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Although there is disagreement regarding the 
proper human relationship toward the rest of the nat-

ural world, most conservationists agree that biological diversity
is valuable and that the extinction of species should be avoided
where possible (Cafaro and Primack 2001). Justifications for
these principles vary, ranging from arguments that empha-
size the instrumental value of other species for humans to eth-
ical theories that assert that wild species have intrinsic value.

In the face of increasing human population and the related
pressures on nonhuman species and their habitats, conser-
vation efforts have to reconcile the conservation of nature with
the needs of people. Especially in developing countries, peo-
ple’s livelihoods depend on the extraction of natural re-
sources. It is therefore not surprising that arguments for the
conservation of wildlife stress the instrumental value that cer-
tain species have for people, a value that can often be trans-
lated into economic terms. Such reasoning does not necessarily
support the reckless exploitation of the environment. Rather,
these arguments support the idea that species should be care-
fully managed as natural resources for human benefit. In
fact, most international environmental policymaking is un-
derpinned by a broadly anthropocentric approach to envi-
ronmental value. At the level of popular political debate, the
ethical agenda is largely composed of resource management
concerns (Palmer 2003). The most commonly cited definition
of sustainable development as “development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of fu-
ture generations to meet their own needs” (WCED 1987) is
anthropocentric (Cafaro and Primack 2001). Accordingly, it
can be argued that species deserve to be protected and con-
served insofar as they are good for people. The preamble to

the Convention on Biodiversity, however, affirms the intrin-
sic value of biological diversity even before listing other val-
ues such as ecological, genetic, and economic value (SCBD
2003).

The question of whether intrinsic value can indeed be
found in anything but human beings is controversial. The 
debate on environmental ethics is thus largely concerned
with finding out whether intrinsic value in nonhumans is 
possible or even necessary in order to develop universal the-
ories why humans should protect their natural environment.
This theoretical debate on whether nonhumans have value 
independent of humans is criticized by environmental prag-
matists, who claim that while philosophers argue, the envi-
ronment burns.

In this article I contrast four categories of approaches to-
ward environmental ethics—the instrumental-value ap-
proach, the extensionist approach, the biocentric approach,
and the Buddhist approach of Daisaku Ikeda—and identify
the meaning of each of these approaches for wildlife conser-
vation. I argue that both anthropocentric and biocentric ap-
proaches to environmental ethics create a false dichotomy
between humans and nature and are thus not useful as an un-
derpinning for modern wildlife conservation policies, which
aim to balance the needs of people with the conservation of
nature. The views of Daisaku Ikeda, particularly the princi-
ple of dependent origination and the theory of the oneness
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of life and its environment, are one alternative approach that
does not separate humans from the natural world but places
people within the web of all living things.

Instrumental value in wildlife: 
What species are good for
There are several frequently employed arguments for the
conservation of wild species. These arguments have in com-
mon that they focus on the value species have for humans.Ar-
guments that stress the instrumental value of species for
human well-being are called anthropocentric. In this view, wild
species are only good inasmuch as they are good for something,
that is, have a use or a value for humans. Such a value may be
economic (Myers 1983). Some wildlife species are of high eco-
nomic value for tourism, hunting, and live sale (Child 1970).
The value of an animal in a live sale or the value of a hunt-
ing trophy can be expressed in direct cash terms. Indirect eco-
nomic values accrue from the roles species play in recreation
and ecotourism, waste disposal, climate regulation, and pro-
tection of soil and water resources.

Species also have aesthetic value in that they contribute to
the diversity and beauty of the planet (Myers 1979a). The sa-
fari and ecotourism industries attest to the aesthetic value peo-
ple attach to particular wildlife species, which causes tourists
to travel large distances and to pay large amounts of money
for game-viewing safaris. At least for developed nations,
where opportunities to observe wildlife are steadily decreas-
ing, it can be said that the quality of life will decline sub-
stantially with the loss of species diversity. In many developing
countries, game viewing and trophy hunting generate con-
siderable sums of money, and the aesthetic value of wildlife
can thus be directly linked to an economic value.

