










pester it constantly with challenging philosophical inquiries, "never [ceasing] to rouse each and 

every one of you, to persuade and reproach you all day long and everywhere I find myself in 

your company. "30 He did this so that the people might realize that they had erred in directing the 

majority of their lives to the attainment of shallow ends rather than the pursuits of richer and 

more constructive goals. 

Socrates exemplifies some of the most powerful instrumental capabilities of philosophy 

and philosophical criticism. Throughout his life, he challenged those around him to examine 

their world and think deeply about their goals and their values. He never allowed his fellow 

countrymen to rest on what they had already accomplished as a state, but rather, he pushed them 

to continue to pursue illusive questions regarding truth and how one ought to live one's best life. 

He inspired those who succeeded him to play the role of Socrates for themselves (i.e. the role of 

the inquirer, the examiner, and the self-reflective person) for the betterment of their own lives 

and the betterment of the world. Martha Nussbaum explains how his influence has persisted to 

affect the world even now in the twenty first century: 

Today [Socrates'] example is central to the theory and practice of liberal 
education in the Western tradition . . .  One of the reasons people have insisted on 
giving all undergraduates a set of courses in philosophy and other subjects in the 
humanities is that they believe such courses, through both content and pedagogy, 
will stimulate students to think and argue for themselves, rather than defer to 
tradition and authority31 

It is from Socrates (or at least Plato's representation of Socrates) that we have inherited 

the process of questioning everything for the purpose of weeding out the destructive and 
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regressive elements of our societies. This way of thinking critically about the world remains 

instrumental and invaluable to helping us make the world a better place. This is a significant 

reason as to why philosophy and the humanities matter and need to be protected and promoted. 

In section 5, I will show that examining the world and our lives meticulously, as Socrates did, 

makes us sensitive to elements of our experience we might not have recognized otherwise. This 

sensitivity helps us to identify socially problematic parts of our world that need our attention. 

This is especially relevant when it comes identifying problems pertaining to climate change. We 

must necessarily lean on this kind of reflective critical thinking for the purpose of addressing 

whatever the most pressing problems are, and in a way that is sufficient, fair, and aligns with our 

common values. Philosophy can be an instrumentally valuable tool for directing our policies and 

actions towards solutions to climate related problems that aim away from global catastrophe and 

towards ends which are positive and progressive for the world in general. 

5. Addressing Dangerous Problems: The Inescapability of 

Normative Questions and the Essentiality of Value Judgments 

So far I have highlighted a growing disparity in funding between STEM and humanities 

disciplines, which has largely been the result of a certain way in which usefulness is framed. 

What is considered instrumentally valuable (and thus, worthy of federal funding) is that which is 

useful in the sense that it produces concrete objects that have beneficial effects on the world and 

the people in it. However, this does not fully encapsulate what it means for something to be 

useful. What is just as necessary and useful are the ideas - such as nonns, principles, values, 
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ideals, and evaluative frameworks - which direct how and why these objects should be used, 

and determine what ends they should be helping us to achieve. Therefore, I've suggested that we 

expand our framing of usefulness to include both useful ideas and useful objects. This would 

also reshape our framing of what is instrumentally valuable in bringing about positive effects in 

the world in order to include the humanities. It is the humanities that are particularly useful 

when it comes to directing our actions, shaping our values, and discerning what our ideal ends 

should be, all of which are a necessary precursors to affecting the world in positive ways. 

If what it means to be valuable is that something be useful in regards to bringing about 

favorable effects in the world, then both the humanities and STEM would prove themselves to be 

worthy of funding and promotion as they are necessary in allowing us to achieve these ends. As 

part of achieving these ends, these disciplines ought to be able to help solve pressing issues 

facing our world, especially those that have global impacts, climate change perhaps being the 

most pressing amongst these global issues. There are obvious scientific dimensions that are 

absolutely necessary when it comes to addressing climate change. Science and STEM provide 

us with empirical observations about what is happening on our planet. Using these disciplines, 

we are able to understand what global warming is, why it happens, and what its effects may be if 

