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Theological Bioethics and the Global Environment: 
   




  Human Perspectives on Conceptual Issues 

During the years between the 1960’s to 1970’s, two renowned authors made a 
profound impact on our understanding of the environment and on bioethics today. These 
two are Rachel Carson and Garret Hardin. Rachel Carson, who is a marine biologist for 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, raised key questions to the pollution we make on our 
environment today. Garrett Hardin, who is an ecologist at the University of California, 
Santa Barbara, debated controversial issues on abortion, population control, foreign aid, 
and immigration. The two authors closely examine the ‘environmental problems’ we 

control and administer today. Carson’s essay “The Obligation To Endure” uses an 
apprehensive tone to convey the message of pesticide pollution and chemical 

insecticides; however, Hardin’s essay “Lifeboat Ethics: The Case Against Helping The 

Poor” employs a more conceptual tone to raise key question on overpopulation and its 

affects with our resources today. He also utilizes different images of a lifeboat as well as 

an analytical, discrete tone to warn America on the issues with overpopulation and 

hunger. Carson uses imagery such as ‘the chemical war’ and ‘the nuclear weapon’ which 

also serves as an allusion to the Cold War in order to frighten and alert the public to the 

possible dangers of pesticide pollution; Hardin, on the other hand, uses hypothetical 

statements and metaphor of the lifeboat analogy to demonstrate why we should not 

provide aid to people in other poor countries today. 


Carson uses her apprehensive tone to speak to the general public upon how our 
society is ignoring the fact that we are killing other animals and species through the 
contamination we make on earth. By using connotation, she reluctantly states, “We have 
put poisonous and biologically potent chemicals indiscriminately into the hands of 
persons largely or wholly ignorant of their potentials for harm,” (475). Carson operates 

the literary technique of connotation in a subordinate way to emphasize her frustration as 

well as her concern on how America would choose to kill our own ecosystem through the 

use of chemical insecticides. She appeals to the American people that we must put an end 

to the use of chemical sprays by banning them for sale in local hardware stores, or, in 

fact, at least having some kind of labels on them that warns the public of the extreme 

dangers of chemical insecticides. Though she is trying to make Earth a very delicate 

place for us to live in, she is also trying to promote responsible use of chemical 

insecticide. Carson is indirectly warning America that our own society may soon come to 

an end if we continue to contaminate our crops and soils through the use of chemical 
sprays and lethal materials. That is why she directly uses the word ‘indiscriminately’ to 

illustrate both the limited awareness of the treat and the careless decisions we are making 

on Earth today. 


Contrary from Carson, Hardin applies a more conceptual and indefinite tone to 

speak to all the ‘wealthy people’ in the United States. He indicates how the wealthy 

people should not be expected to help the poor out with their own ethical and economical 

problems. He statistically states, “On the average, poor countries undergo a 2.5 percent 

increase in population each year; rich countries, about 0.8 percent,” (480). With the 

United States being one of the wealthiest counties in the world, many would agree that 

continuing to distribute food and money is a necessity for poorer countries to move 

forward; however, Hardin realize that America’s food and money are also finite resources 

as well. By using metaphor, Hardin is able to incorporate reference to the lifeboat 

analogy – an analogy, in which our Earth should not continue to send aid to poorer 

countries who are victims of hunger and poverty. The author also formed several 

hypothetical statements on the issue with overpopulation and hunger to back up his claim 

of the lifeboat analogy as well. Hardin outright states, “Only rich countries have anything 

in the way of food reserves set aside, and even they do no have as much as they should. 

Poor counties have none. If poor countries received no food from the outside, the rate of 

their population growth would be periodically checked by crop failures and famines” 

(480). His analysis implies that there are limits to growth because there is a limit to the 

supply of literally everything in a finite world. Hardin later goes on to illustrate how 

commonality is not workable unless everybody is willing to work together as a team. He 

further mentions how sharing ethics would lead to the tragedy of the commons. In terms 

of the lifeboat, Hardin forges it as an imagery to mainly demonstrate the audience of the 

philosophical problems with our society today. He later questions the reader whether we 

will ever take a life of a person onto the lifeboat in order to save the lives of a greater 

number of persons outside the lifeboat.    