An interesting question arises here, namely, to what degree
and in what way do tribal communities see wildlife as valu-
able for quality of life? Members of developed nations trans-
late the wildlife experience into a monetary value for local
communities. But what value do the local communities attach
to wildlife? Newmark and colleagues (1993) have shown that
the support for or opposition to protected areas in Tanzania
by neighboring community members is based on economic
values, as had previously been found in Rwanda and Brazil.
Kangwana and Mako (2001), on the other hand, state that later
surveys indicate “that people living around the [Tarangire Na-
tional] Park hold cultural values which drive their desire to
see that wildlife continues to exist in their surroundings”
and that “wildlife is seen [by local people] as having a value
beyond its simple economic costs and benefits.” In Namibia,
traditional tribal authorities support the establishment of
protected areas to help wildlife return to their homelands
(Mauney 2004).

Nature and wildlife are also a great philosophical and spir-
itual resource, serving as inspiration for religious, philo-
sophical, and spiritual thought and experience. This is not only
true for the direct experience of wildlife; the mere idea that
we share the Earth with blue whales, orangutans, and chee-
tahs, for example, can be inspiring. What is valued here is the

simple possibility that a species exists and survives, although
one might never see it (Fisher 2001).

Many species, including endangered ones, are expected to
have agricultural, industrial, and medical benefits. To lose such
species diminishes the genetic stock of wild animals, so it is
prudent to save them. We might not know now which species
will turn out to be useful in the future; therefore, protection
should extend from the current obviously useful species to
those that are currently considered less useful. Myers (1979b)
urges us to “conserve our global stock,” to conserve species in
order to protect useful genetic material. The purpose of pro-
tecting species is thus for their “enlightened exploitation”
(Rolston 2001).

It is frequently argued that many species that are not nec-
essarily directly useful to humans still play important roles in
the ecosystem. Although the loss of a few species might not
be too serious now, the loss of many species will threaten the
processes and interdependencies of the ecosystem on which
we as humans depend, in ways that cannot possibly be fore-
seen. Thus species are part of a life-support system: Earth is
seen as a biological habitat or home. Every species contributes
to the planet’s biodiversity, which keeps ecosystems healthy
(Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1982).

Species also serve as indicators of ecosystem health.We need
to study species and their roles within ecosystems to under-
stand their interdependencies and to predict the impacts of
our actions on the environment. Species offer clues to un-
derstanding natural history and thus have historical value as
records of past processes. This argument views species as a bio-
logical Rosetta stone that may enable the deciphering of the
hieroglyphs of natural history (Rolston 2001). According to
this argument, species have scientific value because they pro-
vide humans with insights into the text of natural history,
which humans need in order to understand their own envi-
ronment. Some species are curiosities and a source of fasci-
nation to enthusiastic naturalists. Generally speaking, wildlife
species can be a basis for creative and intellectual thought. One
of the outcomes of such thought is a better-informed per-
spective on the natural history of the planet and its life-
forms.

Arguments centering on the instrumental value of wildlife
provide a basis for valuing and protecting species. Nonethe-
less, arguments for the conservation of species that are based
on instrumental value are problematic for conservation work-
ers, because they put the onus of proof on the side of the con-
servator. Conservationists have to explicitly and successfully
show that a species is worth protecting because of its value to
humans; otherwise, it may well be assumed that that there is
no such value. Thus this line of argument, if used alone, pre-
sents ongoing challenges for endangered species conservation,
since many rare and endangered species have little instru-
mental value. Moreover, arguments based on instrumental
value can also provide grounds for extinguishing species
(e.g., pests) or for saving one species rather than another
(e.g., when resources are constrained).
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Forced to prove the value of wild species, many conserva-
tionists favor the economic argument, because economic
value can be measured in objective terms. The economic re-
turns to be gained from species conservation can be ex-
pressed in monetary terms, thus providing powerful
arguments. In comparison, the scientific argument, the ecosys-
tem argument, and the aesthetic argument are considered “un-
likely to stand up against man-made pressures to modify
and disrupt natural environments” (Myers 1979a). Conse-
quently, it is argued that wildlife must pay its way, and eco-
nomic benefits must be stressed to ensure that wildlife will
survive in the face of other profitable forms of land use. This
view takes for granted the manmade pressures for environ-
mental change. Although the instrumental-value approach is
based on the need to conserve species as resources for the ben-
efit of people, this view is underpinned by a negative concept
of humanity. Humans are seen as driven first and foremost
by self-interest. Without external checks, such as incentives,
benefits, or legislation, we are, according to this view, in pro-
found conflict with each other and with our natural envi-
ronment. This view of humanity and of ethical behavior is
fundamentally pessimistic. Its conclusion is that we cannot
rely on members of our own species in order to protect en-
dangered species unless we make use of the very character
traits that endangered them in the first place.

