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1.1 Introduction

Environmental philosophy has its roots in the Newrl. Even though some European philosophers
(for instance Hans Jonas) have long been involwekinking about the environmental crisis, the
earliest philosophers concerned with environmepralblems typically came from North America and
Australia (Val and Richard Routley, Holmes RolstibpChristopher Stone, to name just a few). As a
result, many of the philosophical debates abouseonstion and preservation of nature have been
highly influenced by New World preoccupations, sashwith the concept of wilderness. Famous
authors like John Muir, Henri Davis Thoreau, and@dLeopold have deeply influenced public self-
understanding of the human nature relationshiperNew World. The idea of wilderness is deeply
connected with the frontier — the wild world is thed of endless possibilities, the place of freedo
where everything is still possible: in wildnesslibe preservation of the world.

Compared to this New World attitude with its end¢iggeactivist approach to politics and its
general sense of optimism, the Old World of Europght appear to some as tired. Certainly, there is
a sense of weariness or historical relativism entlay Europeans tend to think of themselves.
Cultural diversity lies at the core of the Européamtity. Moreover, European culture is a deeply
historicized culture, and conversely, the Eurodaadscape a deeply historical landscape. Moreover,
Europeans tend to be more aware of the fact tegtliave a long history, and that many of the things
we aspire today have been aspired before.

Add to that other differences, such as the stromdjtion of analytic philosophy in North-
America and Australia, with its emphasis on uniaéssic approaches and concepts, and the
importance of continental thought within Europethats emphasis on language, history and plurality.

As much as these differences can divide environah@hilosophers across the globe, they can also



be a source of fruitful exchange; the differentrapphes can learn from each other and challenge
each other’s blind spots.

But, despite these differences, both New World @hitiWorld approaches struggle with the
same kind of problems. On the one hand, the NewdNdea of a pristine wilderness devoid of
human effects has been deflated when it becameepgghat many wilderness areas had been
profoundly affected by humans before European cesigand settlement. On the other hand, it is
clear by now that preserving the typical Old Warldtural-historic landscapes is becoming more and
more expensive and difficult.

In this introduction we will first sketch the madiifference between Old World and New
World approaches, and show that both approacheggdtrwith similar problems (1.2). Next, we will
indicate how New Worlders and Old Worlders resptnthese problems (1.3). And finally, we will

give a brief outline of this volume (1.4).

1.2 Primitive and pastoral Arcadia

New World and Old World conservationists use déférbaselines. Ecological restoration in the New
World comes down to returning habitats or ecosystenthe way they were when Europeans arrived
to settle the area — for North America the year21i4% holy baseline, for Australia it is 1770 when
Captain Cook first landed there. Ecological regtorein the Old World on the other hand uses the
pre-industrial (and not the pre-settlement) langeces baseline and aims to return ecosystemsito the
condition prior to large-scale modernization.

These different baselines correspond to Simon Salsadlistinction inLandscape and
Memorybetween two kinds of Arcadia, tipemitive and thepastoral “There have always been two
kinds of Arcadia: shaggy and smooth; dark and Jighglace of bucolic leisure and a place of
primitive panic” (Schama, 1995, 517). Whereas pnraiArcadia is inhabited by people who behave
like wild animals, pastoral Arcadia is a place fratmich all dangerous creatures (such as the snake
and the lion) have been banned and the ideal apifsath as the cow and the bee) behave like
conscientious and industrious citizens. Primitiveadlians are “hunters and gatherers, warriors and

sensualists” (ibid., 527), who seek shelter agdimselements in caves or simple huts; pastoral
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Arcadians, on the other hand, are agriculturistg) wave replaced hunting and gathering by farming

and herding, and who have exchanged nomadic lifsddentary life.

1.2.1 A post-wild world

The contrast between primitive and pastoral Arcaoéween the hunter-gatherer who is supposed to
live a hand-to-mouth existence, never staying lemgugh in any one place to leave lasting human
imprints, and the agriculturalist who completelrsforms wildland environments, has had a
profound impact on the American perception of witdess as a pristine nature devoid of human
effects.

