Extending Holland’s use of narrative and meaningful relationships in nature conservation
Introduction

Holland argues that events in the history of a place are what give significance to it and that the key conservation question is how to continue the historical narrative of a place. In selecting between future possibilities for a place the challenge is how to maintain the coherence of the narrative, given the events within it. “Conservation is … about preserving the future as a realisation of the potential of the past ….. (it) is about negotiating the transition from past to future in such a way as to secure the transfer of maximum significance”.
  The narrative approach recognises that multiple, potentially conflicting, narratives of any place are probable and that unemotional, scientific, description does not automatically outweigh other narratives that articulate cultural beliefs and personal experience.  There is a further implicit claim in Holland.
  This is that meaningful relationships are what give significance within a narrative.  If this is the case then meaningful relationships play a key role in nature conservation.  We must understand the relationships that exist and the impact of any proposed change on them if we are to determine the best continuation of a narrative.

I will argue that Holland’s position can be extended to include the aesthetic.  The role aesthetic considerations should play in ethical environmental decision making (EEDM) is to contribute to understanding the meaningful relationships which give significance to existing place narrative, and which will be enhanced or diminished in possible future narratives.  Put simply my claim is that aesthetic considerations are an essential part of place narrative, and are thus essential to EEDM.  This is an important extension to Holland both philosophically and pragmatically, since inclusion of aesthetic considerations in EEDM is typically seen as problematic.  If the total available set of narratives for a place did not include any aesthetic content then we would be entitled to feel that they were incomplete, and that any decision based on them is open to the challenge.

Holland establishes a link between meaningful relations and the idea of a worthwhile life.  He claims “… the living of worthwhile lives depends, among other things, on our ability to sustain meaningful relationships.  It seems to me that the (logical) relation between the two terms is that of mutual implication – worthwhile lives entail meaningful relationships, and meaningful relationships entail worthwhile lives.
”  I will argue that a strong ethical position regarding nature can be developed from Holland’s insight, that a worthwhile life recognises and respects the meaningful relationships in nature, and may develop meaningful relationships with nature.  On this basis Holland’s position can be seen having direct relevance to each of our individual lives as well as for conservation decision makers.

It can be seen that Holland’s positions has three fundamental elements.  These are place narrative, meaningful relationships and worthwhile life.  Although creation of Holland’s original argument chronologically precedes creation of my worthwhile life argument, I will start by introducing my worthwhile life argument.  I have chosen this sequence as narrative and meaningful relationships can be introduced through their role in the living of a worthwhile life and then extended through consideration of nature.  In considering what constitutes a worthwhile life I have drawn heavily on MacIntyre.
  In particular his conception that the worthwhile life is one that involves the quest for what the worthwhile life consists of is taken as a starting point, as is his contention that the living of a worthwhile life is revealed by its narrative.

The contribution of meaningful relationships in and with nature to a worthwhile life
Importance of the argument 

A worthwhile life is one where the subject of the life may be thought of as living well or having a good life.  What it is to live well or have a good life has been answered in many ways.  There are two ways in which the argument I will put forward may be seen as a development of existing thinking.  Firstly through the prominence it gives to meaningful relationships and secondly by identifying in what ways nature, and our response to it, may contribute to the living of a worthwhile life.

I will argue that a worthwhile life recognises and respects the meaningful relationships in nature, and may develop meaningful relationships with nature.  Note that I am not claiming that this is all that contributes to a worthwhile life.  My extension to Holland’s position gives it direct relevance to each of our individual lives, as well as for conservation decision makers.  To emphasise this personal relevance in the argument set out below I have deliberately used the first person to engage the reader in its conclusions.  My development of MacIntyre’s position is to show the importance of meaningful relationships to the quest for what the worthwhile life consists of, firstly between humans, and secondly in and with nature.

Outline argument

W1. I want to live a worthwhile life

W2. The living of a worthwhile life is revealed by its narrative

W3. A worthwhile life is one that recognises, respects and develops meaningful relationships

W4. To recognise a meaningful relationship I must understand its historical narrative

W5. To respect a meaningful relationship I must understand the narrative of its likely future trajectory and the impact of my intended actions on this trajectory

W6. To intentionally develop a meaningful relationship I must understand the possibility of a possible future trajectory and how I will nurture it

W7. Nature contains many meaningful relationships

W8. To live a worthwhile life I must recognise and respect the meaningful relationships in nature

W9. It is possible to develop meaningful relationships with nature

W10. To live a worthwhile life I may develop meaningful relationships with nature

W11. The narrative of a life is enriched or impoverished by the story it tells of its subject’s relationship to nature; and as such it is more or less worthwhile
  

Detailed argument

W1. I want to live a worthwhile life

This is an assumption, however it seems a plausible one, as few people, if any, deliberately set out to lead a life that is not worthwhile.  The challenge is in the range of what is considered worthwhile.  

What constitutes a worthwhile life?  The following draws heavily on Aristotle’s position articulated in the Nicomachean Ethics
.  Aristotle regarded human life as consisting of the pursuit of ends.  He terms the end that we ought to seek as eudaimonia.  Eudaimonia is usually translated ‘happiness’, however the translation is problematic for two reasons.  Firstly the translation may also be blessedness or prosperity.  Secondly, Aristotle he makes clear that eudaimonia means a certain kind of activity, not simply a kind of feeling.  “It is the state of being well and doing well in being well, of a man’s being well-favoured himself and in relation to the divine.”
  ‘Flourishing’ is in some respects a better translation, as it captures the idea of well-being.

Aristotle identifies three popular views about the nature of the worthwhile life.  These are that it consists in the pursuit of pleasure, honour or wealth.  Aristotle dismisses each of these.  A life that aims solely at pleasure, without regard for its source, is worthy of beasts rather than men.  Honour is dismissed as depending more on the bestower than the receiver.  Finally moneymaking is dismissed as it depends on other activities and therefore cannot be regarded as an end in itself.

Aristotle sets two conditions for a worthwhile life: that the end of human life must be something chosen for its own sake, and that the end of human life must be something that is itself satisfying in its own right.  In seeking what this might be he asks what the unique function of man is, the function that only man has.  His answer is reason, our rational element.  We share the life of nutrition and growth with plants, and the life of sense-perception with animals.  Only the life of the rational element in us is unique.  For Aristotle the human good is thus ‘activity of the soul in the sense either of being obedient to a rational principle or of apprehending such a principle’.  What this means in practice is good moral activity and good intellectual activity.

The virtues are an essential element of Aristotle’s description of the worthwhile life.  We can take moral virtue to be excellence of character, and intellectual virtue to be excellence of intellect.  Aristotle defines Eudaimonia as ‘activity of soul in accordance with virtue, or, if there is more than one virtue, in accordance with the best and most complete’.  Moral virtues are aspects of a person’s character, and examples include justice, charity and courage.  A worthwhile life is one lived in accordance with the virtues.  The virtues are not innate, but must be developed.  Just as a person becomes an artist by drawing, so they become courageous by doing courageous acts.  What is sought in living according to the virtues is the mean between excess and deficiency: Courage is a mean between foolhardiness and cowardice.  Excellence consists in recognising and acting in line with the mean.  There are no rules to guide us in acting virtuously that can be laid down in advance: ‘the decision depends on perception of the individual circumstances’.

In summary, well-being is an activity that is desirable for its own sake, not a state or a disposition.  “The things that are desired for their own sake are good activities, and amusement.  Amusement cannot be the end of life; for it is valued not for its own sake but as a relaxation which fits us for serious activity.  Well being, then, must consist in good activity.”
  Aristotle goes on to argue that contemplation is the main ingredient in well-being, and the worthwhile life is a life of contemplation.  However Aristotle recognises that we cannot live this life alone.  We are not simply rational beings, we have physical bodies and experience emotions (in what Aristotle terms the irrational part of the soul).  A worthwhile life is the life of the composite being which man is.  Human well-being is thus also the life of moral virtue and practical wisdom, concerned with the feelings springing from our bodily nature.

MacIntyre’s insight is that what constitutes a worthwhile life is not fixed; it varies from individual to individual and society to society.  The good life for a Spartan king is not the same as the good life for a medieval farmer or a present day salesperson.  Not only do people have different roles, but even in the same role at the same time individuals have different histories and different networks of acquaintances and relatives.  Each life has its own moral particularity.  So while we may have a good understanding of what does, or does not, constitute a worthwhile life, we must not assume that we have an ultimate answer.  Rather we must recognise that a worthwhile life includes the quest for what the worthwhile life is “the good life for man is the life spent in seeking for the good life for man, and the virtues necessary for the seeking are those which will enable us to understand what more and what else the good life for man is.”
  Over time our understanding of what it is to move towards the good may itself change.

W2. The living of a worthwhile life is revealed by its narrative

Anne Righter holds that Shakespeare portrayed human life in dramatic narratives because he took it that human life already had the form of dramatic narrative.
  The form of the narrative in which the subject of the narrative is embodied is that the subject is set a task whose completion will contribute to the human good.  Completion of the task is obstructed by both inward and outward evils.  The subject’s narrative reveals the virtues they possess that help overcome the evils, and the vices they display in giving in to evils.  The narrative of an individual does not just tell their story.  It tells their story as part of a history that precedes them and a society that surrounds them.  In some sense the community too has a dramatic character that enacts the narrative of its history, of which the individual is part.  At best the individual is the co-author of his or her own narrative.  There are other ‘players’ in the narrative, whose actions and stories will impact on the individual’s narrative that is being told.  And some aspects of the narrative will be neither the intended creation of the subject of the narrative nor something that they are conscious of.

MacIntyre establishes a strong link between the virtues, which he sees as differing between societies, and the narrative of an individual’s life within a society:

“If a human life is understood as a progress through harms and dangers, moral and physical, which someone may encounter and overcome in better and worse ways and with a greater or lesser measure of success, the virtues will find their place as those qualities the possession and exercise of which generally tend to success in this enterprise and the vices likewise as qualities which likewise tend to failure.  Each human life will then embody a story whose shape and form will depend upon what is counted a harm and danger and upon how success and failure, progress and its opposite are understood and evaluated.  To answer these questions will also explicitly and implicitly be to answer the question as to what the virtues and vices are.”