climate change continues to escalate into the future. STEM is invaluable for, among many other 

reasons, the data and information it can provide us that allows us to understand the world in 

which we live, which must essentially be the point from which our concerns about a changing 

climate begin. However, these disciplines are not capable of taking us beyond observations 

towards solutions if they do not form a working partnership with the disciplines of the 

humanities. It is only through a combination of both these areas of study that we can meet the 
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objective of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), which 

is "to achieve, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the convention, stabilization of 

greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous 

anthropogenic interference with the climate change system."J2 

When we disregard the usefulness of the humanities, and of philosophy in particular 

when it comes to identifying and solving climate change issues, all we are left with are STEM 

disciplines to address them. As I've already explained above, these disciplines on their own are 

insufficient when it comes to comprehensively addressing climate change related issues. In 

order to exemplify the limitations of STEM and bolster my justification for why the humanities 

are necessary in helping us solve important and pressing global problems, it is worth taking a 

detailed look at what STEM is capable of and how far STEM alone can take us when it comes to 

achieving the objectives of the UNFCCC as described above. 

To even begin to comprehend what climate change is and does, we must have the 

scientific knowledge to be able to understand the properties and effects that certain gasses have. 

This allows us to determine what greenhouse gasses (GHGs) are the ones responsible for 

accelerating global wanning within the atmosphere. These have been detennined to be primarily 

carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4). In addition, we must also have the right instruments 

in order for us to test these gasses as well ?S to measure their concentration in the atmosphere. 

Physics, mathematics, and engineering help in the development of technological advancements, 

and all of these disciplinary elements play a role in the construction of instruments that allow us 

to understand the science behind GHGs and climate change. Such instruments allow us to make 
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measurements and observations which are necessary to our understanding of what global 

wanning is and what effects it is having on our planet. 

STEM allows us to identify GHG emissions contributed by each nation as well as per 

capita. It also allows us to measure total concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere and to 

determine how long they will stay there. It affords us the ability to estimate with high accuracy 

pre-industrial levels of GHGs in the atmosphere as well as pre-industrial global temperatures so 

that we can compare these numbers to our current concentrations and temperatures in order to 

get a sense of how much the drastic increase of human-related output of CO2 and other GHGs 

has affected these statistics. Furthermore, it can allow us to predict our trajectory of where the 

global temperature and GHG concentration levels will end up if we continue at our current rate 

ofGHG outputs. 

STEM also acts as a means by which we can predict effects of these global temperatures 

and greenhouse gasses on the planet and on people. Scientifically focused works, such as the 

Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, have found that: 

A temperature rise, by 2080, in the range of 2.0°C to 2.4°C would put stress on 

water resources used by 1 .2 billion people. Rising sea levels would expose, each 

year, an additional 16 million people to coastal flooding. If temperatures rise as 

much as 3.3°C over the same period, the stress on water resources would effect 
2.5 to 3.2 billion people, and would each year expose an additional 29 million to 

coastal flooding.33 

We can also detennine what specific levels of atmospheric concentrations ofGHGs (in parts per 

million, or ppm) would lead to which kind of conditions on Earth. From empirical observations 

and data, we can determine that the regions of the world that will be most effected by climate 
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change are often those which are inhabited by the worlds poorest people, such as parts of Africa 

along the equator and islands in the Pacific Ocean.34 James Hansen, and his colleagues at the 

U.S. National Aeronautics and Space administration, found through scientif ic research and 

experimentation that "'to preserve a planet similar to that on which civilization developed and to 

which life on Earth is adapted,' we need to reduce carbon dioxide to 'at most 350 ppm' ."35 Data 

collected from further scientific research tells us that, as of 201 8, the global atmospheric 

concentration of CO2 was 408.52 ppm,36 and that the rise in mean global temperature was 

0.8°C.37 

This data is essential information for us to have if we want to begin to understand what 

climate change is and what it is doing to our planet. However, nothing about this data tells us 

there is a problem. The numbers themselves don't tell us how a rise in mean global temperature 

above a threshold of 2.0°C would have catastrophic consequences. They merely tell us that 

temperatures will rise and that certain climatic effects will transpire as a result. Darrel 