As Kat Anderson has noted in her ba@nding the Wildbout native American knowledge
and the management of California’s natural res@jrearly European and American explorers and
settlers saw in California’s landscape an everHalin of plenty that gave the native people no need
to be industrious. “In their eyes, native peopleenmerely the reapers of this abundance, not the
sowers” (Anderson, 2006, 241). But this was a lpfalse impression, because without an Indian
presence, these early explorers and settlers viawe encountered with less spectacular wildflower
displays, fewer large trees, fewer park-like fosegast grasslands et cetera. Instead of a pristine
virtually uninhabited wilderness, they had arrivieda carefully tended ‘garden’ that was the resilt
thousands of years of selective harvesting, tijlmgrning, pruning, sowing, weeding, and

transplanting” (ibid., 125/6).

A case in point is one of the great symbols of Aozer wilderness, Yosemite Valley,
established in 1864 as the nation’s first natuaakpThis valley was occupied by the Miwok Indians
till 1853, when they were evicted from the valleythe interest of gold miners. Soon after their
expulsion it became clear that their land managémectices, especially those involving burning,
had an important ecological impact. The lack ofing led to the accumulation of detritus and bush
which in turn made for much more violent fires anthed the very scenic views that were meant to

be preserved (Olwig, 1996).



The cult of pristine wilderness, where indigenoasme, under the influence of late®19
century anthropologists, were considered as paheofauna — ‘half man, half beast’ -, is still jpdgr
among many conservationists and the general pwiliqugh it has long been exposed as a cultural
construction. But the idea that it is time to méeyond romantic notions of pristine wilderness is
increasingly gaining ground. As Emma Marris hasiachwith great passion, to save nature in a post-
wild world, we should replace such antiquated matiwith “the concept of a global, half-wild
rambunctious garden, tended by us” (Marris, 20)1E@ropeans will find this concept attractive
because they have always thought of ecologicabrasbn very much as gardening, or even more as

farming.

1.2.2 Half-nature under pressure

European conservationists have always had muclséssaingly pristine land to work with than their
American, Canadian, and Australian colleagues. Haethe primitive Arcadia of hunters and
gatherers was considered the ideal baseline, byiaktoral Arcadia of farmers and herders. Marris
has noted with some amazement that “Europeansreamaheir dedicated nature reserves a bit like
farms” (ibid., 139). Not, however, like modern farnvhere intensive and industrial agriculture is
predominant, but like traditional farms where srsalhle extensive agricultural activities have

produced picturesque landscapes with a wide vaoighyant and bird species.

After the Second World War, the Dutch biologist ddicWesthoff introduced the terhalf-
natureto characterize these pre-industrial agricultlaatiscapes. The management of these
landscapes comes down to a continuation of trawitiagricultural techniques such as hunting and
fishing, reed and brushwood cultivation, tree plamand felling, mowing and turf cutting, the sedfi

up of duck decoys and the use of water mills.

A good example of a pre-industrial agriculturaldacape is the inland drift sand landscape of
Northwestern Europe. Drift sands represent a typi@a-made landscape which emerged with the
shift from nomadic farming to sedentary farming #mel introduction in the 12century of the so-

called ‘plaggen’ agricultural system. Forests wareto create health lands to be grazed by sheep
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during the day. Their manure was collected in ditp stables (the ‘potstal’) where the animals
spent the night. Heather sods (the ‘plaggen’) weteand used as bedding material in the deep litter
stables where it was soaked by the manure. Thaursixtf manure and sods was used to fertilize the
arable fields where rye was grown, the main stiqud in those days. This medieval system was a
vulnerable system — due to intensive sheep grazidgsod cutting much of the heather disappeared

and the bare soil became exposed to wind erosidchvititiated sand drifting.

The territorial expansion of the inland drift sdaddscape reached its peak in th& 19
century. But with the introduction of artificialit#lizers and cheap wool from Australia, this
landscape was doomed to gradually disappear. Bethesise of sheep and sheep-manure was no
longer required, extensive heath lands became ftumpes; they were reforested or prepared and used
for raising crops.

