by William
T. Blackstone appeared in 1975. Environmental Ethics, the principal
journal in its field, was founded in 1979 by Eugene C. Hargrove, who
continues to edit it. Several other journals devoted to the field have
since been established. The International Society for Environmental
Ethics was established in 1990 and the International Association of
Environmental Philosophy was established in 1997. An Encyclopedia
of Environmental Ethics and Philosophy was published by Macmillan
in 2009. Both comparative philosophy and environmental philosophy
are robust and growing. Comparative environmental philosophy is also
robust and growing, and this book, as noted, represents some of the best
of the recent work in the area.

Comparative environmental philosophy was conceived in the
summer of 1984 at the Institute for Comparative Philosophy convened
on the University of Hawai‘i campus in Honolulu. Summer institutes,
such as this one, are sponsored by the National Endowment for the
Humanities principally to introduce college teachers to new areas of
study that they could integrate into their courses. One of us, J. Baird
Callicott, was a Fellow (participant). Callicott wanted to get some-
thing more out of the Institute of Comparative Philosophy than syllabi
material for a couple of new courses. He wanted to convince the
comparative philosophers staffing the institute that they had something
of unique importance to contribute to environmental philosophy.

More than any other one text, “The Historical Roots of Our
Ecologic Crisis” by Lynn White Jr., published in Science in 1967,
stimulated the development of environmental philosophy and also
comparative environmental philosophy. An “environmental crisis”
was then rising to acute public concern in the United States and much
of the rest of the world. Notoriously, White laid the blame for it at
the doorstep of the Judeo-Christian worldview that had, for so long,
dominated thought in the West. In barest outline, White’s argument
is this: The twentieth-century environmental crisis (which is only
growing more serious in the twenty-first century) is a byproduct of
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“modern technology.” What makes modern technology modern is the
marriage of technology to science. Until the emergence of democratic
societies, science and technology had been pursued separately—
science by aristocrats seeking knowledge for knowledge’s sake,
technology by yeomen for purely practical purposes. Modern
technology, according to White, is, in short, technology informed
by science. Science and the aggressive development of aggressive
technologies are both “Occidental” in provenance—a debatable point,
we might note, parenthetically. Their emergence in the West was
fostered by the Judeo-Christian worldview, according to White. For
in Genesis, God created “man” in His own image and gave him
dominion over and commanded him to subdue the rest of creation.
If man is created in the image of God—and what could that mean
except in the image of God’s mind, for surely God has no body?—
then it might be possible for man to understand the product of God’s
mind, His creation. It might be possible to “think God’s thoughts
after him” as the “natural theologians” (among them Isaac Newton)
claimed—or as we might say today, it might be possible to “reverse
engineer” God’s creation. That fostered the development of science.
And it is only too obvious and needs no explanation how believing
that man was given dominion over creation and commanded to
subdue it might have fostered the aggressive development of aggres-
sive technologies.

It was less the lurid and cavalier “text”—that linking the Judeo-
Christian worldview to the environmental crisis—than the “subtext,”
repeated in White’s well-orchestrated and beautifully crafted essay
like a refrain, that sparked the development of environmental
philosophy. That subtext was this: What we do in and to the natural
environment depends on what we think about the natural environment
and our human relationship to it. As White put it, “What we do about
our ecology depends on our ideas of the man-nature relationship.
More science and more technology are not going to get us out of the
present ecologic crisis until we find a new religion, or rethink our old
one.” The business of philosophers is to bring to light and critically
engage what we think about things. Bringing to light and critically
engaging what we think about the natural environment and our human
relationship to it became the business of a new breed of environmental
philosophers. Thus did environmental philosophy come into being.

In the hands of environmental philosophers, finding a new religion
or rethinking our old one was soon generalized and transformed
into finding a new metaphysics—a new worldview—or rethinking
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our old one. The Western worldview, after all, was shaped as much
or more by Pythagoras, Democritus, Plato, and Aristotle as by the
authors of Genesis. Copernicus, Galileo, and Newton may have been
inspired by the Bible, as White claims, “to think God’s thoughts after
Him,” but the thoughts they turned to as a starting point for their own
thinking were those of the ancient Greeks, not those of the ancient
Hebrews. The first generation of environmental philosophers took
both the paths suggested by White. Some attempted to rethink our old
Western worldview—that is, they revisited the Western philosophical
canon and attempted to recover various metaphysics that might, if
revived, provide us with a more environmentally benign worldview.
White himself took this option and suggested a revival and reinvigora-
tion of the theology of St. Francis of Assisi. For his part, Arne Naess
recommended Spinoza’s metaphysics, somewhat implausibly, as a
basis for a more environmentally benign Western worldview. Until
his affiliation with the Nazi’s came to light, the philosophy of Martin
Heidegger enjoyed popularity with some prominent environmental
philosophers, as did that of Alfred North Whitehead. Others looked
eastward for a new metaphysics, following up on another path also
suggested by White.

Here is how White also stimulated the development of compara-
tive environmental philosophy. He suggested that Zen Buddhism
is, point for point, the inverse of the Judeo-Christian worldview:
“The beatniks, who are the basic revolutionaries of our time, show a
sound instinct in their affinity for Zen Buddhism, which conceives
of the man-nature relationship as very nearly the mirror image of the
Christian view.” (Beatnik was a popular derogatory term for those
influenced by the Beat Generation genre of literature, notably repre-
sented by poets Allen Ginsberg and Gary Snyder and novelist Jack
Kerouac. The nik suffix was derived from sputnik, the name of the
world’s first artificial orbital satellite, launched by the Soviets in 1957.
The term insinuated that the beat-generation counterculture was pink
if not flaming red.)

White, however, went on, straightaway, to express skepticism about
looking for a new worldview for the Occident in the Orient: “Zen,
however, is as deeply conditioned by Asian history as Christianity is
by the experience of the West, and I am dubious of its viability among
us.” But that did not deter a number of scholars from trying to sell
Eastern worldviews to Western customers. Huston Smith, for example,
wrote an oft-reprinted piece titled “Tao Now: An Ecological Testa-
ment” and Gary Snyder wrote a poem titled “Smoky the Bear Sutra.”
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By 1984, Callicott had become painfully aware that sorties into
Asian traditions of thought by newly minted environmental philoso-
phers were, for the most part, amateurish and naive. He managed
to convince Ames, Deutsch, and some of the other faculty of the
Institute of Comparative Philosophy (one such represented here is
Steve Odin) that they had something vital to contribute to environ-
mental philosophy: professional and sophisticated explorations of
the environmental attitudes and values in various Asian traditions of
thought. Ames and Callicott organized several sessions at professional
conferences on “Conceptual Resources for Environmental Philosophy
in Asian Traditions of Thought.” The best papers from those sessions
were published in special issues of Philosophy East and West and
Environmental Ethics. And the best of those articles and articles from
other sources were collected in Nature in Asian Traditions of Thought.
Thus, did a more formal and sophisticated comparative environmental
philosophy come into being.

If White is right—and we think he is—that the viability of any
Asian worldview in the West is dubious, what is the point of compara-
tive environmental philosophy? As any philosophical endeavor, it
is a study that is worth pursuing for its inherent fascination and
charm. But environmental philosophy and its subfield, comparative
environmental philosophy, have had a higher and, dare we say, a
nobler calling: to help address environmental concerns, to help save
the world. If Buddhism and other Asian traditions of thought are
not generally viable in Western culture and civilization, they are
certainly viable in their own cultural and historical contexts. And
Asian cultures and civilizations need an environment-friendly world-
view and an environmental ethic quite as much as these are needed
in Western culture and civilization. So exploring the potential for
environmental ethics in Asian traditions of thought for the purpose
of helping develop environmental ethics viable in Asian cultures and
civilizations is one important point of comparative environmental
philosophy.

There is also another, more subtle reason for the pursuit of compar-
ative environmental philosophy. The comparative study of very
different ways of viewing the world and different values concerning
the world can reveal deep assumptions that might escape critical
reflection in the absence of alternative assumptions. For example,
one might be tempted to think that there simply is a self that one
“has”—until confronted with the Buddhist doctrines of sinyata (the
emptiness at the core of all things) and anatman or anatta (non-self).
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The very existence of a self is problematized by studying the Buddhist
worldview; oneself may be less a fact of human existence than a
socially constructed belief, a cultural artifact. More to the point of
comparative environmental philosophy, while most Asian traditions
of thought recognize the existence of mountains and waterfalls and
rivers and oceans, an East-West comparison shows that belief in the
existence of “wilderness” is peculiar to the Western environmental
worldview. Mountains and waterfalls, rivers, and oceans are part of
the common reality that all human beings inhabit. Wilderness, to the
contrary, is an element of the cultural “reality” that only Westerners
(and indeed not even all of us) inhabit.

Finally as to the point of comparative environmental philosophy—
indeed as to the point of environmental philosophy per se, whether
comparative or intracultural—White’s subtext should be as critically
scrutinized as his text.

As to the text: Does Genesis give “man” license to exploit and
destroy nature, as White argued? It does not, according to Jewish
and Christian apologists, who have countered White’s interpretation
with a “stewardship” reading (among them the aforementioned Pass-
more in Man’s Responsibility for Nature). In Genesis, after each day
of His creative efforts, God declares what he created to be “good.”
Doesn’t this invest the creation with what environmental philoso-
phers call “intrinsic value?”” And just whose creation is it, after all?
Surely it remains God’s, not man’s. And what does “dominion” mean?
As Genesis goes on to clarify, it does not mean despotic rule, but
benign stewardship. Adam, the first man, was put in the Garden of
Eden—that is, nature in the language of metaphor—to “dress and
keep it.” The Bible may be read to say that humans should manage
God’s creation as caretaker, not as a despotic tyrant.

And as to the subtext, does what we do in and to the natural
environment really depend on what we think about it? We believe
that it does. But we do not believe that what we do in and to the
natural environment is wholly determined by what we think about it.
Obviously, there are other causal factors contributing to what we do.
From a biological point of view, we humans are one species. However
contested, there is a human nature, which is a platform, as it were, on
which various human cultures construct their various beliefs about
what sort of world we live in and what it means to be a human being.
Because all humans have hands, all humans tend to be manipulative.
(The word manipulative is derived from the Latin, manus, meaning
hand. Thus the claim that all humans have hands and thus tend to be
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manipulative is true almost by definition.) Cultural worldviews can
justify, encourage, and thus accelerate the universal human tendency
to manipulate the natural environment. Indeed, we can read White’s
text as claiming that this is just what the Judeo-Christian worldview
does. Whether it does or not, the Daoist concept of wu-wei (not doing)
may have the opposite effect; it may problematize, discourage, and
deflect the universal human tendency to manipulate the environment.
What we think about the natural environment is not the be all and
end all of what we do in and to the natural environment, but what we
think about the natural environment does have considerable influence
on what we do in and to the natural environment.

Since Nature in Asian Traditions of Thought was released, much
has been written and published about the conceptual resources for
environmental ethics in world religions, including those whose home
is Asia. In the mid-199o0s, a series of ten conferences was held at the
Harvard Center for the Study of World Religions, featuring papers
by leading thinkers in various religious traditions from all over the
world. The best of those papers were published in ten volumes, each
devoted to one religious tradition, by Harvard University Press. By
contrast, no volumes devoted to environmental philosophy from an
Asian perspective have been published since the publication of Nature
in Asian Traditions of Thought. The papers included in this volume
were selected for their distinctly philosophical orientation. And while
each may be intellectually located in the context of an associated
religious tradition, they all bear the hallmark of philosophy: they
present an individualized point of view; they have a critical, often
polemical, edge; and they are more speculative than doctrinal.

The two main geographical sources of Asian philosophy are found
in South Asia (India) and East Asia (formerly the “Far East,” more
particularly China and Japan). Asian traditions of philosophy are
closely associated with Asian religions, just as, for many centuries,
European (or “Western”) traditions of philosophy were closely asso-
ciated with Western religions, especially Judaism and Christianity.
The Asian religions with which Asian traditions of philosophy are
associated are Hinduism in South Asia; Buddhism (which originated
in India but all but died out there) in China and Japan; Confucianism
and Daoism, which are indigenous to China; and Shintd, which is
indigenous to Japan. In addition, Islamic philosophy, which originated
in Western Asia (formerly the “Near East” and presently often the
“Middle East”), has now become accepted as the fourth major focus of
comparative philosophy. Islam, however, is regarded by both secular
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and Muslim scholars as a religion of The Book, closely related to its
predecessors Judaism and Christianity. Moreover, during the Euro-
pean Medieval Period, the philosophical achievements of the ancient
Greeks were conserved, elaborated, and developed in the Islamic
World. As Christendom began to recover its intellectual heritage in
the late Middle Ages, it did so through the lens of earlier Muslim
scholarship. Thus, at the level of generality typical of philosophical
discussion, Islamic environmental philosophy is more closely affili-
ated with occidental than with oriental traditions of thought.

The essays in Environmental Philosophy in Asian Traditions of
Thought are, accordingly, organized into three sections, each corre-
sponding to a major area of Asian philosophy: Indian, Chinese, and
Japanese. The first three articles in Section I deal with the contribu-
tions of Hinduism to Indian environmental philosophy.

In “Environment and Environmental Philosophy in India,” George
Alfred James provides an overview of India’s biogeophysical endow-
ments and its environmental problems. He aptly characterizes the
kind of Hindu philosophy that has been recognized in mainstream
environmental philosophy—and also, importantly, the kind that has
not. James provides a sweeping history of the centrality of nature
in Hindu thought beginning with that which may be inferred from
ancient artifacts, moving on to that which is recorded in the Rig
Veda, and that which culminates in the philosophy of Mohandas
Gandhi.

In “Atman, Identity, and Emanation: Arguments for a Hindu Envi-
ronmental Ethic,” Christopher Framarin explores the philosophical
basis for environmental ethics within the Hindu tradition. Hindu
environmental ethics are typically based on the following argument:
since all living things are part of Brahman (Ultimate Reality or God),
they are all worthy of moral consideration. In this chapter, Framarin
refutes three variations of this view, arguing each fails to provide a
satisfactory environmental ethic because it does not attribute intrinsic
value and moral standing to non-sentient beings. He then offers an
alternative Hindu environmental ethic that grants both intrinsic value
and direct moral standing to plants and animals by virtue of the fact
that these entities have a good.

Picking up on and expanding one theme in James’s essay, the third
article to address Hindu philosophy is Bart Gruzalski’s “Gandhi’s
Contributions to Environmental Thought and Action.” In this essay,
Gruzalski responds to Vinay Lal’s critique of Gandhi’s environ-
mental philosophy (see Lal’s “Gandhi and the Ecological Vision
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of Life: Thinking beyond Deep Ecology” in Environmental Ethics
22 (2000): 149—68). Lal argues that while Gandhi held an ecological
worldview, he cannot be understood as an environmentalist because
he would reject many of the claims made by deep ecology, social
ecology, and ecofeminism. Gruzalski’s paper is an attempt to defend
Gandhi’s environmental philosophy against these claims and eluci-
date those aspects of Gandhian thought that resonate with and have
even influenced today’s environmental philosophy and activism. He
argues that Gandhi took a biocentric approach to ethics that empha-
sized non-injury toward all sentient beings, which directly influenced
his non-violent approach to activism of all kinds, including envi-
ronmental issues. Gandhi endorsed a simple, sustainable manner of
living that favored independent local economies over globalization,
a philosophy that ultimately inspired the Chipko Movement of the
19770s that strove to preserve the forests of India. Gandhi argued that
if human beings were to live in small, self-reliant communities, we
could reduce the consumerism that has generated so many of the
world’s environmental problems.

The second half of Section I deals with Buddhist environmental
philosophy in the Indian tradition.

The Buddhist half of Section I begins with Stephanie Kaza’s
chapter, “Acting With Compassion: Buddhism, Feminism and the
Environmental Crisis.” Kaza explores six areas of confluence between
American Buddhism and feminist philosophy: experiential knowing,
examination of the conditioned mind, the truth of interrelatedness,
emotional energy as a source of healing, and the role of the commu-
nity. She uses these areas of convergence to develop a normative
environmental ethic grounded in the feminist concept of relationality,
which is analogous to the Buddhist notion of dependent co-arising, but
which avoids some of the philosophical pitfalls of traditional Buddhist
thinking. Kaza then offers several cases that illustrate the practical
application of Buddhist feminist thought to environmental education
and activism.

Simon P. James offers a contrarian perspective on Buddhism in
his article, “Against Holism: Rethinking Buddhist Environmental
Ethics.” James begins this paper by summarizing “The Unity
Thesis,” a common misconception of Buddhist environmental ethics,
in three propositions: (1) Buddhism takes a holistic worldview that
views humans as one with nature, which produces ethical concern
toward the environment on the part of human beings; (2) Proposi-
tion 1 is grounded in the Buddhist teaching of emptiness; therefore



XXIV INTRODUCTION

(3) Buddhism is a philosophy that is inherently friendly toward the
environment. James rejects the first proposition because the fact that
human beings are one with nature does not necessarily imply that we
are in harmony with it. He further argues that the second proposition
is false because Buddhists do not intend for the notion of emptiness
to produce an ecological worldview, but rather one of non-attachment
to all things, including the environment. Since 2 does not entail 1, 3
cannot follow. Nonetheless, James argues that the conclusion is true
for a different reason: the virtues of compassion, gentleness, humility,
and mindfulness are necessary components of a well-ordered human
being and represent dispositions to treat the environment responsibly.