Moellendorf explains that we "assess the dangers of climate change ... by discussing the risks 

and uncertainties associated with different warming scenarios" and that "the judgment that an 

action or policy is too risky involves more than just an empirical estimation of the risks involved. 
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The judgement rests necessarily on considerations of value."38 We detennine if something is 

dangerous, risky, catastrophic or otherwise problematic, based on value judgments. Empirical 

data can give us a point of reference to base these detenninations on, but it cannot make these 

detenninations for us. This is where STEM falls short and the humanities prove to be essential 

and invaluable in tenns of instrumentality. 

The central focus of moral philosophy is upon investigations of what is right and wrong, 

and what is good and bad. Investigations into these questions help us to detennine what kinds of 

things we value and how these value categories detennine the reasons we have for acting in one 

way or another. Philosophy is therefore an irreplaceable cog in the machine which drives any 

kind of climate change policy and solution, for it directs us towards actions that preserve things 

we value. We must take into consideration these values when detennining answers to question 

such as who should be responsible for mitigating and adapting to climate change. Answering 

these question requires us to make difficult value judgments that often prove to be controversial. 

What is not controversial however is the fact that our answers are derived inextricably from 

value judgments. Let us now take a look at some examples of nonnative arguments for different 

positions on the aforementioned climate change issue to get an idea of how heavily they depend 

upon moral value judgements. We will see that there are some elements of the issue that are 

generally agreed upon and those which are continuously contested in the debate. 

What is relatively uncontested regarding the issue of climate change is that it is a global 

issue, and its mitigation and adaptation is therefore a responsibility shared by all. This doesn't 

necessarily entail that each person or each state shares equal responsibility for mitigating the 
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effects of climate change, as I will explain in detail later on by referencing some arguments 

pertaining to who holds what share of this responsibility. The fact that climate change is a global 

issue merely means that everyone will have to play a role in mitigating and adapting to its 

effects, no matter how big or small their role may be. 

Another conclusion which is generally shared by most people taking part in the climate 

debate is that the best way to instill a sense of global responsibility and assign burdens for 

mitigation and adaptation is for individual states to meet and negotiate with one another as one 

conventional body.39 This group would then be tasked with coming up with a universally 

recognized treaty or a number of treatise that would outline policies and stipulations that the 

members of the conventional body would be obligated to abide by. Anything less than such 

measures would be ineffective because there would be too much room for individual states to set 

their own policies which may only be self-serving to the detriment of the rest of the nations of 

the world. A convention of international parties requires cooperation between all of the states 

involved, recognizes collective responsibility for the mitigation of climate change, and 

establishes commitments and obligations between all parties to themselves and to one another. 

We have already made value judgments regarding who is responsible for addressing 

climate change related issues by fonning conventions and drafting treaties. This reflects our 

shared values and our shared ideas of what is good, i.e. global participation in addressing global 
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problems as well as a framework that establishes collective responsibility to insure that these 

global problems are not skirted by some parties. However, when it comes to drafting the content 

of a treaty regarding climate change mitigation and adaptation, there will inevitably be less 

universal notions of what a good course of action is. Our values do not always align with one 

another, for they are shaped in different ways based on differing ideas of what is regarded as 

good by different cultures and societies. Moral philosophy, because of its role in articulating 

reasons we can share (despite our cultural and other differences), is the essential foundation upon 

which our treaty must be drafted and our collective commitments established.40 Despite the 

capabilities of moral philosophy, coming to a shared set of values on difficult issues remains a 

monumentally difficult task. The purpose of this paper is not to try to take up this task and give a 

definitive answer to contested questions regarding who is responsible for climate change 

mitigation and adaptation. Rather, it is to give some examples of arguments and principles that 

have been put forth in the debate in order to exemplify how they universally rely on value 

judgments in order to take their shape. 