The idea that the living of a (worthwhile) life is revealed by its narrative can be seen as entailing two further, related, concepts.  Narrative reveals a unity of the life of its subject, and this leads to a narrative concept of selfhood.
  The unity of an individual life is the unity of the narrative embodied in that life.  To ask ‘how may I live a worthwhile life’ is to ask to what extent does the narrative of my life reveal a quest for what the worthwhile life is, in both thought and deed.  The challenges each of us face in the quest may be very different in both nature and magnitude; our responses to them may be very different, and we may succeed or fail in many different ways.  Success or failure in meeting the challenges does not automatically imply a worthwhile life, or otherwise.  Some challenges may leave no chance of success, yet the individual can strongly display the virtues in trying to meet them.  The narrative concept of selfhood builds on the unity of the narrative embodied in my life.  I am creating a story that runs from my birth to my death, I am the subject of a unique history with its own particular meaning.  The meaning is revealed by the challenges I face and my demonstration of the virtues in response to them.

The focus in articulating the position described above has been on the individual, however it should not in any sense be taken as portraying the individual as isolated.  While my narrative is unique, it is not independent.  Other unique narratives are unfolding around me, and my narrative is intertwined and interacts with them.  These are the narratives of the individuals I meet, the communities of which I m part, and in turn the society of which these communities are part.  My own narrative is only intelligible as part of this greater set of narratives; I am part of their unfolding histories and their history is my history.

In exploring place narratives we will see that multiple narratives of a place are to be expected.  In his discussion of individual narrative MacIntyre seems to take it that each of us has a single narrative.  We could take this in one of two ways, either that the narrative can only be told in one way, or that the narrative in some sense exists prior to the telling.  If it is the former then it is clearly mistaken; for example a terrorist may be seen as evil and misguided by his victims, and as a hero by supporters who see him fighting oppression.  If it is the latter then MacIntyre owes us an explanation of how the narrative exists.  My view is that our thoughts and deeds do, in some sense, create the story, and that any telling of the story, whether by the subject or someone else, involves an act of interpretation.  And even the same teller may change their interpretation, consciously or otherwise, over time.  Further acts within the narrative put previous ones in a different context and Aristotle held the view that it was not possible to judge whether a life was worthwhile till it was complete.

W3. A worthwhile life is one that recognises, respects and develops meaningful relationships

What do we mean by a meaningful relationship?  An obvious example would be the relationship between parent and child.  For a long period the child is physically dependent on its parents and it’s emotional and intellectual development are also heavily dependent on its parents.  For the parents there is a long period when their actions are significantly altered by the need to care for the child; the child gives a purpose and focus to their lives.

The definition of meaningful relationship that I intend to use is: “A meaningful relationship occurs when the interactions between two entities have significance in their being”.  I have developed this by consideration of the Penguin English dictionary definitions of meaning, meaningful and relationship.  It defines meaning as:-

1. that which is conveyed or which one intends to convey 

2. significant quality; value

3. sense or significance

For meaningful it gives:-

1. having meaning; significant

2. having a hidden or special significance; expressive

3. having a purpose; worthwhile

For relationship it gives:-

1. the state of being related, or interrelated

2. the way in which people or things are related

3. a state of affairs existing between those having relations or dealings

 Picking out some key bits for inclusion in my definition:- 

· The state of being related; and the way in which people or things are related

· Having significance, purpose and being worthwhile

I have used the general term entities, rather than people, as I will look to extend the idea of meaningful relationships to nature in a further step of the argument.

Returning to the parent-child example, we can see that for parent and child the interactions between them have great significance in their being.  We can highlight the value of the relationship by considering its absence.  Where a parent is missing we feel the child suffers a great loss in not having this relationship; where the relationship between parent and child is poor we feel both have missed something important.

We are now in a position to examine more generally what gives rise to meaningful relationships.  Physically blood ties, sexual attraction and extended proximity are often a basis on which meaningful relationships develop.  We have terms that reflect these relationships: kin, partners, friends and colleagues.  Families, communities and work all give situations where meaningful relationships can develop; as we have seen above, there are many situations where we expect meaningful relationships to exist and are surprised or shocked when they do not.  I note here a possible tie to virtue; that the different virtues we expect an agent to demonstrate depend on how meaningful the relationship between them and the other agent is.  It is callous to ignore the disappointment our partner feels at failing in a job interview; but we are not expected to seek out the other people who have failed to get the job and console them.  The difference is precisely in the existence, or otherwise, of a meaningful relationship between the agents.

Logically relationships may be one-to-one, one-to-many and many-to-many.  Meaningful relationships may take any of these forms.  The relationship between partners is one-one, the relationship between teacher and class is one-many and the relationship between the members of two families who are close is many to many.  There is no necessary link between logical type and whether the relationship is meaningful.  The context in which we examine a relationship defines which type of relationship we will focus on, for example the many-many relationship between the members of two families can also be seen as a one-one relationship between the families.

There are a number of further aspects of meaningful relationships to bring out.  Firstly meaningful relationships are not necessarily good.  The relationship in a violent marriage has significance in the being of both partners, but is harmful to one or both partners.  I will use the term positive of a relationship that is beneficial or enhancing to the partners and negative for one that is harmful or diminishing.  Secondly I want to differentiate meaningful relationships from significant events.  Meaningful relationships contain significant events; for example getting married is a significant event in a relationship, and its significance is shown by its annual celebration by most couples.  However significant events can take place outside a meaningful relationship; for example a chance conversation with a stranger leads us to see difficulties in our life in a different perspective.  Thirdly relationships may be symmetric or asymmetric in meaning to those involved.  In a loving relationship both partners feel love for the other; there is symmetry.  However there is an asymmetric relationship between a rock star and their fans.  The relationship is one-to-many, and while the fans may feel adulation for the star, each of them is unknown to the star.  Yet without his fans the rock star would not be who they are, so the relationship is clearly has significance in the being of both parties.

Meaningful relationships can be contrasted with both the absence of any relationship, for example two strangers passing in the street, and with the existence of a relationship that is not very meaningful.  What I am taking to be a meaningful relationship makes a major contribution to the lives of the people involved in it, for example the relationships we have with members of our family.  This can be contrasted with relationships that only contribute in a small way to our lives, for example the people we recognise and say hello to on the way to work.  There is a continuum of ‘significance’ in the being of the people involved in a relationship, rather than a hard and fast division between major and minor contribution to a life.
What is the link between meaningful relationships and living a worthwhile life? Returning to MacIntyre’s definition of the worthwhile life: “the good life for man is the life spent in seeking for the good life for man, and the virtues necessary for the seeking are those which will enable us to understand what more and what else the good life for man is.”
  Note that MacIntyre’s definition is not a statement of individualism.  Our search may reveal an understanding that helps others, as well as ourselves, lead a worthwhile life.  We have also seen that MacIntyre understands life to be a progress through moral and physical harms and dangers.  Meaningful relationships figure in this in two ways.  Firstly, some of the harms and dangers threaten meaningful relationships; they are harms and dangers because they damage, or threaten to damage, relationships that have significance in our being, or the being of others.  Secondly, a worthwhile life is one that seeks positive meaningful relationships; meaningful relationships have significance in our being, positive meaningful relationships enhance the lives of those who engage in them.

My claim is not that there is a formulaic answer as to which relationships each individual must develop, or that meaningful relationships are all that constitute a worthwhile life.  However a life that did not contain any meaningful relationships would be seriously lacking; we would feel it was empty and have sympathy for its subject.  Further, we would not feel a life that was indifferent to threats to its own meaningful relationships, or those of others, was worthwhile; it would be missing a key aspect of the good life.  

From this discussion it can be seen that a worthwhile life is one that recognises, respects and develops meaningful relationships:

· Recognises: without recognition that a relationship is meaningful to us, or others, then we cannot treat it with respect.  

· Respects: without respect we will, knowingly or otherwise, put positive meaningful relationships that have significance in our being, and the being of others, in danger of harm. And harm to these relationships will make our life, or the life of others, less worthwhile.

· Develops: meaningful relationships have beginnings and ends; they require care to develop and nurture.  In seeking the good life the ability to develop meaningful relationships that have significance in our being is an invaluable asset.

Both Aristotle and MacIntyre emphasise the role of the virtues in living a worthwhile life.  How do recognition, respect and development of meaningful relationships feature in the virtues?  One argument is that they are in themselves virtues, however the line I will take is that they are an element of many virtues, particularly if the virtues are viewed in the light of a particular role.  I will suggest that recognition, respect and development of meaningful relationships underpin the virtues required to be a good parent, good partner, good friend, good manager and indeed all roles that require a significant interaction with other people.

W4. To recognise a meaningful relationship I must understand its historical narrative

Two people have a meaningful relationship when the interactions between them have significance in their being; my claim is that it is narrative that allows us to recognise when the interactions are such as to have significance in a relationship, and when they are simply events.  To successfully identify and understand the interactions between people we place an event in the context of their narrative histories and of the settings in which they act and suffer.  MacIntyre states “…we render the actions of others intelligible in this way because action itself has a basically historical character.  It is because we all live out narratives in our lives and because we understand our lives in terms of the narratives that we live out that the form of narrative is appropriate for understanding the actions of others.”
  The narratives reveal the presence or absence of those aspects of the relationship that mean it has significance (or otherwise) in the being of the agents: duration, intensity, dependence etc.  I will explore these factors in more detail below (W7).  Our understanding of the meaningful relationships that others have contributes to our understanding of their actions.

When I see two people meeting, how will I know whether what I see is an event, or part of a relationship?  How will I know whether the event is significant, or the relationship meaningful?  A man speaks to a woman in the street.  I imagine the possibilities.  Are they married?  I see no ring.  Are they lovers?  There is no sign of intimacy.  Friends?  Further observation may answer some of these questions, but without knowledge of their history it is unlikely that I can do more than guess at the significance, or otherwise, of the relationship between them.  To generalise, when we meet a new situation we seek to create a narrative that will give meaning to what we see.  We look for the historical clues that show whether the event we see is part of a sequence that has meaning.  Have the two people described above ever met, what has passed between them.  We need knowledge to understand not just what has passed physically, but also the emotions that have accompanied the events.

W5. To respect a meaningful relationship I must understand the narrative of its likely future trajectory and the impact of my intended actions on this trajectory

I stated above that without respect we will, knowingly or otherwise, put meaningful relationships in danger of harm, and that harm to these relationships will make our life, or the life of others, less worthwhile.  If we are to respect a relationship then we must, as a general rule, prevent it from coming to harm.  To avoid a potential harm becoming a reality then we must not only recognise the existence of the relationship through understanding of its historical narrative, we must understand how the narrative is likely to continue and how our actions will increase or decrease the significance that the relationship has in the lives of the people in it.

