' CHAPTER 7

RiSK MAANAGEMENT, RATIONALITY AND DEEP ECOLOGY

Peder Anker!

Introduction

A barrage of criticism has been levelled at
Deep Ecology from a variety of positions:
philosophical, political, postcolonial, femi-
nist. My objective here is not to rehearse the
attacks but to inspect briefly the internal fis-
sures within the theory itself which endermi-
ne its professed benevolent intentions: To
participate actively in finding realistic soluti-
ons to environmental problems such as risk
management, I shall compare Douglas
MacLean's base for rational risk manage-
ment with a different rational standpeint on
the issue of individuality, consent and justifi-
cation of political power represented by
Deep Ecology. I wish to suggest that Deep
Ecologists are not able to endorse indirect
citizen consent in centralized risk manage-
ment for two reasons:

First, there is an epistemological connection
between individual rationality and indirect
citizen consent in risk management that
Deep Ecology, represented by Naess's "eco-
sophy T", does not support. According to
MacLlean "[..] social consensus about safety
may be difficult or impossible to obtainin."
instead one ought to build consent on indi-
rect individual rationality and personal per-
. ceptions about risk among citizens. This
indirect citizen consent in risk management.
is obtained through different individual opi-
nions and personal perceptions about risk
evaluation.?

Second, according to MacLean, consent

among people on risk management is obtai-
ned by centralized decisions, justified. by
models of implicit, hypothetical or non social

consent’ Deep Ecologists do not support

such indirect consent.

Deep Ecological objections

To the claim that Deep Ecology does not
support indirect citizen consent in risk mana-
gement, Deep Ecologists can respond that
Naess defends indirect consent, as illustrated
by The Apron (below). Levels 1 to 4 indicate
the direction of logical derivation of norms,
while Jetters (A, B, C) and (D) refer to diffe-
rent schemes of values, or “ecosophies”
(Naess's own "ecosophy T" denotes thus one
of many possible ecosophies). The letter P
stands for Naess’s Deep Ecological Platform.,
According to The Apron, level 1 - the ulti-
mate level of normative justification - allows
clearly for pluralism of ecosophies (i.e. total
views), whether philosophically or theologi-
cally inspired. In Naess’s own Weltanscha-

nung, the highest norm, as expressed in eco-
sophy T, is "self-realization", i.e. the realiza-
tion of one's self as part of a universal, ecolo-
gical Self.* The idea of self-realization, inspi-
red by Spinoza and by Ghandi, breaks with
the notion of an individual as an "atom" and
places the self in the context of the commu-
nities to which it belongs, both human and
biotic. Level 2 indicates that it is possible, at
least among the advocates of non-anthropo-
centric conceptions of nature, to establish an
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standing. Naess eschews a non-interventio-
nary individual rationality in favor of com-
munitarian activism based on a collective
system of norms:

"[...] the positive appraisal [of individuality]
becomes meaningful only within a value

system in which norms for the expression of

individuality and for collectivism (in several

senses of the word) are allowed to confront

each other and a ranking of values is sugge-
sted [...]"

The implication is that the individual cha-
racter is developed within a value system
expressed by activism and enriched by diver-
sity within groups that hold a collectivist ide-
ology. Provided that personal peculiarities
are not in conflict with the aims of the group
one may show individual entity within a col-’
lective. Individuality is essential but on the
condition that one is part of an ecological
community, a la kibbutz.* Naess' notion of
diversity should therefore be understood as
biotic diversity and not an ideological or
political one. The notion of individual reali-
zation in the private sphere alienates
human’s relationship from the entirety of the
bio-sphere and promotes an inadequate
anderstanding of what self-realization is.
Hence when risk managers atiempt to esta-
blish indirect citizen consent within the
framework of individual realization, this
management remains an inevitably "shal-
low" approach to environmental problems.”

