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9
BEYOND “NATURE”

Towards more engaged and care-full ways of
relating to the environment

Mark Coeckelbergh

Introduction

In modernity the environment is usually perceived as “pature”: either it is seen from an
objectivist—technoscientific point of view, or it is experienced in subjectivist-romantic terms
—both of which are entangled with how we act. This chapter uses philosophical reflection and
argument to show that both modes of seeing and treating the environment present a distorted
view of the basic, existential relation between humans and their environment — and indeed a
distorted view of the human — and undesirably limit the range of possibilities we have for
relating to our environment. Influenced by Heideggerian phenomenology and contemporary
anthropology, it explores how we might conceptualize a less dualistic and less alienated relation
to the environment, and makes us pay attention to the role of technology and the moral
significance of the language we use to talk about the environment. It uses the terms
“engagement” and “care” to articulate different relational possibilities, and suggests a conception
of the human—environment relation which deconstructs not only the technoscientific—
romantic dialectic but also goes beyond the anthropocentrism—ecocentrism duality.

Whereas in the 1970s and the 1980s, political and ethical concern for the environment
Was perceived as new, radical, and somewhat marginal, today it is mainstreany. There is a
fonse in which we are all “green” now — or at least think of outselves as such. Most educated
people in the Western world would claim that they care about the environment. Many of
:"-"r” want to be closer to “nature” and live in a more “natural” way. Moreover, during the
'-P-“SF decades, environmental values have been anchored in policies at the local, regional,
;-n"l'tmnul. and international level. Most political parties have absorbed discourse about the
::m“'*’ of “nature” and the environment (even if their policies and conceptions of the envi-
-mm.uem differ considerably), and we now find terms such as “sustainability”, “ecosystem
» _f"’fﬂ:s" and “ecological structure” in policy documents and in academic discourse. Yet i1
'eic:i:ilis prgclaimed. concern for “nat}n‘e" :and belief in “sustainability”, and i.n spitfe of

panying “environmental turn” in philosophy (Rolston 2012: 1-2), relatively little

18¢ has happened in the ways we live our lives, produce goods, and conduct politics. We
Produce and consunie unsustainable products, we still use fossil fuels, we still use natural
§ 'h:;;s::a;_lld m?atl animflls in ways thaF threaten wildlife and biod‘iversity. Why does‘this
? How is it possible that there is such a gap between our discourse and our action?
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Mark Coeckelbergh

ations for this gap; for example, the pressure on politi-
ally in times of financial and economic crisis), the
al corporations have 1n continuing unsustain-
a consumerist lifestyle, including industrially

There are various mundane explan
cians to prioritize human interests (especi
(short-term) interests large multi-nation
able activities, and our personal addiction to
produced food." In this chapter, however, I would like to relate the problem to (the discourse
about) a deeper, cultural-philosophical pattern that is usually indicated by the term
“modernity”. 1 will show that the ways we think about the environment today, including
the very concepts we use to talk about the environment, are still very “modern”, I will argue
that these modern ways of thinking are problematic and explore an alternative conception
of the relation between humans and their environment which is less modern and less roman-
tic.2 Moreover, 1 will also argue that this conception does not only enable us to critically
address what has been called the anthropocentric bias and the emphasis on mastery and
ontemporary thinking about the environment,® but also helps us to
trism—ecocentrism dichotomy itself, at least as far as this
human—nature or culture—nature opposition.

First T will describe and criticize two modern ways of perceiving and seeing the environ-
ment: an nbjcctivist—tcclmoscicn.tiﬁc one and a subjectivist-romantic once, which may be
anderstood as standing in a dialectic relation. Whereas the first is well known and has been
1 the past century, the second has received a lot less attention, but is,
ant if we care to understand the roots and meaning of
non. After presenting this brief analysis
xplore a route towards a less

control in much ¢
offer a critique of the anthropocen
dichotomy is framed in terms of a

sufficiently criticized i
so 1 will argue, at least as import
contemporary environmentalism as a modern phenome
of the dialectic of modern environmentalism, 1 will then ¢
modern, less dualistic way of thinking about the environment, which also deconstructs the
anthropocentrism—ecocentrism duality. This part will also be inspired by the phenomeno-
osophical thinking (especially the works of Heidegger), but will also
articular Ingold’s interpretation of anthropological
he possibility of environmental change; that

logical tradition in phil
refer to contemporary anthropology (inp
studies). T will end with a brief reflection on t

is, positive change to the way(s) we perceive and treat the environment.