Perhaps the woman above is my sister, and the man is a lover who I feel treated her badly.  She is still friendly with him.  When we meet shall I be civil to him, tell him what I think, or perhaps drive him away?  What is the likely future of their relationship?  Will they get back together or will she keep him at a safe distance.  Will showing my sister what I think make her draw closer to the man or withdraw from him?  Will the man be more likely to respect her having reflected on my outburst?  Leaving aside the question of which of my possible actions is right, there are two questions.  Is this a relationship I should respect and if it is how will my actions affect it?  And I cannot do this with out understanding its likely future trajectory, and the impact of my intended actions on this trajectory.

W6. To intentionally develop a meaningful relationship I must understand the possibility of a possible future trajectory and how I will nurture it

I have argued that a worthwhile life involves the development of meaningful relationships, and that the development of a meaningful relationship requires careful nurturing.  We have also seen that respect for a meaningful relationship involves understanding the future trajectory of its historical narrative.  For new relationships there is no existing narrative, so intentional creation of the relationship involves anticipating the development of a narrative.  This is not to claim that all relationships are intentionally developed, or that the detail of the narrative is known for those that are intentionally developed.  However, if a worthwhile life requires meaningful relationships, then the search for the worthwhile life must, in some sense, involve the search for meaningful relationships; and if we are capable of developing these intentionally then there must be some understanding of the possibility, and content, of a future narrative.

For example, I am introduced to a new colleague, who I will need to work closely with over the next few months.  Do I wish to work closely with this person, openly sharing my views and respecting theirs, or do I see them as a threat, someone I must outshine.  What is their record?  Do they have a history of success, a record of awkwardness?  How will this colleague perceive me?  In making these assessments, and I believe that we make them both implicitly and explicitly all the time, we have some view of the possible future of our relationship, its potential significance and how it will be established.  Both my colleague and myself have existing narratives; our relationship has many possible future trajectories within our narratives.

W7. Nature contains many meaningful relationships

So far my argument has focussed on meaningful relationships within human lives.  When I introduced my definition, “A meaningful relationship occurs when the interactions between two entities have significance in their being”, I indicated that I had used the general term entities as I intended extend the idea of meaningful relationships to nature.  When I introduced the use of meaningful relationships in human lives I took the parent-child relationship as a paradigm example.  My introduction to meaningful relationships in nature is to claim that there are many examples of the parent-offspring relationship in nature, and that these relationships have significance in the being of the creatures involved.  Similarly, parent-parent and sibling-sibling relationships can, at least in some instances, be claimed to have significance in the being of both parties and thus, under my definition, be considered meaningful relationships.  This is not to say all meaningful relationships are in some sense equal and I will return to this below (W8).  What follows is an exploration of what makes the factors that contribute to the interactions between two beings have more or less significance.

What makes a relationship meaningful?  This depends on the nature of the entities in the relationship.  Humans have the capability to reflect on their actions and their potential outcomes, and these actions take place in a cultural setting.  Both these factors contribute to what it means for the interactions between two people to have significance in their being, but are not present in the interactions in nature.  The range and depth of emotions felt by humans are greater than those of even our closest relatives, however these capabilities are present in other creatures.  For example where two dogs are kept in the same house and one dies, the other often behaves in a way that indicates a loss.  Similarly, birds such as swans and geese are reputed to ‘morn’ if their partner is killed.  I take these reactions as indicating that the creatures have significance in each other’s being, and that under my definition a meaningful relationship exists.  

Moving away from the capabilities that humans share with some creatures, the relationships between non-related members of the same species, and between members of different species, have significance in the being of many creatures.  For example, within a pack the members have dominant-submissive relationships that affect an animal in both its breeding and feeding opportunities.  Between species the roles of hunter and prey have significance in the being of both parties.  Consider the hunter-prey relationships of sentient animals typified by the relationship between wolf and deer.  The hunter and its prey have a meaningful relationship as each has significance in the being of the other.  This significance can be at many levels.  In ‘thinking like a mountain’ Leopold describes the impact exterminating the wolves from a mountain, only for the deer numbers to swell uncontrollably, devastate the vegetation and die of starvation.  Describing the wolf’s howl he says:-

“Every living thing … pays heed to that call.  To the deer it is a reminder of the way of all flesh, to the pine a forecast of blood on the snow, to the coyote a promise of gleanings to come, to the cowman a threat of red ink at the bank, to the hunter a challenge of fang against bullet.  Yet behind these obvious and immediate hopes and fears there lies a deeper meaning, known only to the mountain itself.”

In Leopold’s example we can ask whether the meaningful relationship is between a particular wolf and a particular deer, between a particular wolf pack and a particular deer herd, between wolves as a species with deer as a species.  As Leopold’s example brings out, we can also ask what it is that makes the interactions between the wolves and the deer have significance.  Is it the ‘reminder of the way of all flesh’, the need for the deer to be ever alert, fear in every shadow, or is it the deeper meaning, ‘known only to the mountain’, of what will happen to the vegetation and deer without the wolves.  What is clear is that the wolves do have significance in the being of the deer and vice versa.  Leopold’s description of the wolf’s howl helps us realise that the deer’s memory of wolves, and the chase, causes them to fear through anticipation of the chase to come.  And this leads them to an alertness and awareness they might not otherwise experience.  For both the wolves and the deer the ongoing relationship is literally a matter of life and death.  The stalk, the chase and the kill ‘have significance in the being’ of both.  
If we continue with the example of predator and prey then we can see that species which develop without predators behave very differently from those that develop in the presence of predators.  Developing without predators the species has no awareness of danger and the appropriate response to it.  If a predator is introduced the species is often decimated.  This is exactly what has happened to a number of flightless birds (and other animals) on isolated Pacific islands, either directly through human activities, or through the introduction of species such as rats and dogs.
   
Meaningful relationships can be direct or indirect, direct when the interaction is between the two entities, indirect when the relationship is through an intermediary.  For example the introduction of rabbits to some pacific islands has had a drastic affect on other wildlife, especially some bird species, as the rabbits eat the grass down to a level where the other species cannot feed on it.  So while there is no meaningful relationship between a single rabbit and a single goose, the rabbit population has a meaningful relationship with the goose population.

We have seen above (W3) that meaningful relation may be a good or bad thing for the entities involved.  Within nature symbiotic relationships can be considered as positive meaningful relationships.  For example the goby fish lives in a burrow dug by a shrimp.  The shrimp is nearly blind, so is vulnerable to predators.  When predators approach the goby fish touches the shrimp with its tail and both return to the burrow.  Parasitic relationships are positive for the parasite and negative for the host.  The parasite draws nutrients from the host and harms it to a greater or lesser extent.  For example mistletoe grows on a wide range of trees and may lead to reduced growth.

The next steps of my argument aim to establish how meaningful relationships in and with nature make a significant contribution to the good life for man.

W8. To live a worthwhile life I must recognise and respect the meaningful relationships in nature

I have argued above (W3) that failure to respect meaningful human relationships potentially leads to danger and harm to something of significance, and that actual harm leads to people leading lives that are less worthwhile.  I have further argued (W7) that meaningful relationships exist in nature.  Harm to these relationships results in a reduction in significance in the being of the affected creatures and to their having a less worthwhile existence.  Therefore, by extension, to live a worthwhile life I must respect nature’s meaningful relationships and prevent them coming to harm.  And to respect nature’s meaningful relationships I must first recognise them.  The relationships I must recognise and respect are both those that exist in nature independently of me, and those that exist between nature and me.

There are two possible interpretations of my claim.  The stronger claim is that we must actively seek out nature’s meaningful relationships, extending the number of such relationships that play a major part in our lives.  The weaker claim, which I am making, is that we must recognise nature’s meaningful relationships that are already present in our lives.  In either case, having recognised them we must give them due respect if our lives are to be worthwhile.

What does this mean in practice?  Our individual history and circumstances will lead us to very different opportunities for contact with nature.  We both experience nature directly and have knowledge of nature that we do not experience.  In addition to our own direct impact on nature, we cannot escape some responsibility for the impact of the society we live in on nature.  There are many different ways in which recognition and respect may figure in a worthwhile life.  It is perhaps more easily understood in its negative statement: a life that fails to show recognition and respect for nature in the appropriate way is in some sense a flawed one.  However if nature is only a small part of our lives then the flaw may be a minor one.  If we consider humanity as a whole then we have a huge negative impact on nature; for at least some of us part of the quest for a worthwhile life must therefore be to understand what difference we can make as individuals to the impact our society has on nature.

I want to make clear that I am not claiming all meaningful relationships are equal.  There is a difference between the relationship I have with my children and the one I have with a friend.  In nature the relationship between the wolf and the deer is very different from the relationship between the goby fish and the shrimp.  Recognising a meaningful relationship requires us to be aware of the different factors described above that give it its nature.  When we respect a meaningful relationship we must bare these factors in mind; the actions that appropriately show respect may be very different between relationships.  Additionally, there are instances when respecting one meaningful relationship may be at the expense of another.  In difficult cases this may require a judgement of practical wisdom (I will return to this in H6 below).

W9. It is possible to develop meaningful relationships with nature

We have shown that humans can have meaningful relationships with each other, and that meaningful relationships exist within nature.  It remains to show that humans have meaningful relationships with nature.  I take it that in some cases the relationship between humans and their pets demonstrates that humans have relationships that have significance in the being of both entities where the other entity is not human.  Within nature we have identified the hunter-prey relationship as meaningful, and, in more primitive societies, humans have this relationship.  If we consider a farmer, there is a one to many relationship between the farmer and his stock animals.  Each has significance in the being of the other, so the relationship is a meaningful one.  So far we have not explored the idea that inanimate entities or plants have meaningful relationships, however considering the farmer and his crops, or the land he farms, it seems that these do have significance in the being of the farmer.  The conclusion from this is that the farmer’s relationship to the land is meaningful.  I leave open the question of whether the land has a meaningful relationship to the farmer.  

