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Hunting for sport or pleasure is ethical because (1) it does not violate any animal's moral rights, (2) it has as its primary object the exercise of human skills, which is a sufficient good to compensate for the evil that results from it, namely, the death of the animal, and (3) it contributes to the ecological system by directly participating in the balancing process of life and death Upon which the ecosystem thrives, thus indirectly benefiting the human community. As such, hunting is not only a natural good, but also a moral good.

INTRODUCTION

Robert W. Loftin is correct when he writes that "hunters are an embattled group."1 I feel embattled. Without a doubt, there are increasing numbers of people who have become concerned about animal welfare and the rights of animals to protection from undue harm, suffering, and death. Furthermore, with the ever increasing distance between the taking of animal life and the consumption of food, the emotional distance between the normal means of human survival, eating, and killing has also increased. The hunter, often portrayed as a "redneck," bloodthirsty villain storming the woods each fall with a massive arsenal at his (rarely her) disposal, only exacerbates the impression that hunting is a disgusting sport that recalls and rehearses the worst in human instincts and behavior. This image has tended to generate in many people's minds a moral imperative to ban all such activity and to protect all living beings from such morally wanton action.
I take such a portrait not only as insulting and unfair to the hunter, but as potentially tragic because such misconceptions may lead to the banning of hunting and thus to a major shift in our hemisphere-wide attempt at managing wildlife and fish populations and their habitats. Loftin is correct when he argues pragmatically that hunting has become a necessary means of wildlife management in the field, financially and politically.2
I have always felt that this kind of pragmatic argument was the best argument used by the hunter in defense of the sport, especially politically and emotionally. Politicians pay attention to where people spend their money and why--let alone, how they vote. Moreover, people in general recognize, even if reluctantly, that wildlife requires management, and hunting is at this time the most efficient means to do it. 
Nevertheless, critics complain that hunting for sport or trophy is not an efficient form of predation, because, unlike nonhuman predators, human predators take the best samples of the herd or species, not the sick, old, or injured. This is a serious objection, since efficient herd management requires the elimina​tion of the weak, not the genetically and physically superior, if the herd is to maintain itself and thrive.

My first response to this objection is that in part the critic is correct. There is genuine concern among hunters that emphasis upon trophy heads is seriously misguided. Clubs such as Safari Club International and record-keeping organiza​tions such as Boone and Crockett, and Pope and Young, though initial1y con​ceived to enhance appreciation for the game animal itself, now tend to emphasize hunter success. The hunter's name goes into the record book and the success of his hunt, based upon the size of the game taken, is celebrated. Thus, this emphasis upon the taking of record class game has led to what the critics charge, namely, the pursuit of genetically prime game animals, and thus to the potential endangerment of the quality of the herd.

Some hunters, influenced by the perception that success is measured by the size of the animal taken, may at times pass up shots at lesser qualified game, intending instead to take only prime game. This practice is likely to be inefficient in terms of game management and, if done on a large enough scale, it may be potentially damaging to the genetic quality of the herd. It is inefficient because either no game is taken or game that should be taken because of its poor quality is left behind to breed. Furthermore, prime game breeders will have more pressure on them than is good for the herd.

Nevertheless, the truth of the matter is that most hunters are opportunistic rather than selective predators. They take what they can get, and oftentimes this amounts to the young, the weak, and the disabled. Therefore, in most cases, even if prime animals are taken, as they will be on many occasions, the predatory function of the human hunter remains consistent with the overall ecological requirement of balanced predation. It is true that most predators, especially of the courser types (wild dogs, wolves, etc.) that pursue their game and overcome their prey with speed and power, are generally selective and take the weak, the very young and old, the sick, and the disabled. However, stalking predators such as lions, tigers, leopards, and other "big cat" types, are opportunistic, taking advantage of unsuspecting prey, and take a proportion of both genders and of all ages and condition.