Ian Harris’ article, “Causation and ‘Telos’ The Problem of
Buddhist Environmental Ethics,” offers an even stronger critique of
Buddhist environmental philosophy. He articulates the proposition
that any authentic ethical system must understand causation in a
manner that allows for goal-directed activity: specifically, it must
be able to draw a distinction between the way the world is and the
way it ought to be. This depends upon a chronological understanding
of causation that supports the notion that the world has an end or
purpose, yet it is not clear that Buddhism endorses such a notion
of causation. Harris concludes that since Buddhist philosophy is
inherently dysteleological, it is a problematic basis for environmental
ethics that can do little more than borrow arguments from those
contemporary environmental philosophies that do not contradict its
foundational principles.

Section II focuses on environmental philosophy in Chinese
traditions of thought. In this section Daoism garners more attention
than Confucianism, an emphasis that reflects the prevailing assumption
by comparative environmental philosophers that core Daoist concepts,
especially the concepts of the dao itself and wu-wei, represent an
almost ready-made environmental ethics, with which many of the
essays in this section engage. Though less immediately obvious,
Confucianism also represents a rich source of ideas from which an
environmental ethics might be constructed. The first essay in this
section explores that source.

The second section begins with Mary Evelyn Tucker’s “The
Relevance of Chinese Neo-Confucianism for the Reverence of
Nature.” While much has been written about Daoist perspectives
on the environment, articles that explore Confucian environmental
philosophy are comparatively rare, and Tucker’s paper offers an
excellent summary of Confucian approaches to environmental
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ethics. Tucker argues that the industrial processes that have brought
about our modern world have come at a terrible price to the environ-
ment, and we must seek a balance between the practical concerns of
economic growth and the overall good of the ecosystems that sustain
us. Such sustainability will only come as the result of a philosophical
shift from anthropocentrism to ecocentrism, the latter of which is
epitomized by Chinese Neo-Confucian thought. This article offers
an intellectual history of Neo-Confucian environmental philosophy,
focusing on the work of Chu Hsi, who understands the universe as an
organic, holistic process in which human self-cultivation is contingent
upon one’s harmonious interrelation with the natural world.

The second article in this section is Karyn Lai’s “Conceptual
Foundations for Environmental Ethics: A Daoist Perspective.” Here,
Lai argues that the philosophy of the Daodejing supports a notion
of environmental holism that can be used as the basis of a sound
environmental ethic. While the term dao describes the totality of
particulars, their interrelation, and the roles they play within the
whole, the concept of de refers to the distinctive nature of each
particular as manifested through interdependent relationships with
other particulars. Lai pays particular attention to the role that spon-
taneous action (evident in the concepts of wu-wei and ziran) plays
in maintaining both interdependence and integrity in these asso-
ciations. Taken together, these ideas support a non-anthropocentric,
non-hierarchical philosophy that promotes symbiotic relationships
in which individuals interact to mutually benefit one another rather
than sacrificing each other for either personal gain or the sake of the
environment as a whole.

In “Process Ecology and the ‘Ideal’ Dao,” Alan Fox uses Roger
Ames and David Hall’s process-philosophy interpretation of Daoism
to analyze the implications of key Daoist concepts for environ-
mental ethics. In particular, Fox explores the meaning of wu-wei,
which has been traditionally interpreted as “non-interference.” This
understanding of wu-wei, when grounded in a metaphysical interpre-
tation of dao, yields for human beings a tension between submission
to the natural order and the intentional pursuit of one’s goals. By
understanding dao as a dynamic process rather than an abstract,
metaphysical entity, human beings can understand themselves as daos
that are constantly changing in response to their interrelation with
other daos in the environment. This leads to a reinterpretation of de
as a type of “virtuosity” by which individuals can prosper through
minimal interference with other processes. This understanding of dao
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can inform environmental ethics by stressing that human beings can
only interfere with the environment within certain tolerance limits if
we wish to maintain prosperous, harmonious relationships with the
natural world.

R. P. Peerenboom continues this discussion of the proper interpre-
tation of wu-wei in “Beyond Naturalism: A Reconstruction of Daoist
Environmental Ethics.” In this essay, he challenges the traditional,
naturalistic reading of Daoism that understands wu-wei as “acting
naturally.” He argues that this interpretation is of little use to envi-
ronmental ethicists since humans must be either natural beings (who
cannot possibly act unnaturally) or not part of nature (in which case
they can only act humanly). Peerenboom proceeds to examine and
reject four interpretations of what “natural” means, concluding that
environmental ethics should be an attempt to determine not what
is natural but rather what an intelligent person would deem norma-
tively best in a particular situation. In this non-naturalist approach
to Daoist philosophy, critical thinking about environmental ethics
issues becomes a pragmatic process of balancing competing interests
to achieve a state of harmony that is beneficial to all.

Sandra A. Wawrytko’s paper, “The Viability (Dao) and Virtuosity
(De) of Daoist Ecology: Reversion (Fu) as Renewal,” challenges the
claim that Daoist philosophy is impractical when applied to contempo-
rary environmental problems. In an effort to repudiate contemporary
commonsensical attitudes toward the environment, she examines key
concepts in Laozi’s Dao De Jing: dao (viability), de (virtuosity), fu
(reversion or return), wei-wu-wei (action without artificial action),
and zi-ran (natural flow). Wawrytko uses numerous examples of how
contemporary humans’ attempts to control the environment have
violated the Daoist concept of wei-wu-wei. In contrast, she describes
sustainable activities such as China’s Dujiangyan Irrigation System
that are consonant with the principles of Daoism and represent a way
of interacting with nature without disrupting natural processes.

Section II concludes with James Miller’s “Ecology, Aesthetics
and Daoist Body Cultivation.” The Daoist religious tradition offers a
wide repertoire of body cultivation practices that focus on generating
a phenomenological sensitivity to the inner body and its loca-
tion within the world. These practices can be understood from the
contemporary Western theoretical perspectives developed by Maurice
Merleau-Ponty and Richard Shusterman. Merleau-Ponty proposed
that the body constitutes the basis for phenomenological experience
but did not develop the idea of the experience of the inner body that
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is so vital to Indian and Chinese body cultivation traditions. Richard
Shusterman proposed the concept of “somaesthetics” or methods of
training the body’s experience of the world, but did not consider the
value of this from an ecophenomenological point of view. Extending
these theoretical perspectives to interpret Daoist cultivation methods
reveals that Daoists aim to dissolve the experiential boundary between
the body and the world and create an experience of the mutual inter-
penetration of the body and the world. Such an experience can form
the aesthetic basis for cultivating ecological sensitivity.

Section III is dedicated to the exploration of environmental
philosophy in Japanese traditions of thought.

The first chapter in this section is Steve Odin’s “The Japanese
Concept of Nature in Relation to the Environmental Ethics and
Conservation Aesthetics of Aldo Leopold.” Odin argues that Japanese
Buddhism is characterized by a religio-aesthetic understanding of
nature that views the natural world as a continuum of events that are
co-dependently related as a network of interpenetrating fields. This
view of nature is echoed in the works of twentieth century philosophers
Nishida Kitard and Watsuji Tetsurd, and extends ethics beyond the
anthopocentric to include the moral relationship between human beings
and the environment. This environmental philosophy closely resembles
the land ethic of Aldo Leopold, in which normative values are hier-
archically grounded in an aesthetic that stresses the intrinsic value
of nature and views human beings as plain citizens of a larger biotic
community. For Japanese Buddhism, the relationship between humans
and the natural environment has soteriological value in the sense that
nature is the ultimate locus for the realization of enlightenment.

In “Dogen, Deep Ecology, and the Ecological Self,” Deane Curtin
argues that according to deep ecology, contemporary problems in
environmental ethics can only be solved through a reevaluation of the
Cartesian notion of self that understands human beings as something
fundamentally separate from nature. Deep ecologists have often
appealed to the work of Dogen, the thirteenth-century Japanese Zen
philosopher, for a more inclusive interpretation of the self. However,
Curtin contends that while Dogen’s philosophical anthropology
parallels deep ecology in its non-dualistic and non-anthropocentric
nature, he would reject the expanded Self of deep ecology for the
same reasons that Buddhism rejects the Hindu notion of atman. If
Dogen’s self is to be compared to any contemporary environmental
ethic, it is most consonant with the notion of self that is articulated
by ecofeminism.
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The third article in this section is “Conservation Ethics and the
Japanese Intellectual Tradition” by David Shaner and R. Shannon
Duval. They argue that Japanese philosophical and religious traditions
have traditionally advocated the type of ecocentric worldview that
is most useful for dealing with contemporary problems in environ-
mental ethics. This is particularly true of the philosophy of Nishida
Kitard, who is arguably the most important and influential Japanese
philosopher of the twentieth century. The authors use the philosophy
of William James as a tool for investigating philosophical parallels
between the early works of Nishida and the naturalist philosophy of
Louis Agassiz, a nineteenth-century biologist. Since James was a
student of Agassiz and James’ concept of pure experience influenced
Nishida’s early masterwork, Zen No Kenkyii, studying the relation-
ship between these thinkers’ ideas can help to elucidate Nishida’s
environmental philosophy.

In the essay, “From Symbiosis (Kydsei) to the Ontology of ‘Arising
Both from Oneself and from Another’,” Hiroshi Abe explores the
Japanese ethical concept of kyosei. Typically translated as “symbiosis”
or “mutual benefit,” kyosei was first articulated in 1991 by Ryiizaburd
Kaku, the Chairman of Canon, Inc. Though it has been used as a
central paradigm in international business ethics, it has until now
received little treatment in the field of environmental ethics. In this
article, Abe calls for a reevaluation of human nature in terms of
“human ecology,” which understands humans as defined by their
relationships with the environment. To do this, he first examines the
notion of symbiosis in biology and ecology, critiquing the prevailing,
dualistic logic that understands species interaction as either mutualism
or competition. Abe then draws from Tokuryli Yamanouchi’s inter-
pretation of Nagarjuna’s Treatise Concerning the Middle to develop
a new understanding of symbiosis based upon giisho (“arising both
from oneself and another”), which understands relationships between
species as an interdependent process in which every species affects
and is affected by every other, either directly or indirectly.’

Tomosaburd Yamauchi explores the philosophy of a key Japanese
thinker who is largely unknown to the West in his essay, “The Confu-
cian Environmental Ethics of Ogytl Sorai.” Sorai was a Japanese
Confucian philosopher and one of the most influential scholars of the
Edo period of Japanese history (also known as the Tokugawa Era,
from 1603-1868 CE). In this article, Yamauchi draws upon Sorai’s
philosophy to develop a normative environmental ethic capable of
dealing with the contemporary environmental problems that have
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been caused by anthropocentric worldviews. He explains how Sorai’s
utilitarian system of ethics can be used to reconcile competing moral
claims without having to appeal to an absolutist metaethical frame-
work. Sorai endorses a three-level system of social ethics grounded
in a Confucian ecological worldview that understands human virtues
as habits that promote eco-holistic welfare rather than purely anthro-
pocentric interests.

Section III concludes with James McRae’s chapter, “Triple-
Negation: Watsuji Tetsurd on the Sustainability of Ecosystems,
Economies, and International Peace.” Environmental security is a
relatively new branch of environmental studies that explores how
national security issues are affected by ecosystem sustainability
and the demands placed upon the natural world by human popula-
tions. The pursuit of consumer interests can often place stress on
the environment, which can lead to a collapse of both ecosystems
and economies, which in turn promotes political instability. For
this reason, the fields of environmental ethics, business ethics, and
international relations are ultimately intertwined. This essay draws
from the philosophical anthropology of Watsuji Tetsurd’s Fiido to
explain why human culture, economics, and the politics of warfare
are so intimately tied to sustainability issues. The ethical principles of
Watsuji’s Rinrigaku are then used to articulate a normative framework
that could be used to promote sustainability—and thereby maintain
peace—on an international scale. By developing a relational under-
standing of environmental and business ethics that emphasizes roles
and responsibilities over individual autonomy and rights, we can regu-
late business practices in a manner that is both environmentally and
socially conscious. Because mismanagement of the environment leads
to socio-economic problems that provoke global conflicts, the promo-
tion of sustainability according to Watsuji’s ethics can contribute to
both a healthy economy and international security.

The editors of this anthology have done their best to keep each
article as close as possible to the format of its original publication.
Since there are multiple forms of transliteration used for non-Western
languages, terms will sometimes be written differently depending on
the article. In Section I, Sanskrit and Pali terms are sometimes trans-
literated with diacritical markers (e.g., “Sinyata’), while other authors
prefer to drop the diacriticals and use Romanized spellings (e.g.,
“shunyata”). In Section II, some articles use the older Wade Giles
spellings (e.g., ““Taoism”), while others use the newer Pinyin system
(e.g., “Daoism™). Section III uses standard Hepburn Romanization
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throughout, with long vowels indicated by macrons (e.g., “Ddgen”).
Also, the original authors use different forms of citation depending
on the requirements of the journals in which they were originally
published. Thus, some articles feature footnotes while others use
in-text citations. Some prefer MLA citation, while others use CMA
or APA. The editors believe that reconciling these discrepancies
would add little to clarify their content while doing a great deal to
undermine the intent of their original authors. Thus, these works are
presented in their original formats.

NoTEs

1. Though Yamanouchi is a Nagarjuna scholar, the focus of Abe’s article
is on the concept of kyasei (symbiosis), which is a distinctly Japanese
philosophical notion. Since Nagarjuna’s philosophy is used to clarify
the meaning of kyosei, we believe this is a work of Japanese philosophy
more so than it is a work of Indian philosophy, which is why it is
included in this section of the anthology.
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CHAPTER I

Environment and Environmental

Philosophy in India

GEORGE ALFRED JAMES

As aregion, India contains more biological diversity than perhaps any
other landmass of a similar size in the world. With only 2.5 percent
of the world’s land area, India possesses 7.8 percent of the world’s
recorded species.* Its diverse environments stretch from the peaks of the
world’s highest mountain range, the Himalayas, to the tropical coastal
estuaries of Kerala, and from the world’s richest rain forests in the
northeast region to the arid Thar Desert of Rajasthan, with a multitude
of bioregions between. India is also a country of enormous cultural and
religious diversity. Many of the religious and cultural traditions of India
have supported strategies of resource use that have helped sustain India’s
biological diversity, and the ways of life that have depended upon it over
a vast period of time.>

India is also a country in which colossal environmental damage
has been done and continues to occur. The First Citizen’s Report on
the Indian environment of 1982 indicated that according to unofficial
estimates, a million hectares of India’s forests are cut down every year.3
Depletion of native forests has led to soil erosion, causing floods and
landslides that devastate villages and farmlands. Without adequate forest
cover the rain of the monsoon (the rainy season) carries off valuable
topsoil, depleting the land of nutrients. Overuse of chemical fertilizers
is further depleting soil fertility. More than one third of India’s land
area has now been classed as unproductive.+ Half of India’s energy
consumption is devoted to cooking. But, with steadily diminishing
forest resources, women in villages are required to walk ever further
to bring back firewood sufficient for domestic needs.s The uncontrolled
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exploitation of groundwater has resulted in an alarming drop in the
water table and the seepage of ocean water into freshwater aquifers,
leading to a scarcity of potable water. Forms of livelihood that have
depended upon the bounty of nature—fishing, sheep rearing, basket
weaving—are being abandoned in many parts of India. People who
once subsisted on these activities are joining the surging wave of
ecological refugees moving to the cities in search of employment.®
Between the years 1951 and 1981, the population of Calcutta (now
Kolkata) and Hyderabad doubled. In the same period, that of Bombay
(now Mumbai), Madras (now Chennai), and Ahmedabad tripled, and
that of Delhi and Bangalore quadrupled.” These cities have seen acute
shortages of water and other resources. A third of the urban popula-
tion of India has no access to sanitary facilities of any kind. When
the Yamuna River enters the city of Delhi its water contains about
7,500 coliform organisms per 1oo milliliters.® As it proceeds south
from the city on its way toward Vrindavan, the mythical birthplace
of Lord Krsna, the coliform count is 24,000,000 per 100 milliliters.
Seventy percent of all the fresh water available in India is polluted.
Its consumption accounts for the continuous epidemic of diarrhea
that takes the lives of over a million children every year.9 With the
proliferation of transportation by diesel and petrol vehicles, sulfur
dioxide and particulate matter in these cities far exceeds the limits
set by the World Health Organization.’® Dangerous levels of pesticide
residues are being recorded in foodstuffs, and in animal and human
tissues.™ Today, the pressure of human activity upon India’s forests
and land threatens many of the 15,000 plant species and the 75,000
animal species found in India. A flourishing illegal trade in wildlife
products such as tiger bones and skins, many exported to China for
traditional medicines, poses a further threat to India’s biodiversity.™
These conditions have laid an especially heavy burden upon pastoral
nomads and the tribal peoples of India who have often been required
to relinquish their habitat, heritage, and history, to make way for proj-
ects to preserve biodiversity or for the construction of hydroelectric
power projects to feed the energy needs of the burgeoning cities.
In 1962, the publication of the book Silent Spring by Rachel Carson
brought widespread American public attention, perhaps for the first
time, to the extent of ecological damage wrought by human interven-
tion in nature.™ Interest in the preservation of nature, however, goes
back to an appreciation of natural beauty sparked in large measure
by the Romantic Movement of the nineteenth century in Europe and
the United States. It is perhaps a paradox, then, that the Romantic
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philosophy of writers like Emerson and Thoreau was inspired in no
small measure by their encounter with some of first philosophical and
religious writings of India available in the West. Emerson’s explora-
tion of some of the sacred writings of India led him to reject the
Western notion of deity as a Supreme Being that stands over nature,
and to accept of the idea of divinity in nature itself. This led him
eventually to the view that nature ought to be protected not just for
what it can provide for human beings, but for its own intrinsic worth.
This irony raises the question of the relevance of India’s philosophical
traditions to the environmental crisis that country faces.