I have argued above (W3) that a worthwhile life is one that recognises, respects and develops meaningful relationships.  We have seen (W7) that meaningful relationships exist in nature and that it is possible for humans to develop meaningful relationships with nature.  My conclusion from this is:

W10. To live a worthwhile life I may develop meaningful relationships with nature

There are a wide variety of ways in which we may develop meaningful relationships with nature.  These depend on the society to which I belong and the role I have within that society.  For example farmers in different communities in human history may have a very different relationship to the land, based on very different sets of beliefs and practices within their community.  A hunter depends on intimate knowledge of the behaviour of their prey, and has a great dependence on their prey for food, clothing and building materials.  In Western society many people develop meaningful relationships with nature through activities such as bird watching and hill walking.  The roles a person has, together with their actions, are captured in their life narrative; and this personal narrative only makes sense as part of the narrative of the community in which they live.  My claim is that:

W11. The narrative of a life is enriched or impoverished by the story it tells of its subject’s relationship to nature; and as such it is more or less worthwhile

Argument assessment

Though I have recognised that the narrative of the society in which an individual lives, and the individual’s role within society, my argument so far has taken it that the individual may lead a worthwhile life without regard for whether others around them are living worthwhile lives.  It is also implicit in my argument so far that, in theory, it is possible for some people to lead a worthwhile life without developing meaningful relationships with nature, at least direct ones.  Both these positions can be challenged.  Firstly, as MacIntyre defines it, ‘the good life for man is the search for the good life for man’.  While each of us may search for the good life for ourselves, it is possible to interpret MacIntyre’s statement in a broader sense.  It is not just our own good life that we must seek, but also the good life for all humans.  Given MacIntyre’s assault on emotive individualism I take this to be a plausible reading.
  Secondly, and linked to this, I have argued that we cannot escape some responsibility for the impact of the society we live in on nature and that a life that fails to show recognition and respect for nature’s meaningful relationships in the appropriate way is a flawed one.  A stronger position than I have argued for could potentially be established; that a worthwhile life requires meaningful relationships with nature.  

Holland’s argument

Importance of the argument

Holland puts forward the view that ‘traditional’ philosophy of conservation “presupposes value judgements, and therefore presupposes a certain picture of a) the valuer  b) the valued  c) judgement.”
  While theories may differ in their description and conclusions, what they disagree about is the nature of these three elements.  He offered an alternative view, that the key conservation question is how to continue the historical narrative of a place.  Events in the history of a place give significance to it.  

The narrative approach differs from many established approaches in being temporal.  Holland and O’Neill’s claim is that “time and history must enter our environmental valuations as constraints on our future decisions.
”  They draw attention to the failure of Utilitarianism, which emphasises future consequences, and existentialism, which emphasises the unconstrained nature of human decision-making, to take account of history.  They claim that other theories that do have a temporal element fail to take appropriate account of history.

Holland’s approach is importantly different not just in its emphasis on history, but because of what counts as significant within the history.  It is the history of the relationships that exist at a particular place that are significant in determining an appropriate future for it.  Some are more meaningful than others, and it is the continuation of this meaning that we must seek in conservation.
I have set out below my understanding of the key steps in Holland’s argument.  This understanding is based on both his written work (some jointly with O’Neill) and conversation.  In doing so I have attempted to retain the spirit of Holland’s position, while adding further depth to it.  I have also drawn heavily on Brook in understanding place narrative.

Outline argument

H1. Every place has one or more narratives that tell the history of the events that have occurred there

H2. Future trajectories of the events contained in historical place narrative can be imagined

H3. Ethical environmental decision making is about choosing the most appropriate continuation of existing place narrative

H4. The most appropriate continuation of a place narrative is the one that retains the most significance

H5. Significance in place narrative is dependent on the meaningful relationships described in the narrative

H6. Selection of the most appropriate trajectory is not formulaic; a judgement of practical wisdom is called for
H7. Meaningful relationships contribute to the worthwhile existence of an entity; a worthwhile existence is one that has meaningful relationships

Detailed argument

H1. Every place has one or more narratives that tell the history of the events that have occurred there

What is narrative?  A narrative is a ‘story’ that links together a sequence of events in a meaningful way.  Brook states “A narrative is primarily an account of events or experiences, but I will suggest that it is also a claim made about those events and/or experiences, and the claim is that they form a structure or coherent stream. …. (it) connects significant events to explain who we are and perhaps even … why we are.”  Narrative is a fundamental way in which people shape and make sense of their experience.  It is also a fundamental way in which people share and communicate their experiences.  Each narrative has an author, a teller and an audience, though these may be the same person.
  

“Narrative refers to both the story, what is told, and the means of telling, implying both product and process, form and formation, structure and structuration. Narrative is thus a more comprehensive and inclusive term than story”.
  A narrative may be simply a spoken sentence, such as “I walked across the moor”, or it may be as extensive and complex as the notion of progress captured in a book.  It may relate key events, or every day activity.  In creating the narrative the narrator adds their understanding of the events and how they relate to each other.  A narrative is thus more than a list of the events it relates.  The narrative is not fiction.  It is based on ‘facts’, events that have occurred.  However, for a given set of events multiple narratives are possible.  There may well be different understandings of the events and how they relate to each other, each with its own narrative.  A narrative may be challenged on the events that are selected or omitted, on the interpretation of these events and how they relate.  The same narrative may be articulated in different forms.  So far I have described the narratives we choose to articulate, however a narrative may be beyond our conscious awareness, though inherent in our actions.

A good narrative elicits an appropriate response from its audience.  What is appropriate will depend on the original experience, whether it is trivial or serious, transient or enduring.  The structure and format used in telling a story must also be appropriate to the setting in which it is recounted.  The meaning that a place has for us is unchanged by whether we are telling it to friends or in an enquiry, but the structure and format we use to communicate our story will be very different.  Conversely a poor narrative does not effectively ‘tell the story’.

What is place?  Brook states “By places I mean ambiguously bordered areas that could be natural, rural, or urban, but that are perceived to have some kind of identifiable character that leads to us recognising them as specific places.”
  Place can be differentiated from space.  Place is more than simply a location; it has character, and the space it occupies is determined by the area over which this character extends, whereas location a portion of space determined by its coordinates.  Its geology, weather, fauna, flora and man’s influence all contribute to a place’s character.  Brady states, “To recognise the difference in countryside character is to understand how the many influences upon it combine to give different areas a unique ‘sense of place’”.
  Over time place is subject to change due to both natural forces and man’s actions.  The changes may take place in ‘geological time’ or ‘human time’; as they occur so the character of the place may change, with significant changes leading to the end of one place and creation of another in the same location.  A place has a history, and the history contains both the changes to the place and the events that have occurred there.

Brook states, “What sorts of contributions to (place) narrative are possible?  The most obvious choice of narrative for conservation might be scientific evidence, the geological, biological and ecological facts.  Where people are involved then we must also consider the historical records, the documentary evidence.  More challenging are the less tangible contributions, individual experience, culture, myth.”
  In their respective works on landscape Atherden and Rackham mention pollen analysis (pollen may survive of hundreds of years), current plant types, archaeology, place names, medieval records, current and past boundaries taken from maps as sources of information.
  Place can be seen as independent and static, somewhere that man ‘visits’, or dependent and dynamic, somewhere with which man interacts, and in shaping the place shapes himself.  This difference is revealed by narrative, and the narrative we choose may lead us to behave in very different ways.

In landscape narrative stories link the sense of time, event, experience, memory, and other intangibles to the more tangible aspects of place.  Because stories sequence and configure experience of place into meaningful relationships, narrative offers ways of knowing and shaping landscapes not typically acknowledged by the objectivity of science or maps.  Landscape narrative assumes there is past in which the events it contains took place.  A fictitious narrative would not count.  For any place multiple narratives are to be expected, both of past events and of possible future trajectories.  

H2. Future trajectories of the events contained in historical place narrative can be imagined

It is implicit in Holland’s position that it makes sense to talk of the future trajectory of existing place narrative.  It is at this point we can start to see how Holland’s approach will make a difference in practice; the plans required to gain approval for a development must articulate the significance that will be gained or lost in addition to detailing the actions that will be taken.

What does the future trajectory of a narrative look like?  Narrative refers to both the ‘story’ and the means of telling.  Future trajectory continues the story by anticipating what will happen to the characters in the story.  In the case of place narrative it must say what will happen to the structure of the landscape, to the earth, rocks, air and water.  It must also say what will happen to the inhabitants of the landscape, the animals, insects and plants.  If men inhabit the landscape then it must reveal what will become of them, their buildings and livestock.  For EEDM the same means of telling should (ideally) cover both the past and future.  Imagine reading the first part of a story in a book, then seeing the end on TV; the characters are unlikely to be how we imagined them.

H3. Ethical environmental decision making is about choosing the most appropriate continuation of existing place narrative

Holland differences his position from others by identifying that the past is not something that can simply be discarded.  The present and future are only intelligible as a response to the past.  For place narrative we must understand the events that have shaped the place and given it its character.  The question we face is how to make the future of the place an appropriate response to the events that have occurred there.

EEDM is about the future impact that man has on his surroundings.  It is about change that results from our actions.  The impact can be on places, people, landscapes, species, individuals, air and water.  The changes can be large or small, they may make a fundamental difference or be insignificant.  Applying the idea of change to place the challenge for conservation is in choosing which places should be preserved and which should be developed; and having made the choice there is a further challenge of how to manage the place having made a decision.  Another characterisation would be that the first sort of decision is about the intended use of a particular place, and the second is about the realisation of the intention.

H4. The most appropriate continuation of a place narrative is the one that retains the most significance

If some continuations of existing place narrative can be considered as better than others, and we wish to select these, then we have to have a means of choosing between possible future trajectories.   

Intuitively we feel that some places, landscapes, species and individuals we see as more valuable, more worthy of preservation, than others.  Through narrative we attribute more or less significance to the place, landscape, species or individual, and the nature of the significance is made clear through the narrative.  In order to choose between future trajectories the narratives must clearly articulate whether significance is gained or lost.  The decision about which future narrative to choose then becomes one about identification of which narrative retains the most significance.  This selection is not formulaic, but requires a judgement of practical wisdom, to which I will return below (H6).  I will address further what is meant by significance in the following section.  Holland’s position is that meaningful relationships are what give significance in narrative, and this is addressed in the following step (H5) of the argument.

Selection of the narrative that retains the most significance is not about trying to preserve things exactly as they are.  Over geological time change is inevitable and beyond mans control.  Some change within human time is within our control or influence; the challenge is to make the ‘best’ decisions we can regarding the changes we cause.  While the content of all narratives deserves consideration, not all narratives are equal.  Narratives can be serious or trivial, shared to a greater or lesser extent, appropriate or inappropriate.  The future narrative must tell the anticipated stories of the ‘actors’ which feature in existing narratives.  This requires knowledge, imagination and empathy for the ‘actors’.