Henry Shue gives two examples for how we can assign responsibility for mitigation and 

adaptation to climate change. Either we assign responsibility based on historical contribution to 

the problem (a fault-based principle) or we assign them based on an ability to pay (a no-fault 

principle).41 The former is often referred to as the "historical" or "causal" principle, and the 

latter as the "ability to pay" principle. Peter Singer explains that, "the historical principle is one 

that says: to understand whether a given distribution of goods [ or in this case, of burdens] is just 
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or unjust, we must ask how the distribution came about; we must know its history."42 According 

to this principle, we ought to determine who will solve climate change issues based on the 

historical evidence showing who has contributed most to climate change over time. An argument 

for responsibility of mitigation that was based upon this principle might take the simple form of 

"you broke it, you fix it" or "the polluter pays."43 Those who have, over a period of time since 

the industrial revolution, contributed a disproportionate amount of pollution into the atmosphere 

are therefore at fault for escalating the negative effects of climate change and "breaking" the 

Earth's regular climate fluctuation patterns. What is a morally good course of action in this 

instance is that those who caused disproportionate harm to the climate make reparations that are 

proportionate and fair to the amount of damage they caused. This is a value judgment that takes 

into account an imbalance of justice and fairness over time. 

According to a no-fault principle, such as the ability to pay principle, "alleged fault, 

putative guilt, and past misbehavior in general are all completely irrelevant to the assignment of 

responsibility to pay."44 The ability to pay principle differs from the historical principle because 

it "does not call for an inquiry into the origins of the problem"45 when determining who is 

responsible for mitigation. The ability to pay principle focuses instead on the conditions of the 

present rather than on how the conditions came about. The no-fault principle makes a value 

judgment based upon the conditions of people and states in the present, determining what 

distribution of burdens would be fair and just based on the positions people and states are in now. 

42 Singer, Practical Etltirs, 220. 
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Based off of this judgment, a just course of action would be that those who have the ability to 

pay for mitigation and adaptation efforts take responsibility for paying the necessary costs. 

When it comes to assigning responsibility for mitigation and adaptation, Moellendorf 

favors an ability to pay principle rather than a historical principle. If we wish to understand why 

he values this particular principle, we should examine what he calls his "antipoverty principle". 

This principle provides us with evidence regarding what kinds of core values and morals 

Moellendorfholds that would make him sympathetic to an ability to pay principle. The 

antipoverty principle states that "Policies and institutions should not impose any costs of climate 

change or climate change policy (such as mitigation and adaptation) on the global poor, of the 

present or future generations, when those costs make the prospects for poverty eradication worse 

than they would be absent them, if there are alternative policies that would prevent the poor from 

assuming those costs."46 The antipoverty principle is derived from Moellendorf's examination 

of the state of the poor as it relates to the state of the world's climate. The poor are in a 

particularly vulnerable position because they are endangered by the effects of dangerous climate 

change, but are also potentially in danger of further harm as the result of inconsiderate mitigation 

policies. According to Moellednorf, this warrants restrictions on treaties so that those in poverty 

are not exposed to further suffering from either mitigation and adaptation policies or a lack 

thereof. 

In regards to how the they will be affected by dangerous climate change, Moellendorf 

points out that much of the risks of climate change going forward fall upon the poor people of 

the future due to two factors. The first of these factors is that "large climatic impacts are 
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expected to be experienced in tropical regions where there are a great many poor people."47 The 

second factor is that •'the poor will have fewer resources to cope with droughts, inundation by 

oceans, rivers flooding, tropical storms, and disease."48 Since those effected, in virtue of their 

poverty, are also the least capable of of coping with the effects of climate change, it would be an 

almost impossible task for them to recover if their lands - their means of survival - were to 

suffer the negative effects of climate change. To add to their suffering as a result of complacency 

in the face of avoidable consequences of climate change would be an immoral action according 

to Moellendorf. Therefore, since we have good moral reason to reduce human suffering, we 

have ••good moral reason to eradicate poverty, [and] . . .  good moral reason to avoid or at least 

reduce these risks"49 associated with a changing climate. Moellendorf believes it is good to 

eradicate poverty, reduce risks of climate changes all to minimize human suffering. These 

notions of good form an essential part of the foundation from which his value judgments are 

made. 