In what follows, I first examine the understanding of India that
has been a part of the development of contemporary environmental
philosophy in the West. I then examine some of the most pervasive
values concerning nature that we find in Hindu philosophical tradi-
tions, and the questions they raise. Finally, I examine the significance
of some of these ideas in the thought of Mohandas Gandhi and some
of his followers, and indicate their environmental relevance.

Inp1A IN WESTERN ENVIRONMENTAL THOUGHT

In the 1960s, the growing awareness of the global environmental
crisis and the recognition that Western ways of thinking had not
provided a solution provoked renewed interest in the religious
ideas of non-Western civilizations and in the religions of India in
particular. In 1967, in the famous essay titled “The Historical Roots
of Our Ecologic Crisis,” the renowned environmental historian
Lynn White Jr. argued that the environmental crisis was rooted in
attitudes deeply embedded in Western religious traditions.” The idea
that human beings were created uniquely in the image of God, that
God had given human beings dominion over the created order, and
that God had created the world for the use of human beings, had
fostered attitudes hostile to the environment. This, he said, was an
anthropocentric, or man-centered religion, the most anthropocentric
religion to appear in human history (except perhaps, he averred,
Zoroastrianism). In some non-Western religions he found an attitude
toward nature completely opposite that of the West. Other scholars
joined White and affirmed that in non-Western traditions, nature
is not the inert and spiritless product of a craftsman-like God who
stands above it. Rather, it is the very essence of divinity, to be
adored, venerated, and cared for.” Hinduism, with its doctrine of the
divine Spirit that pervades all of reality, its teaching of reincarnation
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that makes a family of all living species, and its doctrine of non-
injury to all living things, seemed to provide an attractive alternative
to the Western preoccupation with humanity as a special creation
whose sense of privilege seemed to have put nature out of balance.

Not all writers concerned with the environment were so enthusi-
astic about Indian religious thought. Some were reluctant to forsake
the religious and intellectual history of Western civilization for ways
of thinking very different from their own. The Australian philoso-
pher John Passmore argued that the doctrine of the sacredness of
nature and the claim that all living things are entitled to protection is
fundamentally flawed. He held that the more reasonable teaching of
stewardship towards nature is the unique product of Western religious
and philosophical traditions.™®

Writings that draw such a stark contrast between non-Western
traditions like those of India and the traditions of the West reflect
the influence of what has been called orientalist discourse.” In
such writing, the traditions of India are seen as either (a) an ancient
ecological wisdom that provides an alternative to modern exploitative
Western attitudes towards nature, or (b) a primitive and irrational
response to contemporary environmental problems. More recent
research recognizes that neither of these views is accurate.?° Unlike
the predominant religious traditions of the West, the Hindu religious
tradition does not have a single doctrinal viewpoint. It is a living tradi-
tion in which differing viewpoints concerning the divine, concerning
nature, and concerning the nature and destiny of the human person
have been negotiated over an enormous period of time. The Hindu
religious tradition has not just one but a great variety of views and
attitudes toward nature.

Nature 1N THE Hinpu RELIGIOUS TRADITIONS

A strong interest in nature is evident from the very earliest sources of
Indian culture. Among the remains of the Indus Valley Civilization,
which flourished between 2800 and 1800 BCE, small, mostly square
steatite seals (measuring 1 Y4 to 3 inches across) depict trees, water,
and a goddess figure, standing in close relation with one another.
Some of them seem to depict the earth as a mother giving birth to a
tree, and scenes composed of animals, trees, and human beings are
usually interpreted as revealing the common rhythm in human, animal,
and vegetative life. The relationship of trees, water, and the goddess
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found in the remains of the Indus Valley Civilization bear a striking
resemblance to later Hindu images of the Ganges River as a goddess
pictured beneath a tree.>

In the Rig Veda, (composed ca. 1800—800 BCE) the earliest literary
source of the Hindu religious tradition, hymns of praise and adoration
are directed to a number of the phenomena of nature depicted as
deities. Indra is the seasonal monsoon rain, pictured as a colossal male
figure destroying the demon that is holding back the waters from the
thirsty land. Strya is the sun, the Maruts are the storm spirits, and
Apas is the waters. Prthvi is the Earth, praised as sustaining the world
and all that dwells upon her:

Thou bearest truly, Prthvi,

The burden of the mountains’ weight;
With might, O thou of many streams,
Thou quickenest, potent one, the soil.
With flowers of speech our songs of praise
Resound to thee, far spreading one,

Who sendeth forth the swelling cloud,

O bright one, like propelling speed;

Who, steadfast, holdest with thy might,
The forest-trees upon the ground,

When, from the lightenings of thy cloud,
The rain-floods of the sky pour down. (Rig Veda 5: 84)*

The Rig Veda and other ancient Vedic (or wisdom) collections also
lavish praise on such rivers as the Yamuna, the Saraswati, the Indus,
and the Ganges. Indian religious traditions regard all rivers as sacred,
and on the banks of such rivers we still find ancient temples in which
a deep piety toward the river is expressed. In the Vedas we also find
the origin of the idea of the universe as an organic whole, an idea that
is developed more thoroughly in later Indian philosophy. In one of
the hymns of the Rig Veda, the origin of the universe is depicted as
the sacrifice of a colossal anthropomorphic deity known as Purusa,
in which all of the elements of the natural world are related:

The moon was born from his spirit (manas), from his eye was born the
sun, from his mouth Indra and Agni, from his breath Vayu (wind)
was born.

From his navel arose the middle sky, from his head the heaven
originated, from his feet the earth, the quarters from his ear.

Thus did they fashion the worlds. (Rig Veda 10: 90)?
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Many scholars have observed that the universe is understood here as a
living organism in which every part is related to the life of the whole.
Later there develops the idea that all of life is sacred because all living
beings reflect the One divine reality from which all of life has come,
and the ethical injunction against injury to living things.

In the Upanisads (composed ca. 8oo—600 BCE), philosophical
supplements to the Vedic hymns, the attitude of admiration for the
natural world is retained. But here, alongside of that admiration
a new understanding of nature is expressed. The result is that the
overall attitude towards nature in the Upanisads is less consistent
than it is in the hymns of the Rig Veda and other Vedic collections.
There are over two hundred upanisads, often portrayed as dialogues
between a teacher and a student of sacred knowledge. Their subject
matter centers upon such topics as the ultimate ground and source
of the visible world, the nature of the true Self that resides within
the depths of the human person and all other living creatures, the
condition of the embodied Self in the visible world, and the path
that leads to knowledge that liberates the embodied Self from its
condition of bondage and rebirth in the visible world called samsara.
Despite the great variety of figures and analogies employed to express
the insights of the Upanisads, their attitude toward the natural world
can be gathered together in terms of two diverging tendencies. On
the one hand the natural world and all that it contains, all that has
being at all, is nothing other than Brahman, the Ultimate Reality.
Sometimes phenomena of nature are presented as analogies upon
which to recognize the true relationship of the visible world to its
ultimate but not evident ground.

As birds resort to a tree for a resting-place, even so, O friend, it is to the
supreme Self (Atman) that everything here resorts. (Prasna Upanisad)*

As herbs rise upon the earth,
As the hairs of the head and body from a living person,
So from the Imperishable arises everything here. (Mundaka Upanisad)?

As, from a well-blazing fire, sparks

By the thousand issue forth of like forms,

So from the Imperishable, my friend, beings manifold
Are produced, and thither also go. (Mundaka Upanisad)?*

From this viewpoint, the world of nature is supremely valuable because
it is the visible manifestation of the ultimate divine reality. On the
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other hand, some passages emphasize that while the Supreme Self
dwells in all things, it is also other than all things, the unseen seer, the
unheard hearer, the unthought thinker. In some places, this reality is
to be sought not in the outer world, but by means of reflection upon
the depths of the inner Self. And while the Upanisads do not all agree
upon a single method for the pursuit of the knowledge of this ultimate
reality, many of the most influential of the Upanisads recommend a
method that entails the renunciation of the material world, seen now as
a provisional and transitory reality. There is, for this reason, a tendency
in some of the Upanisads to minimize the importance of the material
world and enjoyments available within the human body, in which the
embodied soul is condemned to repeated lives. It is perhaps in the
Maitri Upanisad that this attitude towards the material world is most
forcefully expressed:

In this ill-smelling, unsubstantial body, which is a conglomerate of
bone, skin, muscle, marrow, flesh, semen, blood, mucus, tears, rheum,
feces, urine, wind, bile, and phlegm, what is the good of the enjoyment
of desires? . . . . In this sort of cycle of existence (sarsara) what is the
good of the enjoyment of desires, when after a man has fed on them
there is seen repeatedly his return to this earth? . . . In this cycle of
existence [ am like a frog in a waterless well. (Maitri Upanisad 1: 3—4)%7

Later Hindu tradition sought to mediate between these opposing
tendencies by articulating four ends or purposes to human existence
(purusarthas). They consist of the pursuit of (1) kama, or sensuous
and aesthetic pleasure, (2) dharma, or the demands of moral life,
(3) artha, or political and economic well-being, and (4) moksa, or
release, the final and spiritual end that culminates in mukti or libera-
tion from the cycle of rebirth. For later Hinduism as well, the human
life is understood to be laid out in terms of four asramas or stages:
that of the student (brahmacarya), the householder (grhastha), the
forest dweller (vanaprastha), and the renounced (sannydasin). While
the pursuit of pleasure as well as economic and political gain is always
mitigated by considerations of morality (dharma) and while the final
goal of liberation remains on the horizon of every stage of earthly life,
the four ends of life are not seen to be of equal relevance to all the
stages of life. The life of the householder consists largely of the pursuit
of the pleasures of intimacy, the responsibilities of raising children,
and of material and economic welfare for the family and society. When
such responsibilities are fulfilled, this stage is (or may be) followed by
that of withdrawal from material and economic life. Then at the stage
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of renunciation (sannydsin), a stage but rarely put into practice, the
most relevant pursuit is the mastery of those religious texts that focus
upon final end of release (moksa) from the cycle of rebirth. It is at this
last stage of life that all privileges and responsibilities associated with
material and economic life come finally to an end.?®

While support for the care of nature can be found even in those
texts that recommend renunciation of the visible world, it is in the
writings or Sastras concerned with dharma or moral virtue and artha
or economic and political well-being that the most explicit guidance
concerning the treatment of the natural world is can be found. One
of the most important sources for the understanding of economic
and political value is the Arthasastra (321-296 BCE), attributed to
Kautilya, a minister of the first ruler of the Mauryan Empire. For
Kautilya, artha is not limited to what we today would associate with
economics and politics. What he calls arthasastra is an account of the
views of the ancient teachers concerning the acquisition and main-
tenance of the earth. The earth, however, means both the material
source of the life and welfare of the community and the society that
is dependent upon it. It is Kautilya’s view that a large part of the
responsibility for maintenance of the earth falls upon government.
Kautilya believes that a competent monarchy is the form of govern-
ment most likely to protect the weak from the strong and maintain
the welfare of the people. For this to work, much depends upon the
character and competence of the sovereign.

As guardian of the social and ecological order, the sovereign under-
stands, supports, and enforces all duties (dharmas) distributed among
the various classes (varnas) and stages of life (@sramas), into which
the society is divided. He also supports the duties that pertain to all
persons regardless of their social class or stage in life: non-violence,
truthfulness, purity, compassion, and forgiveness.

Much of what we today would call agricultural administration,
disaster management, and environmental policy falls, in Kautilya’s
view, within the purview of the King. He is expected to establish
policies for the proper maintenance of pastures and forests, and
enforce the laws that protect the environment. When appropriate,
he is expected to undertake agrarian reforms.? The attention of this
ancient authority to matters of environmental concern is indicated by
specific fines he advocates for such offenses as disposing of dust on
roads, urinating or defecating near a well, pond, or temple, and for
inappropriately disposing of a dead animal. A striking example of
his concern for forest resources is the specific schedule of sanctions
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he imposes upon those who destroy trees, groves, or forests. Here he
recommends fines of varying severity corresponding to the damage
done. For the cutting off of the tender sprouts of fruit trees, flowering
trees, or shade trees in parks near a city he recommends a fine of six
panas. For the cutting of the minor branches of such trees the fine is
twelve panas, and for the cutting of the large branches of such trees,
the fine is twenty-four panas. For the cutting of the trunk of such
trees the fine is forty-eight to ninety-six panas, and for the felling
of such trees the fine is 200—500 panas. And for trees that mark
boundaries or are worshipped the sanctions are doubled.’®> While it
is nearly impossible to know precisely what a pana would be worth
in terms of today’s dollars, it significant that offenses that result in
damage to forest resources were taken seriously enough that a fine
would have been imposed. Moreover, the fact that the gradations of
the fines increase geometrically with the size of the damaged branches
strongly suggests that trees were objects of value. And the fact that
damage to a tree that has religious significance has especially severe
penalties indicates not only that trees were objects of worship, but
that provisions of law supported the worship of trees. Another ancient
legal document is the sacred law proclaimed by Manu (ca. 100 BCE).
Widely considered the most authoritative of the ancient treatments
of dharma or duty, it states specifically that poisonous substances or
impure objects like urine, feces, spit, or anything that contains blood
are never to be disposed of in water.3

While ancient legal writings take specific measures for the protec-
tion of nature, attitudes toward nature are also reflected in the great
literary narratives of the tradition: the Ramayana (composed ca.
soo—100 BCE), and the Mahabharata (composed ca. 400-100 BCE),
as well as the puranas (composed ca. 300—1000 CE). It was in the
great forests of India that Lord Rama and Sita spent the years of their
exile from Ayodhya, and it was with the help of the forest animals,
especially the monkeys, that Rama succeeded in the rescue of Sita
from the demon Ravana. It was in the forest that the five sons of
Pandu spent the exile in the years that led up to the great battle that
was the climax of the Mahabharata. In the Bhagavad Gita, a book
of religious teaching that constitutes one of the key episodes of the
Mahabharata, Krsna as the Supreme Lord of the universe proclaims:

I am the taste in the waters . . . the light of the sun and moon. I am
the pure fragrance in earth and brightness in fire. I am the life in all
beings (7: 8—9).3
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The Bhdagavada Purana tells the story of the birth and childhood of
Lord Krsna as he grows up in the twelve forests of Vrndavan on the
banks of the Yamuna River. It is here that the stories are told of his
miraculous birth and escape from the evil king who had intended to
take his life. The forest is the context of the stories of his miraculous
childhood pranks, his play with the gopis, and the story of his love
for Radha. The forests are valued in such literature as the context of
the many stories in which his teachings are set.3

In the Matsya Purana (composed fifth to tenth century CE) the
goddess Parvati plants an Ashoka tree and cares for it. As the tree
prospers and the other deities and sages observe her attention to this
tree they begin to question her. They point out that people desire
children and feel they have been successful in life when they have
seen them grow up and become the parents of another generation.
Parvati replies that a person who digs a well in a place where water is
scarce lives in heaven for as many years as there are drops of water in
the well. And she states that a large reservoir is worth ten wells, and
that one son is like ten reservoirs. She goes on to say, however that
one tree is equal to ten sons. “This,” she says, “is my standard.” The
same Purana describes a festival for the planting of trees, indicating
that in the context in which they were originally written the planting
of trees was an activity that had strong religious support. Another
document of the period, the Visnudharmottara, states that one who
plants a single tree will never fall into hell.34

In many of the narratives in the puranas animals are often symbols
of the deities. They are the vahanas or vehicles and therefore the
representatives of the gods. They are also featured among the charac-
ters in the narratives in which the stories of the gods are told: the bull
is the vahana of Lord Siva, the cow is the vahana of Lord Krsna, the
elephant of Indra, the peacock of Parvati. Often a particular animal
gains religious significance because of its significance in the narrative.
The monkey, among the most ubiquitous of Indian fauna, is the living
representation of Haniiman, the monkey God who, in the Ramayana,
rendered assistance to Lord Rama, when his wife, the goddess Sita,
was abducted by the demon, Ravana. Today these animals appear
prominently in Indian religious life.