A step change in a narrative is not necessarily bad.  What narrative invites us to do is consider whether the scale, nature and rate of change are appropriate.  Sometimes an ‘inappropriate but necessary’ trajectory must be accommodated.  For example choosing where to site a new refuse disposal site.  Once the decision that a new site is required has been taken then selection of which proposal retains the most significance offers a good way to select between alternatives.  If we continue the ‘tip’ example, there might be one option which places it on a remote but beautiful site, one which will involve demolition of historic buildings, and one which significantly changes the place character for residents living near by.  Even if the judgement is not formulaic we must show how the significance each option represents is open to comparison. 
H5. Significance in place narrative is dependent on the meaningful relationships described in the narrative

In the introduction I quoted Holland’s definition as “Meaningful relationships: significant relationships that make for a worthwhile life”.
  Holland’s definition requires that at least one of the entities involved is capable of a worthwhile life.  On some definitions only humans are capable of a worthwhile life.  I have offered an alternative definition that allows for a wider range of entities to have meaningful relationships.  I have done this so as to be able to apply the idea of meaningful relationships to as full a range as possible of conservation decision making problems.  The definition I have introduced is: “A meaningful relationship occurs when the interactions between two entities have significance in their being”. 
Historical narrative contributes to EEDM as it reveals the existing meaningful relationships that are to be respected.  It reveals them not as a ‘snapshot’, but as having a history that shows the waxing and waning of relationships and the complex interplay of different relationships.  Future ‘trajectory’ narrative contributes to EEDM making by anticipating the development and diminishment of meaningful relationships.

An example of place narrative where there was a failure to respect meaningful relationships occurred when terraced housing in Manchester was knocked down and the inhabitants moved to high-rise flats.  People’s lives became meaningless as they were separated from their old acquaintances and habits.  The new housing did not provide appropriate spaces for people to meet and develop new relationships.  An example of failure to recognise and respect meaningful relationships in nature would be the destruction of rain forest.  Whole systems of interlinked meaningful relationships are destroyed, with little or no attempt to recognise their existence, let alone respect them.

H6. Selection of the most appropriate trajectory is not formulaic; a judgement of practical wisdom is called for
I have not yet discussed how the choice between different future place narratives should be made beyond saying that the narrative that contains the most significance, or the narrative that represents the ‘most appropriate trajectory’ should be selected.  Holland and O’Neill are clear that selection is not formulaic.  They say “… we believe this to be a matter for reasoned debate and reflective judgement on the part of those who have studied the situation carefully and thought hard about it: it is a matter in short, of deliberative judgement, not a matter of algebraic calculation according to some formula that we, or others, have supplied. ”
  There is no simple ‘add up’ of significance: there is still a lot to consider in making the decision, especially in challenging cases.  Following Holland and O’Neill this requires a judgement of practical wisdom.  Although the judgement is not formulaic, it is objective to the extent that once it has been made the reasons behind the decision can be made clear.  A key aspect of practical wisdom is that it involves insightful balancing of the claims of competing alternatives.  Understanding the different narratives of a place allows the competing alternatives to be understood both factually, as to what they are, and, from a value point of view, what they mean.  To work effectively a ‘good set’ of quality narratives must be collected.  By ‘good set’ I mean one that gives coverage of at least all the major competing positions and by ‘quality’ I mean narratives that communicate effectively and appropriately.

Shaw explores the possibility of a virtue ethics approach to Leopold’s land ethic.  He identifies three “land virtues”, sensitivity, prudence and judgement / practical wisdom.  Of practical wisdom he says  

“Practical wisdom or judgement …. should be understood as permeating the other two.  Judgement is involved in showing ‘sensitivity’ to ecological communities and their members and in sorting out the rival claims and interests within and among communities.  The same is true of acting with ‘prudence’.  In face of the uncertain environmental consequences of clearing the Brazilian rain forests, or of logging ‘old forests’ in Washington and Oregon, what weight should an enlightened decision maker place on real human needs for food, clothing, and employment and what weight on the preservation of those ecosystems ?  Surely there are no rules here that guarantee a single right answer.
”

Practical wisdom is the ability to make decisions that cannot be drawn from existing rules.  There may be existing rules that require conflicting actions, or the situation may be a new one for which there are no existing rules.  It is the ability to make a good judgement in a situation where conflicts exist between principles, priorities and emotional commitments.  For example should we tell someone the truth when to do so would be hurtful to them, should we put the needs of a rare species above the needs of impoverished humans.  Although it may afterwards be possible to rationalise our decision, the decision does not depend on logic.  Practical wisdom is typically seen as developing through experience, teaching, habit etc and assumes knowledge. A combination of both reason and intuition is used in reaching a decision, however there is a tension between them.

H7. Meaningful relationships contribute to the worthwhile existence of an entity; a worthwhile existence is one that has meaningful relationships

I want to draw out the link Holland establishes between meaningful relations and the idea of a worthwhile life.  He claims 

“… the living of worthwhile lives depends, among other things, on our ability to sustain meaningful relationships.  It seems to me that the (logical) relation between the two terms is that of mutual implication – worthwhile lives entail meaningful relationships, and meaningful relationships entail worthwhile lives.”
  

It might seem that implicit in this statement is the implication that only humans can lead a worthwhile life, therefore the meaningful relations to which he refers are between humans, or between humans and nature, however he goes on to state:

“… (my understanding of) nature is a deeply historical concept and is on this account is charged with meaning.  Natural relationships are a paradigm of meaningful relationships both on account of the (past) history invested in them and on account of the (future) history that they portend.  Meaningful relationships therefore can be evolutionary and ecological, as well as cultural.” 

We have seen above (W1-W11) the contribution that meaningful relationships make to the living of a worthwhile human life.  We must now ask: is it only humans that can have a worthwhile life?  Does a being that is the subject of a life have the possibility of a worthwhile life, or, even more broadly, does it make sense to consider any living thing as having a more, or less, worthwhile life.  The lives of animals that are the subject of a life can certainly be seen as going better or worse in a broadly equivalent sense to human lives.
  To avoid confusion with the anthropocentric term worthwhile life I will use the expression worthwhile existence, leaving open the possibility that non-living things might be considered as having a more, or less, worthwhile existence.  Following Holland, I will take it that those entities that are capable of meaningful relationships are capable of having a more or less worthwhile existence.  Indeed it is the presence or absence of meaningful relationships that tell us, at least in part, whether an existence is worthwhile.

I have not argued for the full range of beings that potentially have a worthwhile existence; my intent is to show that at least some beings in nature have an existence that is more or less worthwhile.  I have introduced the possibility that a very wide range of entities may have meaningful relationships, however I have not argued for a position beyond the existence of at least some meaningful relationships in nature.  Whether species, herds and rocks are capable of meaningful relationships and a worthwhile existence I am similarly leaving open.

Argument assessment

Holland successfully moves the focus of conservation from the entities of nature to meaningful relationships between them, and from the synchronic to the diachronic through the use of narrative.  These are significant changes to theory, and if put into practice will lead to significant changes in decision making.

A number of challenges to Holland’s position can be made.  These are:-

· The need to provide an explicit conception of history

· Collingwood’s claim that only human history counts

· That his position gives guidance on conservation, not on ‘how to live our lives’

· That meaningful relationships are necessarily anthropocentric

· That the approach doesn’t address the role of aesthetics in EEDM

The use of historical narrative is a foundation of Holland’s position, yet he does not provide an explicit conception of history.  It is possible to read his position as having a naïve view of history analogous to the view of science that it is value free, the historical facts speak for themselves and disputes between them can be resolved by re-examining the facts to see who has ‘got it right’. 
   By the facts I mean the evidence open to the historian through documents, artefacts, and spoken recollection.  Holland’s position seems worrying on two counts: Firstly it ignores the possibility of multiple valid interpretations of the facts; secondly it ignores the possibility of a conception of history that it reveals progress towards a goal.  For example Walsh states:

“We can, if we like, represent Marx’s philosophy of history as an amended version of Hegel’s, and certainly the two have superficially a good deal in common.  Hegel had portrayed history as a dialectical progress towards the realisation of freedom ….  Marx too thought of history as a dialectical progress towards a morally desirable goal, the classless communist society, which would in fact be a genuinely free society ….”

Closer examination reveals that Holland does not need a particular conception of history for the approach to work, indeed a rigidly applied particular conception of history would invalidate some narratives out of hand, working counter to his intention that multiple place narratives be considered.  Rather, we need to make explicit the conception of history used for each narrative.  In practice this would prove time consuming and onerous; we should therefore perhaps assume the neutral model of Holland’s implicit position with value free narrative, and only start to question the values implicit in the narrative when it becomes apparent that the conception of history used in a particular narrative is an important part of its interpretation.

An idealist conception of history is also potentially problematic.  Collingwood states 

“If we raise the question, Of what can there be historical knowledge?, the answer is Of that which can be re-enacted in the historian’s mind.  In the first place, this must be experience.  Of that which is not experience but the mere object of experience, there can be no history.  Thus there is and can be no history of nature, whether as perceived or as thought by the scientist”. 

Holland’s account clearly does encompass a history of nature, the ‘mere objects of experience’.  I take Rackham’s work on the making of the English Countryside, or Leakey and Lewin’s work on extinction to contain examples of historical place narrative.
  On Collingwood’s view these are not history, but they clearly contain exactly the type of narrative Holland means, for example Leakey and Lewin’s description of the role of man in the extinction of megafauna in Australia.
  Holland’s place narrative may not be history as defined by Collingwood, but his use of ‘place historical narrative’ is intelligible, coherent and applies to many works such as those of Rackham and Leakey/Lewin.  

One possible criticism of Holland is that he gives guidance on conservation, not on ‘how to live our lives’.  Worthwhile lives (or existence) features strongly in his position, but he does not explain his conception of what it is to have a worthwhile life.  I take it that the exposition I have given above (W1-W11) shows how narrative and meaningful relationships can feature in a worthwhile life.  As we have seen, implicit in Holland’s position is the need to extend the idea of worthwhile life to that of worthwhile existence.
  As we have seen (H7), there is much further work that could be done to describe what constitutes a worthwhile existence.

Are meaningful relationships necessarily anthropocentric?  I hope the exposition that I have given has made clear that relationships in nature do not require human involvement or presence to be meaningful.  While the existence of meaning may only be consciously realised when humans, or possibly some other sentient being, are aware of them, examples of relationships where one entity has significance in the being of another predate the arrival of humans.  The parent-offspring relationship is an example of this.

One complaint that can be made concerning Holland’s approach is that it doesn’t address the role of aesthetics in EEDM.  In the following section I will argue that Holland’s position can readily be extended to include the aesthetic.