Seeing as the global poor are the most vulnerable to the negative effects of climate 

change and are also the least capable of coping with these effects, Moellendorf believes that it is 

of the utmost importance that any plan to mitigate dangerous climate change must be weary of 

potential damage to impoverished regions of the world. However, climate change mitigation can 

work to the detriment of these impoverished people if the proper stipulations aren't outlined prior 

to policy decisions. Therefore, we also have good moral reason to make sure that those in 
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poverty do not suffer needlessly as a result of an inconsiderate mitigation policy. According to 

Moellendorf, "the only policy lever available for mitigating climate change is the maintenance of 

a schedule of CO2 emissions reductions."50 Emissions reductions necessarily entail the scaling 

back of large scale energy producers like fossil fuels which contribute vast amounts of CO2 to 

the atmosphere. This move away from fossil fuels must also be coupled with a switch to 

renewable green sources of energy. What makes this a problematic situation for the global poor 

in pre-developing and developing countries is that much of their ability to develop and lift 

themselves out of impoverished conditions is derived from the burning of cheap sources of 

energy like fossil fuels. 

Renewable energy is for the moment too expensive to be an option for these states if they 

want to maintain the current pace of their development that they achieve using fossil fuels. 

Forcing already impoverished nations to make the switch to green energy sources would severely 

limit their access to energy, which in tum would limit the capabilities of these countries to 

develop. If we value the well-being of all people, Moellendorf would argue that this entails us 

not placing extra burdens on the poor that cause them more suffering for the betterment of the 

rest of the world. We must not limit their energy consumption but purposefully make room for it 

in our policies, for we know based on findings from the Energy Development Index (EDI) that 

"As energy expands, a country's human development improves."s1 Greater access to energy 

allows for increased energy consumption which acts as "the means by which agriculture is 
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modernized, exports for international trade are manufactured, and roads to hospitals and schools 

are built ."52 

Attainment of these ends has a direct and positive effect on the factors which contribute 

to human well-being as laid out by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP). The 

UNDP measures human well-being based upon three factors; 1 )  average life expectancy; 2) 

average education attainments (understood as a weighted combination of adult literacy rate and 

the percentage of the school-aged population enrolled in school); and 3) per capita income.53 

Increased trade exports benefit average per capita income, better access to hospitals benefits 

average life expectancy, and the building of more schools increases the likelihood that students 

will be able to attend them. Policy makers must be cognizant of these factors and the 

dependency of developing countries on cheap and accessible energy when making decisions 

regarding the implementation and enforcement of sweeping mitigation measures that might 

inhibit these progressive gains from being made. 

From Moellendorf's point of view, it would be unjust and immoral for a convention to 

draft mitigation measures that would further disenfranchise the poor if there still existed any 

other course of action for mitigation. Moellendorf derives this view from a set of value 

judgments that say it is a good to limit the suffering of human beings and promote their well­

being. These value judgments closely infonn his beliefs when it comes to the question of who is 

responsible for mitigating and adapting to climate change. Moellendorf's answer to the question 

of who is responsible aligns with these beliefs. If asked who is primarily responsible for the 
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costs of mitigating and adapting to climate change, he would respond definitively: not those that 

are already in poverty. Additionally, this conclusion is based upon value judgments regarding 

what kinds of things and actions are just and fair. According to Moellendorf, it is only fair that 

those who are in poverty be allowed the opportunities to relieve their poverty and improve their 

well-being through human development. Furthermore, it would be unjust if these people who 

occupy regions of the Earth that are particularly vulnerable to climate change were allowed to 

suffer additional hardships due to the inaction of conventions which are able to effect policies 

that might avert such conditions. 

Based on his antipoverty principle, Moellendorf concludes that it should not be the poor 

who are assigned responsibility for mitigation and adaptation. Therefore, Moelledorf explains 

that we should assign responsibility "to states based on ability to pay, where such ability is 

understood broadly in terms of the state's level of human development."54 In this case, there is 

no blame assigned by Moellendorf towards any particular party when it comes to the question of 

who is responsible for the majority of the effects of climate change. His argument for who 

should mitigate the effects of climate change focuses instead on who has the ability to pay and 

who doesn't. The poor and developing nations do not have the means to do this, so the 

responsibility and lions share of the burden of mitigation is assigned to states who have the 

ability to pay. 