We observed earlier that as compared with the Rig Veda and other
Vedic collections, the attitude towards nature in the Upanisads was
more ambivalent. This ambivalence is closely related to the quest in
the Upanisads for liberation from the cycle of rebirth, what becomes
in later Hinduism the final purpose of human existence. In the
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philosophical traditions that are based upon the Upanisads, this
ambivalence emerges again. Contemporary with many of the narra-
tives that extol the value and virtue of nature, India has produced
philosophers and philosophical texts that tended to look upon the
visible world and its engaging variety and biodiversity with suspicion.
One of the most influential of the philosophers of India is Sankara.
Although he lived a mere 32 years sometime in the eighth or ninth
centuries of the Common Era, he became the principal exponent of
a school of Indian philosophy known as unqualified non-dualism
(Advaita Vedanta), what Western scholars have sometimes called
monism. On the basis of the Upanisads and other ancient texts,
Sankara developed the view that in truth there is but one reality. It
is known in the Upanisads as Brahman, The Ultimate. He held that
the world that is experienced in everyday life as a world of infinite
diversity is the world of mere appearance. While he did not precisely
argue that the visible world is pure illusion, he maintained that it is
not reality either. The visible world, for Sankara, is an appearance of
the ultimate reality under the conditions of ignorance (avidya), the
condition of the self that is embodied in temporal existence. Because
Sankara was committed to the goal of moksa—and recommended
this goal to his followers—he encouraged them to place as little value
as possible upon the world of appearance. He argued that one should
cultivate an attitude of indifference to the visible world, and direct
one’s affection toward the ultimate within, the true reality beyond
appearance. Some of the passages in which Sankara expresses these
views evoke an attitude of disgust for the present natural world. It is
described as a terrible ocean infested with monsters. Selves trapped
in this world go from birth to birth without peace. Like worms caught
in a river, they are swept from one whirlpool to the next. The person
who is committed to the teachings of Safikara and his followers should
be possessed of the desire to escape the round of death and rebirth
in the present world. Such a person is expected to be celibate and to
renounce all attachment to the visible material world.

It is argued by some that Sankara’s understanding of the visible
world encourages an attitude of indifference to environmental
problems.3 Some have even attributed the deplorable condition of
the environment in India to the influence to such thinking.3® While
it is true that we are unlikely to find any sense of communion with
nature or an understanding of nature as having intrinsic worth in the
writings of Sankara or his followers in the Advaita Vedanta tradition,
it does not follow that this school of thought is completely at odds
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with environmental concerns. In the first place, while the Hindu
tradition fully acknowledges the importance of Sankara’s thought, we
have already seen that it did not commend his lifestyle as the social
norm, and it seems unreasonable to assume that Sankara himself
did so. “Let the wise one,” he says, “strive after freedom.”s” While
Sankara renounced the world at a young age, the most influential of the
scriptures concerned with duty (dharmasastra) consider renunciation
and the pursuit of moksa to be the goal of the last of the stages of
life. Thus, as we saw above, while moksa remains the ultimate goal
of life, the penultimate goals of material and economic well-being
(artha) are governed by considerations of duty (dharma) that pertain
to mundane conditions in the visible world. Secondly, while Sankara
and his followers frequently spoke disparagingly of the visible world,
their purpose is clearly to oppose attachment to the material world.
It is attachment that feeds ignorance of the true reality, and leads to
continuous rebirth. Thirdly, having renounced the natural world, the
follower of Sankara has radically reduced his desire to exploit the
earth’s resources, or to consume the products generated from its exploi-
tation. His existence has the lowest possible environmental impact.
The earthly life of the sannyasin is one of self-control, non-violence,
simplicity, and frugality. Finally, it is precisely by the renunciation of
worldly ambition that some leaders of environmental movements have
achieved the moral authority to address abuses of power that profit
from the exploitation and destruction of environments upon which the
powerless and disenfranchised depend.

While the influence of Sankara was great, his attitude concerning
the visible world, and therefore the natural world, was not the only
viewpoint of the time. Another influential philosopher of medieval
India was Ramanuja (ro17-1137 CE), an exponent of what came
to be known as “qualified non-dualism.” Like Sankara, he believed
that reality is one, that Brahman is the only true Reality. But while
Sankara argued that reality was pure identity without difference,
Ramanuja held that reality was the unity of the differences within the
visible world, including individual souls and the objects that constitute
the empirical world.3® Under the conditions of bondage and ignorance
we fail to see this unity, but with attention to the scriptures, with
meditation and devotion, with the achievement of true insight, this
unity can be realized. For Ramanuja the natural world is not simply
an appearance to be dispelled by the higher knowledge of the One.
Rather the sentient and non-sentient matter that forms the universe is
the body of God. Just as the individual soul pervades the individual
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physical body so does Visnu (God) pervade all souls, and the entire
natural world. Ramanuja’s viewpoint is supported by those passages in
the Vedas that describe the physical world as pervaded by the presence
of divinity, and by the image in the Bhagavad Gita and the Bhagavada
Purana of the universe as the body of Krsna, as the Ultimate Reality
incarnate. While Ramanuja encouraged renunciation of material
attachments as the practical path to liberation he also recognized
virtue and devotion to God as the legitimate means to recognition of
the presence of God in the natural world.

GANDHI ON THE ENVIRONMENT

Through the period of British rule in India these traditions of thought
were largely marginalized. At end of the nineteenth and the begin-
ning of the twentieth century, Indian philosophers came to recover
them. They also came fully to recognize the centrality of the natural
world in the principle sources of the Hindu religious tradition. Space
does not permit an exploration of the impact upon this development
of Ram Mohan Roy (1772-1833), Dayanand Sarasvati (1824-1883), or
Ramakrishna Paramahamsa (1834—1886). Yet it is significant that the
works of Swami Vivekananda (1862—1902) indirectly inspired, under
the leadership of Anna Hazare, one of the most visible movements
for ecological restoration in recent years, and that the teachings of
Sri Aurobindo (1872—1950) inspired the founding of a community
near Pondicherry in South India called Auroville in which ecological
restoration and progress towards sustainability have been central
goals.3¥ Among these figures, however, the thought of Mohandas K.
Gandhi (1869—1948) is of special significance. His thought has had a
visible impact upon some of the most celebrated of contemporary
environmental movements in India and on the Deep Ecology move-
ment in the West.

Born the son of the Chief Minister of a small princely state in what
is today the Indian state of Gujarat, Mohandas K. Gandhi was sent to
England in his late teens to be educated in the field of law. Following
his promise to his mother to remain a vegetarian he found himself in
the company of a circle of friends in London who were interested in
the philosophical traditions of India. With them, for the first time, he
came to read the Bhagavad Gita as well as the Bible and the Qur’an.
On his return to India he accepted a job offer to do legal work in
Natal, in South Africa. There he encountered the abysmal prejudice
towards the Indian community that had been a part of the colonial
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South African tradition for generations. There he quickly became
involved in the struggle of Indians in South Africa for civil rights.
During his years in South Africa, Gandhi rejected the self-image he
had cultivated of an upwardly mobile English lawyer and instead
recovered the ideals and values he had found through his study in
London of Hindu philosophical and religious traditions. While he
insisted that he was a practical man without interest in metaphysics
or philosophical speculation, an analysis of the central features of
his thought reveal a strong environmental ethic, grounded in the
philosophical and religious thought of India.

A recent study of Gandhi’s views concerning the environment
suggest that his personal life and political vision reflected the influ-
ence of yoga, the ancient philosophical science of control of the body
and mind that leads finally to the liberation of the human soul.4°
In 1914, when Gandhi returned to India, his rise to political influ-
ence placed him at the center of the independence movement. His
vision for India entailed not only the independence of India from
foreign control, but also economic and cultural liberation of India’s
people. “Real home-rule,” he said, “is self-rule, or self-control.”** As
it was developed in classical Indian thought, the practice of yoga
consisted of several stages of discipline, eight in all. The first two of
these, known as the five yamas or abstentions and the five niyamas or
injunctions, are the ethical foundation upon which the higher disci-
plines of posture, breath control, withdrawal of the senses, the fixing
of attention, contemplation, and concentration all depend. Exponents
of yoga hold that without them, further yogic practice is useless, and
that if one proceeds no further, they constitute in themselves a firm
grounding for ethical action in the world. Each of these steps had a
critical place in Gandhi’s life and thought. By appropriating them he
was recovering his cultural roots. Several of them correspond directly
to the eleven vows to which the participants in Gandhi’s ashrams were
committed, and have a direct bearing on the care of the environment.

The centerpiece of Gandhi’s philosophy is the first of the five
yamas called ahimsd or non-injury. Gandhi is widely recognized for
having transformed the idea of non-injury from a personal code of
behavior to a social, economic, and political force. Yet because he
applied this doctrine to the entire world, it also had profound envi-
ronmental significance. “It is an arrogant assumption,” he said, “to
say that human beings are lords and masters of the lower creatures.”
For Gandhi, the human being is not the master but the trustee of the
lower animal kingdom. He argued that a society could be judged
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based on the manner it treats the animals in its care.+> Gandhi’s
practice of non-injury, however, cannot be fully understood apart
from his commitment to truth, the second of the five yamas in the
philosophy of yoga. While most theologians would accept that God is
truth, Gandhi took the decisive step of affirming that truth is God.4
The implication is that commitment to God can never be used to
stand in the way of truth or justify the repudiation or suppression of
truth and it can never justify violence. Gandhi speaks frequently of
truth and non-violence as being two sides of the same coin. Violence
can never establish truth, and truth can never rely upon violence.
Because his method of social and political change was based upon
truth he called it satyagraha, or persevering in the truth without
recourse to violence of any kind.

The third of the five yamas called asteya, means abstention from
stealing or the misappropriation of the possessions of others. When
asked whether an independent India would achieve the standard of
living of Britain, Gandhi replied that it took half the resources of the
planet to achieve the prosperity that Britain enjoys. He then rhetori-
cally inquired, “How many planets will a country like India require!”
On another occasion he pointed out that the economic imperialism of
a tiny island kingdom was keeping the world in chains. He suggested
that if India were to follow Britain’s example of industrial develop-
ment and economic exploitation “it would strip the world bare like
locusts.”+ Gandhi states that when fully and properly understood,
the fourth of the five yamas called brahmacarya “means search for
Brahma,” or God, which for Gandhi is the search for Truth. In the
classical context the student of sacred knowledge was expected to
remain unmarried and celibate in order to devote full attention to
study and discipline. For Gandhi, brahmacarya signified “control
of all the senses at all times and all places in thought, word, and
deed.” While it includes sexual restraint it also embraces restraint
of diet, emotions, and speech. It precludes violence, hate, anger, and
any deviation from truth. Being without desire, it creates stability of
mind leading to thoughtful and sound judgment.4 Brahmacarya is
closely related to the fifth and last of the yamas called aparigraha,
the rejection of worldly possessions beyond one’s requirements. For
Gandhi, this meant casting off the symbols of wealth and status to
which he had become accustomed in his days as a student in England.
He laid aside the wardrobe of a young English gentleman for a plain
dhoti, the garment worn in India by the common man. Beyond this he
retained only those objects necessary for his life and work: spinning
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wheel, sandals, cap, staff, glasses, and a watch. “Man falls from
the pursuit of the ideal of plain living and high thinking,” he said,
“the moment he wants to multiply his daily wants.” Gandhi’s future
life would be a protest against the supposed needs of a consumer
society and its unreasonable demands on the biosphere. His advice
to the wealthy capitalists of his day was to undertake business with
restraint so as not to exhaust the resources of the earth. “The earth,”
he said, “provides enough to satisfy every man’s need, but not every
man’s greed.”¢

The yamas or restraints of the philosophy of yoga are followed by
five positive injunctions called the niyamas. They begin with saucha
or cleanliness. In the ashrams that Gandhi founded in South Africa
and later in India, cleanliness was a paramount concern. Cleaning
duties were distributed equally among all participants regardless of
rank. Gandhi states that “anyone who fouls the air by spitting about
carelessly, throwing refuse and rubbish, or otherwise dirtying the
ground, sins against man and nature. Man’s body is the temple of
God. Anyone who fouls the air that is to enter that temple desecrates
it”*” One of Gandhi’s most celebrated achievements was the eleva-
tion of the class of persons responsible for the cleaning of Indian
streets from the status of untouchability to that of people of God, or
harijans. The second of the five niyamas is santosh or contentment.
The person who is discontented, says Gandhi, “however much he
possesses, becomes a slave to his desires.”® Yet the life of truth and
non-violence must remain an empty dream, according to Gandhi,
without the third of the five niyamas called tapas, meaning exertion
toward self-purification. For Gandhi, fasting and prayer are the most
powerful forms of tapas. “A genuine fast,” he says, “cleanses the
body mind and soul. It crucifies the flesh and to that extent it sets
the soul free.*9 A sincere prayer, he says, “is an intense longing
of the soul for its even greater purity.” It is as indispensable to the
soul as is food for the material body.s° Swadhyaya, the fourth the
five niyamas is the examination of oneself in the light of sacred
scriptures. It is closely related to the last of the niyamas called
Ishvar pranidhdn, or devotion to God. An examination of one’s self
in the light of sacred scriptures dislodges the human person from the
understanding of one’s self as the master of creation. It locates the
person within the larger web of life, and to its duties and responsi-
bilities. Devotion to God supports this self-understanding. Gandhi
acknowledges that there are innumerable definitions of God because
of his innumerable manifestations. For this reason, he acknowledged
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the validity of the many images of God that the Hindu tradition
has generated. Yet he points out that he, himself, worships God as
truth alone. In the same place he points out that he has not found
God, but is seeking after him.s* When he states that he worships
God as truth alone he points out that what he means by truth is not
simply truthfulness in thought or assent to the relative truths of our
experience but “the Absolute Truth, the Eternal Principle.” While
he speaks of having “faint glimpses of the Absolute Truth,” he holds
that we must constantly seek the approximations of truth that occur
in daily life. “That relative truth,” he says, “must, meanwhile, be
my beacon, my shield and buckler.”s? In that daily life he found the
Bhagavad Gita to be his constant companion and guide. Its call to
self-sacrifice and devotion to God engendered in him the conviction
that non-violence was not just an effective strategy for social change
but an eternal quality of truth or reality itself.

Towards the end of his life, Gandhi stated that while the Indian
National Congress had won political freedom, he believed that
economic, social, and moral freedom was yet to be attained.
“Independence,” he said, “must begin at the bottom.” For this, his
focus was upon rural and especially village development. He held
that just as the whole of the universe is contained in the Self, so the
whole of India is contained in her villages. He held that if the villages
should perish, then India would perish as well. For this reason, he says,
“Every village has to be self-sustained and capable of managing its
own affairs.”s3 He argued that it is in the simplicity of the village that
India could fully realize truth and non-violence.5 In the village setting,
attending to real and not artificial needs, the human person can achieve
swadeshi, or self-reliance, by means of true swardaj, or self-mastery.
He explains that in the ideal village, people will not live in ignorance,
darkness, or filth. Rather free, intelligent, and independent women and
men will dwell neither in luxury nor indolence. Gandhi conceived of
the future of India as a republic of independent self-reliant villages.
He thought of circles of villages working collaboratively with one
another, with other circles of villages, and with cities that served as
clearing facilities of their products. He believed that the self-reliant
village would be the heart of a self-reliant and truly independent India.

It was two female English disciples of Gandhi who took the
message of village self-reliance to the western Himalayas. Having
moved to India in 1925, Mira Behn (known in England as Madeleine
Slade) quickly adjusted to life in the Sabarmati Ashram, where
Gandhi was then residing, and in the course of time became one
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of Gandhi’s closest associates. She accompanied him on many of
his khadi tours, his tours to villages to instill the importance of
village self-reliance including the spinning of home spun cloth called
khadi. She was also his personal secretary when he went to England
for the round table conference concerning India’s independence.s
After a term of imprisonment with Gandhi she moved to the hills to
realize his vision for self-reliant villages and wrote extensively on
the condition of the natural environment upon which the villages of
the hills were dependent. Sarala Behn (Catherine Mary Heilemann)
went to India in 1932 and also eventually moved to the western
Himalayas where she established the Lakshmi Ashram for the educa-
tion of village girls.s® She also participated in the founding of an
organization for the support of local sustainable forest industries to
provide employment for village men. Both of them exerted a critical
influence on the leadership of a grassroots environmental move-
ment that raised a massive and protracted series of protests against
the government policy of contract-felling of the Himalayan forests
that endangered the mountain ecology and threatened the domestic
economy of the local people. That movement was called Chipko,
appropriating the word chipko (meaning “to hug”) from their strategy
of hugging the trees to shield them from the axe.57 In the course of
almost ten years of non-violent activism, the movement succeeded
in bringing about decisive changes in forest policy, including a
ban on the felling of green trees for commercial purposes above
an altitude of 1,000 meters. When questioned about the inspiration
and motivation behind the movement, Sunderlal Bahuguna, one of
the most visible exponents of the Chipko Movement, refers to the
religious and philosophical heritage of the people and especially to
the philosophies of yoga and of Vedanta.s® For him the essence of
Vedanta is the conviction that the divine reality resides not only in
temples and in images, but also in trees and in mountains, in rivers
and in landscapes, in birds and beasts, that the Divine Reality is
embodied in the natural world.
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CHAPTER 2

Atman, 1dentity, and Emanation:
Arguments for a Hindu
Environmental Ethic

CHRISTOPHER FRAMARIN

1. INTRODUCTION

Many contemporary authors argue that since certain Hindu texts
and traditions claim that all living beings are fundamentally the
same as Brahman (God), these texts and traditions provide the basis
for an environmental ethic.” I outline three common versions of this
argument, and argue that each fails to meet at least one criterion for an
environmental ethic.