George Schaller, in his classic study The Serengeti Lion, makes a case for predatory opportunism when he informs the reader that lions (stalking predators) take a large number of prime animals precisely because they take advantage of the opportunities the animals themselves provide. In one study, Schaller indicates that lions kill about twenty percent of the prime male wildebeest because these males tend to travel alone, remain outside or on the fringe of the main herds, and during the rut (as every hunter knows) tend to be incautious and thus vulnerable to attack. 3 
Predation, whether by human or nonhuman hunters, of prime or subprime animals, selective or opportunistic, 4 is still the most efficient means for main​taining the health and size of the herd, all other factors remaining constant (food supply, disease, drought, etc.). 5 No simple argument can be made, therefore, that nonhuman predators take only the weak, sick, and old, while human predators take the best--thus disallowing the moral claim made against human hunters that they are not performing the same predator role in the ecology as do the nonhuman predators. The facts seem to be that both human and nonhuman predators take what they can get, and this is the efficient means by which the ecological health of a system is sustained. 
Nevertheless, though continuing to respect the pragmatic and/or con​sequentialist argument, I believe a stronger ethical--though emotionally and politically weaker--argument can be made in defense of hunting, even sport hunting, namely, one based on the traditional theory of rights. While I do not intend to argue that the theory of rights can or should be taken as an exclusive instrument in resolving the moral issue of hunting, or for that matter any other moral issue, I do believe the theory of rights provides clear parameters, that is, minimum conceptual limits, for the discussion. 
Furthermore, I want to insist that my personal views on hunting extend far beyond and are far richer than those contained in and expressed by the theory of moral rights. For the most part, my views are in line with the holistic, or what I call organistic, views of Aldo Leopold, Erazim Kohak, Brian Swimme, and J. Baird Callicott with regard to the value and integrity of nature and our place within it. 6 I hold the view that nature is an integrated, value-laden community of living organisms, a community in which human beings are active as well as receptive participants. I also hold the view that the biotic community is the ultimate "natural good," without which no life, especially no human life, is possible, and thus, from a moral point of view, the ultimate condition of value all humans must respect, enhance, protect, and develop, even if, as I argue, it is for no other reason than their own welfare. I take this to be the minimum moral reason for respecting nature, not the total or final reason. I take the ultimate reason to be the inherent value and goodness of nature itself, even though I do not ascribe any moral rights to nature or to any subhuman living beings. 
In this paper, I have chosen to discuss the morality of sport hunting as opposed to subsistence hunting. Subsistence hunting (which is very rare) is justifiable by the sheer fact that humans in need must kill to survive.7 But sport hunting is something else indeed. Even if the hunter eats the game taken, or even if he/ she hunts for the meat (many deer hunters hunt simply to have the venison, not for the rack), subsistence is rarely at issue. There are other ways for him/her to survive. Rather, eating the game is usually a secondary, though delicious, consequence of what is primary--the joy and thrill of hunting it​self! 
The first thing we must do, then, in order to facilitate our discussion is formulate the moral issue precisely. The moral question should read: Is it ethical to deliberately choose to do harm to another, that is, to destroy something good, solely for personal satisfaction and pleasure? 
I develop four theoretical points in response to this question: (1) a theory of rights and obligations; (2) a theory of natural (as opposed to moral) good and evil; (3) a theory of proportionality that governs the transformation of ontic/natural evil into moral evil; and (4) a theory of ecological integration as an extension of the theory of natural good. 
A MATTER OF RIGHTS 
Moral objections to hunting, even hunting for food, usually focus on the violation of animal rights by the hunter, especially the rights to life and freedom from harm, barring impending necessity (starvation) or imminent danger (e.g., a bear attack on a camper). 8 