Currently, inland drifting sands are a typicallytBlu phenomenon — more than 90% of
Europe’s drifting sands, also called ‘Atlantic dese are found in the Netherlands. Whereas there
were still some 80,000 ha of drifting sands inkegherlands around the middle of théhlﬁntury,
today only 1,500 ha (2 percent) remain. It is iasiagly realized that these small remaining areas
represent a unique ecosystem characterized bycabfleral and faunal composition adapted to

extreme environmental conditions.

But the preservation of these drifting sands isauiiigcreasing pressure. Climate change has a
disruptive impact on plant and animal life. Enfy@pulations are being confronted with the
alternative to move outside their historic rangetao extinct. This makes it difficult, if not
impossible to guarantee the survival of specifigeaspecies in specific places. The increased
nitrogen deposition, caused by car traffic andlfeet application, leads to acidification and
eutrophication of terrestrial and aquatic ecosysteand causes open sand areas to become overgrown
at an astonishing rate of three hectares per gaaimg back some plants and animals into ever

smaller areas.



1.3 Two opposing reactions

It is evident that historical baselines or refeeentates, be they of a more primitive or a moreqgpals
kind, are always arbitrary. What is more, histdrlz@selines are increasingly being dismissed as
irrelevant as strong anthropogenic drivers suatliamte change, nitrogen deposition, and habitat
fragmentation make it difficult, if not impossibl, preserve or recreate historical ecosystemseThe
are two widely diverging reactions to this situatiszshereas one wing of the restoration movement
has abandoned history entirely, shifting the fdcom the past to the future, another wing has moved

the baseline back to an even deeper, more diséah{gee Alagona et al., 2012).

1.3.1 From a historic to a futuristic approach

A growing number of members of the conservation roomity feel that we have entered an era
characterized more and more by so-called ‘novedystems’ (Hobbes et al., 2013). Novel or non-
analog ecosystems may contain new, non-historaabinations of species that arise not only
through the impact of the deliberate and inadvértgroduction of species from other regions but
also through land-cover change, pollution, and @sflg through rapid climate change. Because
novel ecosystems have unknown functional charaties;j it is virtually impossible to turn back the
clock to some prior condition.

In a world that is in ever-greater flux, restoratto a historic standard is becoming more and
more anachronistic. It is estimated (by Perringl8sE2013) that about 35 percent of the worlds-ic
free land is currently covered by novel ecosystéfence the suggestion that we should drop the term
‘restoration ecology’ with its historical focus,dreplace it by the term ‘intervention ecology’.igh
substitution of restoration by intervention sigegfia shift from a *historic’ to a ‘futuristic’ appach to
ecosystem management (Choi, 2004; Choi, 2007; &tali, 2008). Rather than looking nostalgically
to a past that is impossible to restore, “we shnileivene with an eye to the future and toward
managing for future change” (Hobbes et al., 2044) 4

The most important management goal for intervestia novel ecosystems concerns the

protection and development of ecosystem servicégaads. There is a broad and growing consensus



among ecologists that this management goal migktidobest alternative for the “nostalgic
recompositions of the past” (Choi, 2007, 352).

The attractiveness of the concept is understandalale era of unprecedented global
environmental change. On the other hand, as HR@E2 95) has cautioned recently, an approach
“that focuses on ecosystem services at the expdrisstorical fidelity and ecological integrity clou
look a lot like gluttony” — an over-emphasis onsfging our own desires. Although the concept of
ecosystem services appeals to many in the sctengfnmunity and beyond, it may not be a panacea
for our current natural resource management il& fecent rise to ascendancy of the concept of
ecosystem services among environmentalists andgistd may well have some highly undesirable
consequences for both society and nature (see Kze2812; Keulartz, 2013).

It is no coincidence that the concept of novel gstesns has originated in the New World,
because for Europeans novel ecosystems are anythingew. To quote Emma Marris once again:
“In places like Europe, | don't think people casemauch about novel ecosystems, because they don’t
have the same obsession with pristineness ang ploait the Americo-Australian-Pacific Island group

does.?

1.3.2 Back to a deeper past
Rewilding — the other response to the baselinelpnoland the growing incapacity to restore
historical ecosystems — points in a direction thaliametrically opposed to the one taken by the
supporters of a futuristic, forward-looking appriod@o conservation. Far from abandoning history
altogether and dismissing the past as an inaccunditator for the future, the rewilders try to cha
back to a deeper history.