This doesn’t mean, however, that certain Hindu texts and traditions
do not provide the basis for an environmental ethic. In the last section of
the paper I briefly outline and defend an alternative, according to which
all plants and animals have intrinsic value and direct moral standing in
virtue of having a good.

2. THREE ARGUMENTS FOR A HinDU
EnviroNMENTAL ETHIC

Most authors who write on Hindu environmental ethics offer a version
of the following argument. Certain Hindu texts and traditions claim
that all living beings are fundamentally the same as Brahman.> Therefore
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these texts and traditions provide the basis for an environmental ethic.
The basic argument can be schematized in the following way:

(SA-1)

Premise: Certain Hindu texts and traditions claim that all living beings
are fundamentally the same as Brahman.

Conclusion: Hence these texts and traditions provide the basis for an
environmental ethic.

In order for a theory to count as an environmental ethic, it must ascribe
both intrinsic value and direct moral standing to non-sentient entities in
nature, such as so-called lower animals, plants, and so on (Regan 1981,
19—20, Thompson 1990, 148).3 To say that something has intrinsic value
is to say that it has value independent of further ends towards which
it is a means, and independent of the evaluations of valuers. To say
that an entity has direct moral standing is to say that there are possible
circumstances in which an agent morally ought to consider the entity
for its own sake in deciding what to do (Regan 1981, 19—20, Timmons
2007, 511). Hence the basic argument can be elaborated to read:

(SA—2)

Premise One: Certain Hindu texts and traditions claim that all living
beings are fundamentally the same as Brahman.

Conclusion One/Premise Two: Hence these texts and traditions claim
that non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower animals, plants,
and so on) have intrinsic value and direct moral standing.

Conclusion Two: Hence these texts and traditions provide the basis for
an environmental ethic.

Implicit in this argument are the claims that (1) Brahman has intrinsic
value and direct moral standing and (2) if all living beings are funda-
mentally the same as Brahman, then all living beings—including
non-sentient entities such as so-called lower animals, plants, and so
on—are intrinsically valuable and have direct moral standing.+ So the
full argument reads:

(SA-3)

Premise One: Certain Hindu texts and traditions claim that all living
beings are fundamentally the same as Brahman.

Premise Two: Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral
standing.

Premise Three: If all living beings are fundamentally the same as
Brahman, and if Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct
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moral standing, then non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower
animals, plants, and so on) are intrinsically valuable and have direct
moral standing.

Conclusion One/Premise Four: Hence these texts and traditions claim
that non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower animals, plants,
and so on) have intrinsic value and direct moral standing.

Conclusion Two: Hence these texts and traditions provide the basis for
an environmental ethic.

In what follows, I will refer to this as the “Sameness Argument” (SA).
It is advanced in some form or another by Eliot Deutsch (1970 and
1986), Rajagopal Ryali (1973), S. Cromwell Crawford (1982), David
Kinsley (1991), Klaus K. Klostermaier (1991), Lina Gupta (1993),
Harold Coward (1998), O. P. Dwivedi (2000), and others.

These authors offer at least three versions of SA, depending in
part on which text or tradition they emphasize. According to the first
version, which I will refer to as the ‘4tman Argument’ (AA), certain
Hindu texts and traditions claim that each living being is an embodied
atman (eternal self). Each atman is identical with Brahmans—in some
sense.® Since each arman is identical with Brahman, each atman has
intrinsic value and direct moral standing. And since each living being
is an embodied atman, each living being—including non-sentient enti-
ties such as plants and so on—is intrinsically valuable and has direct
moral standing. Hence certain Hindu texts and traditions provide the
basis for an environmental ethic.

Crawford advances this version of the argument when he claims that
“[t]he general idea behind [relevant passages in the Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad] is that the individual a@tman is one with the universal
Brahman . . . This Brahman force is manifest uniformly in the
divinities of heaven, and in human and animal and plant life on earth”
(Crawford 1982, 150). Hence “Hindu philosophy can provide the basis
for an environmental ethic” (Ibid., 149). Anantanand Rambachan,
arguing that Advaita affirms the “[world’s] value and the value of life
in it” (Rambachan 1989, 289), advances the Atman Argument as well.
“As the all-pervasive reality, and as the axis of the universe which
intersects all things, God, in Advaita, exists at the deepest levels . . .
as the Self (@tman)” (Rambachan 1989, 294).7

The Atman Argument can be schematized in the following way:

(AA)

Premise One: Certain Hindu texts and traditions claim that the arman
is identical with Brahman in some sense.
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Premise Two: Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral
standing.

Premise Three: If each atman is identical with Brahman, and if
Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral standing, then
each atman is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral standing.

Premise Four: If each atman is intrinsically valuable and has direct
moral standing, and if each living being is an embodied atman, then
non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower animals, plants, and so
on) are intrinsically valuable and have direct moral standing.

Conclusion One/Premise Five: So according to certain Hindu texts and
traditions, non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower animals,
plants, and so on) are intrinsically valuable and have direct moral
standing.

Conclusion Two: Hence these texts and traditions provide the basis for
an environmental ethic.

According to the second version of SA, certain Hindu texts and tradi-
tions claim that the distinctions between people, animals, plants, and
Brahman are finally unreal. Hence everything is ultimately numeri-
cally and qualitatively identical with Brahman.? Since everything
is identical with Brahman in this sense, and since Brahman has
intrinsic value and direct moral standing, everything—including
non-sentient plants and so on—has intrinsic value and direct moral
standing. Hence these Hindu texts and traditions provide the basis for
an environmental ethic.

This seems to be the sense of at least one of Deutsch’s arguments
for a Hindu environmental ethic. He says, “Vedanta would maintain
that . . . fundamentally all life is one . . . and that this oneness finds
its natural expression in a reverence for all living things” (Deutsch
1970, 82).9 In defense of the claim that Hinduism endorses “treating
the creation with respect without harming and exploiting others,”
Dwivedi claims that “for the Hindus of the ancient period, God and
nature were one and the same” (Dwivedi 2000, §5—6).*°

This second version of the argument can be schematized as follows:

(IA)

Premise One: Certain Hindu texts and traditions claim that the distinc-
tion between living beings and Brahman is unreal.

Premise Two: Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral
standing.

Premise Three: If the distinction between living beings and Brahman
is unreal, and if Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct
moral standing, then non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower
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animals, plants, and so on) are intrinsically valuable and have direct
moral standing.

Conclusion One/Premise Four: So according to certain Hindu texts and
traditions, non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower animals,
plants, and so on) are intrinsically valuable and have direct moral
standing.

Conclusion Two: Hence these texts and traditions provide the basis for
an environmental ethic.

In what follows, 1 will refer to this argument as the “Identity
Argument” (IA).

According to the third version of SA, certain Hindu texts and
traditions claim that all of nature is a manifestation of Brahman.=
‘Manifestation of Brahman’ in this context means that Brahman
produces or creates nature from its own form, so that the substance
of nature is the same as that of Brahman.*> Hence nature is identical
with Brahman in this sense.” Since all of nature is a manifestation of
Brahman, all of nature is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral
standing. Hence these texts and traditions provide the basis for an
environmental ethic.

This version of SA is the most popular. Coward, for example,
claims that

Hindus speak of the cosmos (including the stars, the atmosphere, the
earth, plants, animals, and humans) as God’s body. Since everything
is divine, an ethic of reverence and respect is demanded from humans
toward all other manifestations of God’s body (Coward 1998, 40).

Gupta argues that since “Hinduism speaks of . . . the essence
called ‘Brahman’ that manifests itself in manifolds of this
universe . . . all parts of this Nature have an intrinsic value” (Gupta
1993, 113). Dwivedi argues for an Indian environmental ethic by
citing the claim from Bhagavata Purana (2.2.41) that “ether, air,
fire, water, earth, planets, all creatures, directions, trees and plants,
rivers, and seas, they are all organs of God’s body” (Dwivedi
2000, 5). Klostermaier and Patricia Y. Mumme defend this kind
of view as well. They explicitly associate it with Ramanuja and
Visistadvaita (qualified non-dualism), but point out that it has its
origins in earlier texts, such as the Purusa Sukta, Satapatha
Brahmana, Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, Mundaka Upanisad,
Bhagavadgita, and Bhagavata Purana (Klostermaier 1991, 250-1
and Mumme 1998, 139).14
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This third version of the argument, which I will call the “Emanation
Argument” (EA), reads:

(EA)

Premise One: Certain Hindu texts and traditions claim that all living
beings are a manifestation of Brahman.

Premise Two: Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral
standing.

Premise Three: If each living being is a manifestation of Brahman, and
if Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral standing,
then non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower animals, plants,
and so on) are intrinsically valuable and have direct moral standing.

Conclusion One/Premise Four: So according to certain Hindu texts and
traditions, non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower animals, plants,
and so on) are intrinsically valuable and have direct moral standing.

Conclusion Two: Hence these texts and traditions provide the basis for
an environmental ethic.

As Klostermaier and Mumme point out, the Emanation Argument
is most naturally associated with Visistadvaita. The Identity Argu-
ment, in contrast, is most naturally associated with Advaita. These
associations are helpful as a rule of thumb, but I want to avoid iden-
tifying these arguments with these traditions too strongly. Again, as
is clear in Klostermaier and Mumme’s accounts, these philosophical
themes have their origin in texts that precede the distinction between
Advaita and Visistadvaita. Both Sankara and Ramanuja defend these
systems with extensive references to texts that precede them.!

3. OBJECTIONS TO THE ATMAN ARGUMENT

The fourth premise of the Atman Argument states that if each atman
is intrinsically valuable and has direct moral standing, and if each
living being is an embodied atman, then non-sentient entities (such as
so-called lower animals, plants, and so on) are intrinsically valuable
and have direct moral standing. At first this inference might seem
puzzling. It’s not clear how the intrinsic value of one item—in this
case, the atman—can transfer to another item—in this case, the living
body. Indeed, many contemporary philosophers define intrinsic value
in terms of the value an item or state of affairs has independent of its
relations with other objects or states of affairs.

G. E. Moore’s influential position is that a state of affairs has
intrinsic value just in case it has value in complete isolation. Its value
must persist even in the absence of everything else (Moore 1903, 187).
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The body component in the atman/body composite does not have value
in the absence of everything else, however, because it is valuable only
in virtue of being inhabited by, or in some way connected with, an
atman. The claim that the living body is entirely without value, even
though the atman with which it is connected has great intrinsic value,
seems consistent.

Indeed, the primary objection to a Hindu environmental ethic
advanced by contemporary authors has been just this. Lance
E. Nelson, for example, claims that according to the Bhagavadgita,
“atman is what is important. The physical, on the other hand, is
expendable, and certainly not worth any emotional distress” (Nelson
2000, 141). J. Baird Callicott (1987, 124) and Arvind Sharma (1998,
57—8), among others,”7 make the same claim.

Consider the following analogy. Assume that human beings are
intrinsically valuable. A certain human being must spend the rest of her
life in an Iron Lung. (Suppose it’s 1930.) In this situation, it’s clear that
the Iron Lung has instrumental value, as a means of keeping the person
alive. It does not come to have intrinsic value, however, merely because
an intrinsically valuable person inhabits it for her entire life. Likewise,
it seems, the material body does not come to have intrinsic value merely
because an intrinsically valuable atrman inhabits it for a lifetime.

One might reply that the intrinsic value of the dtman need not
establish the intrinsic value of the isolated body. All it must do is
establish the intrinsic value of the arman/body composite, and this
it does. In the Iron Lung case, when an intrinsically valuable person
occupies the Iron Lung, the person/Iron Lung composite is intrinsi-
cally valuable, even if the Iron Lung by itself is not, simply because
the person is. This is all that is required for AA to succeed. The
atman/body composite is intrinsically valuable, even if the body is
not, simply because the atman is.

This kind of view, even if it technically succeeds at establishing
the intrinsic value of the living being, seems at least to miss some of
the spirit of the demands of an environmental ethic. Holmes Rolston
IIT objects to a related argument by saying, “animals need to be
valued . . . as biological agents . . .” (Rolston III 1987, 175). The word
“agents” here is somewhat misleading in the present context, since an
environmental ethic must attribute intrinsic value and direct moral
standing to non-sentient entities in nature whether they are agents—
that is, whether they are capable of intentional action—or not. So
the objection can be revised to read: animals and plants need to be
valued as biological entities—and not simply as biological containers
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for something else that has intrinsic value and direct moral standing.
The most plausible version of AA, however, does not value animals
or plants as biological entities, but as embodied armans.

The problem becomes more apparent if we consider the issue of
moral standing. Even if living beings are intrinsically valuable, as a
consequence of being constituted in part by the atman, it is not clear
that the direct moral standing of the atman transfers to the living
being that it inhabits.

In the most famous discussion of the topic within the Indian
philosophical tradition, the Bhagavadgita states that the atman is
not harmed by the destruction of the body. “Weapons do not cut
[the @tman], fire does not burn it, waters do not wet it, the wind
does not dessicate it . . . The body being killed, [the atman] is not
killed” (2.23, 2.20).!% That we must, in deliberating over whether to
perform a certain action, consider how the atman will be affected
does not entail that we must, in deliberating over whether to
perform a certain action, consider how the body that is inhabited
by the atman will be affected, because the atman is not affected
by what happens to the body. As Nelson says with regard to the
Bhagavadgita, “physical harm—whether the destruction of war or,
presumably, ecological devastation—however regrettable on the
empirical level, does not affect what ultimately matters, namely
spirit” (Nelson 2000, 142).9

So the first two objections to AA might be understood as two
different versions of a similar transfer problem. The first objection is
that the intrinsic value of the @tman does not transfer to the biological
being. The second objection is that the direct moral standing of the
atman cannot transfer to the biological being.?°

This second objection can be strengthened. It is not clear that
atman or Brahman has direct moral standing in the first place. In
many classical texts, such as the Yogasiitra, the Samkhyakarika,
the Gita, and various Upanisads, the atman (or purusa) is typically
characterized as an uninvolved and unaffected witness to the events
of the world. In other texts, including some Upanisads, the atman
is described as the agent within the living being.?* Nonetheless, the
atman is unchanging, and untouched by pain and pleasure. The same
is true of Brahman.>* In other words, neither Brahman nor atman
could be affected by any event whatsoever.?

If neither Brahman nor atman could be affected by any event,
then there is no possible set of circumstances in which a being must
consider how Brahman or dtman will be affected by an action. If there
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is no possible set of circumstances in which a being must consider
how Brahman or atman will be affected by an action, then neither
Brahman nor atman has direct moral standing, since to say that
a being has direct moral standing is to say that there are possible
circumstances in which an agent morally ought to consider the entity
for its own sake in deciding what to do. And if neither Brahman nor
atman has direct moral standing, the direct moral standing of the
atman cannot transfer to the body or the arman/body composite.

The cogency of AA, however, depends on the truth of the claim that
the atman has direct moral standing. Since the arman does not have
direct moral standing, the argument is unconvincing. If the argument
fails, then AA does not prove that certain Hindu texts and traditions
provide the basis for an environmental ethic.

4. OBJECTIONS TO THE IDENTITY ARGUMENT

Both the Identity Argument and the Emanation Argument might be
thought of as more robust versions of the Atman Argument. AA states
that every arman is in some sense identical with Brahman. 1A and
EA state that everything—including every atman—is in some sense
identical with Brahman. Hence the failure of AA to establish a Hindu
environmental ethic need not mean that IA and/or EA fail as well.

The Identity Argument certainly avoids the first objection to AA—
the objection that the intrinsic value of the atman does not transfer
to the biological organism per se—because according to IA, the
biological organism is identical with both @tman and Brahman. Hence
the intrinsic value of the biological organism is not a result of the
problematic transfer of intrinsic value from the @tman or Brahman.
The biological organism’s value just is the value of Brahman.

IA is equally vulnerable, however, to the second objection to AA.
The cogency of IA depends essentially on the plausibility of the claim
that Brahman has direct moral standing (Premise Two). If Brahman
does not have direct moral standing—as I argue above—then the
direct moral standing of Brahman cannot establish the direct moral
standing of living beings, sentient or non-sentient. Hence I A fails to
show that certain Indian texts and traditions (namely those that claim
that all distinctions are illusory) provide the basis for an environ-
mental ethic, because IA fails to show that living beings have direct
moral standing.

My point here is not that since, according to IA, the living
being is identical with Brahman, and since Brahman lacks direct
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moral standing, so does the living being. If this were the point,
long digressions about the distinction between conventional and
ultimate reality would be unavoidable. (See below.) My point is more
modest. Since Brahman does not have direct moral standing to begin
with, A is unconvincing, because A claims that the direct moral
standing of Brahman is the basis for the direct moral standing of
the living being. This is consistent, however, with the establishment
of the direct moral standing of living beings by some other means.
(See below.)

IA also faces an objection that AA avoids. Thus far, I have focused
on two criteria for an environmental ethic. An environmental ethic
must (1) attribute intrinsic value to non-sentient entities in nature, and
(2) attribute direct moral standing to non-sentient entities in nature.
These criteria are not exhaustive, however. Additionally, an environ-
mental ethic must satisfy what Janna Thompson calls the “non-vacuity
requirement” (Thompson 1990, 149). Thompson argues that

[t]he criteria for determining what things or states of affairs are
intrinsically valuable must not be such so that it turns out that every
thing and every state of affairs counts as equally valuable. The reason
why this requirement must be satisfied should be clear. An ethic is
supposed to tell us what we ought or ought not to do; however, it
cannot do so if it turns out that all things and states of affairs are
equally valuable, for if they are, then there is no reason to do one
thing rather than another, to bring about one state of affairs rather
than another (Ibid.).