Two modern ways of thinking about the environment

Today there are at least two dominant ways of perceiving — and therefore treating — the
“objcctivist—technoscicutif'w". Since early modern thinking and
rstand and control nature. The pormative part 0
atric: what counts is our, that is fundl

environment. The first [ call
since the Enlightenment, we want to unde
this way of seeing and doing is strongly anthropoce
is a collection of resources we can use for our purposcs. It is,
to use Heidegger's words, a “standing reserve” (Heidegger 1977); it stands by for ouf
purposes and has no value of its own, no intrinsic value. Itis supposed to stand ready for us

s, produets, and services for our use; we can take whatever
ed for our benefit

aims and values, and “pature”

as a container of resource

how much we need from it. The non-human world is there to be us

and advantage. We can extract encrgy from it, we can make food out of it,
the whole planet into “spaceship carth”.? The tools for doing this are science and technologyy
which help us to understand nature, to force nature to reveal its laws and workings,
this knowledge to dominate it, subject it, bring it to submission. My use of “master” 1
tric metaphors is intended: there is indeed what the v
environmental philosopher Plumwood (1993) calls a “dream of power” in modern thinking®
Considering ourselves as masters of nature, we use instrumental rationality to get what W
nent in order to reach our (human) aims.

we can transforfit

and perhaps phallocen

want out of our environt
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Today we can discern thi :
an discern : i i i
e t]ll’l,s way of seeing the environment in the discourse about natural
A r, ~ 1 L ~ T i ‘ ) 2
gy Of: ) capital”, and “ecosystem services”. Let me take the latter as an exampl
3 ecosystem services” is tl i 115 that supoly
hat the environment consi
| consists of ecos hat s
B - \ ystems that suppl
o pt c?sses frim which humanity benefits. In other words, the enviro o
services to humankind, Simil ’ -y

: . Similarly, one can s i i
D avides “praddncten sech o wate, Y, say that it provides goods. For example,
i S a;n, ood, and energy, and it has processes that decompose

aste, ater, take care of crop pollinati les po :

' pollination, etc. It also id ibiliti
ol i ' n, . It also provides possibilities for
AP s}cemg the environment as a provider of services or goods is a clea f

¢ objectivist—technoscientific inki Cas a Sstandin
way of thi 1 i
A ay nking, which sees the environment as a “standing
o h § i terms of our, human, purposes, and is treated as such
of the wides 18 ki i l ‘
Syl .spkricad use of this kind of concept in policy and in the environmental
ay of thir i ;
g , Indwéy‘ o 11 ng1s very suspect, to say the least, from the point of view of modernit
. sed, 1n the humanities and th cial sci 7 o

m. Inc : e social sciences there has b 1ci itici
it i . . has been sufficient criticism of
i 31 v chno;cwntlﬁc dimension of modern thinking. Consider, for inst k
inspire arx, Weber, : i . £ .
R C); gnize,ﬂWt r an}(li Heidegger. Moreover, even without modernity criticism many

hat using the natural envir ) pu 2
' aturs onment as a nmere means fe

e o : : neans for human purposes has
o oo 4 ; g{ . ns?quences for the natural environment. The criticism can thus be JI:l 111 d i )
s of objection, ’ jecti . : il el

R )] - The first type concerns objections to this way of thinking in i);self tl
m— wot . , : the
g ST o 1111d t(l{le violence” that is present in the objectification of nature and
i an beings — and indeed huma i i 2s of -

an beings, which are al j
i are also seen as objects; fc ¢

machines. The secon jecti " ‘ i g S
T d type of objection consists of arguments that point to the em L i
es of this we inking: ¢ ity

- T———- lay of thinking: consequences for nature (e.g. destruction ofbiodivirsit )

1ces for g i W N o

B 1u11mn beings. What we wanted to do was make human lives bette ly

ience and technology, so the latter ‘ ( | i
} e latter argument goes, but b i

s o e olog 3 goes, but by destroying and threatenin
e ) made things worse for humans, and now our very existence is threatened bg

hings that were i i - ‘ e
oo o g A 1 meant to improve it. Althougl these critiques are one-sided (science : );

gy have also benefited us, as Latour [1993] has argued, science i el R oretlon:
-5 e o Senchietus 93] has argued, science in practice is more non-
B § ; also made a caricature® of them in order to clearly and briefl

a modern attitude), there i i i y are s
: s truth in th a less radi
Oy poutle. o i  mronelucofiET eniand in a less radical form they are embraced
. \ e who are concerned i i
been widely recognized that we have somchow “ali 1;’?“1(:(1 fpoutihe e it b
B b alienated” ourselves from “nature”
ngs me to a secor ivi i ot
B e 0 u]i way of perceiving the environment, which I call “subjectivist
ro . His ally and conceptually, an i i _
technoscientific” perception is mdl] ly‘ ) T e e IS
- 8 s been 2 anti stalgi i
B oo pronsand | e 3 romantic and nostalgic one. Against the
3 ¢, the romantic thinker emphasizes subjective feeling. Against