’I.‘o the claim that Deep Ecologist reject
indirect consent through centralized decisi-
ons, Deep Ecologists may respond that the
real social consent of the public is more con-
cerned with biotic welfare than risk manage-
ment through centralization. Naess insists
that the "grassroots” do not approve of cen-
tralized decisions regarding environmental
problems. The reason is that the auathorities
are not representative of the majority of the




population, who prefer to live in an ecologi-
cally acceptable fashion within an environ-
mentally friendly community. As often, he
takes the Norwegians as representative of
bumanity in toto:

"[...] the Norwegian people are friendlier
towards the environment than their party
politics would suggest. {...] Today we can
safely say that if Norwegian friendliress
toward the envircnment does not differ
essentially from USA, England and West-
Germany, is it reasonable to think that our
policies are more environmentally destructi-
ve than they would be if guided by public
opinion. Our vaunted democracy thus fails
to serve its purpose,”'®

So, according to Naess, centralized democra-
tic decisions do not express the opinions of
the public.

To the claim that Deep Ecologists reject
centralized decisions, a Deep Ecologist
response would be that individual justificati-
on of power throngh indirect consent is a
result of strivings arising from Spinoza's first

level of understanding. This understanding is
~ an inadequate base for our society. What we
need, according to Deep Ecologists, is more
(ecological) understanding and not centrali-
zation of power. The notion of rationality
that centralized justification presupposes is,
according to ecosophy T, for those who have
an inadequate sense of self-preservation:
when the passions of competition, honour
and suspicion drive them into a risky "race"
for more material goods, technical solutions
and short-term profits, they realize a need for
centralized decisions on risk management.
But the ecological balance, the primary con-
dition for human life, is still undermined.
Individual people, unable to transcend a pat-
tern of behavior based on ego-realization,
continue the kind of environmental plunder
described so dramatically by Hardin in his

neo-Malthusian "Tragedy of theComm-
ons"."! The main victims are future generati-
ons. In many ways this ecosophic constructi-
on of modemn industrial society resembles a
Hobbesian natural state.”? Deep Ecologists do
not mean that our society today. is utterly
bereft of laws and regulations but that those
whose self-realization is inadequate have a
subjective understanding, or private realizati-
on, void of ecological insight.

"[...] there is for Spinoza, in his Ethics, a
main distinction between the slaves and the
free. The self-preservation of the slaves is
similar to Hobbesian self-preservarion in the
natural state, but the self-preservation of the
free does not correspond to that of citizens,
neither in Hobbesian dictatorships nor in
Spinozist democracies. The former are not
communities of free men, but structures
based on force".

Characteristically, the political problem
addressed by ecosophy is not so much trace-
able to recalcitrant citizens but to "structures
based on force", imprisoning individual peo-
ple in the inner (il)logic of power relations
and management.

In the prevalent individualistic and utilitari-
an political thinking in Western industrial

~ states, the terms . "self-realization”, "self-

expression", "sclf-interest” are used for what
is above called "ego-realization”. One stres-
ses the ultimate and extensive incompatibili-
ty of the interests of different individuals.
"One man's slice of bread is another mans's
death,"*" :
According to Deep Ecologists, these power
structures bear responsibility for the near-
Hobbesian "war of all against all” for econo-
mic survival, power structures based on a
inadequate understanding of the human con-
ditions, that risk management seems to main-
tain.
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Responses to the Deep Ecological
objections :

Can Naess' system absorb agreement among
different risk evaluations that the «aprons»-
consent is meant to profess? Or is his consent
a “false consent”, in the sense that he impli-
citly rejects ethical systems that do not agree
with the Deep Ecolegical view? From

"MacLean's point of view, different risk eva-

luations indicate a broad spectrum of multi-

- ple self realizations, and he wants to allows
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them to breathe within the constrains of an
overriding model of centralized consent.
Naess's "Apron" allows for different grounds
for adhering to Deep Ecology. In anticipation
of - difficulties in reaching consent on the
platform P, Naess presupposes a set of aciors
with divergent views. There are "others” who
need to be "changed" and convinced of the
"right" (i.e. Deep Ecological) views. This is
emphasized by the concept of Deep Ecology,
which presupposes that some have shallow
ecological views, or are guilty of deficient
thinking."” The environmental front is direc-
ted against those who lack ecological self-
realization. The platform P ifself is then a
consent for the already converted and serves
as an intellectual bulwark against "those who
need changing”. Ergo the consent propoun-
ded by Naess seems to apply basically to tho-
se who have already been convinced. Seen
from the outside, from the viewpoint of the
those in the shallows, this is a pseudo-con-
sent which, through a cunning rhetorical
ploy, implicitly divides the world into those
who are right and those who are wrong. It
then sets ont a program of converting the
infidels,

