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The problem of human economic loss because of conflicts with other species
Or ecosystem survival rights is very much connected with the ethical dimen-

interests of other species, not to mention the survival interests of members of
our own species? Admittedly, there is a hj ghdegree of uncertainty surrounding
this big question as there is a high degree of risk in not taking the question

words, “we have no right to deface the value-experience which is the very essence
of the universe.”39

In a recent paper, Seymore and Hunter attempt to generalize some of the
forestry principles developed in the Pacific Northwest and apply them to our
forests in the northeast. 40 Ip their paper, there are traces of the ethical reflection
around older-growth €cosystems entering into their discussion of forestry policies
for our own region. They speak of a kinder and gentler forestry that refers not only
to practices on the land, but also to the conceptuality by which we solve problems

They propose a triad approach to forestry that recognizes the importance of
balancing the interests of ecological preservation, economic management, and
productivity, and other instrumental but noncommercial values such as recre-

takes seriously the ecological interests of the forest cecosystem and thus quietly
introduces the question of ethical value along with economic value. They
recognize the controversial nature of their proposals; yet, they, nevertheless,
believe that they are contributing toward a more integrated approach to forestry.

Miller and Cluff carefully document the challenges of developing a more
integral decision making process for forest policy ! Tt is very difficult to avoid

3 Whitehead, Modes of Thought, p. 68.

40 Robert Seymore and Malcalm Hunter, New F, orestry in Eastern Spruce-Fir Forests: Principles
and Applications to Maine, Misc. Publication 716 (Orono: Maine Agricultural Experiment Station,
University of Maine, 1992),

*I Allan Miller and Wilt Cuff, “The Delphi Approach to the Mediation of Environmental Disputes,”
Environmental Management 10, no. 3 (1986): 321-30.
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and overcome the social conflicts that arise around forest policy. But this may be
the most important task before us, that s, to find away of introducing a “kinder
and gentler” ethical reflection in the face of the serious environmental and
economic challenges we now face.

The best we can hope for perhaps is for problem-solving and decision-making
processes that are not only economically informed but ecologically and ethically
informed as well. These processes might be considered creative goods as
opposed to created goods where ethics, science, and economics are integrated
from the very beginning in the involvement of stakeholders, the conceptualiz-
ing of the problem, the selection of problem-solving methods, and in the working
through to decisions and solutions.*?

Tue IMPORTANCE OF THE RELIGIOUS AND THEISTIC DIMENSION

The moral theory that T am advancing is essentially religious in the neoclassic
tradition, in which authentic human existence is defined in terms of our relation-
ship to reality as such and, therefore, involves a metaphysically and cosmologi-
cally informed world view.

This tentative and brief theoretical presentation and associated inquiry have
suggested that there is purpose and value in both human and nonhuman nature,
and that this purpose and value are related to God’s purpose and value. Such
purpose and value are preconditions for the meaning of any moral inquiry
itself. It is important that our vague intuitions be clarified for the sake of the
public good, so that they may inform our actions individually and collectively.

The course of events is determined not only by blind arbitrary agency, but
also by conscious ideals. I would further contend, as Oelschlaeger has, that
such ideals expressed in religious vision have great practical importance for the
tasks that now lie before our species and more specifically our generation.*> But
as John Haught and Whitehead before him caution, we cannot dismiss the impor-
tance of clarifying philosophically the truth of that religious vision without under-
mining the moral foundations of the practical task before us.*

42 Birch and Cobb, The Liberation of Life.

43 Max Oelschlaeger, Caring for Creation: An Ecumenical Approach to the Environmental Crisis
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1994)

44 John Haught, Review of Caring for Creation by Max Oelschlaeger, Cross Currents 45, no.
1(1995): 129-30; Alfred North Whitehead, Religion in the Making (New York: Meridan, 1974).
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IN SEARCH OF A MoORE COMPREHENSIVE Etnic