< a ' o) ] y [ t ¢t
i )\p]. Sses h ov orn
¢ omimation o nature t]l(' romantic poet e €sses CY re. gdl]ls ne

L1% .
A at‘t]ﬁc" " .
1al” world of the *machine” and the “system”

LIy NN L ]
of the * artificial” society, and the destruction

. ‘natural”, the antic S
B oo e nosmrl;;:*;:;:;ltv:aa:::q;(: p;ofuote”]121Armony, naturalness, ?nd authenticity.
.._t T o 1': ¢ of nature” (e.g. Rousseau), an original state wlhen
B “n;t ‘ l'c' ’;.,t)r.‘)% ; wh‘cn people could still live in an “authentic” way.
oo Oibin ik i ‘(;1.:1 .slt‘.lu:.c is ttw wilderness, untouched by human hands and human
s e mufz:3:;lmIh::‘t'ci:sl:l.‘;f‘::stlt:;;illonc,:)r one 1;:11which there was subsistence
no longer a container of l'csm,lrces, le:i a‘:?;‘:sr f;“:;‘f];]u“efi Bt differeut
s o ICI‘I:)\;'Z; ntlp.ararhse lost, 1 p?ncc ‘ofharmony and goo<h1ess.su}uc(tlve feclings. 2
.,'_":fitlcrs, - “Lmt]“n“icl‘:s \’vay:l of t]unk.ulg in the desire many people have for “natural”
% i c]wiromnmlttsnll\;\b 5, ‘ﬁJr‘g.mng “outdoor” into “nature” rather than staying in
. Romanticism has beconie so much part of how we think about
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no longer notice it. Moreover, the objcctivist—technoscicntiﬁc

completely different from romanticism, has successfully
co-tourism industry and

the environment that we
current, which was supposed to be
absorbed, colonized, and “processed”
the outdoor equipment industry produce goods
romantic cravings. In the commercialization of “nature”,
production. The “patural” and the “authentic” have become comim
two faces of modernity meet. The objectivist rationalist and the su
one another in a ghastly and sorrowful, yet so far rather successful, embrace.

Morcover, the romantic face is as anthropocentric as the technoscientific one: what counts
re for harmony. The environment tends to become a screen
, a resource for our romantic fantasies, a background to
1t turns out that both are and remain strongly
anthropocentric. In so far as they are romantic, those who embrace the “wild”® are not
ecocentric at all; what they really care about and hope to find “outdoor” is the “nature™,
the “wilderness”, and “authenticity”, and the freedom in and of themselves. Real engagenient
accidental or instrumental.
econstruction of the technoscientifi
romantic was supposed to be the antithesis of the technoscientific (with o

odd modern mixture of both being the ugly, if not conc, synthesis of the
and the romantic face of modernity share more than the
nception of the environment and the same conception of the
alize the environment as “pature”, and although
ature” to construct the environment

our romantic desires. The ¢
and provide services that respond to our
romanticism meets objectivist
odified. In this way, the
bjectivist romantic find

is our human feeling, our desi
onto which we project our feclings
our self-absorbed attempts to be “authentic”

with their environment 1s

This leads me to a further d c—romantic dialectic. The

ur current, somewhat
two). But in fact the

technoscientific v would admit.’ In

particular, they share the same ¢o
human—environment relation. They conceptu
rent meanings to the tern, both use the term “n
at is external to the human, something “out there” which either has to be forced
or has to be left alone and function as a paradise lost to which
umans and their environment
aration between thent.
e can seek to become

they give diffe
as something th

into submission and transformed,
3 Thus, in both views, the relation between

amental ontological distance and sep
as something external to us that w
as an object that can be cransformed or as a provider
thing external to us

we hope to retur.
is an external one, there is a fund
It is only when we see the environment
its master; that we can enslave it and treat it
of goods and services. It is only when we view the environment as sone
that we can treat it as a lost world and as a projection screen of our inner feelings. It is only
when we see the human as fundamentally separated from its environment that we can think of
aving to do with “subject” as opposed to “object”; “mind” or “spirit” (Germar:

the liuman as h
Geist) as different from “matter” and “Hesh™; “culture” as distinct from “nature”.
ironmient relation in this way that we

In addition, it is only when we see the human—cnvi
. . £l
eric” and “ecocentric” at 2112 If the “human

it seems that i
This 1§

can set up an opposition between “anthropocen
is separated from “pature” and conceptually entirely distinet from it, then
and normative orientations we have to choose between one of them.
d not be ours. In the next pages, I will explore
about the human—environment re
(pun intended) ant
cived by usan ;

our descriptive
the modern dilemma. But it nee
rowards a less dualistic, less modern way of thinking
My main idea is that we are always already “environmental” by nature

that the environment can only appe
as worked upon/transformed by us.