Whereas the preoccupation with novel, non-analogystems is mainly limited to North
America and other parts of the New World, theraidjeis growing momentum for rewilding on both

sides of the Atlantic.

! Quote from interview in Leaf Litter Newsletter,2I) Vol. IX, Edition 4.
http://www.biohabitats.com/newsletters/novel-ectsys-2/



In North America, Josh Donlan and colleagues (2@0886) have launched the idea of
‘Pleistocene Rewilding’. They blame most conseprasts and management agencies for suffering
from a ‘post-Columbian bias’. They typically tum €olumbus and the year 1492 for a restoration
baseline. If, however, we accept as benchmarkefstoration measures the arrival of people from the
Clovis Culture, at least 13,000 years ago, we coaitsider introducing surrogates for some of the

North America megafauna that went extinct afteraireval of these people.

Pleistocene rewilders recognize that Earth is nogpéastine, and that, in fact, human-
induced environmental impacts are now unprecedertddghow alarming signs of worsening, with
the result that the megafauna that has alreadppisaed from Europe, Australia en the Americas,
will eventually also disappear from Africa and Adiae only places where megafauna are still
relatively intact. Given this risk of further extition, the rewilders propose using megafauna from
these regions, such as camels, cheetahs, elemahlions, as proxies for extinct American species.

On the other side of the Atlantic, rewilding h#soagained considerable momentum. Several
developments have contributed to the rising engétsmsifor rewilding. One important development
was the fall of the Iron Curtain, which revealedy&anatural areas in Central and Eastern Europk, an
created opportunities to turn them into governnmotected areas. Another major development was
the change in Europe’s common agricultural pohelich has led to significant conservation
opportunities in depopulated rural areas (Martialt2008).

In Europe, rewilding has gone Dutch, to parapheaskapter title of Andrew Balmford’s
2012 bookWild Hope Balmford refers to the Oostvaardersplassen, @epaituated 5 meters below
sea level and just half an hour from Amsterdaml&@ed from the sea in 1968, this marshy area of
6,000 ha was initially earmarked for industry, babn evolved into a perfect habitat for plant and
bird species that had become very rare in the Matias, or had completely disappeared from the
country.

The site became a nature reserve of internation@rtance, where Frans Vera and his
colleagues initiated a management approach ofdawilwith large ungulates. In 1983 they
introduced 34 Heck cattle and 20 Konik horsesgctbsest relatives to their extinct wild predecessor

the aurochs and the tarpan respectively. In 20h2Jieopter count revealed about 350 Heck cattle
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and 1,150 Konik horses alongside 3,400 red deatwhre introduced in 1992. Because of these
large numbers of free-roaming ungulates the GemmagazineDer Spiegehas called the
Oostvaardersplassen ‘the Serengeti behind the.dikes rapid adoption of the ideas behind the
Oostvaardersplassen project by agencies from &inepean countries, especially the UK, gives an
indication of the influence that the work of Veradacolleagues has had.

Although the rewilding projects on both sidesh# Atlantic have much in common, they
apply different baselines (see Marcus Hall in tlukime). Whereas Donlan and colleagues moved the
baseline back to the pre-human past, Vera andagplks stay closer to human history and use a pre-
agrarian baseline; they argue that many speciel,awolves, lynx and bison, have been decimated,
or, like the aurochs and tarpan, went extinct &tbgr as early farming cleared the natural vegetati

and gradually replaced it with agriculture.

It is clear from this short overview that theraigrowing number of uncertainties with respect to
conservation policy and practices on both sidab®fAtlantic. Should we go back to pre-human, pre-
settlement, pre-agrarian or pre-industrial times3@uld we give up the notion of ‘restoration’
altogether and instead focus on ‘intervention’tfar sake of securing the provision of ecosystem
goods and services? Should rewilders only faadithe return of existing animal species, like the
wolf, the bear or the lynx, or should they also make of proxies for extinct animals such as
aurochses, tarpans, mammoths and saber-toothes#iBeesn’t the concept of rewilding reinforce
the line between humans and nature, rather tharirigut? And if so, doesn’t rewilding represent a
serious challenge for traditional cultural ecosys@

Because these questions are equally acute in twe/&ld and the Old World, it is high
time for a transatlantic dialogue, in which expedes and insights with respect to conservatioressu
can be exchanged. This volume sets out to show aviregeting between Old World and New World

perspectives in environmental philosophy can cbaté to such a dialogue.