Unlike Hardin, Carson uses imagery of the Cold War for her own personal 

attempt to put into perspective the seriousness of pesticide pollution. Carson states 
“Along with the possibility of the extinction of mankind by nuclear war, the central 
problem of our age has therefore become the contamination of man’s total environment 
with such substances of incredible potential for harm,” (472). Through textual analysis, 
one can easily identify that she is indeed making reference to the Cold War. Some key 
words that she points out are “mankind by nuclear war,” “the central problem,” and 
“incredible potential for harm.” By using key words, Carson is rather implying two 
different arguments in to her thesis: 1) if we continue to use chemical poisons on our 
land, our world would soon become destroyed and/or extinct in the near future; and 2) not 
only man is destroying our environment, but there is also a possibility threat that a 
nuclear war or chemical warhead will destroy our environment too. Carson, who wrote 
this article during the Cold War, explains to the public that by using these pesticides, we 
are unknowingly damaging ourselves with chemicals; however, she also uses metaphor of 
the Cold War to support her claim of pesticide pollution. Carson probably uses reference 
of the Cold War to ensure the reader and the audience of the seriousness of this treat. She 
wanted to promote the responsible use of insecticide and to describe the real danger of 
the anti-war agenda. 

Despite Carson’s allusion to the Cold War, the two authors utilize both statistical 

and analytical examples to support their claim on the problems with our environment 

today. For Hardin, he manipulates a vast amount of numbers to convince the audience 

that his statistical predictions are in fact true and accurate. Carson, on the other hand, 

relies more heavily on historical and scientific facts in order to support her argument of 

the use in chemical insecticides and lethal materials today. For example, Carson uses 

historical facts like “during the mid-1940s, over 200 basic chemicals have been used to 

kill insects” (471). On the other hand, Hardin uses statistical facts, such as “The US spent 

a total of $7.9 billion on the Food for Peace Program, and an additional $50 billion for 

other economic-aid programs” (479). The two authors apply different ethos to speak to 

the audience as well. For example, Carson makes an allusion to the Cold War because the 

war itself affects everyone on the planet; similarly where the environment affects 

everyone lives as well. On the other hand, Hardin uses metaphor of the lifeboat to speak 

directly to the people who are inside the lifeboat. He doesn’t speak to anyone outside the 

lifeboat; he rather speaks only to the people inside the lifeboat, which consist mostly of 

well educated and high-class people in the United States. One can easily agree that 

Hardin speaks mostly to a ‘one-sided group’ of people while Carson speaks to the 

‘society as a whole’. The two authors also exercise different rhetorical strategies through 

the inductive and deductive logics. In Carson’s text, one can fundamentally agree that she 

uses a more ‘deductive premises’ because she states her problem in the beginning (which 

is chemical insecticides), and then later makes it more abstractly specific in the end to 

why chemical insecticides must never be used, and why we should be using it more 

cautiously and responsibly. On the other hand, Hardin’s text uses more of an ‘inductive 

logic’ as he works mainly backward by explaining the problems of the lifeboat first, and 

then supporting his claim through various examples such as, overpopulation and hunger. 

He clearly explains a specific observation first, then uses a tentative hypothesis next, and 

finally ends up developing some general conclusions or theories of the lifeboat itself. 

Though there are no wrong methods to the way how these two authors approached these 

articles, both Carson and Hardin do share similar themes that our environment is being 

destroyed by chemical insecticides and overpopulation through the third world countries 

today.        


Aside from the two analyses, both Carson and Hardin incorporates different 

imagery and allusion to the reader in order to convince the audience the serious affects of 

overpopulation and chemical insecticides in our environment today. They both have 

beliefs that population would lead to scarcity and chemical insecticides would lead to 

pesticide pollution. It is stated in Hildyard’s article, “Too many for what? The social 
generation of food ‘scarcity’ and ‘overpopulation’,” that “we live on a finite planet and 

there are incontrovertible limits to the ability of the earth to accommodate human 

numbers, pollution, resource depletion and other demands on its ecological services” 

(UCI Library Assignment). Hildyard implies that by having more population in our 
environment, we are inexorably undermining the capacity of the land to produce food, 
thus leading to ecological damage and hunger in our society today. Similarly to Hardin, 
where he believes that overpopulation is making our resources very limited, and that 

giving up food to third world countries and creating a World Food Bank is a bad idea as it 

only benefits certain wealthy corporations while raising prices for the rest of us. That is 

why the two authors, Carson and Hardin, both exerts different metaphors and imageries 

of the Cold War and the lifeboat analogy in order to draw the audience on the effects and 

the causes of our global environment we live in today. Without these imagery, allusion, 

and hypothetical statement presented by these two authors, both Carson and Hardin 

arguments of the environment would be considered a bit incomplete and inadequate as it 

neither would create credibility of their evidence nor have ethos to their primary thesis 

itself.        


In closing, both Carson and Hardin employ very different imagery, style, and tone 

to the reader. Carson proves how we are very unaware of the threat of chemical 

insecticides, while Hardin proves why we shouldn’t be helping out the poor throughout 

different countries in our society today. They both believe similarly that our population 

and our environment are key aspects to what is destroying our society today. Carson 

believes that we are rather lacking knowledge in making decisions about our own actions 
as human beings and Hardin believes that one of the most difficult tasks for humanity 
will be the acceptance of limited resources and the lifeboat we live in today. 
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