Jations

ar as part of our “world"”; that 1s, as perc

Towards a less dualistic understanding of the human—environment relation
which 18

yinking means scarching for a different language,
ced fof

Searching for different ways of tl
¢ different habits, different technologics, and ind

always connected to scarching fo
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different ways of life > i 1 ;

i We)Im life, for what Wittgenstein (2009) calls different forms of life. For this
know;tl,lem \ V(lzl to att'cn(i to non-modern cultures: pre-modern cultures (a‘s‘ far as we can

'l at a ; : st if not “

e ) or, if contemporary, less modern cultures, since most if not all livin
Y ‘ . ee;l‘ transformed by modernity. Let me sketch a route for non-modern, or gt
as moder ing : i ) ’ .
ey e I;Z(llnkmg about the environment by using Heidegger (especially Zimmerman’
. ! ! ‘ 1n’s
dp o .1;, ))(3) and Ingold (who is also influenced by Heidegger). My aim here is not

to ado cidegger’s hi o1 is vi i ( e—
o He?dc . gg tt; hlistory of being or his view of modern technology, but rather to discern
cggerian i ’ ‘
= (ggd ! inking a route, or perhaps only some stepping stones and signposts
o H IA{ understanding) non-modern thinking and living e
eidegger tried to thi iffer i i .

. thog,ug Lo thu'1k differently by playing with ancient Greek language. Although he
};OSZ Offerg in romantic terms — he is interested in the “authentic” — his Greek-German
. 5 soine § 101 I ¢ relati
il e uggIes(t;onds for how we might re-frame the human—environment relation

: ern way. Indeed, one alternative t jectivi ‘
: o the objectivist—tecl icnti inati
T = , ' ‘ moscientific domination
¥ \ V.II'OIII}ICIIIZ is a human—environment relation, which comes close to Heide ’
interpretati 5 y i e o
E: (}1 01119;7thle Greek word techne. 1n his essay “The Question Concerning Techn glg ’
eidegger 1¢ critici T » : s
a mOdegffknOWi), edu‘mcucs modern technology and finds in the ancient Greek term rcz/éfz/e
! 4 i . .
ghpacc aiow ng, doing, and making that is about skill, craft, and art, rather than scientific
¢ : | , I : .
k g” omination of nature. Now usually making things is s as N
cultural” and thus different from “nature”; this is e
Sty b 5 s this is why we do not associate “technology” with
ot Bot e ggc; p/omts(to what he thinks is the original meaning of fechne and makes
a echne and pliysis (nature), and in thi i 1 ( :
: i N n this way tries to avoid cani
. nd, p q at >
calculation, and domination. Let me explain this ! S
Heidegger’s alternati !
e h,li%eus i fnative to 1‘11odcrn control is what he calls “bringing-forth” (poiesis)
pich i It : in 1.1ature (physis) as well as in craft and art: both have “the bursting o ’
s ! . : en
poor gin i,tl rn;gmg forth, e.g., the bursting of a blossom into bloom™ or the brflgii
1€ Cre : i i ’
e it kq tsmilu or artist (Heidegger 1977: 10-11). This 1s different from wh%t
1ks n ' | ‘(
s coec bl flo ern technology does, Modern technology forces nature, “challenges”
, tands from nature something (e.g o - : -
“Everywhere everything is ordered to st gd(l . e“er‘g)’)' H'eldegger P El el
e Or,) o f sf:m 1 by, t(:1 be immediately at hand, indeed to stand
all for a further o i call i i
o rdering. . .. We call it the standing-reserve
He also giv ; i
8 gives the examples of “human resources” and “the supply of pati inic”
7:18) — something that is still surprisir e
e’ - someth ; i sulprmngly relevant to today’s problems. Heidegger’s
A ar as our ctllrrent practices and our current technological actions are modchl
everything — including “nature” — i : i ; - ;
- N T et g ; ' .mto a standing-reserve. “Bursting open”,
o AN lway of perceiving both humans and the environment. It
a : clation to the i d s st .
i O lc elfmronmeut. one that is similar to what the craftsperson
; ol e that ha ith ¢ i '
B e o ol on that & s less to do with control and more with letting-be, with
P ¢ \ g ¢ bringing-forth happen somehow. Yet as far -
cerned, this letting-be should not b i ity. It isboutild Sl
3 differon ¢ oy R ¢ und erstood as passivity. It is about doing things in
', so has to do with an active caring and being-concerned-with —