2 Currently, scientists are trying to bring backirst animals with the help of synthetic biology.rfastance,
leading synthetic biologist George Church is wogkim partnership with ‘Revive and Restore’, orda-'
extinction’ project of the Long Now Foundation,kiang back to life the iconic extinct passengerrepig
(Ectopistes migratoriygs (http://rare.longnow.org/projects.html)



1.4 Outline of thisvolume

This volume is divided in three parts of four clepteach. In the first part, the authors take the
guestion of the relation between the New and tlteMDbrid perspective on nature and landscape head
on. The second part highlights the meaning of egio#b restoration in old historicalltural

landscapes. The third part focuses on wildnessitamdpresentative: the wolf.

1.4.1 Wilderness and Cultural Landscapes

In ‘Extracting culture of injecting nature? Rewitdj in transatlantic perspective’, Marcus Hall ayue
that ecological (or environmental) restorationtresproject of repairing damaged ecosystems, is now
a worldwide pursuit that poses a range of practioal theoretical challenges. Not only do restorers
seek a keen biological knowledge of every ecosystey hope to restore, they must also settle on
restorative goals that are both reasonable anappate. Choosing a goal that aims to reproduce an
earlier, pre-degraded state can seem arbitrarydime ecosystems, or irrelevant for others, as there
are many pre-degraded states, be they pre-indugi@aagricultural, pre-Columbian, or pre-human.
This chapter focuses on the practice of ‘rewildiag’both sides of the Atlantic, aiming to see hbw i
is being practiced differently according to neessumptions, and values. A series of historical
comparisons across the Atlantic serves as a waynfthasize that rewilding usually means very
different things for Europeans and Americans. ttdacluded that rewilders generally aim to bring

backwilderness in America, whereas they hope to bring bakdness in Europe.

In ‘Restoration and Authenticity Revisited’, Mariétfourdequin and David Havlick focus on
one of the central worries raised in relation tolegical restoration: the problem of authenticity.
Robert Elliot, for example, has argued that resimndfakes nature’. On this view, restorationikel
art forgery: it deceptively suggests that its piiduas produced in a certain way, when in factas
not. Restored landscapes present themselves protthect of ‘natural processes’, when in actuality,
they have been significantly shaped by human ietgign. For Elliott, there seem to be two sources
of inauthenticity in ecological restoration. Firdte restored landscape is inauthentic because its

natural genealogy has been disrupted by the imi@oreof humans: it has lost its authentic natural
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identity. Second, the restored landscape is inatithbecause it pretends to be something it isihot;
obscures its own history. Hourdequin and Havligkuarthat the first sense of inauthenticity is
problematic; however, the second concern — abadwing history — is important. Using case
studies involving the naturalization of former ndly lands, Hourdequin and Havlick tease out more
fully the ways in which landscapes can be ‘inauticeby misleading observers about their
genealogy. In such landscapes, it is not depafttone ‘the original’ per sethat is the source of
inauthenticity; rather, restored landscapes faile@uthentic when they deceptively obscure ctitica

elements of their past.

In ‘The earth is humankind's garden; get used’tdStott Cameron contents that the North
American and European perspective on nature costs@mboth capture essential but partial truths.
The North American focus on wilderness occludesvery different perspectives under which the
world was ‘always already’ humanized: the ancibitilical view of the first humans as co-creators of
the world (Adam and Eve as the namers, analoguatich are still common in many aboriginal
wisdom traditions), and Nietzsche’s post-modermavdrcelebrating our recreating the world by re-
naming and re-valuing it. On both views, the E&stbriginally ours, both as home and in trust as ou
garden. There is, nonetheless, an important waiinitige romantic aspiration to commune with
nature unsullied. Cameron’s goal is to highlighirascapable but productive tension between
understanding the world as already humanized asidinnlg to respect its inherent value. He stresses
that we can achieve the latter only by recognitigformer.