A second, though not as common, objection addresses the problem of cruelty toward animals and the demeaning impact of hunting upon the psychological well-being of the hunter. According to this objection, hunting degrades both animal and hunter because it violates both the animal's right to freedom from harm and the hunter's right to psychological well-being. This right to psycholog​ical well-being gives rise, in turn, to the corresponding obligation not to harm oneself. This objection recalls the same obligation against self-harm that one finds in the moral prohibition against suicide and physical self-abuse, whether through drugs, alcohol, or excessive eating or exercise. 
Rights traditionally refer to naturally endowed or constitutionally (con​tractually) granted entitlements to certain specific values that are essential, or (at least) deemed to be essential, to the well-being of an individual. These are specific values that cannot be tampered with, taken away, or destroyed without the approval and consent of the person. These values or conditions of and for well-being are usually understood to be the rights to life, freedom from harm and deception, 9 and freedom from interference by another in one's personal pursuits. 
In general, moralists ascribe rights to persons. There are legal rights attached to fictitious persons such as corporations, and legal rights may be ascribed to animals or any other entity if the state should deem it necessary. In the latter cases, such rights would entitle the entities in question to be protected from harm, transfer, or any other action without due cause and proper legal process. Nevertheless, moral or natural rights are personal in the most radical sense, that is, rooted in and due to the ontological status of an entity as a person, as a moral agent. 
Traditionally, the philosophical concept of the person has included the es​sential properties of rational intelligence and autonomous will. Rational in​telligence is the kind of intelligence required for and manifested in self-reflective activities such as the identification of oneself as a unified, self-actualizing being, the use of abstract symbols to conceptualize and articulate one's thoughts and values, and the use of general standards for the assessment of personal and community values. The autonomous will, on the other hand, is the power to choose one's ends, whether ultimate or proximate, and the means to achieve those ends. It is the latter property that constitutes the ultimate foundation for moral agency and thus personhood. 
Paul Taylor captures the idea of person I am advocating here when he defines the person as a "center of autonomous choice and valuation. Persons are beings that give direction to their lives on the basis of their own values. . . [having] the power to decide for themselves what ends to seek in life and. . . the best means to take toward those ends.” 10  
If and whenever there is an essential lack of reflective intelligence and freedom in any being (intelligence and freedom need not be developed or active, as for instance in infants and senile adults), it would have to follow that there would also be a corresponding lack of moral agency, and thus of essential personhood. This, in turn, would entail the corresponding lack of moral or natural rights or entitlements. 
In recent years there have been a number of studies done on animals to discover whether some higher animal kinds possess rational intelligence. So far, however, no clear evidence exists that animals, even higher vertebrates, possess intelligence in the sense defined above. There are indications of serial thinking in animals, that is, thinking along lines of before and after similar to the cyber​netic model found in computers. But reflective thinking evident in the use of symbolic languages involving and requiring universal concepts has not been clearly established. The presence of this latter type of reflective thinking is necessary if one is to identify an animal as a person with moral rights, since such reflective thinking is essential if there is to be rational choice and thus moral agency. 
Since only humans manifest such powers of reflection and choice, at least up to this point in current investigations, it follows that only humans can and should be regarded as moral agents having moral rights. Consequently, only humans should be regarded as having natural (as opposed to legal) rights to life, freedom from harm, and freedom from nonconsensual interference. Animals, on the basis of the evidence to date, seem to have no such natural rights and thus no claim upon a principle of constraint that limits how, when, or why they may be treated by human beings or, for that matter, by any other organic beings, from parasites to polar bears. Therefore, in terms of animal rights, no normative or moral reason appears to exist that limits the hunter's intention to take game, even if only for personal pleasure and satisfaction. 
A MATTER OF PROPORTION

