
When we look at global issues, we look at them in terms of how they affect humans.  We complain about the effects of carbon emissions and nuclear waste spills, but these issues don’t only affect humans.  The wildlife of the world is affected by many of our actions, but their interests aren’t represented nearly as well as mine or yours are.  If we deserve standing in courts, wildlife absolutely deserves standing in courts, but currently, the only species granted standing in courts are those defined as “endangered” by the Endangered Species Act.  
The Endangered Species Act is an excellent piece of legislation, as it has saved many species from the brink of extinction, but it is a compromise.  The Endangered Species Act protects species listed as “endangered” by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The Endangered Species Act defines “endangered species” as “any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range other than a species of the Class Insecta determined by the Secretary (of the Interior or the Secretary of Commerce) to constitute a pest whose protection under the provisions of this Act would present an overwhelming and overriding risk to man.”  (Sec. 3 (6))  
The Endangered Species Act is essentially a compromise because it only offers protection to species that we as humans determine are “in danger of extinction,” are not “pests,” and do not provide a “risk to man.”  To eliminate the compromise, an act should be written to state: Through federal action and by encouraging the establishment of state programs, the conservation of ecosystems upon which species of fish, wildlife, and plants depend will be provided. The Act: 

· prohibits unauthorized taking, possession, sale, and transport of species;

· provides authority to acquire land for the conservation of species, using land and water conservation funds;

· authorizes establishment of cooperative agreements and grants-in-aid to States that establish and maintain active and adequate programs for wildlife and plants;

· authorizes the assessment of civil and criminal penalties for violating the Act or regulations; and

· authorizes the payment of rewards to anyone furnishing information leading to arrest and conviction for any violation of the Act or any regulation issued thereunder.
The aforementioned is my adaptation of the Endangered Species Act of 1973.  It would provide insurance that no species or ecosystem would be discriminated against and thus provide protection for all species and all ecosystems.  This would eliminate the compromise which creates an environment that watches us decrease species population’s as well as degrade ecosystems.  If we were to alter the Endangered Species Act as I have proposed, we wouldn’t have to pick and choose which species to conserve once we’ve degraded their habitat and thinned their populations.  We would not have to spend money to rectify mistakes that created their listing as an “endangered species.”  Instead, we would have a constant stewardship of our fellow inhabitants of planet Earth.  

Homo sapiens are the dominant species on Earth.  With the press of a button, we can initiate nuclear winter, and the next massive extinction event.  We have power that the other species on earth do not have, and whether we like it or not, it is our duty to use that power responsibly; we need to be responsible stewards.  There are several different philosophies on how we should treat the natural world.  I am going to explore two of these philosophies and their subdivisions to showcase different perspectives on the issue of conservation.  
Many people follow a Modern Utilitarian philosophy.  Modern Utilitarianism disregards natural resources as exhaustible goods.  Two subdivisions of Modern Utilitarianism are Economic Rationalism and Prometheans.  Economic Rationalism supports the idea that the natural world exists solely for the purpose of satisfying human desires and that the only factors that should be considered are consumers, producers, and markets.  Their values encourage privatization of all goods, including natural resources.  This works in some cases, but if we allowed Economic Rationalists to privatize species, they would create a market to sell species to the highest bidder to determine their fate, and if the highest bidder were to determine that it is more cost efficient to ranch in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem than to allow wolves to proliferate, the market will have provided permission to eradicate a species.  
Prometheans maintain that the Earth is resilient.  They allow for mistakes to be made because human capital is infinite, which will compromise for finite natural resources.  This theory is like putting environmental degradation on credit for our children and their children to pay for in the future.  Not only are there impending costs to pay, but we are putting a lot of faith in future generations to figure out how to reverse problems that we could avoid if we were to take better precaution on what we are doing today.  People who share Utilitarian values make excellent arguments about markets, but wildlife conservation is more complex than supply and demand.  To properly conserve wildlife, there needs to be more value placed in the complexity of the interconnectedness of ecosystems.
A more environmentally friendly philosophy is Optimistic Environmentalism.  Environmentalists believe that humans are not only connected to the natural world, but dependent on it as well.  In recognizing the interrelatedness of humans to the natural world, Environmentalists choose to support strong environmental laws and enforce those laws through lawsuits.  Three subdivisions of Optimistic Environmentalism are Sustainable Development, Ecological Modernization, and Green Rationalism.  Sustainable Development still pits humans above the natural world, but we need to cooperate with nature in order to achieve environmental protection and sustainable human populations while maintaining economic growth.  Ecological Modernization also pits humans above the natural world.  Supporters of this philosophy argue that environmental protection and economic prosperity not only coexist, but feed each other and that with some shrewd actions and policies, we can achieve both.  They believe this because production, consumption, resource depletion, and pollution mirror ecosystems as each of those functions are interrelated.  Green Rationalism sees humans as a part of nature, but unique in our capability to reflect and apply reason to situations.  They believe that these values allow us to recognize the complexity of ecosystems and their right to be protected.  These philosophies differ from the Modern Utilitarian philosophies in that they see the importance in considering how conserving the environment benefits the human race, rather than looking for immediate monetary human benefits.  Based on these descriptions, you could consider me an Optimistic Environmentalist, because I support stricter environmental regulations and that protecting species included protecting ecosystems and visa versa.