How radical is the Deep Ecology
Movement in its attitude to the "shallows"
with the "narrow" individual ego-reatization
of the private sphere? The answer to this
question depends on whether, and how far,
Desp Ecologists admit and respect the rights

of their opponents to promote their shallow
views. It is highly unclear how far Naess
would go in "changing” individuals or socie-
ties that have models of consent based on an
individualistic, and in the case of MacLean

even anthropocentric, ecological understan- -

ding. "Change" in this case can be interpre-
ted in two ways: eithér as reformist or as
radical. The reformist interpretation sug-
gests that the "change” would be brought
about by the Deep Ecologists living out their
respective ecosophies within the framework
of a centralized constitution. In such a consti-
fution, a system of government with one or
more criteria of justice is logically indepen-
dent and sets reasonable limits to the permis-
sible notions of how one should live in a
well-ordered society. This interpretation of
"reformist” irplies that the Deep Ecologists
would work within a constitution, justified
by models of indirect consent, in spite of its
individualistic understanding of justice. The
task would thus be to participate in risk
management in order to reform society by
legal means. This reformist interpretation
should not be understood as a modus
vivendi compliant with a model of consent,
but as a well-integrated philosophical stand-
point, meaning that the Deep Ecologists
would have to be willing to defend superor-
dinate independent criteria of justice from
attack from within the movement.® Within
such a reformist framework, ecosophy beco-
mes reduced to a "therapeutic" philosophy,
attempting to raise consciousness in order to
transform people's private realizations into
ecosophic self-realization.

The radical interpretation, on the other
hand, implies that the "change" will be
brought about by rejecting the centralized
consent of risk management, as the latter is
based on a notion of individualism and ulti-
mately on an anthropocentric rationality and
understanding of justice.” This means that
the Deep Ecologists would do their best to




live out their respective ecosophies, but with
the explicitly stated desire to change the enti-

re concept of human management through

non-violent political action and to construct a

new society based on a different system of .

rationality and consent. The radical interpre-
tation is thus a rejection of the existing
anthropocentric system based on a conspi-
cuously inadequate understanding of ecolo-
gy. While seeking complete self-realization
within this radical interpretation one compli-
es with risk management on a temporary
modus vivendi basis, i.e. for strategic reasons
or because of the present distribution of
power. There is here an element of Spinoza's
political philosophy: '

"{...] as the wise man has the sovereign right
to do all that reason dictates, or to live
according to the laws of reason, so also the
ignorant and foolish man has the right to do
all that desire dictates, or to live according to
the Iaw of desire.»"® The ecosophist ("the
wise™) must accept an ad hoc compromise
to coexist with those having shallow views

(i.e. the "ignorant and foolish") in a purely .
strategic compliance with the existing mana-
gement laws which are not compatible with
ecosophy. This is a consequence of the eco-
nomic, technological and ideological struc-
tures of an unjustified anthrophocentric
model of consent.

In attempting to articulate their position,
Naess and his followers drive from pillar to
post. If, in a discussion, one stresses the
reformist interpretation, they reply that Deep
Ecology is not a "reform movement” becan-
se we need a change in "[..]

basic economic, technological, and ideologi-
cal structures.”.” If, on the other hand, one
emphasizes the radical interpretation, the
ecosophists retort that Deep Ecology is by no
means "fundamentalist” or totalitarian but
non-violent. These ad hoc responses are

reflected within the environmental move-
ment more generally, with its split into refor-
mist and radical wings. The Sierra Club is an
example of the former, while the members-
hip and the self-image of Greenpeace and
Earth First! answer rather to the radical des-
cription. Whether one construes them in
reformist or radical terms, the ecosophists’
arguments concerning justice are unsatisfac-
tory, as we argue below.

If the reformist interpretation is correct,
then ecosophy lacks an explanation of how
the adherents of the Deep Ecological move-
ment should behave towards those who have
an inadequate ecological self-realization.
Nor does Deep Ecology give us any legal
prompting on how actions meant to defend
the environment may contravene statute laws
without negating the idea of an alternative
movement within the constitution. The refor-
mist interpretation implies that the under-
standing and realization of the points in the
Deep Ecological platform must be subject to
certain precepts of justice. That is to say,
some political platform on justice, logically
located at level 3. of the Apron, must be
recognized as an independent "safety net” or
yardstick against which ecosophic norms
may be measured with respect to justice.
This does not mean that such a platform is
explicitly entailed by Deep Ecology, but that
the platform should be there as an essential
precantion to avoid authoritarian interpretati-
ons of ecosophy and to leave room for con-
sent to different views on risk evaluation.