Wlth on ’ 1 . =
L'Self Al d W1t| dl i
: a1l 1 ones néltur'll a | Ci'i i 1 )
i . na so
rpretS ] [C (leg,gcx: environnent, AS Z]lnl“cl]lh’l]l ]“. ll- {Lllly

Authent;
1entic pr i i
TR plloducmg, techue, then is not a matter of an “agent” using “force” t
ateria rether into « v 0
their onr, toz,:lt:;:lfu into a specific form. Rather, it is a disclosure of entities for
A m;}onupnon of techue is consistent with Heidegger’s contention
y being of human Dasein is “care.”™ T i )
an Dasein 1s “care. entic
¢.” To exist authentically means to care
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for oneself. for others, and for things in an appropriate way. . .. The great work of
cchne which enables people to be at home with things.

art, especially poetry, is the f
(Zimmerman 1990: 230)

\
However, in Heidegger it is not very clear what exactly this techne, this art, this “letting-be”,
this “care”, and this “being at home with things” means, let alone what this means for shaping
our relation to the environment, It is clear that it is a non-modern way of perceiving and doing,
and we may also conclude that it is a non-romantic way of perceiving and doing. As I have

suggested, the romantic perception of the environment as “nature” is remarkably similar to that

other modern mode of seeing and doing, the objectivist-technoscientific one. In a sense, both
objectify the environment and instrumentalize it, albeit for different purposes. Heidegger
presents an alternative here, and it is interesting, for example, that he does not see an opposition
between care for oneself and care for things (say the not-self, if we must use dualistic language).
With regard to the environment, it suggests the possibility that care for humans and care for
the environment can coincide. But what exactly does this “care” relation mean when it comes
nt? What does it mean to relate to the environment in a more care-full way,
¢2 And how does it overcome alienation from the environment?
and reflecting

to the environme
and in a way that lets things b
Perhaps we can get a clearer picture by looking at “non-modern” cultures
on their forms of life. It is clear that hunting-gathering, for example, offers a more engaged
way of relating to the environment than sitting in an office and doing computer-mediated
work five or six days a week. The problem with the latter is not that it is less “natural™ and
more “artificial”, but that — at least so it scems'’ — the engagement with one’s environment
is rather limited, has low intensity. There is no direct relation between on the one hand the
environment, and on the other hand what most of us do and (literally) making a living
(including looking for food, building, ct¢.). The underlying problem, however, is not so
much “more” or “less” environment, but rather how we perceive our environment and how
we deal with it. Again this can be reflected upon by looking at non-modern, or (today) at
least Jess modern cultures. Judged on the basis of descriptions quoted and discussed by the
contemporary anthropologist Tim Ingold (2000), hunter-gatherers have clearly a less modern
or non-modern form of life. The hunter does not view the animal as a standing-reserve of
food and clothing, and the food is not “produced” —at least not in an industrial way; at most,
it is “brought-forth” by the hunt and by related practices. And as Ingold suggests (sce also
veal itself, has to “give itself " somehow to the hunter. He quotes
a study which found that the Cree people of north-castern Canada think thae they can only
catch an animal when it is “given” to them and that only respectful activity can enhance the:
readiness with which the animals give themselves (Ingold 2000: 48). Thus, the animal cannot
be demanded and it cannot be controlled. What is needed is respect, waiting, attention. i
there is killing, it is only when it is necessary, and proper rituals should be observed to avoi.'?l_.-
wasting of meat (2000: 67). Moreover, a kind of conservation is required, but one that is
different from the management of natural “resources”. Ingold puts it as follows:

below), the animal has to re

[TThe environmental conservation practices by hunter-gatherers, if such it is, differs
fundamentally from the so-called “seientific” conservation advocated by Western wild-
life protection agencies. Scientific conservation is firmly rooted in the doctrine . . - that
the world of nature is separate from, and subordinate to, the world of humanity. -+«
Scientific conservation operates, then, by sealing off portions of wilderness and their
animal inhabitants, and by restricting or banning human intervention.

(Ingold 2000: 68)
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Huntcr—gathcrcm,_by contrast, care for their environment “through a direct engageme i

tl3c constituents f)} the environment, not through a detached, hands-off ap »ro:cﬁi%";‘l:("(:-wuh
Care Iﬁar the .cmnmmncnt. in this view, is a relational matter: “it re o .
affectionate involvement™ ! This makes it possible to see
or violence, but rather as -

quires a deep, personal and

a hunt not as an act of contr

3 ; an ac control

roof of amicable relatic ‘rwe
048, T st ,_.l;i- e g : ble rcl.mlons between the hunter and the animal”
e s kind of human—environment and human—-animal relationship
. - ) ; ) . . . 5 % o

is an—human relation; indeed, Ingold's interpretation suggests that there is :

S H : no

Sundamental difference here bet

- : ween human—human and | :

: . an ¢ wman— alicalail N
there 1s one social-natural world, n-animal relations (2000: 6Y);

I his v ay OFL'?X} erienci catl L s€¢ [
5 W ) Cin ﬂlld trea s e i o (
g dlng one s environment seets CIOS 2 to Whilt Hl,"id ‘ggl.'!'