An ethic of any sort is supposed to be action-guiding. It is supposed
to tell us what to do under certain circumstances. In order for an
ethic to tell us what to do, it must be able to discriminate between
what is good and bad. If a theory attributes equal value to every-
thing,?+ however, then it cannot discriminate between good and bad,
because everything is equally good or bad. Nothing is any better
than anything else.?

Consider the example of murder. It might be thought that since
a living person is intrinsically valuable, the person should not be
harmed (all other things being equal). Hence killing is worse than
avoiding killing. If, however, the value of the dead body is equal
to the value of the living body, it is not clear why refraining from
murder is preferable to murder. In both cases the outcome is equally
valuable—a dead body is no less valuable than a living body. Even the
sorrow of the friends and family of the murdered is equally valuable
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to the joy they might have felt if the murder had not occurred. Hence
on this view, the distinctions between right and wrong, and good and
bad, disappear.

IA, however, entails that everything has equal value. Notice first
that Premise One of IA is unnecessarily narrow. If all distinctions
are illusory, then the distinctions between Brahman and inanimate
objects are illusory along with the distinctions between living beings
and Brahman. Instead, Premise One should read: “Certain Indian
texts and traditions claim that the distinctions between all things
and Brahman are unreal.” Premise Two states that Brahman has
intrinsic value. When these premises are combined with Premise
Three, which says that if the distinction between Brahman and X is
illusory and Brahman has intrinsic value, then X has intrinsic value,
they entail the conclusion “all things are intrinsically valuable.” If
their value derives exclusively from their identity with Brahman—
and IA says nothing to suggest that this is not the case—then all
things are equally intrinsically valuable. If all things are equally
intrinsically valuable, then the distinctions between good and bad
and/or right and wrong are lost. Hence IA cannot establish an envi-
ronmental ethic.

Again, some distinction might be drawn here between ultimate
and conventional reality. One might admit that Advaita (as an
example) attributes equal value to all things at the ultimate level,
but insist that at the conventional level Advaita accepts evaluative
distinctions. At the conventional level, a living person, animal, or
plant is more valuable than a dead one, and the act of protecting life
is better (more right) than the act of killing. Since most human beings
live life at the conventional level, it is this level that is relevant to
environmental ethics.

The problem with this response is that the proponent of [A
argues that the conventional conception of the value of things—
according to which there are differences in the value of things,
and so on—should be replaced by the ultimate conception of
the value of things—according to which all things are identical,
and therefore have equal value. The proponent cannot, then, cite
aspects of the conventional conception as a means of avoiding the
further implications of attributing equal value to all things. The
proponent of IA says that we should see all things as identical
with Brahman. The proponent cannot then reply to the vacuity
objection by pointing out that ordinarily we do not see all things
as Brahman.*®
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5. OBJECTIONS TO THE EMANATION ARGUMENT

Like the Identity Argument, the Emanation Argument entails that the
biological entity has intrinsic value, since the biological entity, like the
atman, emanates from, and is constituted by Brahman. So EA avoids
the first objection to the Atman Argument.

EA is just as vulnerable, however, to the second objection to AA.
Like IA, EA states that Brahman has direct moral standing (Premise
Two of both arguments), and this premise is crucial to deriving
the conclusion that each living being has direct moral standing. If
Brahman does not have direct moral standing—as I argue above—then
even if Premise Three is true—“If each living being is a manifestation
of Brahman, and if Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct
moral standing, then non-sentient entities (such as plants and so on)
are intrinsically valuable and have direct moral standing”—it does
not follow that all living beings have direct moral standing. Hence EA
does not provide the basis for an environmental ethic.

Additionally, EA seems to face the vacuity objection. Again,
Premise One is too narrow. Not only living beings, but non-living
things are a manifestation of Brahman. Ramanuja, for example,
elaborates Gita 10.8, which reads: “I am the creator of all’?7 as “I am
the creator, the cause and origin, of the manifestation of all manifold
[things], sentient and non-sentient.”?® Throughout his commentaries on
the Gita and the Brahmasiitra, Ramanuja simply says that Brahman is
the creator of all things, and that both eternal selves and matter consti-
tute God’s body (Carman 1974, 115). Likewise, none of the creation
stories that Mumme or Klostermaier cite specify that Brahman only
creates living beings. Mumme says, citing the best-known analogies
for the emanationist perspective,

[a]s a spider emits a thread (Brhadaranyaka Up. 2.1.20 and Mundaka
Up. 1.1.7) or as grass arises from the earth, or as hairs arise from
the body, so too, from the Imperishable Lord, arises all of creation
(Mundaka Up. 1.1.7) (Mumme 1998, 139, emphasis added).

Hence Premise One of EA should instead read: “Certain Hindu texts
and traditions claim that all things are a manifestation of Brahman.”

Premise Two states that Brahman has intrinsic value. When these
premises are combined with Premise Three—which says that if X
is a manifestation of Brahman, and if Brahman is intrinsically valu-
able, then X is intrinsically valuable—they entail that all things are
intrinsically valuable. If their value derives exclusively from being a
manifestation of Brahman—and the argument says nothing to suggest
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otherwise—then EA entails that all things have equal intrinsic value.
If a theory attributes equal intrinsic value to all things, however,
it cannot discriminate between good and bad and/or right and wrong.
It cannot be action-guiding, and therefore cannot be an ethic.?

Finally, EA faces an objection that IA does not. Premise Three
of 1A states, “If the distinction between living beings and Brahman
is unreal, and if Brahman is intrinsically valuable and has direct
moral standing, then non-sentient entities (such as so-called lower
animals, plants, and so on) are intrinsically valuable and have direct
moral standing.” The premise seems plausible in part because
if two items are identical, it is hard to see how one could have
qualities that the other lacks. If the capital of Canada is Ottawa,
then if Ottawa has over one million people, so does the capital of
Canada. Likewise, if a living being is identical with Brahman, then
if Brahman has intrinsic value and direct moral standing, then so
does the living being.

Premise Three of EA, in contrast, states, “If each living being is a
manifestation of Brahman, and if Brahman is intrinsically valuable
and has direct moral standing, then non-sentient entities (such as
so-called lower animals, plants, and so on) are intrinsically valuable
and have direct moral standing.” There is no corresponding platitude,
however, to the effect that if one item is a manifestation of another,
the former has all of the qualities that the latter possesses. Consider
one of the analogies just mentioned. Assume that a human being is
intrinsically valuable. The hair of a human being emanates from
the human being. It might even be said to be of the same substance
as a human being. From this it does not follow that the hair is also
intrinsically valuable. Similarly, the fact that living beings emanate
from Brahman does not obviously entail that they share in Brahman’s
intrinsic value.

Indeed, there is a precedent in Ramanuja’s work for denying
that living beings possess the qualities of Brahman. Brahman is,
among other things, infinite and eternal, unlike any of the entities
he creates.’? Brahman is often described as omniscient and perfectly
blissful. Rocks, however, are incapable of knowledge or bliss, and
even human beings are rarely perfectly knowledgeable or blissful.
If a number of Brahman’s qualities do not inhere in elements of
his creation, despite these elements emanating from Brahman, then
at the very least the proponent of EA must offer an argument for
why the intrinsic value of Brahman does inhere in the elements
of his creation, even though other qualities of Brahman do not.
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Yet proponents of EA do not make this case. And even if there are
arguments for the claim that certain qualities inhere in the elements
of creation, there must be additional arguments for the claim that the
qualities inhere only in certain entities. Again, proponents of EA do
not make this case.

6. AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE ATMAN, IDENTITY,
AND EMANATION ARGUMENTS

Arguments for an Indian environmental ethic that rely on some kind
of identity between nature and God are unconvincing. It isn’t clear,
however, that this kind of argument is needed. R. W. Perrett argues
that certain Indian texts and traditions ascribe direct moral standing to
all sentient beings in virtue of their sentience. He offers the following
argument:

It is possible to construct arguments for our direct duty to animals . . .
Thus, consider first the assumption that was erroneously supposed to
support the indirect duty view: that we each ought to self-interestedly
pursue our own liberation as our primary goal. But why should we
pursue moksa [liberation] at all? Because, says the Indian tradition,
life is essentially characterized by suffering and unsatisfactoriness
(duhkha). 1t is the elimination of this suffering that is intrinsi-
cally valuable, indeed the ultimate value . . . But if we admit these
claims then we must also come to ask ourselves what is so special
about our own suffering. What properties do I possess that make
my suffering morally significant without it also being the case that
others’ suffering is equally morally significant? Rationally we are
drawn towards a universal perspective on our own suffering (Perrett

1993, 94).

My attainment of moksa is intrinsically valuable (at least in part)
because my avoidance of suffering is intrinsically valuable. There is
nothing about me that distinguishes me in a relevant way from other
sentient beings. Therefore the avoidance of suffering is intrinsically
valuable regardless of whose suffering it is.

A parallel argument concludes that pleasure or happiness is intrin-
sically valuable regardless of whose it is: My attainment of moksa
is intrinsically valuable (at least in part) because my happiness is
intrinsically valuable. There is nothing about me that distinguishes me
in a relevant way from other sentient beings. Therefore happiness is
intrinsically valuable regardless of whose it is. Hence we have direct
duties to sentient beings. If we have direct duties to sentient beings,
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then sentient beings have direct moral standing, and presumably
intrinsic value.3

There is still some space between the conclusion of Perrett’s argu-
ment and the criteria for an environmental ethic. If Perrett is right,
then we might conclude that all sentient beings have direct moral
standing and intrinsic value. In order for a theory to count as an envi-
ronmental ethic, however, it must ascribe intrinsic value and direct
moral standing to non-sentient beings, like so-called lower animals,
plants and so on.

In a number of Hindu texts, however, lower animals and plants are
described as sentient as well.3> Manusmrti 1.49, for example, reads:

Those [beings], enveloped by the tamas [one of three basic elements
(gunas) that constitute the material universe, characterized by dark-
ness and ignorance] with many forms caused by [past] actions, are
internally conscious, and fully endowed with [the capacity for] pleasure
and pain.3

If Perrett’s argument is convincing, and if all living beings are
sentient, then all living beings have direct moral standing and intrinsic
value. If all living beings have direct moral standing and intrinsic
value, then at least the first two criteria for an environmental ethic are
satisfied.3+ The non-vacuity requirement is also satisfied, since some
things are non-sentient, and hence devoid of direct moral standing and
intrinsic value. Hence, one might conclude, certain Indian texts and
traditions provide the basis for an environmental ethic.

There is little doubt that the Indian Law Books are concerned with
the matter of causing pain to plants and animals. One passage from
the Manusmyti (8.286) advises rulers to punish in proportion to the
pain caused: “If a person strikes people or animals to pain [them], just
as great as the pain [caused], just that great should the punishment
be.ss This suggests that the quantity of pain is the measure of the
wrongness of an action, and that the capacity for pleasure and pain
makes the well-being of sentient beings relevant.

In another important passage (5.49), Manu says, “having seen the
origin of meat and the binding and slaughter of embodied beings
(dehinam), [a person] turns away from eating all meat.”3® This might
be taken to imply that to the careful observer, the value of animals is
self-evident. One thing that is evident to anyone is that animals expe-
rience pain and pleasure. All of this implies that sentient beings have
direct moral standing and intrinsic value because they are capable of
experiencing pleasure and pain.
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One obvious objection to this kind of view is that many animals, and
all plants, are not in fact sentient. One way to avoid this problem is to
argue that certain Indian texts and traditions attribute intrinsic value
and direct moral standing to animals and plants because they are alive.
Each of the passages cited above might be interpreted in accord with this
claim, simply because pain is typically a consequence of harm, and harm
often has the consequence of shortening life. The more severe the pain
is, the more likely it is that the pain will have a negative consequence on
the being’s longevity. This is why, one might argue, the severity of the
punishment tends to correspond with the severity of the pain.

The passage that states “having carefully considered the origin of
meat and the tying up and slaughter of living beings [that is the source
of meat], a person turns away from the eating of all meat,” implies
that the reason meat-eating is wrong is self-evident. Even more self-
evident than the animal’s pain as a result of slaughter, however, is the
animal’s death.

Elsewhere, Manu warns against hindering a calf from suckling
(4.59). To merely hinder a calf’s suckling might be painful to the
calf and the mother, by producing hunger pangs and anxiety, but to
preclude it altogether is deadly. Hence these passages support the view
that the criterion of being alive is the basis of the intrinsic value and
direct moral standing of plants and animals as well.

The criterion of being alive makes better sense, however, of those
passages that describe punishments for killing. If all that is wrong
with killing is that it tends to produce pain, killing an animal should
be no worse than actions that cause equivalent pain. Yet the Law
Books typically single out killing as a special kind of trespass.

The criterion of being alive also has the advantage of explaining
why the painless killing of animals and plants is wrong—even if their
lives, if spared, will not be more pleasurable than painful. Medhatithi,
the most important commentator on the Manusmrti, says clearly that
plant life, in particular, is almost exclusively painful.

Due to an abundance of famas, tied to infidelity to the Vedas, pain, and
so on, [plants] are experiencing the fruits of their adharmic [acts] for
a very long time—T[as if] eternally. And from the presence of sattva
[another of the three gunas, typically characterized in terms of lightness
and knowledge] in them, under certain conditions, [plants] also enjoy
a little pleasure as well (1.49).37

An animal birth, like a plant birth, is also on balance more painful
than pleasurable. What could be the fault, then, in killing a sleeping
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animal, if only pain has disvalue??® If being alive is intrinsically
valuable, however, then killing an animal is wrong whether it is asleep
or awake.

So while the Manusmyti is concerned with pleasure and pain, it is
also concerned with killing. The concern with pleasure and pain is
better explained by the concern with killing than the concern with
killing is explained by the concern with pleasure and pain. Addition-
ally, the criterion of being alive avoids two objections to the criterion
of sentience. First, it is simply false that all plants and animals are
sentient. It is true, however, that all plants and animals are alive (at
least for as long as we want to attribute intrinsic value and direct
moral standing to them). Second, the criterion of being alive explains
the emphasis on the blameworthiness of killing, including killing that
does not increase overall pain.

By itself, however, the criterion of being alive is problematic as
well. One of the more obvious problems is that the reduction of the
value and disvalue of pleasure and pain to the value and disvalue of
life and death seems implausible. Suppose, for example, that a person
has a chronic disease that causes a great deal of pain. Even if there’s
nothing we can do to prolong her life, we should minimize her pain.
If all that matters is the avoidance of death, however, then attempts to
minimize her pain should be abandoned with the attempts to prolong
her life. Indeed, we should at no point bother to minimize her pain
unless there is reason to think it will prolong her life.

Another way to put this point is to say that there’s reason to
think that pleasure and pain have value and disvalue in themselves,
regardless of their contribution to the length of a person’s life. This
is Perrett’s point in the quotation above. According to certain Indian
texts and traditions, liberation is valuable in part because it is pleasur-
able and devoid of pain. Hence pleasure and the avoidance of pain are
intrinsically valuable. The criterion of being alive, by itself, does not
account for this.

So rather than choosing between the two criteria, both might be
adopted. Certain Indian texts and traditions ascribe intrinsic value
and direct moral standing to plants and animals both because they are
sentient, and because they are alive. Hence certain Indian texts and
traditions provide the basis for an environmental ethic.

There are still at least two problems with the combined account.
The first is that since lower animals and plants are not in fact
sentient, the account is implausible insofar as it attributes intrinsic
value and direct moral standing to lower animals and plants because
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they are sentient. So on the combined account, lower animals and
plants have intrinsic value and direct moral standing solely because
they are alive. If this is right, then lower animals and plants can be
treated in whatever way one chooses, so long as their lives are not
shortened. If it turns out that fish are non-sentient, for example, then
they provide no direct reason to leave salmon runs open, rather than
round them up in pools, where they are fed and allowed to mate. The
combined account offers no plausible explanation for the wrongness
of such actions.

Second, the combined account cannot explain the intuition that
sentient beings can be harmed even if neither their longevity nor their
overall happiness is diminished. Imagine that lead poisoning will not
compromise a child’s longevity or overall happiness. The child will
have a mild learning disability, but will be no less happy overall. The
combined account has no resource for explaining why the diminution
in the child’s mental capacities is of disvalue. Yet it is.

A final alternative—and the one I favor—is to interpret these texts
as attributing intrinsic value and direct moral standing to certain
beings in virtue of their having a good.3? Human beings, along with
animals and plants, can either flourish or languish. If something can
flourish or languish, then it must have some optimum state. Movement
towards the optimum state amounts to flourishing, movement away
from the optimum state amounts to languishing. This optimum state
is the entity’s good.4°

The distinction between flourishing and languishing covers both
the criterion of sentience and the criterion of being alive, since any
plausible characterization of the distinction between flourishing and
languishing will refer to longevity, and any plausible characterization
of flourishing and languishing in sentient beings will refer to pleasure
and pain. So the criterion of having a good exhibits the benefits of the
combined account.