In environmental ethics, there are two major viewpoints that address the
question of intrinsic value in nature and, to some extent, inform recent alternative-
minded efforts to merge ethical concern and ecological science. These view-
points, the biocentric and ecocentric perspectives, both hold that the introduction
of moral distinctions between higher and lower life forms creates a hierarchy
of value that is ultimately arbitrary. It is arbitrary because it is based upon the
assignment of special moral significance to certain natural characteristics such
as sentience without adequate justification. The radical biocentric view at-
tempts to avoid this problem by extending equal value to all biological entities.
However, in terms of such a radical equality it is very difficult to make the
decisions that must be made unless one resorts to counting preferences for one
course of action over another, leaving open the possibility that the preferences of
some creatures may be overridden by the preferences of the larger group. Do
forest wildflowers merit any consideration under this ethic if their contribution
to the habitat of higher animals is negligible?

It does seem that some version of the ecocentric view is needed to assist in
the evaluation of the relative worth of individuals in order to arbitrate conflicts
between the interests of human beings, wildlife, plants, and ecosystems. Under
this view, individual trees, flowers, and animals, are valued by their contribution
to the ecosystem as a whole.?’ It may help us solve the problem of selective
harvesting in old-growth forests to allow the harvest of certain trees so as to
improve the well-being of the whole ecosystem. But there are limitations with this
view as well. Many critics worry about its tendency to subordinate the worth of
individuals to the system. Is there a danger of environmental fascism when the real
suffering of individuals is overlooked or ignored ?

When we consider the value of ecosystems as wholes and attempt to balance
the value of individuals within these systems, we are pushing our reflection to
the limits of a scientifically informed ecological or biospheric vision. We are
coming up against more expansive and more penetrating philosophical ques-
tions about the place of value in cosmology and metaphysics: cosmology in the
sense of extending the question of value to the whole of our spacial-temporal
universe, and metaphysics to the extent that we are forced to consider general
ideas such as reality, order, and creativity; change, permanence, and the one and
the many, in terms of which all things are interpreted.

Susan Armstrong-Buck has proposed that a synthesis of the biocentric and
ecocentric perspectives under a more comprehensive metaphysics and cosmol-
ogy, such as offered in the work of Alfred North Whitehead, can provide “a
structural account of the basic unity and interrelatedness of the universe while

27 See Aldo Leopold, Sand County Almanac (New York: Ballantine, 1966), and J. Baird Callicott,
“Intrinsic Value, Quantum Theory, and Environmental Ethics,” Environmental Ethics 7 (1985):
257-175.
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at the same time accounting for the importance and uniqueness of human
beings.”?® Other thinkers attempting to understand environmental problems and
their ethical implications, have also been influenced by Whitehead’s philosophy.
Many have argued persuasively that aspects of his thought are helpful in
overcoming many of the conceptual and value conflicts associated with environ-
mental issues.?

In a Whiteheadian cosmology there is a conception of value that enables us to
balance the interests of individuals, whether human or otherwise, and ecosystems.
Everything in an ecosystem has some intrinsic value for itself, instrumental value
for others, and for the whole. Each creature, plant or animal, is an individual
capable of self-enjoyment and thus has intrinsic value. But it is also important
for others and the whole because things are ecologically related.

Things within ecosystems appropriate each other into their own individual
constitution over time. There are degrees of value according to this understand-
ing because things in the process of their self-formation and growth achieve
varying degrees of complexity, harmony, intensity, and novelty. This experience
of self-formation may not involve consciousness as it does in higher animals, but
it is nonetheless a kind of subjective taking account or grasping of one’s
environment. There is a value hierarchy based upon the degree of richness of
experience each actuality possesses. In terms of the biospheric vision, any value
hierarchy is based upon the richness of life experience which is understood as the
purpose of evolution and the cosmos as a whole. It is at the level of life that
these generic features of nature are enhanced and amplified to the degree of
significance that our common sense is most familiar with, although in the
Whiteheadian cosmology value is coextensive with all of reality.