Finally, in ‘Wilderness revised: out of controlmature’, Robert Scotney argues for an
alternative conception of wilderness to the soechiteceived wilderness idea’. It defines wildemes
as the kind of environment that is free from huroantrol in the sense that it does not have human
activity as its dominant shaping feature. Scotrgges with Callicott and others that the received
wilderness idea fails to reflect the reality ofural environments, and is even harmful in somésof i
applications. But he doesn't agree with theseowritiat the objections raised against the received
wilderness idea necessarily have to lead to thelasion that the concept of wilderness should be

abandoned altogether.
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Scotney’s alternative definition of wilderness asieonments free from human control as
their dominant shaping factor does no longer faséo think of wilderness and civilization as sheer
opposites. In fact, this definition allows us teagnize the possibility of ‘wilderness civilizatien
i.e., meaningful human cultures which may develayswof living in wild environments that adapt to

rather than destroy their wildness.

1.4.2 Restoration of Value and Meaning to Cultural Ecosystems

Most philosophical debates on ecological restondtiave been strongly influenced by North-
American thought, in which the concept of wildesptayed a central role. Robert Elliot’'s and Eric
Katz's criticisms of ecological restoration haveeady been discussed by Hourdequin and Havlick
earlier in this book. Both Elliott and Katz argimat the effort to restore nature is doomed to fail
because nature (or the genesis of a natural eeosystin never be reproduced. Humanly influenced
landscapes lack the value that ‘original’ nature. endrew Light and Eric Higgs, among others, have
criticized the dualism implicit in Elliot’s and K&s criticism from a pragmatic perspective, butith f
philosophical reflection on the value of the hunmaade, cultural landscape is still largely absent in
environmental philosophy. The second part of thisime seeks to fill this gap, by focusing on a¢opi
that is typical for the historic cultural landscagkat we can find in Europe and elsewhere in tlde O
World. The perspective that is introduced in thastfis also relevant for New World contexts, beeaus
on closer inspection, even those landscapes tpabapo be pristine wildernesses, have a cultural

history of their own.

The cultural landscapes of Europe provide a chgdldn many of the influential
philosophical ideas regarding ecological restoratWhat if what is being restorednstan
untouched natural system, but a humanly creat¢ith@sy, a product of history? What if these
restored landscapes are valuable not just becétiseionatural values but also because of their
cultural significance? Does that turn them into eleuman artifacts, comparable to artworks,

buildings and the like? If so, then why should ai tibout ecological restoration in the first place
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and not merely about the restoration of cultunatiicapes? Or does nature still have a meaningin th

contexts of cultural landscapes?

The authors of this part argue, each in their ovag,what these old cultural landscapes are
not merely artifacts, but that they testify to anpdex interaction between humans and nature, which
has moral significance as well. The meaning oféhmsgtural landscapes cannot be fully grasped by
referring to their ecological value, but is neite@hausted by their cultural-historical meaning.
Instead, these landscapes are hybrids, that téstihe various ways in which human history and the
natural world are deeply interrelated. Philosophiledoates about practices of ecological restoration

so far have neglected these Old World landscapeisthee practice of restoring cultural ecosystems

In ‘Cultural landscapes, ecological restoration #redintergenerational narrative’, Paul
Knightsargues that there are reasons for a critical reaggnt of two current movements in UK
conservation — ‘creative conservation’ and ‘rewilgli— that emerge from an examination of the
ontological, axiological and ethical status of oest cultural ecosystems. He first argues that the
famous criticism advanced by Robert Elliot agathstontological status of restoredtural
ecosystems results in unreasonable demands regdngiproperties that must be restored to cultural
ecosystems, and argues that where tittayeet the more demanding conception of authentittigy
seem to have greater value as items of culturéblger Lastly, he bases a novel ethical justifarati
upon an often overlooked type of value for themedton of cultural ecosystems, which is grounded

in the obligations we bear to our predecessorsitierstand and appreciate their values.