But are rights the only issue in the ethics of sport hunting? One would hardly think so. There are other pressing issues as well. What about the psychological health and well-being of the hunter? Isn't he/she intentionally inflicting harm and pain, killing for fun? Doesn't this brutalize the hunter? What about the prohibi​tion against self-harm and self-degradation?

If we look to the first issue concerning the evil in killing, even if it is not a violation of rights and therefore not a direct moral evil, may we still not ask: May one do harm to, that is, destroy, even a morally unprotected good, without sufficient reason?

In order to answer this question adequately, we need to make clear that the life of the animal is a good. For the animal in question, it is better to be alive than dead. Life, therefore, is a natural or ontic good, as distinguished from a moral good, because it is a value existing independently of any moral considerations.

But in the enormously complex system of organic life, the ecosystem, what constitutes natural good and evil in one context may be the opposite in another. The natural good of one animal (its life and well-being) may be the cause of the natural evil of another animal (a reason for its death). For instance, the life of the wolf (a natural good) may require in a particular context the death of the lamb (a natural evil). On the other hand, the death of the wolf (a natural evil) may mean in a similar context the life of the lamb (a natural good). The loss of life, therefore, is a natural evil to the animal whose life is lost, but a natural good to the animal whose life is saved directly or indirectly because of the evil (the death of the other animal). Natural evil, consequently, must be understood as the loss of a natural good that would and could have been there if some other good were not present.

Furthermore, because natural good and evil are relative to the context, so are the values of the actions by which such goods and evils come about. The act of killing is good for the wolf and evil for the lamb. Killing, in other words, is an ontic or natural good or evil depending upon the context or the perspective from which it is measured. Killing is not, as the critics suggest, an inherently evil act. It all depends.

Nevertheless, just as natural good and evil are relative to the context, so too natural good and evil may become at times moral good and evil. Which it becomes depends upon another set of conditions, namely, the motives for the act(s) and the proportion of good to evil brought about by the act(s).

In regard to motives, a basic principle of morality enjoins that one may not will evil as such, whether natural or moral. One must always choose to do some good, even if that good entails the loss of some other good (a natural evil). Furthermore, in choosing actions with good and evil results, one is also obliged to choose actions that produce a greater proportion of good over evil, that is, a greater Proportion of value gained than value lost. Both motives and Con​sequences must be weighed in such situations. 
Having made these initial distinctions, let us put the question precisely: May a hunter kill (neutral act), i.e., cause the loss of life (natural evil) of, a nonlife ​threatening animal for pleasure (natural good)? Is the pleasure (natural good) derived from the act of killing an animal (neutral act) a sufficiently proportionate good to justify the loss of life (natural evil) of an otherwise healthy living being (natural good)? 
To respond adequately to this question, an important distinction needs to be made in regard to the hunter's intention in and pleasure derived from hunting: Does a hunter intend and enjoy the act of killing as such, that is, does he/she intend and take pleasure in the exercise of skills required in taking game, an exercise in which killing is an essential part? Or does the hunter intend and enjoy the death itself of the animal (natural evil)? 
If the hunter chooses and enjoys the death of the animal as such, his/her choice is troublesome, for he/she is choosing the evil or loss of value itself, not a corresponding good. From a moral point of view, to will the death precisely as such is to wi11 evil for evil's sake, the loss of life for the sake of the loss of life--for example, to wi11 and enjoy the death of the deer, its actual loss of life, rather than to will and enjoy the venison gained for table, or the pleasure experienced in the successful acts of killing the deer, or the value of controlling the deer herd through selective harvesting. Aside from the fact that it is question​ able whether anyone can actual1y intend and enjoy such evils psychological1y, if for the sake of argument we agree that such choices can be made, these choices and pleasures and their attendant actions are acts of choosing and doing evil for its own sake, not for some other good brought about by the same choices and acts.

For most hunters, I believe, the joy of hunting lies in the challenge of the stalk and in the exercise of skill in taking game, not in the death itself of the animal. The natural evil involved in taking a particular game animal, its death, is secondary to the natural good chosen, the exercise of those skills necessary for the successful pursuit and taking of game, including the act of killing. The pleasure of hunting seems to lie in the exercise of hunting skills, not in the death of the animal. 
If the joy in hunting derives from the exercise of skills involved in the stalking and taking of game, not in the death as such of the animal, then the exercise of the skill is both the sufficient or proportionate reason for the taking of the animal's life and the moral justification for the enjoyment because the skills involved are inherently human skills. Human intelligence is pitted against animal survival instincts. Furthermore, human intelligence is conjoined to emotional discipline and patience, "hard virtues," virtues rarely found developed and exercised in our urban society, plus trained physical skills in the use of weapons. 
The acts of hunting, therefore, bring together rational, emotional, and physical virtues in a singularly definitive predatory act. The pleasures that follow from such acts are, therefore, equally preeminently human, and thus rationally justifi​able, because these pleasure result from the excellent performance of human powers and skills. As a result, the practice of relevant virtues in the pursuit of game is the natural good or value that is fostered and enjoyed in the hunting experience, and this, all things considered, is a sufficient reason for hunting and for enjoying oneself in doing so. Such exercise of human excellence, because it is humanly virtuous, is a sufficiently proportionate good to compensate for the loss of life engendered by the act of killing that completes the entire predational event.