The role of aesthetics in ethical environmental decision making (EEDM)

Importance of the argument

There is a widely held belief that aesthetic experience of our environment is valuable and contributes to the living of a worthwhile life.
  On this view the aesthetic character of particular places is among the factors that makes them worth preserving (or not).  For example Brady states, “These experiences matter to us, and they also matter to nature because positive aesthetic valuing of the environment may encourage us to care for it.”  If this is the case a defensible argument in support of the inclusion of the aesthetic EEDM is required.  The argument must show both why aesthetic experience of place is important and how it can feature in EEDM.  A particular challenge comes from the emphasis placed on objectivity in EEDM, at the expense of subjective experience.
  Anyone wishing to show how the aesthetic can be considered in EEDM must thus show either how aesthetic experience can be made objective, or that the subjective has a role in EEDM.  Successful defence of the claim that Holland’s approach allows aesthetic considerations to feature in ethical environmental decision making without enforced objectivity will enhance its claim to be superior to others and remove the need to unnecessarily seek objectivity in environmental aesthetics.  

Outline argument
A1. Ethical environmental decision making is about choosing the most appropriate continuation of existing place narrative

A2. The most appropriate continuation of a place narrative is the one which retains the most significance

A3. Significance is dependent on meaningful relationships

A4. Aesthetic experience both gives meaning to and is meaningful in our (human) relationship to nature

A5. Aesthetic experience can reveal meaningful relationships within nature

A6. Aesthetic experience of nature can be described in narrative form (by testimony, text, poetry, literature, photos, paintings … and other forms too)

A7. Description of aesthetic experience is significant in place narrative

A8. Significance in place narrative does not depend solely on aesthetic experience; meaningful relationships may be revealed by other experience and observation, by science, by myth and by histories

A9. The role aesthetic considerations should play in ethical environmental decision making is to contribute to understanding the meaningful relationships which give significance to existing place narrative, and which will be enhanced or diminished in possible future narratives.

A10. Selection of the most appropriate narrative is not formulaic; a judgement of practical wisdom is called for

Detailed argument

The first three steps of the argument are the taken from Holland’s argument above (H3-H5).

Taking the remaining steps of the argument in detail:-

A4. Aesthetic experience is meaningful in our (human) relationship to nature

What is aesthetic experience?  I take the pragmatist accounts of Dewey and Beardsley to be appropriate, as giving a more inclusive view than traditional accounts such as those of Kant.
  Brady attributes the following to Dewey:

“…(Dewey) contends that the aesthetic arises through an almost primal, active engagement between ourselves and our environment, through ordinary activities including both practical and intellectual pursuits.  The aesthetic emerges in ‘an experience’ when the elements of ordinary experience come together in a meaningful and vital way, creating a unified experience that is complete and whole in itself.  It is not disengaged or distant, but full of meaning and expression, involving both ‘doing’ and ‘undergoing’ and engaging the ‘entire live creature’”.

Dewey emphasises both that the aesthetic experience is meaningful and is ‘full of meaning’.  He also brings out that the elements of ordinary experience are ‘unified’ in the aesthetic experience; there is a strong link here to the idea that narrative gives coherence to events.  

The aesthetic experience of place starts with our perception, using all our senses, of the perceptual qualities we find there.  However, our aesthetic experience does not end with perception; knowledge, imagination and emotion are all contributors to our aesthetic experience.
  All can make more vivid the aesthetic qualities of a place.  The aesthetic character of a place is defined by both nature and culture and changes over time due to growth and decay, geological change, erosion, the day-to-day effects of human modification and development.  Historical narrative captures the changing aesthetic character of a place.  Different peoples occupying the same place may have different narratives: the perceptual qualities of the place on which aesthetic experience starts may be the same, but cultural valuation differs, giving rise to potentially very different experiences.

Through active engagement with our environment aesthetic experience gives meaning to our relationship to nature and reveals nature ‘as it is’.  It is an essential and un-dismissible part of our interaction with nature.  EEDM is by definition practical, as it is concerned with making decisions that will impact on the future of specific places.  Good decisions must take cognisance of the place ‘as it is’.
  Knowledge of the place ‘as it is’ is grounded in direct personal experience of it, in which the aesthetic features strongly, giving us knowledge by acquaintance.
  It is this grounding experience which narrative is so well able to capture and convey within the EEDM process
.  This is not to deny the importance of ‘knowledge that’, particularly as given by history and science, in EEDM.

Aesthetic experience has meaning, or is meaningful, in our relation to nature in two ways.  Firstly it is something we seek out, something we value, something we miss if it is not present, something that contributes to a worthwhile life.  Many seek it directly, through a whole range of activities from walking the dog to detailed observation of birds or plants.  Indirectly we experience it through nature programs on TV, paintings and pictures.  Through these activities we recognise, respect and develop meaningful relationships in and with nature.  Secondly we can’t fully understand ourselves without understanding our link to, and place in, nature – and this requires knowledge by acquaintance as well as knowledge that.   As we can see from the description of Dewey above there is “an almost primal, active engagement between ourselves and our environment, through ordinary activities”.  We cannot claim to understand and know nature without grounding our understanding in this experience.

A5. Aesthetic experience can reveal meaningful relationships within nature

Much knowledge of the relationships within nature comes from science, particularly ecology, and this gives us ‘knowledge that’ a relationship takes a given form.  Knowledge by acquaintance lets us understand the relationships in a different way.  Take the sight of a horse cantering over the crest of a Lakeland ridge on a winter’s morning.  We are struck by the power and grace of its movement, by the way the sloping hillside affect its stride and the angle we see it.  We are struck by the eagerness with which its companion follows; by the way the cold air turns its breath to steam.  The pale morning sun backlights the horses, throwing their forms into sharp relief, making the grass brilliant.  We notice all this in a flash as we drive past, but the moment has an intensity that sticks.  For a moment we almost are the horse, or are at one with it.  We sense the relationships between the horse, the land and the air, between the two horses, and ourselves as we pass.  We are given a moment of awareness, and this awareness starts in our aesthetic experience.

Foster describes the difference between understanding the biology of why the leaves of a tree change colour and drop off and direct experience of what it means.
  She contrasts the biological ‘knowledge that’ with the knowledge given by touching a soft, bright green new leaf in spring compared with the dry, crisp feel of a brown leaf in autumn.  As another example ecology may give us theoretical knowledge of the relationship between hunter and prey, but the sight and sound of a rabbit caught by a stoat reveals the full bloody terror it involves.  Watching a peregrine with her chicks we may be struck both by the dependence between them and by how irrelevant we are in their lives.  Both knowledge that and knowledge by acquaintance let us recognise meaningful relationships in nature and in doing so contribute to the living of a worthwhile life.

For those lucky enough to experience it, the experience of nature as one, or of our unity with nature, can be one of the most powerful experiences there is.  Such experiences often start with the aesthetic.

A6. Aesthetic experience of nature can be described in narrative form

It is important to distinguish between the immediate, personal, nature of experience and our ability to capture it in narrative.  The narrative is not the experience; it is an attempt to recreate the experience, for ourselves or for others.  Words only hint at the feeling of gritstone under our hands while climbing on a summer’s day, the sun on our back and fear in our heart.  Greg Childs in an essay on climbing vividly describes the difficulty, or even impossibility, of capturing experience in words.  

“Talking to a personal friend once I launched into an animated rave about a previous personal experience, faltered on my inadequate words, shrugged and concluded.  ‘Well, you really had to be there.’  What truth!  So obvious yet so profound.  It is in involvement, and not through any armchair account, analogy or metaphor that meaning to this pile of words ….. will be found.  No one can find it for you.  You will not read it here.  All you will find here is another razor murder.”

I take the main challenge to be establishing how any experience can be captured in narrative, rather than how aesthetic experience can be captured.  To deny communication of any experience is unwarranted scepticism.  The huge number of narratives that have been created around all human activities confirms that, having noted the limitations above, the endeavour to capture our experience in narrative is worthwhile.

How is aesthetic experience captured in narrative?  Perhaps the simplest way is indirectly, by describing the aesthetic character of a place.  The ‘sense of place’ qualities are expressive of the experienced ‘feeling’ of a place.  Description of these qualities is not limited to objective factual description, but also articulates the ‘meaning’ of these qualities.  For example we might describe an oak wood as having ‘quiet rustic charm’.  The narrative may itself have aesthetic content, for example in poetry, literature, photos and paintings.  As an example of aesthetic character in poetic narrative, the first verse of ‘Colours of January’ goes:-

Colours of January,

brown and white, bleak

green and black, grey;

here, walking by 

the backend land

· Blencathra

round as a bowl, and

a stone cut road

hinged over a valley –

here we meet winter.

However the narrative my go beyond aesthetic character of place to the meaning that the place has, as in Gerald England’s poem ‘Escape’:-

It is necessary

every once in a while 

to escape

from the oppressive closeness

of the city;

to a small village

up on the moor’s edge

from where

I can walk up into the hills

where there is

no roar of traffic

but the rippling of a stream

though the city

is but a mere bus ride away

it could be a million miles

for here is not the solitude

of the city,

which is loneliness,

but the solitude of the country,

which is freedom.

This second poem shows us that (aesthetic) experience doesn’t need to be objective or shared to form a valid place narrative.  While many would share the sentiments of Escape, many would not.  The solitude of the moor in which England finds freedom might be oppressive to another.  What cannot be doubted is that the place, or places, which inspired Escape have a deep meaning for him, and that this meaning depends on the aesthetic character of the place and the feeling with which he responds.
A7. Description of aesthetic experience is significant in place narrative

I have argued above that aesthetic experience both contributes to and reveals meaningful relationships, and that meaningful relationships are significant in place narrative.  Aesthetic experience is therefore significant in place narrative.

In addition to the argument given above for the significance of aesthetic experience in narrative I want to offer a further one.  If the set of available narratives for a place had no aesthetic content we would feel it lacked something important.  It is hard to imagine the character of a place could be adequately described without mentioning the aesthetic.

A8. Significance in place narrative does not depend solely on aesthetic experience; meaningful relationships may be revealed by other experience and observation, by science, by myth and by histories

As we have seen in the preceding sections articulating the worthwhile life argument and Holland’s position, aesthetic narrative is not the only narrative type that figures in EEDM.  To reveal the role of the aesthetic we need to relate it to the other contributions to place narrative.  Our knowledge by acquaintance includes ‘experiential’ narratives where the aesthetic makes little or no contribution and our ‘knowledge that’ includes ‘scientific’ narratives that are not directly dependent on experience.  The way in which meaning and meaningful relationships are revealed in the narrative types is (very) different, but taken together the different narrative types give us a richer and fuller understanding.