There is considerable agreement between the ecological vision proposed
here and that of deep ecology. Neverthless, as Cobb explains, there is an important

difference:

... unlike deep ecology, it also affirms the unique value of each activity in itself.
This affirmation leads to a doubly differentiated valuation of individual things.
They have diverse values for others, and they have diverse values in themselves.
Some of the entities that have the least value for others have the greatest value in
themselves and some that have the most value for others have the least value in
themselves. However, because of the fundamental character of internal relations,
the realization of value in one entity tends to enhance the value of others.

28 Susan Armstrong-Buck, “Whitehead’s Metaphysical System as a Foundation for Environ-
mental Ethics,” Environmental Ethics 8 (1986): 258.

2 See Charles Birch and John Cobb, Jr., The Liberation of Life (Denton Tex.: Environmental
Ethics Books, 1990), p. 170; Ilya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers, Order Out of Chaos (Toronto:
Bantam, 1984), pp. 94-95; George Lucas, The Rehabilitation of Whitehead: An Analytic and
Historical Assessment of Process Philosophy (New York: Serny Press, 1989), p. 140; and Herman
Daly and John B. Cobb, Jr., For the Common Good: Redirecting the Economy toward Commu-
nity, the Environment, and a Sustainable Future (Boston: Beacon Press, 1989), p. 394.
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This concluding emphasis is important in overcoming the . . . idea that what is
of value is in limited supply and that human beings therefore relate to one another
and to other creatures in a primarily competitive way. There is truth in this doctrine
with respect to many of the goods on which the economist focuses. But the greater
goods of human relations and of aesthetic enjoyment are mutual rather than
competitive. . . . There are many instances of interspecies adjustment for mutual
benefit throughout the ecosystem. Competition is not the ultimate principle.3°

The above speculations suggest that in forestry as in life generally we cannot
do as we please. We must respect the creativity inherent in the whole of creation,
forest ecosystems, and their member parts as well as pursue our own individual
interests and the interests of our own species. Such respect is a moral impera-
tive, a necessary condition for the enhancement of human creativity and creativity
in general. These speculations attempt to overcome the circularity in the eco-
nomic understanding of value that fails to grasp that the forest may have value
not only because I value it for my use, but also because I recognize it to have
some value in itself. To the extent that economics fails to account for this side
of value, it is inadequate as a means of evaluation, and to the extent that it denies
the reality of this side of the question, it seriously distorts value.

EcoLoGIcAL DIVERSITY AND CREATIVITY

A study of the concept of ecological diversity and its relationship to a
philosophical (cosmological and metaphysical) consideration of diversity and
creativity may indicate, at least in a formal sense, a basis for rationally grounding
criteria for “good forestry.” Good action, in general, and good forestry, in
particular, would be related at this level of philosophical reflection. Such an
inquiry assumes that there is an understanding of reality as such in which both the
activity of the forest as a natural system and human forestry practices can be taken
to be particular exemplifications. In accordance with such a philosophical
understanding, diversity and creativity are universally and necessarily linked in
both a cosmological and metaphysical sense. Diversity as exemplified in forest
ecosystems is an expression of a cosmic creativity. All actualities are differing
values or exemplifications of this fundamental creativity.

This attempt to understand the necessary conditions of reality, or existence
as such, can also be understood as an attempt to understand in a philosophical
sense the nature of any “fact” or actuality as such. An ethic grounded in such
a conceptuality understands “the good” to be related to those conditions
necessary for existence in general or any “fact” as such, and thus related in
some way to the notion of creative diversity. It is on the basis of this understand-

30 John Cobb, Jr., “Ecology, Science, and Religion: Towards a Postmodern Worldview,” in
David B. Griffin, ed., The Reenchantment of Science: Postmodern Proposals (Albany: SUNY,
1988), pp. 109-10.
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ing that one can argue for some comprehensive criterion for the evaluation of
good and bad forestry.