Intrinsic value in wildlife: Why 
we ought to protect species
Richard Routley, who later changed his last name to Sylvan,
argued that positions that only stress the instrumental value
of nonhuman species do not provide sufficient ground for en-
vironmental ethics. He presented the “last man” argument, a
thought experiment in which he asked if the last person on
Earth, well knowing that no human being will ever inhabit the
planet afterward and equipped with the means to eliminate
all life on the planet, would be justified in doing so. Sylvan sug-
gests that most people would intuitively say “no”and call such
destructive behavior morally wrong, although no human
being would remain to experience the consequences (Sylvan
1998). This suggests that there is value in species independent
of their use for humans. Whether or not intrinsic value can
exist in anything other than human life, however, is debatable.
Unlike economic value, which is measurable, intrinsic value
is difficult to express and to prove.

Extensionist environmental ethics
One way of identifying the intrinsic value of nonhumans is
to extend traditional moral theory, which concerns itself
with interaction between humans, to include members of
other species, stressing their similarities to humans. The
search for features common to humans and other animals is
an attempt at building a particular type of moral community.
Most people have no difficulty in recognizing the moral bond
between parents and children, for example, or between friends
or partners. As we extend moral obligations beyond the
boundaries of our immediate environment, we naturally

look for features that give an inferential foundation for this
extension. Consequently, so-called extensionist arguments
ask what qualities give intrinsic value to humans, and then as-
sert that some other beings possess these qualities, too. In the
Kantian tradition, this moral criterion is rationality (Downie
1995), and one common justification for valuing animals
intrinsically is that some have been shown to possess some
rudimentary form of reasoning. Chimpanzees and gorillas
have been taught sign language; some predators, such as
wolves and lions, have the ability to coordinate hunts; dolphins,
whales, and other cetaceans send complex signals that we are
only beginning to understand. But basing intrinsic value on
these abstract capacities seems to rule out most animals, in-
cluding most invertebrate species.

Another moral criterion is sentience (Singer 2001). The ar-
gument is that because animals share the ability to experience
their environment and to suffer, human actions that inflict suf-
fering on animals are morally wrong. Using sentience as the
moral criterion does include a wider class of animals within
an extended ethical domain, but still restricts it to sentient an-
imals. Plants, fungi, and single-celled organisms are effectively
ruled out.

What is common to all extensionist theories is that they take
the ego as the point of departure: I am intrinsically valuable
because I possess the moral criterion, and I must grant oth-
ers who possess the criterion the same rights. The problem
with this line of argument is obvious: The scope of moral con-
sideration will either extend only to some but not all species
or lead to a very demanding code of conduct, since it is then
morally wrong for humans to kill individuals of any species,
unless justified through an appeal to our own survival. What
is more, extensionist arguments focus on individual organ-
isms rather than on whole species. Such individualist ap-
proaches allow no moral consideration of animal or plant
populations, or of endemic, rare, or endangered species, let
alone biotic communities or ecosystems, because entities
and aggregations such as these have no apparent psycholog-
ical experience. Conservationists, however, are concerned
with the conservation of species and ecosystems rather than
individual animals. Hence it is questionable whether these in-
dividualistic approaches can serve as an ethical underpinning
for wildlife conservation (Cafaro and Primack 2001).