Although all our experience of nature starts in perception, there are many experiences where the aesthetic is not the centre of our attention.  For example when a farmer ploughs his land he is concerned with the quality of his ploughing, and although this may have an aesthetic element it is not his primary concern.  The farmer’s narrative of the land may well focus on the cycle of ploughing, sowing and the harvest he reaps.  There are also historical, ecological and geological narratives based on ‘knowledge that’.  Historically the land has had different owners and uses and the changes in these might be typical of the changes associated with the moves from feudal strip farming to a high tech modern farm.  The ecological narrative will tell the story of the changing species which have been found on the land and their relation to the current state of the soil.  All these narratives reveal meaningful relationships, and we must recognise each if we are to fully appreciate a place in our EEDM.  Many of the relationships revealed will be the same, but with a different perspective.  The ecological record may show a loss of meaningful relationships as use of the land intensifies, while the farmer’s narrative shows increasingly bountiful harvests as pests are controlled; and linked to these narratives will be a narrative that articulates the changing aesthetic character of the place.

The narrative approach is compatible with the idea that knowledge contributes to aesthetic experience.  The degree to which ‘knowledge that’ is seen as influencing aesthetic judgement varies between aesthetic theories.  Cognitivist theories, such as Carlson’s Natural Environment Model, allocate it a central role, and on this basis there will be a strong link between the scientific narrative and the aesthetic one.  For example, our perception of place may be influenced by our knowledge that sheep were introduced, existing occupants of the land turned out, and that most local flora have been decimated by the sheep.  As a result of this knowledge we may see the landscape as empty.

I have argued that aesthetic considerations are an essential part of place narrative, and are thus essential to EEDM.  My conclusion is that:- 

A9. The role aesthetic considerations should play in ethical environmental decision making is to contribute to understanding the meaningful relationships which give significance to existing place narrative, and which will be enhanced or diminished in possible future narratives

A10. Selection of the most appropriate (future) narrative is not formulaic; a judgement of practical wisdom is called for

A10 repeats H6 in Holland’s argument; it remains to make clear how the aesthetic features in the selection.  It is the meaning given, or revealed by, the aesthetic and captured in narrative that provides the insight which practical wisdom considers.  The judgement of practical wisdom is not an aesthetic judgement.  For example, in the poem ‘Escape’ the narrative links the aesthetic character of the moor – rippling streams and stillness – to the ‘meaning’ of the moor that is revealed.  The revealed meaning is freedom from the oppression of city life and it is this that practical wisdom must weigh in the balance when considering its possible future trajectories.  The aesthetic judgement is part of the direct experience of the place, based on its perceptual qualities.  For example in his original experience of the moor that England’s poem is about he must have made the aesthetic judgement that the perceptual qualities of a stream could fittingly be described as ‘rippling’.

Argument assessment

I have argued that aesthetic experience of place is important because it gives us knowledge by acquaintance of the place, because it gives meaning to our relationship to the place and by revealing and giving insight to meaningful relationships within the place.  I have argued that place narrative can capture our aesthetic experience and that through these narratives the aesthetic can be incorporated in the meaningful relationship narrative approach to EEDM suggested by Holland.  Inclusion of the aesthetic extends the applicability of Holland’s approach.  Narrative gives a good way to both capture aesthetic experience of place character and to put it alongside scientific and historical narrative on an equal footing.  
I have not sought to determine the compatibility of the approach put forward here with any particular aesthetic theory.  My belief is that the approach is largely independent of aesthetic theory.
  For example a ‘Kantian’ view of aesthetic experience would reduce the number of experiences that would count as aesthetic.  Carlson’s ‘Natural Environment Model’, which holds that scientific knowledge is required to make the aesthetic judgement true, can be incorporated because the ‘scientific narrative’ is included.
  I have focussed on showing how aesthetic experience can figure, however we can look for insight into meaningful relationships in any experiential narrative.  Different aesthetic theories will broaden or diminish the range of experiences that count as aesthetic; that this doesn’t stop them counting in narrative, and thus in EEDM, is a strength of Holland’s approach.

I have argued that the role aesthetic considerations should play in EEDM is to contribute to understanding the meaningful relationships which give significance to existing place narrative, and which will be enhanced or diminished in possible future narratives.  If the approach of selecting the most appropriate trajectory for existing place narratives based on their description of meaningful relationships is defensible, then aesthetic considerations make an essential contribution to EEDM.

How well does Holland’s approach cope with some classic conservation problems?

In this section I will take three well-known conservation problems and explore the strengths and weaknesses of Holland’s approach, and my extensions to it, in addressing them.  The problems are:-

· Sylvan’s Last Man thought experiment

· Rolston’s example of whether to save a particular Yellowstone bison

· Norton’s example of whether to save the Snaildarter fish or build a dam

In Sylvan’s Last Man thought experiment “the last man (or person) surviving the collapse of the world system lays about him, eliminating, as far as he can, every living thing, animal or plant.”
   Holland’s approach gives two clear reasons that support Sylvan's intuition that the last person acts wrongly.  From an EEDM perspective the last man should consider the possible future trajectories of existing meaningful relationships and select the one that retains the most significance; clearly his actions fail to do this.  From the point of view of living a worthwhile life the last person fails to recognise (possibly) and respect (definitely) the meaningful relationships in nature and therefore lives a less worthwhile life, indeed the magnitude of his actions make it seriously flawed.  From this it seems that Holland’s approach offers good basis for an environmental ethic.

Rolston describes an event in Yellowstone Park where a bison fell through the ice into a river; the rangers forbid saving it or carrying out mercy killing and the bison froze to death.
  The Yellowstone Ethic was to let nature take its course; I’ve always felt that ignoring the obvious suffering the bison went through revealed a flaw in the Yellowstone ethic, and I believe that this flaw is also present in Holland’s approach.  From an EEDM point of view we are asked to consider the trajectory that retains the most significance (as revealed through meaningful relationships); it is difficult to see whether greater significance is retained through the continued existence of the bison, or by allowing the bison to die and become part of the food chain for carrion eaters.  Holland articulates his approach in terms of place narrative, so perhaps it is unfair ask it to stretch to the problems presented by individual creatures.  From the point of view of living a worthwhile life it could be argued that the Park rangers recognised meaningful relationships and attempted to respect them, so Holland’s position is not saved by the worthwhile life extension.  Indeed this example supports the position I have taken that recognition, respect and development of meaningful relationships are not all that counts in living a worthwhile life.  Callousness to the suffering of sentient beings would, I suggest, lead to a life being less worthwhile.

Norton describes the conservation issues involved in deciding whether to build a dam in a location that would destroy the site of the only known population of snaildarter, a member of the perch family.
  Holland’s approach to EEDM asks us to consider which future trajectory of existing place narrative retains the most significance.  If we consider a thought experiment that places the dam in two identical valleys, one with the snaildarter and one without, then if the one without the snaildarter contains ‘more meaningful relationships’ then, on Holland’s account, it seems we are bound to save it in preference to the one containing the snaildarter, even if the relationships are between very common species.
  This conclusion might be the right one, however it runs counter to the likely response of many environmentalists.  Holland’s approach (my reading) is that the value that a meaningful relationship has is due to the significance of the relationship to the beings involved in it; there is no consideration of factors outside the relationship such as scarcity. It seems plausible that the case for an extension that considers these factors could be argued while remaining true to Holland’s position that meaningful relationships are what count.

Conclusion

My conclusion from consideration of the three problems above is that Holland’s approach gives a sound basis for an environmental ethic that looks at decisions concerning the future of a place.  As a basis for decisions concerning individuals it seems that meaningful relationships are not all that count; we must look beyond Holland’s original position to achieve this, as we must if we are to include considerations such as scarcity.  One approach to this is through consideration of living a worthwhile life; however meaningful relationships are only one element of this.  The problems highlighted by the examples all relate to the constraint that meaningful relationships are all that have significance; narrative, and consideration of its future trajectory, appears unproblematic.

Holland is keen to differentiate his position from existing philosophies of conservation.  It clearly is different in its temporal approach and focus on meaningful relationships.  None the less, there is at least one area where revisiting existing arguments may be useful.  I refer to the question of how strong a role ecology, and more generally science, should play in understanding meaningful relationships.  Taylor argues for the inherent worth of individual living beings.  His argument for respect for these beings draws little on scientific knowledge of these beings; once we know they are alive they are due our respect.  Scientific knowledge may influence our behaviour, but it does not create our moral obligation.
  Other writers, for example Leopold and Rolston, draw more heavily on ecological facts in creating a moral obligation.
  The same challenge exists for meaningful relationships: to what extent is scientific knowledge required to recognise and respect them.  My suggestion, for which I have not argued, is that we do not need large amounts of scientific information to recognise, respect and develop meaningful relationships with other people, and that a similar position holds for nature.  For example, we don’t need to be sociologists or psychologists to recognise and respect the relationship between a mother and child.

I have argued that meaningful relationships contribute to a worthwhile life, both between humans and in and with nature.  There is an opportunity to explore this contribution in more detail for both areas.  Areas to explore include: the role of meaningful relationships in the different virtues, better characterisation of the degree to which positive and negative relationships contribute to a worthwhile life, and links with other aspects of a worthwhile life.  The approach should include examination of a broader range of examples in more detail than given here.  Meaningful relationships have implications for social, as well as environmental, philosophy.

Another area for further investigation is to define more precisely what kinds of things have meaningful relationships.  I have given examples for human-human, human-animal, animal-animal, animal-plant and plant-plant meaningful relationships, but I have not given examples for non-living entities, or for species.  Does a rock have a meaningful relationship with the stream?  The stream wears away the rock; the rock defines where the stream flows.  This might be considered as having significance in the being of both, however it may be that using the term meaningful relationship to cover both the rock and the stream and the relationship between mother and child makes it too broad to be useful.

I will conclude by assessing how well my aims and objectives have been met.  These were:-

· To argue that recognition and respect for nature’s meaningful relationships, and development of meaningful relationships with nature, contribute to living a worthwhile life.

· To state Holland’s argument more formally and give a detailed exposition of the key concepts of place narrative, meaningful relationships in nature and worthwhile existence that it contains.

· To argue that Holland’s argument can be extended to include the aesthetic.