ErtnicaL INQUIRY, MEANING, AND THEISM

It is a presupposition for any ethical theory that the question concerning the
measure of “good and bad,” “better and worse,” is both meaningful and answer-
able to some degree. It is also a premise of philosophical theism, which according
to the conceptuality proposed here is necessarily linked to any adequate attempt
to answer the question “What is good forestry?” The existence of such a measure
presupposes the existence of some actual thing related to all other things in both
their actuality and possibility: some actuality in which all things, both actual
and possible, are held together in a comprehensive unity. Such a comprehensive
and inclusive unity is, according to theism, the Divine Reality (God).

According to theism, it is the existence of this all-inclusive actuality that
provides the basis for any evaluation or comparison of difference. Everything
is related to the divine and the divine is related to everything. The practical
implications of this theory to evaluation in forestry have yet to be worked out,
but such a theory is a rational precondition for such an endeavour. What can be

said at this point is that the scientific and factual condition of biological
diversity in forestry and the philosophical understanding of reality as creativity
provide the basis for this linkage with philosophical theism.

REeALITY As CREATIVE FREEDOM: FOUNDATION FOR AN ETHICAL IMPERATIVE

The philosophical characterization of reality as creativity interprets the meta-
physical relationship between the one and the many dynamically, as a creative
advance, whereby the many become one and are thus increased by one. Every new
thing emerges out of its past as an effect and acts toward its future as a cause.
Creativity may be understood as a dynamic unity in diversity, a creative synthesis
whereby a new thing becomes one out of its relevant past and yet its present unity
is not fully explained by that past. Each real thing is in some measure a cause
in itself, a free creative act. This speculation contends that reality in a
fundamental sense can be characterized as creative freedom. The present unity
of any real thing must be different, to some degree, from its relevant past;
otherwise, the many would not be increased by one and there would be no
creative advance.

These speculations can be related to forest ecosystems in that all individuals
in a forest ecosystem are taken to be largely the outcome of past occurrences,
yet, no individual is wholly determined by its past. What happens, to some
degree, is decided as it happens. There is an aim at the achievement of some
value in every individual. This is what we mean by “purpose in nature.” It is
worth reminding ourselves of Daly and Cobb’s important observation:
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All this means that in addition to the past something else is given for each event

- a “call forward” . . . a lure. However it is named, this pull of final causation
in addition to the push of efficient causation points to a pervasive feature of the
totality within which all events occur and whose neglect leads to persistent
contradictions and perplexities.3!

A philosophical inquiry cannot identify to what degree any given thing is
creative. This determination is a matter for concrete contingent experience. As
Gamwell explains, the measure of conceivable creativity in actual things varies
from the “unimaginably trivial to the unimaginably profound.”32 A distinction
has to be made between the metaphysical creativity ascribed to all actuality and
rational creativity upon which human morality is based. Rational creativity of
the sort in which one has the capacity to understand conceptually one’s actions
and indeed to choose an understanding of oneself in relation to all other things is
dramatically greater than the subrational creativity exercised by other nonhuman
individuals.

Any exercise of creative freedom affirms some purpose and to some degree
is a choice among alternative purposes. Our human self-understandin g is based
upon the sense that our present activity will to some degree determine the
future. Activities are better or worse to the extent that they enhance or detract
from this creativity which is the metaphysical foundation of reality as such, and
thus of any individual’s activity (human or nonhuman) as such.

The creative order of the cosmos is not the work of divine imposition; rather,
it should be understood to be more the work of a divine persuasive lure, the
attraction of possibility. All creatures play arole in this creative process and
all can respond to the lure of creativity, or they can fail to respond. Failure to
respond is a loss to some degree, which on the human scale has at least the
potential to be a tragedy of cosmic proportions.

The creative process is purposeful in that it is not blind activity but a cosmic
aim toward the increasing experience of value. As Birch and Cobb point out,
the process itself is not programmed necessarily to aim at the creation of human
beings as a particular species. The divine is understood instead to provide the
attraction of as yet unrealized possibilities for the stubborn givenness of material
existence. Through a process of selection, which is the work of actual individuals
in dynamic relationship with their environments, some creatures tend to emerge
with greater intelligence and capacity for feeling. The cosmic process is shot
through with a sort of structured openness.?