It may be objected that the same ends may be achieved, namely, the exercise of predational skills to a heightened degree, without actually killing the animal. If this were possible, would this not make the death as such unnecessary and therefore uncompensated for by the gaining of pleasure from the acts of killing? May not hunting with a camera or shooting animals with paint pellets accomplish the same ends without the loss of life? I don't think so. The hunting act is a killing act. 
It is, even in sport hunting, a primal act in which the hunter places him/herself in the mode of a predator who pits all of his/her skills against the animal's highly developed instincts for survival. The success or failure of these skills, and thus the joy or sorrow that results, depends ultimately, and in fact solely, upon the completion of the predatory event, the decisive choice and act of killing the animal. There may be reasons why the hunter may choose not to kill the animal. The animal's head may be too small, the sow may have a cub nearby, the hunter's intention may be to cull only bucks having irregular racks, etc., but unless the act of killing is initiated, it is not a predatory act. The act of predation is the act of killing, and, for the human predator, it is the intended and decisive act of killing. 
The camera enthusiasts are concerned with the aesthetics of the picture taken. Their aim is the artistic composition of the photograph, the capture of the aesthetic dimensions of beauty exhibited by the animal in its habitat. Their aim, in other words, is not the taking of the game, as is the aim of the predator, but the taking of the picture of the game. The final purpose is the photograph, not the animal itself. Their activity leaves the animal untouched, unaffected. The activ​ity of the predator, on the other hand, definitively and irrevocably affects the game. 
The hunter who uses paint pellets achieves much less than the hunter who intends to take the game.  First, there is seldom any assurance that the pellet hit the mark, because the game is never recovered. Second, the act is not pre​dational. It intends everything the predator intends except the definitiveness of the act. It lacks irrevocability, radical completeness, the death of the animal. A hunter using pellets is only playing, not hunting. 
No other human act, at least within the bounds of morality, can achieve such definitiveness as an act of predation, the killing act of the hunter. No other act renders choice so consequential--so complete. As a result, the virtues exercised in hunting are not those exercised in nature photography, nature walks, mountain climbing, or ersatz hunting. They are the virtues of a human predator stalking and taking game. The excellence of their exercise justifies them and thus morally justifies the joy that flows from them. 
A MATTER OF ECOLOGY