Holistic environmental ethics
In contrast with individualistic environmental ethicists, other
ethicists state that viewing nature as an aggregation of indi-
viduals is a distortion that does not appreciate nature’s organic,
integrated, and dynamic character (Palmer 2003). It is for this
reason, among others, that some ethicists argue a completely
new ethics is required: Environmental ethics need to challenge
the philosophical tradition and to develop arguments that go
far beyond simply extending traditional moral arguments (Syl-
van 1998). Holistic environmental ethics focus on ethical
consideration of ecological wholes (Palmer 2003), which en-
compass all levels of individuals, aggregations, relationships,
and processes. Such non-extensionist approaches, also called



naturalistic or biocentric, seek arguments to support the
preservation of species, because all species represent unique
biological solutions to the problem of survival (Rolston
2001). More diverse biological communities seem to be bet-
ter able to deal with environmental disturbances; therefore,
if we value some species, we arguably should protect the en-
tire system of interdependent species. Examples of such holis-
tic approaches are Aldo Leopold’s “land ethic”(1970, Callicott
1998) and Rolston’s “environmental ethics”(1991). Leopold’s
essay “The Land Ethic” (1970) is considered by many the
foundational work in holistic environmental ethics, although
more recent interpretations focus on anthropocentric elements
in Leopold’s work (Norton 1996, Palmer 2003). To Leopold,
the community rather than the individual organism is the fo-
cus of moral consideration, and ecological qualities such as
integrity and stability are of primary value. This approach
therefore provides arguments for the conservation of species,
rather than individual organisms, inasmuch as species play
an important role in the stability and integrity of the ecosys-
tem.

Approaches that prioritize the whole over the individual,
particularly when the whole is the wild biotic community, are
widely viewed as ethically unacceptable or even fascist (Palmer
2003). The focus on the ecological system leads to a picture
of human beings, not as vital to the workings of the system,
but rather as detrimental to it. Rolston goes so far as to con-
clude that sometimes the protection of the environment
takes precedence over feeding hungry people (Rolston 2003).
Thus, wildlife conservators who adopt a biocentric stance see
their responsibility as protecting the ecosystem from people
whose actions are perceived as harming the natural envi-
ronment. As a consequence, conservation workers, in their
struggle to protect the natural environment, are likely to be-
come antagonized toward people. Such misanthropic posi-
tions sharpen the dichotomy of human versus environment
and are unlikely to be helpful in balancing the interests of peo-
ple with the protection of the environment, which lies at the
heart of the wildlife conservation challenge.

The debate over intrinsic value has been criticized as be-
ing of little use for environmental policymaking (Light and
Katz 1996). Whether or not nonhuman entities can have in-
trinsic value is considered by environmental pragmatists a
purely theoretical discussion. The origin of the discussion on
intrinsic value may lie embedded in the tradition of Western
philosophical thought. Modern thinking is strongly influenced
by Descartes (1596–1650), who divided the world into mat-
ter and mind, thus creating a dualism that treats humans and
their environment as separate entities (Taliaferro 2001). The
influence of 17th-century classical science on Western culture
is pervasive. Descartes’s skeptical, mathematical method un-
derpins modern science, and rationality shapes modern West-
ern thought. The scientific revolution replaced the organic
view of nature as a living organism with the mechanistic
view of nature as a machine (Merchant 1980). The organic
notion of nature carried the dual connotation both of nature
as a nurturing mother and of nature as an unpredictable 

female who causes chaos through natural disasters (Mer-
chant 1980). The increased mechanization that followed in
the wake of the new scientific discoveries not only provided
a means to control and subordinate nature but also led to a
mechanistic worldview emphasizing order and control.
Whereas the image of Earth as a living organism had served
as a cultural constraint restricting human actions in rela-
tion to the environment, the increasingly rationalized world-
view resulting from the scientific revolution portrays nature
as lifeless and thus sanctions its exploitation (Merchant 1980).
The result is a worldview in which humans and nature are sep-
arated and in which humans are seen as subjective agents and
nature as a passive object. This view makes it difficult to en-
vision people and the natural environment as mutually in-
terdependent. Whereas the dependency of people on their
environment is obvious, the natural environment seems to be
better off without people.