If we follow the radical interpretation then
we get stuck on the question of how the Deep
Ecology movement is to implement a future
State or society based on an ecocentric sys-
temn of justice, and how such a system might
work. The very fact that ecosophy, when it
does make mention of justice, identifies what
is right with what is right within its own nor-
mative system, points logically to the rele-
vance of the radical interpretation. From the
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ultimate ecosophic norm about the good life
"N1: Self-realisation!" Naess, with help of
hypothesis H1-H13 and further norms N2-
N10, logically deduce a theory of rights:
"N11:2 All have equal rights to Self-realisa-
tion!". Justice, as a base for rational consent,
is thus subsumed under one particular set of
beliefs - a radical breach with the contractual
ethic whereby political rights are practically
independent of any notion of what constitu-
tes the good life. Within ecosophy, it does
not make sense to distinguish between eco-
sophic views on the good life and a theory of
justice; justice Is subsumed within Deep
Fcologists' theory of the good life. It thus
follows that only those with the right (deep)
ecological understanding should be trusted
with risk management. If this is practised in
politics, Ecosophy can innfact prevent the
seif fulfillment of others,” which is incompa-
tible with Naess' own norm "N2: Self-reali-
zation for all living beings!" since, as I have
shown, Naess' "self-realization for all” refers
ultimately to those within the movement, and
not to those with shallow views who prefer
an "ego-realization”.

A problem with Naess' optimistic view of
public opinion and his criticism of centrali-
zed decisions is that he has not attempted to
collate his statistical evidence on the opini-
ons of the "Norwegian people”. Instead, he
refers to a U.S. survey which supports his
postulates.” Surveys by NIBR (the Norwe-
gian Institute for Urban and Regional
Research) actually indicate the opposite, i.e.
that politicians and bureaucrats accord hig-
her priority to the environment than their
electors.”® Though it is.an endearing charac-
teristic of Naess to take the "grassroots” seri-

ously in his philosophy, the generalizations .

about the Norwegian people and the failure
of democracy rest on very shaky empirical
foundations. Extensive studies of statistical
material would be required to vindicate or
refute his claims. The very concept of the

"grassroots”, however, is problematic. If
"grassroots” is meant to describe the envi-
ronmental activists as "far from the centers
of power and decision making in routine
politics", then there has been a study arguing,
to the contrary, that "People who are far
removed from routine politics and poor in
social resources seldom take part in actions
lof political protes;t]".14 The public (.e.
"prassroots") perception of risk is also pro-
blematic. Often the public can both underes-
timate and exaggerate different risks, accor-
ding to experts. One way of facing this pro-
blem is not to hide the "m{a.ggerated''25 risk
evaluations in our risk communication, and
*let the expert's view be a qualified advice in
democratic discourses on those cases where
the public underestimate a risk.

Whatever the public's opinions on risk, the
Hobbesian dilemma remains. To Hobbes, the
problem was not the people at large, but the
few naturally aggressive and foolhardy indt-
viduals who are bent on security, power and
prestige and who are willing to take high
risks, How to control the few who break
away and who prefer short-term goals such
as money, power and prestige to a sustaina-
ble society? How to restrain  those who
would risk to "go to hell first class”? In con-
trast to Hobbes, ecosophy T offers neither a
contractual theory to explain the abolition of,
e.g., Hardin's "limited natural state”, nor any
alternative political theory. To Naess, seli-
realization is the realization of humans as
members of a biospheric community. Apatt
from the fact that the system of justice in this
community should be based on principles of
non-violence and direct political action, no
precise guidance is given as to how to mana-
ge the changeover. Unless one endorses uto-
pian anarchism, it can be reasopably inferred
that the biospheric community must be
governed by some political power capable of
preventing individuals from relapsing into
competitive materialism. Those in favor of
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Footnotes:

!Centre for Development and the
Environment, Box 1116 Blindern, University
of Oslo, N-0317 Oslo.