I have developed arguments for each of these positions.  In doing so I have identified the challenges to each and offered a defence against these challenges.  While the response to some of these challenges gives the opportunity for further detailed investigation, none appears insurmountable; indeed, to the contrary, further investigation may well strengthen the arguments presented here.  My overall conclusion is that the arguments I have presented strengthen Holland’s original 

position and develop it significantly in the areas of worthwhile life and aesthetics.  

Holland’s position is defensible, offers significantly different insights over existing approaches, and offers fertile ground for further development.
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� A. Holland and K. Rawles, The Ethics of Conservation. Report presented to The Countryside Council for Wales, P37.  Thingmount series, No.1. Lancaster University: Department of Philosophy, 1994.


� I have based this on both personal discussions with Alan and on reading several of his published papers.  The papers are referenced individually as referred to.
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� Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue, Duckworth, p219


� To be clear W11 does not claim that a relationship to nature is a necessary part of a worthwhile life, only that it can contribute to a greater or lesser extent.  In the overall assessment of my argument I suggest that this stronger position could be argued for.


� Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Penguin. The account given here owes much to David Ross’s introduction to Aristotle’s work.


� Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue, Duckworth, p148


� Rosalind Hursthouse, Applying Virtue Ethics, Open University study guide, p96


� Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Penguin:  Ross’s introduction p xxii


� Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue, Duckworth, p219


� Anne Righter, Shakespeare and the Idea of the Play, 1962 (referenced by MacIntyre p143)


� Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue, Duckworth, p143


� Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue, Duckworth, p217-9


� Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, Penguin, p19-23


� Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue, Duckworth, p219


� Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue, Duckworth, p211


� Aldo Leopold, Thinking like a mountain in ‘A Sand County Almanac’, p129, Oxford.  Leopold’s text is a good example of how narrative ‘brings to life’ place description and how the aesthetic features in the narrative – the sound of the wolf, the image of trees, snow and blood.


� Richard Leakey and Roger Lewin, The Sixth Extinction: biodiversity and its survival, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, p171-194


� Richard Leakey and Roger Lewin, The Sixth Extinction: biodiversity and its survival, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, p171-194


� Alasdair MacIntyre, After Virtue, Duckworth: MacIntyre’s discussion of Emotivism covers much of the 1st chapters of the book, his position that we cannot consider individuals in isolation is prominent in much of the second part of the book.


� Alan Holland, Lecture notes issued on MAVE Rum field trip 2004


� Alan Holland and John O’Neill, The Integrity of Nature Over Time, Thingmount series, No.1. Lancaster University: Department of Philosophy, 1996. (Also sometimes titled Yew Trees, Butterflies, Rotting Boots and Washing Lines)


� Alan Holland and John O’Neill, The Integrity of Nature Over Time, Thingmount series, No.1. Lancaster University: Department of Philosophy, 1996. (Also sometimes titled Yew Trees, Butterflies, Rotting Boots and Washing Lines)


� Note that these roles may be combined: the author my also be the teller, the teller may be his own audience.


� M. Potteiger and J. Purinton, Landscape Narratives – Design Practices for Telling Stories, p3, Wiley 


� Isis Brook, Place Narratives, given at ‘The Embodiment of Change’ conference, Ulverston 10th March 2005


� Emily Brady, Aesthetics of the Natural Environment, P235-239, Edinburgh


� Isis Brook, Place Narratives, given at ‘The Embodiment of Change’ conference, Ulverston 10th March 2005


� Margaret Atherden, Upland Britain: a natural history, Manchester University Press, especially p25-46 and Oliver Rackham, The Illustrated History of the Countryside, Phoenix, section on Rural detection p8-15


� Quote from Alan Holland’s lecture notes, Rum 2004


� Alan Holland and John O’Neill, The Integrity of Nature Over Time, Thingmount series, No.1. Lancaster University: Department of Philosophy, 1996. (Also sometimes titled Yew Trees, Butterflies, Rotting Boots and Washing Lines)


� Bill Shaw, A virtue ethics approach to Aldo Leopold’s land ethic (Environmental ethics, vol 19, spring 1997 pp53-67)


� There is no general agreement as to what constitutes practical wisdom.   The following outlines different, and sometimes conflicting, views on what acting with practical wisdom may require, and highlights the tension between reason and intuition:-


The capacity to act in a reasoned and impartial way with regard to the things which are good or bad in the field of moral concern.


Judgement; and the judgement is intuitive.  The ‘mean’ of virtue is ‘seen’ in the here and now, without reference to rules.  Judgement does not reason about virtue, but intuits it.  So practical wisdom is more than a general faculty to be able to reason or apply rules.  While we may afterwards show how the judgement can be supported by reason, it is not reason that makes the judgement; there is more to practical wisdom than following rules, or criteria.  Possessing practical wisdom means having the ability to perceive what is important in a situation and make a judgement of how to act on it.


Empathy for, and understanding of, the likely reactions of others.


Balancing the demands of conflicting interests: what should we do after considering conflicting interests, especially if the options may involve harm.


Experience; and experience is best understood by observing the persons we credit with practical wisdom.  I.e. it is from experience that we gain our ability to act intuitively.


� Alan Holland, Environmental Ethics and Technology (unpublished draft)


� Alan Holland, Environmental Ethics and Technology (unpublished draft)


� I have used the expression subject of a life in the sense used by Regan in: Tom Regan, Animal Rights, Human Wrongs – both in Environmental Philosophy 3rd Edition, Edited by Zimmerman, Callicott, Session, Warren and Clark, Prentice Hall.  


� my current view is that they do, however this requires further argument


� See for example the course notes on the MAVE website for module 404, Science and the Domination of nature, section on the doctrine of value freedom.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/depts/philosophy/awaymave/404/block1.htm" ��http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/depts/philosophy/awaymave/404/block1.htm� 


� W.H. Walsh, An Introduction to Philosophy of History, Hutchinson University Library, p156


� R.G. Collingwood, The idea of History, Oxford, p302


� Oliver Rackham, The Illustrated History of the Countryside, Phoenix, and Richard Leakey and Roger Lewin, The Sixth Extinction: biodiversity and its survival, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 


� Richard Leakey and Roger Lewin, The Sixth Extinction: biodiversity and its survival, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, p183


� Holland’s expression in the references I have used is ‘worthwhile lives’, however in subsequent conversation he has adopted the broader position of ‘worthwhile existence’.


� Although not necessarily expressed in these words, I take this view to be present in the work of Leopold (Sand County Almanac), Rolston (see for example Can and Ought we to follow nature, Environmental Ethics vol. 1, p22-24) and Naess (see especially points 1 and 2 of the deep ecology platform, p189 in Environmental Philosophy, ed Zimmerman).   (Many) other supporters of the view exist.


� Emily Brady, Aesthetics of the Natural Environment, P229-231, Edinburgh


� I have discussed the role of practical wisdom above (H6); in A10 I will make clear the distinction between aesthetic judgement and the judgement of practical wisdom, and how the import of the aesthetic judgement can feature in practical wisdom.


� Emily Brady, Aesthetics of the Natural Environment, P12-13, Edinburgh


Beardsley identifies a set of criterion for an experience to count as aesthetic; the first is necessary and one or more of the others must be present (quoted from Brady):-


‘object directedness’, similar to sympathetic attention


‘felt freedom’, a release from distracting or problematic concerns, perhaps not unlike the freedom identified by Kant and associated with aesthetic judgements


‘detached effect’, the capacity to set the object at a slight emotional distance in order to appreciate it 


‘active discovery’, the constructive activity of our mental powers, where we make connections and locate meaning (similar to imaginative engagement)


‘wholeness’, a feeling of wholeness and satisfaction or contentment


� Emily Brady, Aesthetics of the Natural Environment, P12, Edinburgh


� Emily Brady, Aesthetics of the Natural Environment, Chapter 6, Edinburgh


� I recognise that that some would want to argue that the culture and knowledge play such a strong role that even the ‘base’ perceptual qualities of the place differ for different peoples.


� There are two claims in this: one is pragmatic – if we don’t consider as many aspects as we can in making a decision then we may miss something important.  The other is moral: a decision based solely on economic grounds has no claim to be part of ethical environmental decision making.


� Cheryl Foster, The Narrative and the Ambient in Environmental Aesthetics, Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism: special issue: Environmental Aesthetics, 56:2, 1998 (Inspiration of the understanding that knowledge by acquaintance is a key aspect of EEDM)


� To the extent that any experience can be captured; see (A6) for a discussion of this.


� Cheryl Foster, The Narrative and the Ambient in Environmental Aesthetics, Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism: special issue: Environmental Aesthetics, 56:2, 1998


� See for example William James, The Varieties of Religious Experience


� Greg Child, Coast to Coast on the Granite Slasher in  “Mirrors in the Cliffs”, edited by Jim Perrin


� David Wright, Colours of January, in Speak to the Hills edited by Hamish Brown and Martyn Berry, AUP


� Gerald England, Escape, in Speak to the Hills edited by Hamish Brown and Martyn Berry


� At least those covered by Brady in Aesthetics of the Natural Environment


� Emily Brady, Aesthetics of the Natural Environment, p89-91, Edinburgh


� Richard Sylvan, Is there a need for a new, an environmental, ethic? in Environmental Ethics, Environmental Philosophy 3rd Edition, Edited by Zimmerman, Callicott, Session, Warren and Clark, Prentice Hall, P21


� Holmes Rolston III, Challenges in Environmental Ethics, Environmental Philosophy 3rd Edition, Edited by Zimmerman, Callicott, Session, Warren and Clark, Prentice Hall.  Especially p129


� Bryan G. Norton, Toward a unity among environmentalists, Oxford, p136-139.  The dam is the Tellico dam.


� Holland might respond by referring the decision to a question of practical wisdom, but even allowing for this it still seems that he has ‘allowed in’ value not contained in the meaningful relationships of the snaildarter fish in the sense of ‘significance of the relationship to the beings involved in it’.  A second approach might be to ‘load the balance’ in favour of the snaildarter fish by claiming that in the meaningful relationship of man to nature scarce species have great value.


� Paul W. Taylor, The Ethics of Respect for Nature, Environmental Philosophy 3rd Edition, Edited by Zimmerman, Callicott, Session, Warren and Clark, Prentice Hall.  Especially The bio-centric outlook on nature p73-75


� Holmes Rolston III, Challenges in Environmental Ethics, Environmental Philosophy 3rd Edition, Edited by Zimmerman, Callicott, Session, Warren and Clark, Prentice Hall.  Especially p139-143.  


� Some versions of this paper take the title “Yew Trees, Butterflies, Rotting Boots and Washing Lines”
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