The criterion of having a good is also no more controversial than
the combined account. While it covers both the criterion of sentience
and the criterion of being alive, it leaves open the possibility that
an entity’s good is more complex than this, without asserting that it
certainly is.

At the same time, it seems certain that the good of human beings
is not reducible to being alive, avoiding pain, and experiencing plea-
sure. It also seems certain that the Hindu traditions acknowledge this.
There is little reason to think that the Manusmrti’s prescriptions
of Vedic studentship, monogamous marriage, the performance of
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rituals, dutiful childrearing, retirement to the forest, and so on can
be explained entirely in terms of the longevity and balance of pleasure
over pain to which these practices lead (other than the assumption at
the outset that the worldview is hedonistic). A more plausible inter-
pretation is that these practices lead to a human life of flourishing
broadly construed; in raising children, a person flourishes, but not just
by increasing his or her longevity and long-term balance of pleasure
over pain. If a human being’s good is not reducible to being alive,
avoiding pain, and experiencing pleasure, then perhaps the goods of
non-human beings are not reducible either.

Another benefit of this criterion is that it leaves open the ques-
tion of what, other than being alive, avoiding pain, and experiencing
pleasure, constitutes a specific entity’s good—if anything does. This
standpoint is appropriate, given the ongoing debate among philoso-
phers of science, environmental ethicists, ecologists, and others over
how to determine an entity’s good. It is also appropriate given the
relative infancy of the field of Hindu environmental ethics, which has
yet to consider these questions carefully.

Additionally, the final account is well-supported by the nearly pan-
Indian cardinal virtue of ahimsa. The term is usually translated as
“non-violence” or “non-harm”. The latter translation is often favored
because of its breadth; the word “non-violence” often suggests
physical or explicit harm, whereas ahimsa refers to the avoidance of
any harm whatever—even if that harm is neither painful, nor life-
shortening. Theft, for example, constitutes a harm even if it is never
discovered, and even if the stolen item would never have benefited its
original owner. The same is true for harms of deception, coercion, and
so on. If an entity can be harmed without causing it pain or shortening
its life, however, then its good is not exhausted by longevity, the
avoidance of pain, and the experience of pleasure.

The criterion also avoids the objections mentioned above. Even
harms that are neither painful nor life shortening have disvalue,
simply in virtue of being harms that cause the being to languish
rather than flourish in other ways. This is most obvious in the case
of human beings.

Lastly, the criterion of having a good avoids the implication that
all things are equally valuable. Anything that is not alive, and lacks
a good, lacks intrinsic value and direct moral standing. Hence the
account I outline avoids the vacuity objection. There might seem
to be additional counter-intuitive consequences to this view, such
as the equal intrinsic value and direct moral standing of all living
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beings (since all have a good). Nothing I have said here entails this,
however. It might be, for example, that an entity has some amount
of intrinsic value in virtue of having a good, but that the amount of
intrinsic value nonetheless varies, as a result, for example, of varying
capacities and potentials.+

If all living entities have a good, and if all entities that have a good
have intrinsic value and direct moral standing, (and if the vacuity
objection is avoided,) then certain Hindu texts and traditions—the
Manusmyti and many texts and traditions that share its views—do
provide the basis for an environmental ethic.

7. CONCLUSION

Arguments that cite some kind of identity between nature and God
in support of the conclusion that certain Hindu texts and traditions
provide the basis for an environmental ethic are not convincing. Some
of these texts and traditions do provide the basis for an environmental
ethic, however. They ascribe intrinsic value and direct moral standing
to all living beings, in virtue of their having a good.
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NoTEs

The authors whose views I consider in sections 2 through 5 are often
unclear about which Hindu texts and traditions they have in mind.
Where they are explicit, they refer to Advaita Vedanta, Visistadvaita
Vedanta, and the Upanisads. In section 6, 1 focus primarily on the
Manusmrti, with the thought that its authority on matters of dharma is
broadly accepted.

As I point out in my objections, two of the views that I consider imply
not only that all living beings have intrinsic value and direct moral
standing, but that everything—both living and non-living—does. This
implication turns out to be problematic, however. See sections 4 and
5 below.

So ‘environmenal ethic’ should not be understood as a success term
in this context, equivalent to “plausible ethic of the environment” or
“adequate ethic of the environment”, since authors disagree widely on
what constitutes a plausible ethic of the environment. One justification
for these criteria is that if non-sentient entities in nature do not have
intrinsic value and/or direct moral standing, then environmental ethics
is not really a distinct subdiscipline. It is simply one of many areas
within the field of ethics (and/or animal ethics), much like medical ethics
or business ethics, that deal fundamentally with the ways that human
beings should treat one another (and perhaps other sentient entities)
(Norton 1984, 131—2). This is why many of those who deny the plausi-
bility of an environmental ethic still define an environmental ethic in
this way (such as Thompson [1990]).

The argument also assumes, uncontroversially, that the relevant class of
non-sentient entities—so-called lower animals, plants, and so on—are
included in the class of living beings.

Bhagavadgita 10.20, for example, reads, “I am the atman, O Arjuna,
that resides in the heart of all beings (aham atma gudakesa
sarvabhutasayasthitah/)” (Sadhale 2000b, 234).

I say “in some sense” in order to make the argument consistent with a
variety of metaphysical pictures, including Advaita and Visistadvaita.
See below.

Ryali also mentions the correlation between atman and Brahman in his
analysis of Hinduism’s conception of “man’s relationship with nature”
(Ryali 1973: 48). He says, “Brahman resides in atman and indeed
Brahman is atman” (Ryali 1973, 49). His view, like Rambachan’s, is
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ambiguous—it is not clear if he takes the atman to be identical with
Brahman, or simply part of Brahman.

Gita 11.20, for example, reads, “All space between heaven and earth
is occupied by you [Krsna] alone (dyavaprthivyor idam antaram hi
vyaptam tvayaikena disas ca sarvah’)” (Sadhale 2000, 293). 18.20
states, “Know that knowledge to be sattvic by which [a person] sees
the one eternal being in all beings, the undivided in the divided
(sarvabhiitesu yenaikam bhavam avyayam tksate |/ avibhaktam
vibhaktesu taj jiianam viddhi sattvikam //)” (Sadhale 2000c¢, 330).
Vasudha Narayanan ascribes this view to Deutsch (Narayanan 1997, 298).
A number of authors outline the implications of Vedantin “monism,” such
as Ryali (1973, 49), Kinsley (1991, 239), and Christopher Key Chapple
(1993, 75). Presumably they have some version of IA in mind as well.
GTta 10.8, for example, reads: “I am the source of all. From me all
arises (a¢ham sarvasya prabhavo mattah sarvam pravartate /)” (Sadhale
2000D, 218).

Brahman, on this view, is the material, or what Julius Lipner calls the
“substantial cause” (upadanakarana) of the world (Lipner 1986, 82).
Note that this sense of identity is different from the sense of identity in [A.
One might say that a certain person, plant, or animal is God in the sense
that they in part constitute God, without claiming that a certain person,
plant, or animal is qualitatively and numerically identical with God.
David Kinsley also claims that everything is a manifestation of Brahman
as part of an argument for a Hindu environmental ethic (Kinsley 1991,
239). Also see Deutsch (Deutsch 1970, 83).

It should be no surprise that many of these authors advance more than
one version of SA. The Atman Argument, after all, is entailed by IA
and EA (so long as the identity cited in AA is qualified appropriately),
but does not entail either.

I take Moore’s formulation to be equivalent to the formulation of
intrinsic value that I offer above, according to which intrinsic value
is value independent of both means-end relations and what might be
called “valued-valuer relations”. John O’Neill offers what he takes to
be examples of other types of relations that are excluded by Moore’s
formulation, but which do not reduce to either the means-end or valuer-
valued relation. He offers the example of wilderness, and argues that
it has value “because it is untouched by humans” (O’Neill: 1992, 125).
Yet the relation of being untouched by humans does not reduce to the
means-end or valuer-valued relation. The problem with the example
is that it is not obvious that the value that wilderness has in virtue of
being wilderness is intrinsic. If it is not, then the example does not
demonstrate that intrinsic value excludes relations other than the means-
end and valuer-valued relations. The same is true of O’Neill’s example
of rarity (O’Neill 1992, 124).
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See also Basant K. Lal (1986, 200-1) and Rita DasGupta Sherma (1998, 95).
nainam chindanti Sastrani nainam dahati pavakah / na cainam kleday-
anty apo na sosayati marutah / . . . na hanyate hanyamane sarire //
(Sadhale 20004, 136 and 119). Both Sankara and Ramanuja interpret
the verses straightforwardly.

See footnote 21 below for an objection and reply.

Each version of the transfer problem is unique to the present context.
Intrinsic value cannot be transferred in the above way because intrinsic
value is the value that an entity has independent of its relations to other
things, and direct moral standing cannot be transferred in the above way
because the initial entity from which direct moral standing is supposed
to transfer (the arman) does not have direct moral standing in the first
place. I don’t mean to say that there is a problem in transferring qualities
from one entity to another more generally.

Neither Hindu traditions in general nor Vedantin traditions are uniform
in their characterization of the relations between Brahman, atman, and
the body, but these are the most dominant conceptions.
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad identifies both Brahman and atman as the
inner controller (antaryamina) of the body (BU 3.7.1), but also describes
the atman as free of hunger, thirst, pain, and delusion (BU 3.5.1).

This is surely the Samkhyan and Yogic view, which the Gita, Sankara,
Ramanuja, and others generally adopt. There are some passages,
however, such as Gita 17.6, that suggest that both atman and Brahman
are indeed affected by the events of the body. The verse reads: “the
mindless, causing harm to the body, [which is] the aggregate of physical
elements, also [cause harm to] me within the body. Know them as
demonic [in their] intentions (karsayantah sarirastham bhiitagramam
acetasah mam caivantas Sarirastham tan viddhy asuraniscayan //)”
(Sadhale 2000c, 248). These kinds of passages are overshadowed by the
more common and extensive claims to the contrary, which emphasize
a radical dualism between atman/Brahman and the body. The former
are, however, quite promising as bases for the development of a Hindu
environmental ethic. (My thanks to an anonymous referee at Compara-
tive Philosophy for this point.)

By “equal value” I mean value that is both of the same kind and of the
same quantity.

An objection might go as follows. An ethic is action guiding if it draws
the distinction between right and wrong. The distinction between right
and wrong, however, might not depend on the distinction between good
and bad. This is what Kant, among others, asserts. Yet Kant’s view also
depends on ascribing intrinsic value to human beings (and denying it to
other entities and things).

Nelson argues that Advaita and the Bhagavadgita deny that the material
world has intrinsic value (Nelson 1998, 2000). I don’t think his
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argument succeeds, but the distinction between conventional and
ultimate reality cannot refute it, for the same reasons I outline here.
aham sarvasya prabhavah . . . (Sadhale 2000D, 218).
aham sarvasya vicitracidacitprapariicasya prabhava utpattikaranam .
.. (Sadhale 2000b, 219, lines 27-28).
It might be objected that according to some of the texts and systems that
imply the Emanation Argument, different things instantiate Brahman
to different degrees, and hence that different things have varying
levels of intrinsic value and/or direct moral standing. Ramanuja, for
example, explains Gita 2.16, which states, “Existence is not found
among the unreal. Non-existence is not found among the real (nasato
vidyate bhavo nabhavo vidyate satah /)” (Sadhale 2000a, 102), by
quoting Visnu Purana: “Consciousness (jiiana) is real, whereas all
else is unreal (jiianam yatha satyam asatyam anyat)” (Sadhale 2000a,
104, line 35). If consciousness is more real than non-consciousness,
then perhaps conscious entities are more valuable, or have greater
direct moral standing, than non-conscious entities. If this is right,
then the vacuity objection might be avoided—a living body is more
valuable than a dead body because the living body is conscious.
If this is the argument, however, then proponents of the Emanation
Argument must make this case explicitly, and presumably concede that
it is not simply the fact that an entity emanates from Brahman that
makes it valuable/worthy of consideration, but something more. Addi-
tionally, even if this case is made, the account faces some of the other
problems I have raised above. In the same passage in which Ramanuja
states that consciousness is more real than non-consciousness, he says
that “the real has the nature of indestructibility (vinasasvabhavo hy
asattvam avinasasvabhavas ca sattvam)” (Sadhale 20004, 104, line 33).
If consciousness is indestructible, then it is not clear that it can be
harmed, and hence unclear how it can have direct moral standing. (This
is not to say that it cannot be. But some case must be made that this is
so.) Additionally, it seems to be the conscious entity that resides in the
material body—and not the biological entity per se—that is truly real,
and hence not the material body that has greater value or moral standing.
So long as “eternal” is taken to mean always existent in both the past
and present.
If this argument succeeds, then it might be inferred from each of the
classical Indian darsanas—including, with some modifications, Nyaya,
which denies that liberation is pleasurable.
In what follows, I focus on the Manusmyrti in particular, although the
views of the Manusmrti—along with its authority—are accepted quite
broadly. Perrett’s argument above, for example, seems to come from
Sankara’s Gitabhdsya 632, which explains that the yogin knows, by
analogy with himself, that pleasure is desirable and pain undesirable,
no matter whose it is.
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tamasa bahuripena vestitah karmahetund / antahsamjiia bhavanty ete
sukhaduhkhasamanvitah // (Jha 1999a, 29).

One small oddity arises here. In order for a theory to count as an
environmental ethic, it must ascribe intrinsic value and direct moral
standing to non-sentient entities. If the Manusmyrti ascribes intrinsic
value and direct moral standing to entities in virtue of their sentience,
however, then it technically fails to ascribe intrinsic value and direct
moral standing to non-sentient entities, even though it attributes
sentience to plants and so-called lower animals. In order to avoid this
counter-intuitive consequence, the criteria for an environmental ethic
ought to be interpreted to read: in order for a theory to count as an
environmental ethic, it must ascribe intrinsic value and direct moral
standing to entities normally considered non-sentient, such as plants
and lower animals.

manusyanam pasiunam ca duhkhdaya prahrte sati |/ yatha yatha
mahadduhkham dandam kuryat tatha tatha // (Jha 1999b, 196).
samutpattim ca mamsasya vadhabandhau ca dehinam | prasamiksya
nivarteta sarvamamsasya bhaksanat // (Jha 1999a, 441).

atas tamobahulyan nityam nirvedaduhkhadiyukta adharmaphalam
anubhavantah suciram dasate | sattvasyapi tatra bhavat kasyamcid
avasthayam sukhalesam api bhufijate / (Jha 1999a, 30, lines 2—-3).

I don’t mean to imply here that killing an entity allows it to avoid
the suffering it would have experienced. A standard view is that this
suffering is moral desert, and hence that the entity will experience it
in the next life.

The word “good” here is shorthand for “good of its own”. Taylor
explains that the difference between living beings and artifacts is that
the artifacts’ goods “ultimately refer to the goals their human producers
had in mind when they made [them].” (They might also simply refer to
the goals that the artifacts’ users ascribe to them.) The goods of living
beings, in contrast, are “inherent to them,” that is, they are independent
of the intentions of other entities (Taylor 1986, 124).

This kind of argument is advanced by Taylor (1986), O’Neill (1992),
Rolston (1994), Norton (1984), Lee (1996), and many others. The claim
that certain living beings have a good is controversial, however. I deal
with these issues in another paper in progress.

Louis G. Lombardi levels this criticism against Taylor, and offers a
response like the one I have just outlined (Lombardi 1983).






CHAPTER 3

Gandhi’s Contributions
to Environmental Thought
and Action

BarT GRUZALSKI

LarL anp GanDHI'S EcoLocicaL VisioN oF LiFe

Many environmentalists consider Gandhi the father of the environmental
movement in India, and environmentalists around the world celebrate his
contributions to environmental thought and action. In a recent article in
Environmental Ethics, Vinay Lal raised doubts about Gandhi’s status as
“the father of Indian environmentalism,”” but promised to provide an
argument “for viewing Gandhi as a man with a profoundly ecological
view of life.”? In the first section of this paper, I briefly summarize Lal’s
reasons for thinking that Gandhi had a profoundly ecological view of life.
I take issue with Lal’s claims, for they would leave a reader, unfamiliar
with Gandhi, with a distorted view of Gandhi’s significant contributions
to the environmental movement. In sections following my discussion of
Lal’s article, I describe these significant contributions.

Lal rejects the idea that Gandhi was an environmentalist,? but provides
four reasons to support his thesis that “Gandhi’s social practices and
conduct is writ large in his ecological vision of life.* (1) “As nature
provides for the largest animals as much as it provides for its smallest
creations, so Gandhi allowed this principle to guide him in his political
and social relations with all manner of women and men.’s (2) “Gandhi
was resolutely of the view that nature should be allowed to take its own
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course.” (3) “Gandhi transformed the idea of waste [undeveloped
land] and rendered it pregnant with meanings that were the inverse of
those meanings invested in it by European representational regimes.””
In particular, Lal claims Gandhi “was inclined to the opposite view
that man was prone to transform whatever he touched, however fertile,
fecund, or productive, into waste.” (4) Lal’s final support for Gandhi’s
“profoundly ecological view of life” is that “Gandhi did not make of
his ecological sensitivities a cult or religion.” I assess in turn each of
these alleged supports for Gandhi’s ecological vision of life and show
why these four supports fail.