One final and important consideration needs to be made if this analysis is to be complete. This consideration involves the impact of the hunt upon the survivabil​ity of the particular animal species and its relative impact upon the ecosystem, what was meant above by the extensiveness of the impact of the natural evil. In other words, the idea of natural good and evil needs to be expanded to include all gains and losses that occur or might occur due to the hunter's action. If a sufficient reason for justifying the hunt is the exercise of skill, the proportion of good relative to the skill exercised must be equal to or exceed the resultant natural evil. In this context, another question must now be asked: May the pursuit of personal pleasure be sufficient to justify an act of killing that may impact on a general and complex natural goo, the well-being of the ecological system that sustains all life on this planet, including human Iife?
Two points need to be made if this final issue is to be clearly grasped. First, in terms of the moral rights discussed earlier, one must keep in mind that only persons have rights. The ecosystem as such does not have rights, since it is not a person. If the animals and plants that compose the ecosystem are not persons and thus have no intrinsic rights, then the system as a whole cannot have such rights. Thus, if the ecological system is a significant element in the ethics of hunting, and I strongly believe that it is, it cannot be because the system itself is a system with rights. Its importance must lie elsewhere. The reason the ecological system factors into the ethics of hunting is, if one follows narrowly the theory of rights. because human beings have rights that are both directly and indirectly related to the well-being and sustained structure of the ecosystem. Because the ecosystem is essential to human well-being, it plays an equally essential role in the moral character of hunting, whether for food or for sport. Human rights to life and the conditions for life make ecology a moral matter. 
Second, and as a consequence of the above consideration of human rights. ecological considerations viewed more broadly must be taken into account when dealing with the ethics of hunting because humans function as predators within the intricately balanced ecosystem. Any action by the hunter, especially if it is foreknown and deliberate, that harms this system also harms all humans and thus violates every person's basic right to life and the conditions of that life. On the other hand, it equally follows that every action that benefits the system is a good within and for that system and thus a good for all human beings. 11 
If we recall the technical language used above, we may state that the natural good here considered is the balanced ecosystem upon which humankind de​pends. Within this generic natural good, there are many specific goods and evils. The natural evil of taking life is an element within this generic good because sustaining life requires the death of other organic entities. The ecosystem func​tions efficiently in terms of the balance of competitive life taking, in which all or relatively all life sources can be and are sustained. Within this system, therefore, the taking and loss of life are essential to the well-being of the total system and are thus indirectly and contextually natural goods.

Within the ecological system, however, a natural evil may become a moral evil if and whenever the human agent, whether hunter, civil engineer, builder, etc., knowingly and deliberately chooses to ignore or disregard the extent of the negative impact of his/her action upon this life-sustaining system. This is so because the action intended risks the destruction of the very system upon which all humans depend and have a right to depend for their existence, and because no proximate, limited good can ever compensate for so extensive and intensive an evil. Such actions, therefore, violate the right to life and well-being of all those affected. They expose people to excessive risk without their informed consent, and they bring about a disproportionate amount of evil for an insufficient amount of good.

In the case of trophy hunting, therefore, the right to pursue one's pleasure through the exercise of predatory skills must be limited by the condition and well-being of the animal species and its correlative biological neighbors. If the act risks disturbing the ecosystem by leading to the destruction of a specific species essential to the system, the act should not be done, for the natural evil in such a case would exceed the necessary or morally required good. If such an act were to be done deliberately, it would constitute a moral evil. The proper proportion between the natural good intended and achieved and the natural evil deliberately risked would be lacking.

However, in most instances such risks are rarely if ever run. From an ecological and thus moral point of view, sport hunting hardly amounts to a problem. Nevertheless, in some instances, rare though they may be, there are problems. We are all aware of the scarcity of grizzly bears in the lower states. We are also aware of the scarcity of wolves, buffalo, and a number of other species that once populated the entire region of the country in huge numbers. In order to justify taking such trophies today in the lower states, one needs a far greater reason than is normally necessary in a place like Alaska, where these animal populations are relatively large, stable, and safe.

The exercise of predatory skills involved in the challenge of taking such rare trophies, and the consequent pleasure, cannot and does not constitute a sufficient reason for taking such game and risking the survivability of the species. The natural evil here, the potential imbalance of the system through the loss of a valuable species, is vastly disproportionate to the enjoyment of skills, no matter how well exercised. Therefore, if one were to deliberately take such trophy animals knowing the potential risk to the species (and knowingly break the game laws in most instances), one would likely be committing an immoral act. 12
So long as the hunter obeys the hunting laws in his/her region, he/she needn't worry about the risk of such destruction. Hunting regulations are a result of careful biological studies and are intended to protect and enhance the ecological system. So long as the hunter obeys these laws, his/her actions contribute to, rather than destroy, the system. In fact, given the complexity of our in​dustrialized society and the huge concentration of population in the urban centers, and given the absence of sufficient predators to control animal pop​ulations, it has become a virtual necessity that hunting occur if the balance of animal populations and species is to be sustained. Realistically, the human predator, the sport hunter, has become utterly essential to the balance of the system. 13 
Thus, so long as the system is sustained and not jeopardized by hunting, whether for food or for trophy, no moral issue arises. In fact, as my last remarks indicate, hunting may well be viewed as a natural good within the system, since it contributes directly to the life-sustaining processes that the ecosystem requires. When done deliberately and within the bounds of reason and law, hunting is also a human or moral good.