Though there are elements of the climate change debate which we can for the most part 

agree upon - such as need for global involvement in a conventional body that can draft 

obligatory policies within an international treaty - there remains much debate over questions 
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regarding who is responsible for mitigation and adaptation. Moellendorf believes that 

responsibility should be assigned based on the ability to pay principle, which would protect the 

global poor from taking responsibility for a burden they cannot afford to bear. Others might 

subscribe to a principle that is fault-based and assigns responsibility based on a state's historical 

contributions to the total atmospheric concentration of GHGs. Different people subscribe to 

different principles that are shaped by different kinds of moral value judgments about what is fair 

and just. These value judgments are based upon a moral and philosophically critical framework. 

Philosophy is important in part because it allows us to form our own ideas and consequentially 

leads to debate and disagreement, as well as clarification and agreement, regarding what is 

valuable and what is a morally right course of action to take. As an international convention, 

different answers can be brought to the table from different parties so that these answers may be 

debated and somewhat boiled down into a common set of values which serve to progress 

humankind towards a set of mutually desired goals. 

We can see from this section just a few of the ways in which the humanities and STEM 

are both instrumentally useful in bringing about positive effects in the world. However, neither 

of these disciplines are effective in isolation from the other when it comes to solving problems 

pertaining to climate change. The data which STEM can provide is essential for allowing us to 

understand what climate change is, what has caused it, and what its effects are. STEM answers 

important empirical questions about the world that we must necessarily understand in order to 

then ascribe meaning to these answers. Using a philosophically critical framework, we can read 

this data and interpret it based upon our moral valuations of what is good and what we wish to 

promote. Science provides us with a prediction of the effects climate change will have on people 
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and on the planet, and our value judgments can then direct us in answering inescapably 

normative questions, such as whether and why these effects are dangerous; whether these effects 

are worthy of concerted preventative, adaptive, and/or mitigative actions; and if so, how we 

should decide who ought to take the majority of the responsibility for making these actions 

happen. Without these empirical answers provided to us by STEM, we would not be able to 

understand the conditions of our world and would therefore be unable to determine the dangers 

we face and the actions we must take to avert them. Without normative evaluation, all our data 

collection and empirical observations would be no more than numbers and words and would tell 

us nothing meaningful about how to resolve and address what are inherently normative issues. 

6. Conclusion: Beyond Instrumental Value 

Throughout this paper, I have tried to build a case for the necessity of the humanities by 

exemplifying the ways in which its disciplines are instrumentally valuable and useful for the 

purpose of helping to bring about positive effects in the world. This way of framing value - in 

terms of instrumentality - is the same that has been used by policymakers to justify federal 

funding for STEM disciplines over humanities disciplines. It is because of a negative perception 

of the humanities in relation to instrumental usefulness that discipline like history, philosophy, 

language, literature, and the arts have been marginalized, underfunded, and deemed unnecessary 

to society and its aims. This perceived uselessness of the humanities is far from the truth, which 

we come to realize when we expand our framing of what is useful beyond the production of 

concrete useful objects. There is more to bringing about positive effects in the world than just 

having the tools to do so, be those technical instruments, profits, medicines, or other means that 
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mediate our daily lives and help alleviate our suffering. What is equally as important and 

necessary are ideas, policies, principles, and theories which determine what objects are useful 

and why, how those objects ought to be used, and that also direct us towards progressive ends 

that are established based on our normative judgments of what is morally good and of value. 

These directive ideas are essential for determining what constitutes a positive effect in the world 

as well as what objects we ought to use to bring about those desired effects. Therefore, in terms 

of instrumentality, the humanities play an essential role in bringing about positive effects in the 

world, and are thus worthy of being thought ofas an equal part of what makes something useful. 