Accordingly greater creative freedom depends upon the unification of greater
diversity. An active member of any system experiences value by virtue of its
unique integration of its inheritance from its environment into something novel,

3! Daly and Cobb, For the Common Good, p. 394,
32 Gamwell, The Divine Good, p. 180.
33 John Polkinghorne, “God’s Action in the World,” Cross Currents 41, no. 3 (1991): 293-307.
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which in turn adds to the diversity of its environment. In the terms of process
philosophy, this addition is the basis for the linkage between creativity and
diversity. ,

Diversity by itself is of no value. Value exists when diverse elements from
the environment are integrated into increasingly complex wholes capable of
actually experiencing increasingly subjective intensity and harmonization of
feelings. Value, then, resides not in diversity alone, but in the unity of diversity.
Theism holds that the divine reality is the supreme exemplification of creative
freedom because the divine activity is the inclusive unity of all of reality.

An ethical imperative can now be tentatively formulated upon the basis of
this understanding: Act so as to maximize creativity in oneself and in all of
nature. Philosophically speaking, creativity becomes the comprehensive norm
or measure of the good in terms of which all activity is evaluated. Ultimately,
to judge some act as good or bad depends upon the all-inclusive unifying
creativity of God. An act is better or worse to the extent that it contributes to
the divine creativity (in traditional religious language, the Glory of God).

I have attempted to lay the philosophical foundations for an answer to the
question “What is good forestry?” The ethical imperative prescribing the pursuit
of maximal creativity is relevant to forestry practices and to the ecological issue
of diversity. With Gamwell, one could conclude on the basis of such philosophical
speculations that given the greater capacities for creativity possessed by the
human species it would be appropriate to manage other ecosystem components so
as to maximize only the capacity of human beings to be creative.3* In other words,
the ethical imperative would read: Act so as to maximize creativity in oneself and
other human beings. One could then argue, as the deep ecologists have, that this
imperative is an anthropocentric understanding of value and is incompatible
with any alternative environmental ethic, and instead supports the status quo
in forestry: human beings essentially determining what good forestry practices
are in terms of their own interests.

‘This challenge must be taken seriously and requires a closer examination. I
argue that the speculations above do support a “postmodern” ecological world
view that is theistic and that the deep ecology challenge is based upon a misunder-
standing.

The ordering of ecosystems to enhance human creativity is good only to the
extent that the creativity of the ecosystem as a whole and in its parts is also
enhanced. Human beings are part of an ecosystem, and we depend upon the
creativity of the whole for our own creativity. Our activity may not enhance
only our own value, but must contribute value toward a larger whole. Likewise,
according to this theory, ecosystems have value to the extent that they contribute
to the creativity of their parts as well. Theistic ecology argues that a higher ordered
good is only realized when the lower ordered members somehow find enhanced
creativity through their participation in a higher ordered organization. In other

34 Gamwell, The Divine Good, p. 186.
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words, human creativity must somehow assist both in enhancing the creativity
of lower-ordered things as well as the larger whole of which it is a part. This
is the greater synthesis of the creative advance. Thus, human “management”
cannot be management for any self-serving purpose, but must be respectful and
appreciative of ecological value both in the whole and in the parts.

Forest ecosystems and their member parts have intrinsic value based upon
their own creative activity. Our own creativity as individuals and as a species
is prescribed and ultimately constrained by this fact. If ecosystems are to be
ordered so as to enhance human creativity, then the creativity in natural systems
and their parts must be enhanced to some degree as well.

APPLICATIONS

I suggest as a practical illustration that the debate between clear-cut-plantation
forestry and various forms of select and partial forest harvesting presupposes
some measure of reflection upon the relationship between creativity, diversity,
and value. The mentality that dogmatically gives the benefit of the rational
doubt to clear-cut-plantation forestry in any and all forestry circumstances
would, according to these speculations, be considered ethically wrong as well
as technically suspect.