SUMMARY

Hunting for sport or pleasure is ethical (1) because its primary object is the exercise of human skills, which is a sufficient good in itself to offset the evil that is its consequence, and (2) because it contributes to the ecological system by participating in the balancing process of life and death upon which the ecosystem thrives. With reference to the first point, there is a sufficient proportion between the natural good (the enjoyment of exercising finely developed human predatory skills) and the natural evil (the taking of game) to prevent the latter from becoming a moral evil. With reference to the second point, so long as the destruction of life is not wanton, that is, so long as it contributes to the balancing of nature, it is a natural good for and in the ecosystem and thus indirectly a good for humankind. In this context, finally, hunting may well be viewed as a moral good.
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10. Taylor, Respect for Nature. pp. 33--35. Taylor holds to a definition and understanding of person similar to the one I am advancing in this paper, namely, one in which there is (a) the centrality of reflective consciousness grounding choice, (b) the need for general standards of comparison, (c) the appropriation of values, goals, and means to achieve the same, and (d) the awareness of personal identity. The pertinent texts are these: "A person. . . is to be understood as a center of autonomous choice and valuation. Persons are beings that give direction to their lives on  the basis of their own values. They are entities that not only have interests and purposes, but also have the capacity to set long-range and short-range goals for themselves in the light of those interests and purposes. They have the power to decide for themselves what ends to seek in life and they can make up their own minds about the best means to take toward those ends. . . Finally, persons are beings who place value on things according to how they judge each thing's contribution to their overall well-being and happiness" (pp. 33-34). He continues: "An individual with a value system adopts certain standards for judging the desirability or undesirability of satisfying those desires and even for judging the desirability or undesirability of those desires in the first place. Such desirability-judgments, like preferability-judgments, are grounded on principles of rational choice, and these principles are adopted by persons according to their conceptions of their own true good" (p. 35, emphases added). Finally, "to have a vision of one's life as a unified whole and to make judgments in the light of that vision requires a sense of personal identity. Only beings with that kind of self-awareness can be persons" (p. 35, emphases added). Taylor does not make any absolute or definitive claims concerning the "person" status of animals, because he, like myself, wonders whether some of the higher animal forms, whales and chimps for instance, may not in fact evidence some form of reflective intelligence and thus moral capacity and agency. But it is clear from the texts above that for Taylor, as myself, a person is a rational being who is self-reflective, value-conscious, and decisive, an agent whose center of activity is his/her own conscious freedom (pp. 36-37). For another key discussion of this matter, see Richard A. Watson, “self-Consciousness and the Rights of Nonhuman Animals and Nature,” Environmental Ethics 1 (1979): 99-129.
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12. A note should be made here distinguishing the observance of the spirit and the letter of the law. The hunter is morally bound by the spirit, not the letter, of the law in terms of what is allowable under specific circumstances. The law can never take all circumstances into consideration. There may be times when it is legal to take a particular animal or hunt a specific species of animals and yet it is not moral to do so because of rapidly changed conditions. 
In northern Ontario. up until recently (1988), it was permissible legally to take a sow even if she were nursing cubs. This practice seems to be at best dubious morally. Even if the law permits it, one has to weigh the fact that in taking the sow one is also likely to be taking the cubs, a circumstance that the law does not seem to sanction. Furthermore, it is highly unlikely, except under extreme conditions of excessive animal population and habitat destruction, that the taking of cubs is beneficial to the environment. Therefore, in my judgment, one should be morally restrained from taking the sow even though the law permits it. These are moral "calls,' not legal ones, but, in general, the law is usually a safe guide in these matters.
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