In ‘Enduring nature’, Glenn Deliége tracks the plavdcal role that “nature” plays as an
evaluative criterion in New World restoration piees. On first sight “nature”, understood as “that
what has not been manipulated by human hand”, cdanger play any meaningful role in Old
World conservation, as the landscapes of the Oldd\we all “humanly mediated”. Yet, Deliege
demonstrates that “nature” does still play a rel@a evaluative criterion. Through a critique atEr
Katz's work on restoration, Deliege argues thatnh@ture” is evoked as a criterion, it does not
refer to “nature” as an ontological category (ohgs “not manipulated by human hand”) but to a

rejection of the (complete) instrumentalizationndfat one is aiming to restore. As such, the
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restorative act is not primarily an act of manipiola, but of interpretation: how to do justice hat

what one aims to restore. Yet because the meanhimgtare is always embodied in concrete material
forms, it is subject to transformations over whigh have no ultimate control. Both nature restoratio
and preservation therefore have to endure theaetstween keeping the meaning nature has present
through manipulation, and recognizing that suchimadation can destroy what it sought to conserve

or presence in the first place.

In ‘Seeking nature's permission’, Alan Holland disses the reclamation of the ‘lost’ gardens
of Heligan in Cornwall (UK), hailed by the Londdiimesas “the garden restoration of the century”.
Holland shows that this description poses sometbfrggconservation conundrum. For exactly those
processes that constituted the ‘loss’ — the entingdramble, the self-set trees and so forth H=an
seen from another perspective to constitute tHerastoration’ of nature. The appearance of cenfli
is defused by reflecting that both the originaldgar, and its restoration, have been conducted in a
certain way — a way that can be said to involvedbeking of nature’s permission’. This reflectign
generalized to make the case that gardening inyahvead involves active and attentive engagement —
call this ‘Old World engagement’ - is as respectfuhature as ‘letting nature be’ — call this ‘New
World disengagement’. Holland argues that althamwgimy gardening practices involve human

manipulation they can still be conducted in a weat ts wholly natural, as distinct from unnatural.

In the final chapter of part two, ‘Green Managésial and the erosion of meaning’, Simon P.
James argues that nature can be harmed, degradtabyed, but also restored, preserved or in some
other way looked after, but that this also holde tof nature’s meanings. It is in many cases plessib
to look after or ‘cultivate’ the political, religiss, personal, mythic and historical meanings ofinat
things, events, processes and places. James éngtigss not simply the case that nature’s megsin
canbe cultivated: there is sometimenaeedfor such cultivation. In support of this claim, bensiders
the modern tendency to talk, write and presumdabhktabout our relations with nature in a
‘managerial’ way — in terms, that is, of the albtfamiliar idiom of objectives, targets, key
performance indicators, and the like. This sombroach is, he suggests, poorly equipped to do

justice to nature’s semantic richness. Hencegint lof the increasing tendency to conceive
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environmental issues in a myopically managerial Wagre is, James contends, a special need to look

after or cultivate nature’s meanings.

1.4.3 Wolves and Wildness

After centuries of absence, wolfs are reemerginpénmore urbanized regions in Western Europe.
What can be learned from earlier experiences iriiN@merica? In 1992 wolves were introduced in
Yellowstone. The case of wolves in Yellowstone conts us with serious societal and moral
guestions. The papers in this part all discussdgkeamergence of wolves in the landscape, bothen th
Old World of Western Europe and New World of Noftmerica, and reflect about the contrasts and
similarities.

In ‘The wolf is coming! Emplacing a predator thamiot (yet) there’, Martin Drenthen
discusses debates about the possible return efdli¢o parts of Europe where they were absent for
over 150 years. He argues that the return of wathedlenges perceived notions, not only about what
nature is, but also about human’s place withinmatDrenthen discusses various perspectives
towards the newly arriving wolves, that all implgtrjust an image of what a wolf actually is, but
also a view about the landscape and human’s ppiaee in it. He finds thatll parties appear to
have difficulty emplacing the wolf. Wolves challenthe idea of many wolf opponents that wolves
are essentially inhabitants of the wild that ingddiman land. Returning wolves do not care about a
neat division between cultural landscapes and laiid, and in doing so undermine the very
foundation of a worldview in which the domesticatiof nature is seen as essential for being human .
The world view of many wolf lovers is equally cledbed by wolves, however. Many regard wolves
as victims of modern society and the human desiseibdue nature, but deem possible a relationship
of peaceful coexistence with wolves as long as msngan control their aggression towards the
natural world. The resurgence of the wolves, howeweces us to reconsider what it means to be part
of an ecological network in which predators exgsteell, and reveals that a particular kind of léme
wolves can only exish abstractumFinally, the return of the wolf also challengke tdominant
approach of nature managers and professional wpé#rés who, in an effort to ease societal tensions