1eans with letting-be and care/cone
nies th letting-be and care/concern (German: Sorge). Ingold describes (2000: 76
gatherer cultures and practices as living “a hi : | e R
s actices ving “a history of human concern with animals, insofar as
e onveys a canng, attentive regard, a ‘being with'.” Again, such a descripti ‘ If
our dealings wi 2 . N
| :; [._.sl w1tl1ftlu environment and with the non-humans we encounter in it lsu st
that we can le -
'Cl;,mr w{n tL:ll‘ll rom anthropology about more care-full, engaged forms of life. It bc:ﬁfl;n
slearer what less ¢ are I \ - " and
1 LOI}ITOI and more care and letting-be, perhaps also letting ]
letting-blossom, mean in practice. ‘ grapper and
However, t is
s there is a danger that we frame those ways of life in a romantic i
when we present such “primitive” (in hi “indi i e e
" i (in history) or “indigenous” (today) people as being
o Ser to nature”, as more “natural” than we are. Although the myth of the noble
’ . ]qs ™ ) - o & 1 H . L
Prc:lfie“. ; t.c\I;;I,rltu.lzui in philosophy and anthropology, it remains both tempting and highl
iatic, ; i ic vi i ;
A ; : 1t the romantic-nostalgic view gets right, I think, is the intuition dm&i} Y
: ¢rn people are or have been less alienated from the e
:owcver. is that it frames this intuition in te
culture”

ir environment. What it gets wrong,
+ between “natural’ and “artificial” b;::xe::; 2':11':]-1:1:“?.“."0" : ‘i“"'““ s
o e : . al”, be authentic” and “non-authentic”. It is
e den;hjz)J‘I,:r:]ﬂ];:“f::gmﬁ?d W{t:(l their environment, but to put this in terms of “nature”
i e l.g e wut makes suc.h engagement possible. To think in terms of the
! uiture duality is itself part of onr alienation. And our culture i
‘authentic™ as theirs. Let me further explain and eht
.unm.rc-culturc duality, which is what [ take
Emwvironment (2000).

Drawing on ¢ i i
Biins mlﬁ g:::h:illl,llmﬁ::p‘il]z (?t-:l:cwa‘t.mn of pcopi.e who make their living by means of
Synergy of Orgilnisn‘[s;n !g‘ seeksito "rcplace the dli:h()tum)f of nature and culture with the
:".?n\"iromncl.lt - abso ::;:r(i11t:;\;:rl;:{::::‘l:iil:vitghgold 2“_[)“: 9). People’s involvement with their
B 3 5 oy ourlcnwmmncnt — s as much “natural™ as it is
m e Oﬁtl:;lgzhc::i il:::t | h[unter-gatlw.rcrs perception of the environment is embedded
:'“'nﬁmrally siven rcqliics" ('J;')Sr;;.wr tl]i‘ll? being the result of a social-cultural construction of
0 i.u o .;r N 1.0). !t is tmz“thc case E!mt first there is a “nature” which then
rcinde . o o i[:! (‘-l..[-)l':lf}l.l imto a “cultural” construction. Rather, knowledge is
B reagion ¢, I our active engagement with
; r environmie

1
also about geti vely mak
ited, It is

. dWe]]i,,g_
Wire, ine

: as much “natural” or
develop this thought by deconstructing the
Ingold to be doing in The Perception of the

and in our environ inding :
imnent is indeed about wanting to be at home, as Ht::llf;uil:;;:i:
g homc-r::ﬁ E::::eli f::) :Enilc. in perccpti.ou and .;u:tion —which are intri nsicall);
i lngﬂfd_. ‘w o (’;(:;:j (1;‘5':1 ;Hﬂc:{dcggemn tc;m that Ingold also uses
g ; 1 2000: T1), “does not mediate between mind a
g alive tutl:zf::“:z:i]:{l'oj ;t:]?aml:'e m{ the first p]nc‘e. It is rather intrinsic to the proces; I:)df
MOre cpguge pﬂ-]'n 1; mmls -\:TW ‘u:d these sttidlgs therefore do not only show that there
o b, s 1‘11;' ; e‘ direct” ways of relating to our environment; they also reveal
al kind of engagement that we tend to forget about in the West and that
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less modern cultures as well as in

knowledge — in pre-modern or
ys have with our environment.

ngagement all of us ala
With Ingold (who is also influenced by Heidegger), we
alism of romanticism. The
reed to

is the very foundation of
our culture: the basic, existential e
We are indeed environniental beings.

reject both the dualism of objectivist science and the du
s upside down is not enough; we 1

object dichotomy and the modern
the dominant ways of seeing

must thus
latter was a reversal of the former, but turning thin

go beyond modern dualism, also concerming the subject—

philosophy of mind and philosophy of perception that informs

and treating the environment.