It is a cooperative interaction between useful objects and useful ideas that is necessary for 

positive effects to be brought about in the world, for these two work to mutually activate their 

instrumental value and cannot have the same effects independently of the other. 

Despite my arguments throughout the paper being focused on a framing of value based 

on instrumentality, this is only one way of framing value and by no means does this account for 

all the reasons why we might value certain things and deem them worthy of our funding, our 

time, and our life long devotion. To bring about positive effects in the world is a great reason to 

study both STEM and the humanities, but we might also study these things for reasons that aren't 

necessarily related to the usefulness of their effects. As I briefly alluded to in section three, we 

also have reason to deem things as intrinsically valuable. Beyond being instrumentally valuable, 

things and activities may be valuable for their own sake or in their own right. This type of 

valuation is based not on things or activities that are good and should be promoted in order to 

better the state of the universe. They are not good as a result of being means to an end, but rather 
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they are good in their own right, independently of their ability to bring about or contribute to 

some greater good in the world (e.g., as instrumental value was understood above). 

This way of framing value enriches our understanding of what is good about both STEM 

disciplines and humanities disciplines. T.M Scanlon, a contemporary moral philosopher, 

suggests that science has value beyond its instrumentality. He write: 

If we want to understand why scientific inquiry is worth engaging and its results 
worth studying, we do better to consider why the questions it addresses are 
important and why it offers an appropriate way of trying to answer them than to 
focus on any particular results that scientific investigation or the study of science 
might produce . . .  If we begin with the reasonableness and appropriateness of 
curiosity about the world, and with the merits of science as a way of responding 
to this curiosity, this leads next to the various more specific ways in which 
responses to this curiosity can be incorporated into our lives.ss 

Curiosity about our world and our existence is something that is valuable in itself, and is 

something that does not necessarily derive its worth from the positive effects such a curiosity can 

bring about in the world. Scientific inquiry is good and valuable in virtue of its existence and its 

practice independently of what ends it can help us to achieve. The same can be said about the 

study of the humanities. Studying philosophy, history, language, and other such disciplines, is a 

good in its own right. As a bonus, these pursuits can be used to give us greater personal 

fulfillment and improve our quality of life, but they are not valuable only depending on their 

ability to bring about such effects. There is much more to say about intrinsic value and its 

importance to a comprehensive assessment of what it means for an activity or a thing to be 

valuable, but for the time being, it is enough for us to understand that there is more to value than 

just instrumentality and a thing's ability to bring about positive effects in the world. 

55 Sc:anlo11, !Jti. 
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When we frame value and usefulness too narrowly, we run the risk of overlooking the 

importance of disciplines like those found in the humanities that might not be as obviously useful 

when observed at a surface level. We need a comprehensive understanding of what it means for 

something or some pursuit to be useful in order to appreciate the necessity of the humanities in 

shaping our lives, directing us towards our goals, and helping us to address problems that 

threaten our very existence. Philosophy, and moral philosophy in particular, is essential in 

regards to formulating our value judgments. These judgments, in turn, are the foundation from 

which we determine what our goals are or should be; what kinds of things are dangerous and 

problematic, and why; and what it means to live a good life. 

The reasons I have presented throughout this paper are merely a few reasons why the 

humanities are necessary to our world and to the betterment of it. The humanities should be 

promoted, protected, and funded appropriately in light of their role in helping us solve our most 

pressing problems and to live good lives. The marginalization of the humanities is the result of 

an incorrect assumption that the humanities aren't all that useful in bringing about positive 

effects in the world. However, to mischaracterize them as merely frivolous accoutrements which 

only add richness to our lives but have no real effects outside of our personal enjoyment and 

academic growth is to sell the humanities well short of their actual value and usefulness. They 

are just as essential as STEM when it comes to our achievement of positive and progressive 

ends, whether those ends be overall human well-being, a sustainable climate and healthy planet, 

or any other thing we determine to be good and worth pursuing. It is for these reasons and many 

others that the humanities are a necessity to our existence in the world and therefore, should be 

de-marginalized and promoted as long as human life occurs. 
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