surrounding the resurgence of the wolf, take thé asan essentiallgormalanimal that can be
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managed rationally. But in doing so, wolf managhsplay an obsession with order in nature that

contrasts with the very meaning that the wolf asld animal seems to have.

In ‘Eating Wolves’, Thomas Thorp examines the meidtiction of wolves into the
Yellowstone ecosystem in the 1990’s, after haviegrbexterminated decades before. The
reintroduction sparked a violent political and atdil backlash that is still a defining feature foé t
political landscape of the American West. Thorpvehthat in their attempts to study the wolf, the
sciences inevitably encounter another wolf, thetbagelives in myth and popular belief. Thorp
argues that the terms in which this phenomenox@greessed need to be challenged. Instead of a
distinction between the actual wolf studied by shiences and the mythical wolf of public opinion,
this phenomenon of the “double Wolf” calls for agder philosophical account of the ways that
human beings make sense of their world. In histnaphorp turns from the sciences and from the
politics of the New World to a close reading ofaarative account of a wolf-attack in the Old World.
He traces hyperbolic wolf-loathing back to two Isitjust as humans must simultaneously re-present
and repress the truth of their own demise, so tothd extractive industries of the American West

rest upon a similar political and economic gestirself-delusion.

In ‘Blurring boundaries: freedom, enclosure, andtte Brian Seitz argues that many of the
traditional boundaries with which we understandwieeld and our relation to the nonhuman have
collapsed in modernity. Seitz argues that this ibgreent is literally embodied in the mutation of
wildlife habitat; in the New World things have golumdamentally haywire. In relation to this
mutation Seitz considers the ambiguous and coritynsfaifting dynamic between the rural and the
urban. This dynamic might be linked to the distimetbetween Old World and New World, provided
this distinction refers to differing configurationgbioregionality, addressed in terms of histang a

evolving culture/nature.

In ‘The hero, the wolf, and the hybrid: Overcomthg overcoming of uncultured
landscapes’, Nathan Kowalsky reconnects the wadf sygmbol for the wild, with some of the themes
that were developed earlier in this volume. Kowslskiticizes the idea that cultural landscapes such

as the rural landscapes of Europe are hybridssteptoutside the binary thinking of humanity vs.
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nature, and thus offer grounds for a more cosmtgyolind cross-culturally relevant environmental
ethic. To the contrary, he argues, the equatiauttéiral with agricultural landscapes reinforces th
very dichotomy it proposes to dissolve. KowalskgaiBrokofiev's “Peter and the Wolf” to show that
putatively cultural landscapes are defined by ddicetson of animals and opposition to
undomesticated landscapes as inappropriate for mumalvement. The bucolic peace of rural

Europe where “humanity” and “nature” appear to perate in mutually beneficial harmony is, in

fact, a result of the successful domination ofulid other in both extirpating the wolf and releigat
wildlands to largely aristocratic estates. Kowalskgues that domesticated rural or urban landscapes
do not exhaust the meaning of human culture, asréftognizing hunting as a landscape culture
forces post-dichotomous thinking to be more critisame landscape cultures may be less dominating

and/or more natural than others.

This volume presents the first collection of essayshich Old World and New World approaches
and perspectives within environmental philosopleylaought into conversation with each other. It
shows that Old World and New World traditions dtdive an impact on conservation theory and
practices today, but it also reveals that thederifit and sometimes diverging traditions are being
challenged by the same kind of problems, suchesdlitficulty to select relevant baselines, and the
problematic feasibility of habitat and species ectibn in an environment in a state of ever-greater
flux as a result of powerful anthropogenic drivédszen these common problems, a transatlantic
exchange of ideas and insights among environmphtilsophers can stimulate a learning process

that may open up the path that leads to fruitfilitsans.
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