Indeed, from this Heideggerian, anthropological, more integral and certainly less dualistic

point of view, it becomes also more clear what Zimmerman says about Heidegger’s view of the
relation between “eqrth” and “world™; that is, between the environment and the human, that
carth and world should not be separated, but instead are internally related: “Rightly understood,
physis names both the earthly and the worldly dimension of things. . . . Physis brings forth the
humans necessary to disclose what pliysis brings forth.” (Zinumerman 1990: 234).

‘pature” apart from human subjectivity and (I would add) human
cnvironment appear — lets it appear at all, and in particular ways — and
which transforms it: again, this can be done in various ways, modern ways and others. There
is not on the one hand an “environment” and on the other hand “the human™. There are
liumans, but these humans are already “natural” and are always already in their environment
as they experience, know, and act. There is an environment, but as we speak, think, and
interact with it, it is always already a perc 2 4n experienced environment,
ent and an environment that is worked on by humans, which is as much
and human, natural and cultural. In the lived environment,
“patural” and “artificial”, which is physis

Thus, there is not *
activity, which lets the

cived environment,'

a lived environm
“oarth’ as itis “world”, non-human
h is at the same time

idegger and Zimmerman.

nt, this means that the modern ways of viewing the
“pature” are fundamentally wrong about the relation between humans and
at both anthropocentrism and eccocentrism (and those who frame the
discussion about the environment in these terms) get it wrong, at
point that (1) humans are always already “patural” and
| by nature; and that (2) our environment is always an
xperienced, and acted upon by humans. Even
 Juality; it is a mere reversal, Moreover by

there is a bringing-forth whic
in the richer sense suggested by He

For thinking about the cavironme
environnient as
the environment, and th
descriptive and normative
least in so far as they miss the
“environmental”, indeed environmentd
environment already perceived, known, ¢

ecocentrisil Maintaing the “human” versus “pature’
framing the environment as “ature”, these modern ways of secing close off other possibilities
tal y

to relate to nature, such as those suggested by Heidegger and by Ingold, We can interact
with our enviromment in a different, more care-full, and less controlling way. There is that
possibility — although it may be very diffic conditions, that 1%

ult to actualize it under present
as far as we are still modern, as far as we still i ¢ on this.

ve modernity. Let me further reflec

Closing and opening

In this chapter, I have articulated and distinguished two modern wa
both of which revolve around the term “pature” and
at we need a change here towards more
direct engagement with our hich must start from the recognitior
modern framing of the human—enviromment relation is highly problematic, and which
explore non-modern ways of talking about the environn
nt non-modern (or less modern) forms of life.

both of whié
intense a8
5 that @

treating) the environment—
are problematic in similar ways. It scems th
environment, w
inspiration from thinkers who rent
studying and discussing past Ot prese
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then new blossoms might burst into bloomy; then we give a different,

of bringing-forth,
hance to unfold and reveal itself.

less modern environmental poctics a ¢

Notes

al research in environmental psychology and education also
pvironmental action such as problems relared to motivation
man 2002) and lack of direct experience and emotional
xperience — is related to the argument of this
¢ than romantic consumption of nature