The oneness of self and its environment
Eastern philosophy, on the other hand, is not based on the
mind–matter dichotomy (Allwright 2002) but rather on the
principle of harmonious and nonviolent coexistence (Xian-
lin et al. 2001). Whereas the Western approach to nature has
been a violent one focused on conquering nature, the East-
ern approach has been characterized by respect for the
rhythms, processes, and phenomena of the natural world
(Lai 2001, Xianlin et al. 2001).

An example of the latter approach can be found in the work
of Daisaku Ikeda, who is a Buddhist philosopher, author,
and president of Soka Gakkai International, a nongovern-
mental organization and lay Buddhist association with more
than 12 million members around the world. Ikeda’s approach
provides a bridge between Eastern and Western thought that
is a valuable contribution to environmental philosophy.

Ikeda’s philosophy is based on Buddhist thought, central
to which is the concept of dependent origination (also called
dependent co-arising). The doctrine of dependent origina-
tion expresses the interdependence of all things, meaning
that beings or phenomena cannot exist on their own, but ex-
ist or occur because of their relationship with other beings and
phenomena. In this view, everything in the world comes into
existence in response to internal causes and external condi-
tions; in other words, nothing can exist independent of other
things or arise in isolation. As Ikeda explains in “Dialogues
on Eastern Religion” (Xianlin et al. 2001),“According to this
view, when one particular cause or set of causes exists then
a certain result comes about; when one entity comes into be-
ing, so does another entity” (p. 9).

This concept of dependent origination is compatible with
the biological concept of symbiosis. Each human being ex-
ists within the context of interrelationships that include not
only other human beings but all living beings and the natural
world. Interestingly, Ikeda does not consider this relationship
as one-sided (i.e., human beings depend on the natural en-
vironment in order to flourish), but as a mutual relationship
of interdependence. To give a better understanding of this idea,
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Ikeda explains that according to Buddhist ontology life can
be described in terms of 10 factors (Ikeda 1994). The first three
factors—appearance, nature, and entity—describe life from
a static perspective; the next six—power, influence, internal
cause, external cause, latent effect, and manifest effect—de-
scribe the dynamic functions of life. Power and influence re-
fer, respectively, to life’s inherent capacity to act and to the
action that is produced when this inherent power is acti-
vated. Internal cause, external cause, latent effect, and man-
ifest effect describe how causality links each phenomenon to
its environment. Each individual phenomenon contains an
internal, latent cause or disposition, which simultaneously con-
tains a latent effect. In the right conditions, this latent inter-
nal cause is activated or triggered. External cause thus provides
the link between the individual phenomenon and its sur-
roundings. The external conditions cause a change in the in-
ternal cause, which in turn results in a change of the latent
effect. The manifest effect is the physical result of the action,
which arises as a result of the internal cause. Thus the indi-
vidual and the external world are interlinked through a net-
work of causality. Internal cause and latent effect are
simultaneous; the one is contained in the other. The mani-
fest effect, however, often appears later in time. The 10th fac-
tor, consistency from beginning to end, refers to the integration
of all factors. They are not in themselves separate but are all
different aspects of the same phenomenon. If we consider the
first three factors as referring to entity and the remaining fac-
tors as referring to the function of this entity,“consistency from
beginning to end” refers to the unity of an entity and its
function; they are inseparable (Ikeda 1994).