There is no species or organism on Earth that does not impact its surroundings.  An ecosystem is a specific region in which climate, landscape, and biotic factors are constantly interacting with one another.  If you remove a plant or an animal that contributes to the biotic factors in the ecosystem, you change the dynamic of the ecosystem.  If we continue to do this in ecosystems that we share with wildlife, we will continually change the ecosystems in which we live and alter the resources we intend to use and develop.  This is why the Dominant Social Paradigm should shift to incorporate more Environmentalist values.  
An example of our dependence on the ecosystems which we inhabit is given by Jared Diamond in his book Collapse: How Societies Choose to Fair or Succeed are the Easter-islanders, who chose to cut down all the trees on the island.  Once the last tree was felled an ecosystem was forever altered.  The forest had been clear-cut: there was no longer any hope for increased development, the hills continued to erode over time, and no longer could many species proliferate on the island without the cover that the forests had once provided.  These factors undoubtedly led to the collapse of the Easter Island population.  It was their inability to recognize their place in the ecosystem that led to the Easter-islanders’ demise.  
Later in the book, Diamond discusses the damage done to the environment of Australia through the introduction of sheep to the landscape.  As sheep populations grew, soil quality decreased due to erosion.  As soil quality decreased, agricultural efforts failed.  The mistake of introducing sheep to the landscape was compounded by eradicating a species that posed a treat to the introduced livestock.  We can see through the extinction of the Thylacine (or Tasmanian tiger) that we try to exert our will on our surrounding environment.  This should serve as proof that the choices we make in the interest of human proliferation are not in the best interest of the world’s ecosystems.  An ecosystem that exhibits a high rate of biodiversity is a healthy ecosystem, and as we decrease biodiversity by exterminating species we deem “pests,” we decrease the health of ecosystems on which we rely.  It is in our best interest to maintain biodiversity and conserve as many forms of wildlife as possible because oftentimes, we do not fully understand the roles which species play in ecosystems.  

What we need is a paradigm shift in wildlife conservation.  We need to be proactive in conserving biodiversity.  We need more people to assert value in ways other than in dollars and cents.  When we accept that our actions determine the fates of the rest of the organisms on this planet, we will hopefully begin to see that we’re not here to fight for our piece of the pie, but to constantly make sure there’s pie for everyone, and everything else.  This is why we need to give wildlife standing in courts, so that our governing bodies can protect wildlife until Homo sapiens as a species realize that our fate lie in the paws, fins, and claws just as much as their fates lie in our hands.