E-mail: peder.anker»sum.uio.no.

I am grateful to Nina Witoszek for here
SUport.

2Douglas MacLean 1986, p. 18f.

sMacLean, 1986. "The idea [of implicit con-
sent] is that individual preferences forrisk
and safety trade-offs are revealed in certain
areas, where markets function properly, so
we can use data from these areas to justify
decisions in other areas.” (p. 22.) on this
idea, MacLean refers to Chauncey Starr.
Hypothetical consent is obtained by asking
*I..] what an individual would consent to
under certain favorable conditions.” (p. 24.)
On this idea, MacLean refers to John Rawls.
Nonconsent "[..] require direct appeals to
the values we seek to secure, even thought
this might entail endorsing and ranking -
social values through philosophical argu-
ments." (p. 27.) On this view, MacLean
refers to Thomas Scanlon.

" 4 Arne Naess, 1989, p. 84-85, cf. chap. 7.
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Naess draws on Spinoza’s ethics and the
idea of different levels of epistemological
understanding. Spinoza's three levels of
understanding include: (1) intuitive and ade-
quate (in 50 far as one has grasped intuitive-
ly a deeper sense of the living, creative natu-
ra naturans; (2) rational and adequate {in
5o far as one has understood the already

created natura naturata) and (3) inadequate .

(synonymous with ego-realization). See
Benedict de Spinoza, 1955.

SThe platform P: (1) The flourishing of
human and non-human life on Earth has
intrinsic value. The value of non-human life

forms is independent of the usefulness these

may have for narrow humar purposes. (2)
Richness and diversity of life forms are valu-
es in themselves and contribute to the flou-
rishing of human and non-human life on
Earth. (3) Humans have no right to reduce
this richness and diversity except to satisfy
vital needs. (4) Present human interference
with the non-human world is excessive, and
the situation is rapidly worsening. (5) The
flourishing of human life and cultures is
compatible with a substantial decrease of
the human population. The flourishing of
non-human life requires such a decrease. (6)
Significant change of life conditions for the
better requires change in policies. These
affect basic economic, technological, and
ideological structures. (7) The ideclogical
change is mainly that of appreciating life
quality (dwelling in situations of intrinsic
value) rather than adhering to a high stan-
dard of living. There will be a profound
awareness of the difference between big and
great. (8) Those who subscribe to the fore-
going points have an obligation directly or
indirectly to participate in the attempt 1o
implement the necessary changes. " Arne
Naess, 1989, p. 29.

sMacLean, 1986 p. 20.

’Arne Naess, 1992, p. 3’21 (my trans.).
sibid. See also Arne Naess, 1985,. p. 261..
sArne Naess, 1989, p. 16, 28.

1A me Naess, 1987, p. 7. (my trans.).
UGarrett Hardin, 1968.

*Thomas Hobbes, 1985, chap. 6, p. 119,
122, chap. 8, p. 134-133, 138, chap. 10, p.

150-153, chap. 11, p. 160-161, chap. 13, p.
- 183-188.




BArne Naess, 1980, p. 321, (my emphasis}.
ix Norwegian proverb. Arne Naess, 1989, p.
85 ‘

“Note that "shallow" in this context refers to
an inadequate ecological understanding,
and not to "shallow people". It is shallow,
subjectively narcissistic anthropocentrism
that is Naess's target; he does not deny that
the paddlers in the shallows may be "deep”
in other matters. Ironically, the expression
“shallow"” may evoke, and has evoked, asso-
ciations implying that those outside the gre-
en movement are "simplistic” and "limited”
in all fields. Naess cannot be charged with
this view.

*¢.g. John Rawls, 1987, p. 23f.

"For a radical interpretation of Naess' work
see Peter C. List, 1993,

“Benedict de Spinoza 19556, chap. 16, p.
201.

"Arne Naess 1989, 5. 29 (my emphasis).
Point 6. in the platform P (se note 4.)

®Arne Naess, 1989, p. 197-210.

40n the authoritarian potential in the Deep
Ecology movement, see Nina Witoszek and
Peder Anker: Is Theory Innocent? The
Case of Deep Ecology , Manschester
University Press, (under publication).

2Naess refer to LW, Milbrath,
Environmentalists: Vanguard of a New
Society (Albony: State University of New
York Press, 1984).