1 There are also other explanations, Empiric
point to various “iuternal” barriers to pro-¢
(for an overview, see Kollmuss and Agye
attachment (Milton 2002). The latcer - especially direct ¢
chapter: what is needed is more engagement with nature, rathe
as an external good.
Note that [ further develop my argument against
(Coeckelbergh 2015).
Some authors have also argued that there is such a bi
philosophy (¢.g. Plumwood 1993).
The term was first used in the 1960s by Adlai Stev
Buckminster Fuller, and today it is often used to express conce
tainable ways of living. Here 1 use it for illusteating our modem appro
something you manage, something you (want to) control. Itis an instrument in you
have intrinsic value, What matters is the survival and well-being of the crew.
5 In contrast to the received view, 1 hold that caricature, cxaggeration, etc. can play a positive role in
philosophical argument, provided one is aware of using it and provided it helps to bring out more
clearly, to bring into the open, i particular view,
The qualification “in so far as they are romantic” is important in this sentence, Many contemporary
writers might well be less modern and less romantic about the wilderess than suggested here, and in
contemporary environmental philasophy, there has been a significant amount of critical discussion
about the wilderness and wild nawre. For example, Callicott has argued that the wilderness concept
“perpetuates the pre-Darwinian Western metaphysical dichotomy between ‘man’ and nature”,
encouraging getting in contact with the radical non-human “other” (Callicott 1991 348). Against
Callicott, Rolston has argued that there are cadical discontinuities between culture and nature (1991:
371), And in more recent work (2012: 179), he discusses the view that “wild nature, out there inde-
pendently of humans does not exist. . . - The only nature we have from here onward is a nature to
which humans have put their hands.” Yet romanticism continues to heavily influence the common
Fnature” and “the wild” in environmentalism, and while the concepts of nature and wilderness
ention, their romantic heritage remains largely hidden.
a mere jnpersion or reversal of technoscientific rationalisi.
¢ Plumwood’s metaphor:

2 romantic environmental ethics elsewhere

~

as in anthropology (¢.g. Kopnina 2012) and

[SM]

enson, Barbara Ward, Kenneth Boulding, and
i1 about limited resources and unsus-
ach to the carth: a spaceship is
1 hands; it does not

-

-
S

view o
have received much att
Thus, romanticism can and must be seen as
And reversal means always that dualism is not overcome. To us

~

and liberation theory, the misty, forbidden passes of the Mountains of Dualism have
swallowed many an unwary traveller in their mazes and chasms, In these mountains, 2 well-
trodden path leads through a steep defile to the Cavern of Reversal, where travellers fall into
an upside-down world which strangely resembles the one they seck to escape. Trapped
Reomaiitics wander here, lamenting their exile, as do vatious tribes of Arcadians, Earth Mothers,
Noble Savages and Working-Class heroes whose identities are defined by revering the

valuations of the dominant culture.

In feminist

(Plunwood 1993: 3)

4 Note that the religious connotation here is not accidental — however, I will not furthe

liere.

9 See for example the Wikipedia definition of ecocentrisnw: it is defined as a term used
natare-centred, as opposed to human-centred system of values”. This clearly reveals the term as
part of dualistic “pature”—“human’ thinking,

10 My pesition on information technology and the way it shapes our contemporary form of life
nuanced (“environment” also includes the “digital”, “virtual”, or “online” environment, an
activities include more than those mediated by electronic te
argument assume that, at least in general, there is today in our (work) lives less direct engage
the environment, and that information technology plays a role in that; otherwise it is hard
our feeling of alienation and our yomantic urge to escape and go into * nature'.

d o

to exp
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r discuss this:

1o denote 3
being:

is n'.el"o'f

chnologies), but let me for the sake =
ment WY

Beyond “nature” ,

11 See also Kay Milton’s discussi
ke t])l/is I ;011 s discussion (2002) of how we develop emotional commitments to nature
2 < Y - . 1 :
) On]y : X 0 not mcaln that nature is a mere construct. It isa construct, but not a mere construct
W have access to it through human L the Thand,
‘ an language, culture
it does not only exist in our imagination and oﬁr l'g E ‘lml‘:_‘"‘“d tCChHVOIIOgY- S i
oy depondiont o Nuers forbm exm;n - ;111bu.1ge, [t is real and it is not entirely and not neces-
a s existence, But we cannot get to “it” exc ia 1
Al e e L _ 1 except via human culture, It
th;zu N ¢ dcﬁrec of “otherness”, but this otherness is never absolute and is always experienced
¢ lens jectivity : i T 2o it
o Ig_lmiga (1;)881;1111?11 subjectivity and human transformation of nature. Thus, I aeree for example
figan who criticizes the Enli iti : - ) i
9 , ’ g ¢ Enlightenment opposition b
ol i s g ‘ Pp n between nature and culture, and
enp\/im)r/]mgint h]aonsukucuvmt approaches to the environment. There is always perception o)f the
ent: we always know it through the gl jectivi :
ront oug glasses of human subjectivity and culture i
ception is also connected to social realiti ¥ it i " oo,
social realities and values; it is neve i i
BriIcS f s never neutral. But I disagree if “c “ted”
means “only existing in langu: § ity I e meaeny
3 anguage and human reality”. (This is : i i
: . g 5 . along-standing debat hi ]
course: discussions about signs a i ethe e e
$S10M8 signs and representation, the question v er there i ing i :
et ¥ e redves. vl , q whether there is something independ-
13 More precisely, the b ’s foc : :
I Y, t. book’s focus was on changes to moral status, but its main argunients can be : i
to moral change in general. o s an beapplied
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