1. Lal’s first support for Gandhi’s ecological vision of life is that
“as nature provides for the largest animals as much as it provides
for its smallest creations, so Gandhi allowed this principle to
guide him in his political and social relations with all manner of
women and men.”* There is no evidence that Gandhi intentionally
guided his conduct with a principle that nature provisions the
smallest and largest animals equally. Furthermore, there is no
such principle. Small mammals such as mice, snakes, small birds,
and insects have a significantly higher rate of infant mortality
than elephants, human beings, or whales. Gandhi practiced egali-
tarianism and firmly believed that all people were created equal.*
Gandhi, in order to show his identity with the poorest in India,
eventually dressed in the only clothes many of them could afford,
a simple loincloth.

2. Lal’s second support is that “Gandhi was resolutely of the view
that nature should be allowed to take its own course.”? The
author cites several alleged examples of Gandhi exemplifying
this view. One was Gandhi’s use of “nature cures.” The problem
is that “allowing nature to take its own course” suggests no
cures whatever. Lal also cites Gandhi’s remark that flies causing
his colleagues exasperation were only doing what he, Gandhi,
would do were he a fly. For Gandhi to say that the flies were only
doing what he would do were he a fly was plausibly one way that
Gandhi tried to persuade his colleagues not to harm them. Another
example Lal offers of letting nature take its course is that Gandhi
didn’t kill snakes. The most obvious explanation of Gandhi not
killing snakes is Gandhi’s commitment to ahimsa (non-violence).
The author considers this possibility but rejects it because “such
an interpretation ignores the critical primacy accorded to satya
(truth) over ahimsa (non-violence) in Gandhian thinking, much
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as it overlooks the fact that Gandhi was an advocate of the mercy
killing of animals.” Lal never explains what the former clause
means or how the idea that truth has primacy over non-violence
supports the rejection of non-violence as the explanation of
Gandhi’s not killing (healthy) snakes. Lal also does not explain
why the mercy killing of nonhuman animals who are suffering
undermines non-violence as his rationale for not killing healthy
snakes. More importantly, Gandhi’s advocacy of mercy killing
for nonhuman animals hardly shows a commitment to let nature
take its course. Letting nature take its course, in the case of a
dying animal, more plausibly is to let the animal die without any
intervention.

. Lal’s third support for Gandhi’s “profoundly ecological view of
life” is that “Gandhi transformed the idea of waste and rendered
it pregnant with meanings that were the inverse of those mean-
ings invested in it by European representational regimes.” The
author notes that “almost nothing was as much anathema to
European colonizers as the idea that the vast lands [of India] . . .
were entirely unproductive or certainly not as productive as
they thought desirable.” The author uses this European idea
as a contrast to Gandhi who “was inclined to the opposite view
that man was prone to transform whatever he touched, however
fertile, fecund, or productive, into waste.”® One would expect
that Lal would carefully document a claim that Gandhi held such
a profoundly negative view of all human activity. Instead, the
author cites two examples. In one, Gandhi criticized a colleague
for taking a branch off of a plant rather than just the few leaves
that he needed. In another example Gandhi expressed pain that
people would pluck flowers for garlands or would throw flowers in
his direction. We more accurately read these examples as illustra-
tions of Gandhi’s ahimsa and his respect for the sacredness of all
life, not as a condemnation of all human activity as productive of
waste. Gandhi was clear that he regarded even “the destruction
of vegetable life as himsa [violence].”™”

. Lal’s final support for Gandhi’s “profoundly ecological view of
life” is that “Gandhi did not make of his ecological sensitivi-
ties a cult or religion.”™® Lal illustrates this claim with Gandhi’s
tolerance toward those who ate meat and a similar comment
about alcohol. However, Lal fails to note that Gandhi often had
tolerance toward those committed to violence. Gandhi’s tolerance
was part of his ahimsa and his commitment to convert, persuade,
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and transform those who were not vegetarians, drank alcohol, or
were not committed to non-violence. He did not believe it would
be useful to coerce meat eaters, drinkers, or those committed to
using violence into an external mimicking of the actions he advo-
cated. “All true change comes from within,” Gandhi believed.
“Any change brought about by pressure is worthless.” Even
though being tolerant while trying to persuade others to adopt
a perspective in which one believes is often taken as evidence
of wisdom, it is not evidence or support for believing that the
tolerant person has an ecological vision. Polluters can and do upon
occasion tolerantly encourage others to adopt their perspective.

Lal’s support for Gandhi’s “ecological vision of life” distorts our
view of Gandhi and fails to show how Gandhi could have become
an inspiration for the environmental movement. In what follows,
I develop several of Gandhi’s contributions to environmental thought
and action, beginning with his non-violence.?°

NoN-VioLENCE AND NoN-COOPERATION

Gandhi’s non-violence is one of his most important contributions to
environmentalism. For Gandhi, non-violence was both a means to an
end as well as a constituent of the society toward which he struggled.
Environmental activists worldwide today use non-violence to defend
environmental values in the various arenas in which environmental
activism is taking place. In addition, there is a convincing environ-
mental rationale to strive for a nonviolent society. A nonviolent society
would refrain from huge military expenditures that lead to emissions
causing global warming, to resource depletion, and to waste genera-
tion. Finally, a non-violent society would renounce warfare, which,
especially in modernity, is a cause of serious ecological damage.
While non-violence is both a means and an end from a Gandhian
perspective, and while the implementation of both would produce
a better environmental future, the idea of non-violence that most
obviously informs environmentalism is non-violence as a technique
for highlighting and preventing environmental harms. An important
variety of this non-violence is noncooperation. Noncooperation can
be as simple as being a vegetarian, thereby not contributing to the
environmental degradation of factory farms, or using bicycles instead
of motorized vehicles, and thereby not contributing to the emissions
that are causing global warming and climate change. These and many
other activities can become organized efforts to boycott practices that
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environmentalists claim cause ecological destruction. If consumers
were to stop using the products produced by those industries that
are degrading ecosystems, those destructive practices would soon
cease. Of course, doing so would require consumers to begin to live
more simply and more self-reliantly, two essential themes of Gandhi’s
thought.

SimpLE Living IN PrLAacE oF CONSUMERISM

While non-violence and noncooperation have become the tools of
environmental activists in India and around the globe, non-violence
as a technique does not explicitly address the causes of the ecological
crises that we and future generations face. According to the World
Wide Fund for Nature, because human activities are already thirty
percent above the Earth’s carrying capacity, people in the developed
world need to consider reducing their consumption.?* The greenhouse
effect and the resultant warming trend “that many scientists expect
will characterize coming decades” are now predicted to have dire
consequences unprecedented since humans have been on the planet.
Current predictions are for warming in the next ninety years in the
United States greater than the warming we have experienced since
the last ice age. The oceans are predicted to rise nineteen inches and
perhaps as high as thirty-seven inches. Looking at the worldwide
effects of global pollution and the greenhouse effect, it is predicted
that, in the next twenty years, up to seventy-five percent of the world’s
people, most in poor countries, may be at risk from droughts and
floods. A Christian Aid spokesperson claims that nine of the past
eleven catastrophes to which Christian Aid responded were caused
by extreme weather conditions that were produced by the pollution
of the wealthiest countries.? Although there may not be consensus
on these various claims and predictions, there is a near consensus on
both the general effects of the greenhouse effect and one of its chief
causes, overconsumption.

Gandhi emphasized what is the only clear antidote to overconsump-
tion: simple living. Living simply, for Gandhi, means rejecting the
“artificial increases in our wants” and rearranging our lives so that
we will “refuse to have what millions cannot.”4 Gandhi believed
that “insofar as we have made the modern materialistic craze our
goal, in so far are we going downhill in the path of progress. I hold
that economic progress in the sense I have put it [modern materi-
alistic craze] is antagonistic to real progress.”s Because progress
lay in a different direction, whether individual, community-level, or
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national, Gandhi thought that simple living is worth the attempt
“even though only an individual or a group makes the effort.”2®

Gandhi thought that we were seriously deceived when we thought
that bigger, faster, and more are better. These are the “positive” goals
of modern urban civilization, he wrote:

Whose roadways are traversed by rushing engines, dragging numerous
cars crowded with men who know not for the most part what they
are after, who are often absentminded, and whose tempers do not
improve by being uncomfortably packed like sardines in boxes and
finding themselves in the midst of utter strangers who would oust them
if they could and whom they would, in their turn, oust similarly. I
refer to these things because they are held to be symbolical of material
progress. But they add not an atom to our happiness.?”

Contemporary environmentalists reiterate Gandhi’s critique of our
mesmerization with the goods of modernity and the notion of progress
as “more,” “bigger,” and “faster.” Maneka Gandhi, a former Indian
Minister of State for Environment and Forestry, claims that the main
cause of environmental degradation in India is “the constant brain-
washing to the effect that ideal living, prosperity, means the Western
way of life—more of everything, bigger, faster, more waste-gener-
ating. This conception generates imitation and raises consumption
levels of people who cannot afford it. It also destroys a biomass-based
economy without replacing it with anything better.”? Maneka Gandhi
sees this “brainwashing” as involving the adoption of the economic
orthodoxy of our time: “the greatest harm done to the environment
by the West is through the spread of an ideology on growth which
has taken firm roots among our third world elite. The axioms of this
ideology are simple: more growth is good; less growth is worrying;
negative growth is disastrous. The relationship between growth and
welfare is ignored. Are the goods produced valuable? Are they benefi-
cial? Have they been distributed to all?”’>9

It is clear that Gandhi’s critique of the orthodox views of progress
in the West has both supported and inspired current environmentalists
in India and elsewhere. The foreseeable ecological crises that we face
provide reasons to conclude that we need to think about changing
our lives to a degree to which we would not have even thought about
a few years ago. Economist Juliet Schor, in describing the growing
movement that is “addressing the environmental, cultural, and social
effects of the old American dream and trying to devise a new one,”
remains positive about our abilities to create a new future: “It can
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hardly be possible that the dumbing-down of America has proceeded
so far that it’s either consumerism or nothing. We remain a creative,
resourceful, and caring nation. There’s still time left to find our way
out of the mall.”s°

INAPPROPRIATE PRODUCTION AND APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGY

Gandhi’s work for full employment led him to what today we call
appropriate technology. He was critical of the use of machinery in
mass production for several reasons. One involved his criticism of
globalization and the fact that those who produce with machinery
can control those who lack the machinery. Another was that the use
of machinery created unemployment.3* Objecting to “the craze for
machinery, not machinery as such,” he wrote:

The craze is for what they call labour-saving machinery. Men go on
‘saving labour’ till thousands are without work and thrown on the open
streets to die of starvation. I want to save time and labour, not for a
fraction of mankind, but for all. I want the concentration of wealth, not
in the hands of a few, but in the hands of all.3*

Gandhi considered large-scale machinery destructive because it
created unemployment, although he was not against “simple tools and
instruments and such machines as saves individual labour and lightens
the burden of the millions of cottages.”3 “My opposition to machinery
is much misunderstood. I am not opposed to machinery as such. I am
opposed to machinery which displaces labour and leaves it idle.”3+

Gandhi endorsed what today we would call “appropriate tech-
nology,” that is, technology that is appropriate to the aim and goals
and wherewithal of a people in a place. The aim was “not to produce
village articles as cheap as possible; it [was] to provide the workless
villagers with work at a living wage.”s Given this aim, those tech-
nologies and social arrangements that would foster full employment
were appropriate, whereas technologies of mass production that left
people unemployed were not.3¢

The principal village industry is agriculture. Gandhi recommended
intensive, small-scale farming, composting, and returning manure to
the land—practices that would be essential in order not to degrade
ecosystems for future generations. These practices would not suffice
to create full employment. Gandhi knew that other village industries,
consistent with agriculture, were needed to meet the goals of full
employment. Gandhi believed that the spinning wheel would not only
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solve the problem of unemployment, but that its beneficial economic
effects would radiate throughout the community:

It is not merely the wages earned by the spinners that are to be
counted but it is the whole reconstruction that follows in the wake of
the spinning wheel. The village weaver, the village dyer, the village
washerman, the village blacksmith, the village carpenter, all and many
others will then find themselves reinstated in their ancient dignity, as is
already happening wherever the spinning wheel has gained a footing.37

The spinning wheel would not only help create full employment,
but by replacing polluting machinery and the need to transport goods
great distances, its use would mitigate the environmental harm of
other technologies and the transport of goods.

Today, in the West, we tend to emphasize the consequences to the
environment as one of the criteria of appropriate technology. Bringing
in the positive value of environmental protection broadens Gandhi’s
notion of appropriate technology to include solar power, compost
toilets, and much more.

DECENTRALIZATION RATHER THAN GLOBALIZATION

Given that Gandhi was a critic of overconsumption, it is unsurprising
that he was a critic of “industrialism” and “mass production,” two
terms that refer to what we currently call “globalization.” Many
environmentalists today consider globalization to be the mechanism
for worldwide ecological degradation. Although neither Gandhi nor
anyone in his time focused on worldwide environmental problems and
their link to globalization, in one of Gandhi’s many warnings about the
spread of industrialism he used a metaphor that we would use today to
express our concern for the ecological destruction caused by globaliza-
tion: “God forbid that India should ever take to industrialism after the
manner of the West. If an entire nation of 300 millions took to similar
economic exploitation, it would strip the world bare like locusts.”38
If we focus on Gandhi’s metaphor of people stripping “the world like
locusts,” the image is one of ecological disaster if India successfully
followed the West. Eco-economist Herman Daly’s warning about
globalizing U.S. levels of consumption explicitly expresses a similar
environmental concern: “Crises of depletion, pollution, and ecological
breakdown would be the immediate consequences of generalizing U.S.
resource consumption standards to the whole world.”39
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Gandhi’s primary criticism of globalization was not environmental,
but instead focused on the exploitation inherent in globalization.
Gandhi saw mass production and industrialism as the vehicles for this
exploitation, and saw the major world powers in Europe and America
using these vehicles “to exploit the so-called weaker or unorganized
races of the world.”*° He saw that globalization would be disastrous
for the rural villager.

To clarify how globalization can exploit the villager, imagine a
rural village economy that is self-reliant with respect to its agriculture.
Suppose further that markets are opened and that large mechanized
farms in another nation can import grain into the village area at
a price significantly below that which the village farmer needs to
continue production. The result is that the village farmer will go out
of business and the people will begin relying on imported grain. The
lower price for the imported product is a function of an economics
of scale (large mechanized farms), new hybrids, pesticides, and inex-
pensive chemical fertilizers. While each of these cause ecological
degradation, Gandhi’s focus was on how they make agricultural prod-
ucts vulnerable to volatile price fluctuations. Whenever machinery or
vehicles are used for production or transportation of grain, the price
of the grain will partly depend on the price of fuels. Furthermore,
if grain is imported across a national boundary, its cost will also be
affected by currency speculation. As a result, a person’s access to the
very grain she needs for her family is dependent on causes beyond
her control that had no affect on her at all when she produced her
own grain.

To avoid this problem, which was affecting millions of people,
Gandhi insisted on decentralization of the production of food and
clothing.4' His idea was that “every village has to be self-reliant.
Things required in a village should be produced in the village itself.*
Gandhi wanted each family, if possible, to grow its basic commodi-
ties because these were money crops “and, therefore, subject to the
fluctuations of the market.*s Gandhi believed that “the farmer needs
to know that his first business is to grow for his own needs. When he
does that, he will reduce the chance of a low market ruining him.”4

Gandhi also believed that decentralized production in small
villages resolves the problem of the distribution of goods and tends
to solve the problem of overproduction: “When production and
consumption both become localized, the temptation to speed up
production, indefinitely and at any price, disappears.” This element
of Gandhian thought also has powerful ecological implications.
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When a people produce and consume within the same locality, they
do not rely on the transportation that produces greenhouse gases
and carcinogens. Furthermore, the localization of production and
consumption within a locality allows people to experience firsthand
the ecological benefits and costs of economic practices. As a result,
they are more able to live in an ecologically responsible manner and
even come to protect their local ecosystems. As Wendell Berry has
pointed out, “When there is no reliable accounting and therefore no
competent knowledge of the economic and ecological effects of our
lives, we cannot live lives that are economically and ecologically
responsible.’*¢ In the next section, I show one specific example of how
Gandhi’s emphasis on local, self-reliant economies brought about an
environmental movement in India.+

FroMm LocaL EconoMiEes To CHIPKO

The day before his assassination, in what has become known as his
“last will and testament,” Gandhi wrote that the Indian National
Congress had achieved political independence and should disband.
The goal was to “uplift” the rural villages. In 1956, Sunderlal
Bahuguna, a Congress party leader in northern India, decided to
follow Gandhi’s last wish. Bahuguna inspired other idealistic youth,
including Chandi Prasad Bhatt. New poverty in the hills had led to
a migration of the men to the plains below in search of jobs. Bhatt
wanted to find occupational alternatives so that the young men could
stay in their own villages. Increased development in the village hill
areas in 1962 did not help the young village men, since managerial,
skilled and semiskilled jobs went to outside workers. Bhatt and his
coworkers decided to organize the village men. Their mixed successes
convinced them that the forests held the key to the economic vitality
of the local people.#® “The quest,” explains Bahuguna, “was to find a
solution to the problem of poverty.”+

During this time there was little awareness of the fragility of the
hill forest ecosystems and the impact of these ecosystems on the
millions of people living in the northern plains. Th