The 10 factors together represent the oneness of the ma-
terial and the spiritual aspect of life. Appearance represents
the physical, nature the spiritual aspect of life; internal cause
and latent effect refer to the spiritual, because they lie dormant
within life; manifest effect, on the other hand, is perceivable
in the physical world and thus refers to the material aspect of
life. Thus, unlike Western thought, which is underpinned by
the dualism of mind and body, Ikeda’s philosophy is in-
formed by the “non-dualities” of Buddhist thought: that is,
the oneness of body and mind; the oneness of the internal and
the external; the oneness of cause and effect; and the oneness
of life and its environment (Ikeda 1994).

The idea of the oneness of life and its environment is of par-
ticular interest to environmental ethics. As used by Ikeda, the
term environment does not denote the whole natural world;
rather, it refers to the fact that each living being has its own
unique environment.“In this sense, the formation of one’s en-
vironment coincides with that person’s birth into this world”
(Ikeda 1994, p. 144). Thus, on the most fundamental level, life
and environment, sentient beings and nonsentient beings, are
inseparable (Ikeda 1994). Ikeda explains the Japanese term for
this concept, esho funi, as follows: sho is short for shoho,
which refers to the individual life; e stands for eho, the envi-
ronment, which supports the individual. Funi means “two but
not two,” referring to the impossibility of separating the two,
individual and environment. The individual life influences its

environment but at the same time is dependent on it (Toyn-
bee and Ikeda 1982). To explain, Ikeda uses the analogy of a
body and its shadow: The body creates the shadow, and when
the body moves, the shadow changes. But in a sense the
shadow also creates the body, because the absence of the
shadow means that there is no bodily form. Similarly, the in-
dividual receives form and identity through the environ-
ment, and vice versa (Ikeda 1982). The functioning of internal
cause, latent effect, external cause, and manifest effect forms
an intricate network of relationships between the individual
and its surroundings. The manifest effect produced by the fac-
tors of internal cause, external condition, and latent effect is
exhibited both in the individual life and in its environment.

As human beings, we shape our environment, but we are
also products of our environment.According to Ikeda, this dia-
lectic is vital for understanding the interrelationships be-
tween human existence and the environment. Because
individual life and environment are inseparable, the state of
the environment is a reflection of the minds of the people who
inhabit it. Environmental degradation is thus a reflection of
people’s ignorance of the true nature of life and the cosmos:
the interrelatedness of all things. Actions based on ignorance
of the interrelatedness of all phenomena result in a downward
spiral of negativity. It gives rise to greed, which drives people
to seek the fulfillment of their desires at the cost of others and
to seek the destruction of a situation in which their own de-
sires are frustrated. This greed goes beyond the individual level,
creating economic disparities between people and countries
on a global scale. The avarice of the industrialized nations has
deprived people in developing countries of the conditions by
which their basic needs can be met, and the greed of the hu-
man race is undermining the right of other living beings to
exist. Awareness of the fabric of relatedness, on the other
hand, gives rise to the desire for mutually supportive coexis-
tence with others and with the natural environment.

Ikeda explains that this dialectic relationship between 
human beings and the environment means that humans
must maintain the supporting energy of the environment. Life
cannot flourish in an environment that is altered without
maintaining its supporting energy, just as food that is eaten
without digesting it does not nourish a body (Ikeda 1982).

And if we wish to describe the mutual relations that
exist between human beings and the environment in
these terms, we would say that the living self depends
upon the environment for its existence. That is, human
beings depend on the workings of the environment or
natural ecological conditions for their growth and
development. And conversely, as indicated by the state-
ment above that “without life there is no environment,”
the environment must wait for the activities of human
beings in order to take on a particular shape or undergo
changes. Human beings thus play a key role in the cre-
ation of a particular environment, and must bear the
responsibility for such creation. (Xianlin et al. 2001,
p. 19)

- - -
-



This is not to say that the natural world does not exist inde-
pendent of human beings, but that the environment of each
individual is as much a product of the actions of the individual
as the individual is a product of its environment.

According to Ikeda, dependent origination, the inter-
dependency of all things and all phenomena, manifests the
ordering principle of the cosmos. The failure to recognize the
interdependence and interrelatedness of all life is a funda-
mental delusion, leading to a self-destructive egocentrism
that severs the strands of the web of life that support one’s own
existence. Awareness of the interrelated nature of life, on the
other hand, enables a person to overcome instinctive self-love
in order to maintain an empathic relationship with others (i.e.,
other people, other living beings, and nature).