#NIBR-rapport 1992:1, p. 69,

¥For Naess' views on the "grassroots” see
Naess (1987) p. 7 ff.

BSee J.P. Olsen & H Sceter, 1980, p. 16 and
p. 71 (my emphasis and trans.)

#K S. Shrader-Frechette, 1993, p. 33. K.S;
1991, p. 191.

“MacLean, 1986, p. 21.

#Warwick Fox, 1990, chap. 5.

”Wan%ick Fox, 1990, p. 134f.

*MacLean, 1986 p. 19f.

References

Fox, W. 1990. Toward a Transpersonal
Ecology; Developing new Foundations for
Environmentalism. Boston and London:

Shambhala.

Hardin, G. 1968. «The Tragedy of the
Commons», Science 162:1243-1248.

Hobbes, T. 1985. Leviathan. London:
Penguin Classics

List, P.C. 1993. Radical Environmentalism; .

Philosophy  and  Tactics.  Belmont:
Wadsworth Publishing Company.

MacLean, D. 1986. «Risk and Consent:
Philosophical Issues for Centralized
Decisions», Values at Risk, edited by D.
MacLean. New Jersey: Rowman &
Allanheld.

Naess, A. 1980. «Environmental Ethics and
Spinoza's Ethics. Comments on Genevieve
Lloyd's Articles. Inquiry 23:313-25.

Naess, A. 1985, «Identification as a Sonrce
of Deep Ecological Attitudes». Deep

‘Ecology, edited by Michael Tobias.

California: Avant Books.
Naess, A. 1989. Ecology, community and

69




lifestyle. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. :

Naess, A. 1987. Ekspertenes syn pd naturens
egenverdi [The experts view on the infrinsic
value in nature]. Oslo: Tapir Forlag.

Naess, A. 1992. @kologi, samfunn og livsstil.
Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.

Olsen, J.P. and H. S=ter. 1980. Aksjoner og
demokrati [Political actions and democracy].
Oslo: Universitetsforiaget.

Rawls, J. 1987. «The idea of an overlapping
consensus». Oxford Journal of Legal Studies

(1)

Shrader-Frechette, K.S. 1993. Burying
Uncertainty,  Berkeley:  University of
California Press.

Shrader-Frechette, K.S. 1991. Risk and
Rationality.  Berkeley:  University  of
California Press.

de Spinoza, B. 1955a. «The Ethics». Works
of Spinoza Vol II. Trans. by RHM. Elwes.
New York: Dover Publications.

de Spinoza, B. 1955b. «A Theologico-
Political Treatise». Works of Spinoza Vol II.
Trans. by R.H.M. Elwes. New York: Dover

Publications.

CHAPTER 8

SnHouLp WE RISK ANY CATASTROPHES?
A Esben A. Zm.a.ma__

Introduction

Industrial pollution, nuclear industry, and
deforestation all have severe catastrophes as
possible outcomes. Nevertheless, such enter-
prises seem to be allowed at least because of
three reasons: The benefit is highly valued,
the probability of a catastrophe is believed to
be low or uncertain, and we have consented
to the risk. Are these reasons sufficient? I
believe not.

I claim that if a society is not facing a situa-
tion of saving human lives, then it should not
opt for actions having possibly catastrophic
social or ecological consequences. A “catas-
trophe” is here understood as an event invol-

ving the loss of a large number of human

beings within a shorter time span or as an
even larger number of human losses within
the lifetime of one existing or future genera-
tion. The loss of lives can occur directly or
indirectly, for example, by ruining the envi-
ronment on which humnan beings are depen-
dent. In what follows I shall give two argu-
ments supporting my claim and then answer
four objections to them.

Two arguments

No relatively-valued benefit can justify acti-
ons with possible catastrophic consequences
because human beings should be considered
as beings with an absolute value. I defined a
catastrophe as an event always directly or
indirectly involving loss of human life.

According to deontological
have an inherent value whicl
with their having solely
financial value. Inherent val
value while, for example, nr
a relative value. Immanu
1804), one of the most infly
gical philosophers ever, just
tion of inherent value to h
reference to our autono
Kantian deontologists main
persons’ monetary value as :
terion of moral permissibilit
category mistake.? The reas
that to carry out such calcul
to consider individuals as
with only a relative value; it
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