Conclusion
The challenge for environmental ethics is to find a solid ra-
tional justification for why nature should be protected from
human actions. Arguments that stress the instrumental value
other species have for humans provide “practical muscle for
conservation where it counts, on the ground”(Myers 1979a).
However, arguments based on instrumental value imply that
it is the conservationist’s responsibility to prove that such value
exists. Although the conservation of nature in general is
widely considered valuable, conservationists find that in prac-
tice they have to fight the same battles again and again to pro-
tect wild species from harm. There is a perceived need to
express the value of wild species in objectively measurable eco-
nomic terms that can be employed as incentives for wildlife
conservation or as arguments against land uses that are harm-
ful to wildlife. This assumption is underpinned by a negative
view of humanity, in that it assumes that people in themselves
will not conserve nature unless it is clearly to their direct
benefit. Humans and nature are seen as being in profound con-
flict with each other. The concept of the wildlife conservationist
is that of a resource manager whose job is to manage natural
resources for the benefit of people, but who is fighting an on-
going battle to prove the value of this work.

The existence of intrinsic value in nature, on the other hand,
would free conservationists of the obligation to prove that
there is value in conserving a particular species. Although it
is generally accepted that human life is intrinsically valuable,
the possibility of intrinsic value in nonhuman life forms a large
part of the environmental ethics debate. Extensionist ap-
proaches, which aim to define moral criteria on which such
value can be based, are problematic for wildlife managers be-
cause they consider individual organisms, not species and
ecosystems. By drawing directly from ecological concepts
rather than from a human-centered frame of reference,
philosophers such as Leopold, Rolston, and others call for a
rethinking of our moral framework. Nonetheless, biocen-
tric approaches to environmental ethics can be seen as im-
plying the prioritization of nonhuman life over human life,
thus sharpening the dichotomy between humans and the
natural environment. The human-versus-nature dualism
that underpins both the instrumental and the intrinsic value

approaches is unhelpful to wildlife conservation and man-
agement, which are concerned with balancing both social
and environmental goals.

It is not surprising that the endeavor of providing a ratio-
nal ethical foundation for conservation is proving difficult,
considering that the Western worldview, which has become
increasingly influential on a global scale, has for centuries seen
the conquest and subjection of nature as its greatest challenge.
In contrast, the traditional Eastern view sees humanity as part
of nature, not as a rival (Ikeda 1994, p. 144). Ikeda suggests
that the differing attitudes toward nature may be grounded
in the differences between the Eastern and Western views of
life itself.

In the tradition of Buddhist thought, Ikeda’s exposition of
the theories of dependent origination and the oneness of
life and its environment transcends the man–nature dualism.
This approach provides a bridge between environmental
ethics and the resolution of practical environmental problems.
Ikeda’s work does not in itself constitute an environmental
ethic. However, the concepts of dependent origination and the
oneness of life and environment provide an ample platform
for developing such an ethic. To Ikeda, ethics are not a mat-
ter of timeless rules that can be applied to particular situations.
Rather, ethics depend on a sensitivity toward the principle of
dependent origination. Consequently, Ikeda’s aim is not the
development of an abstract theory but rather the empower-
ment of the individual to lead “a contributive way of life...based
on an awareness of the interdependent nature of our lives—
of the relationships that link us to others and our environ-
ment” (Ikeda 2002).

The modern conservation paradigm, conservation for and
with people, requires that we overcome the dualism of human
versus nature, which creates antagonism between conser-
vationists and other people. Ikeda’s philosophy provides a 
basis for a conservation philosophy that sees the conserva-
tionist not as a defender of the natural world against the
harmful impact of human actions but as one who realizes the
interdependences both between people and between people
and nature, and who strives to awaken such awareness in
others in order to achieve a better future for all.
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