New Brunswick forests can be considered a particular expression of this
evolving “unity of diversity.” The interesting practical question about the rela-
tionship between creativity and diversity is how, in fact, diversity has been
organized for the good of the forest as a whole and its member parts. In healthy
forest ecosystems, the parts seem to accomplish something as a system that
they could never accomplish alone. They also tend, on average, to do well as
individuals. This integrity has been worked out over a relatively vast expanse
of time. The specific forestry question is how these systems can be maintained,
restored, and enhanced over the long haul. If we are about to change them from
something complex into something less complex, to what degree are we going
to do so, and what are the trade-offs likely to be?

Recent ecological research seems to indicate that with large ecosystems we
might be able to change some parts of it and manage that change over time;
nevertheless, we must be very careful that the cumulative effect of local changes
doesn’t disrupt the whole system in surprising and even tragic ways.?

Again, it seems that we are entering an area where science and philosophy
converge. Ecology inevitably raises cosmological and metaphysical questions—

35 See John Dryzek, Rational Ecology; Jerry Franklin, “Toward a New Forestry,” American
Forests, November-December 1989, pp. 37-44; A. J. Hansen, T. A. Spies, F. J. Swanson, and J.
L. Ohmann, “Conserving Biodiversity in Managed Forests,” Bioscience 41, no. 6 (1991): 382—
92; E. P. Odum, “Great Ideas in Ecology for the 1990’s,” Bioscience 42, no. 7 (1992): 542-44;
E. O. Wilson, The Diversity of Life (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1992), pp. 343-51;
David Pimental et al., “Conserving Biological Diversity in Agriculture/Forestry Systems,”
Bioscience 42, no. 5 (1992): 354-62.
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questions about creativity, diversity, and value. It raises questions about the
meaning of the “whole” and our role in it. Yet, there is a real danger in our
becoming so specialized and fragmented in our higher learning that the best
minds may no longer have the conceptual tools to grapple with these questions
or to even recognize their ethical significance.*¢

In accordance with the broad philosophical and ethical perspective devel-
oped here, most human interests are advanced over the interests of other
individual creatures because of the relatively greater richness and significance
attributable to human experience. It perhaps would be at least comfortable to
allow a form of economic evaluation to guide our decisions in these cases.
Nevertheless, in cases in which non-basic or trivial human interests conflict
with the basic survival interests of other species and their habitat, the latter
interests should be given priority and ought to be given the necessary space to
survive and thrive. This decision is grounded in their intrinsic worth as self-
significant creatures and their contribution to the greater and related goods of
ecological diversity and cosmological creativity.

This conclusion raises the question of scale as an ethical issue. The concept
of scale, as developed by Daly and Cobb, may provide the conceptual linkage
between economic thinking and a deeper more integral ethic.’” It is an
understanding that raises the issue of the increasing economic costs of unlim-
ited growth; yet, it also raises the serious ethical problem of disregarding the
intrinsic value that exists in ecosystems and their individual members.

It is evident for most observers that continued population and consumption
growth means that basic human interests increasingly conflict with the basic
interests of other creatures as individuals and species. In this sense, our economic
growth may be considered unethical because our activity is not in harmony with
the greater biospheric value of diversity and ecological integrity.

Perhaps the most significant contribution of Whiteheadian ethics might be in
relation to conflicts between human job interests and species or ecosystem
survival. In the case of older-growth forests, the question about the moral
status of people’s jobs in the forest industry as compared with the survival
interests of other species requires region specific economic information on
alternatives available and as such is beyond the scope of this paper. Booth does
make the interesting point that in the Pacific Northwest the job losses from
automation or competing economic interests among people is much greater
than the losses from preserving older-growth forests.*® It is ironic that automa-
tion as an ethical issue is rarely raised in policy discussions with the same
intensity of feeling.

36 See Daly and Cobb, For the Common Good, esp. pp. 121-37; Thomas Berry, The Dream of
the Earth (San Francisco: Sierra Club, 1988), pp. 89-108.

37 Daly and Cobb, For the Common Good.

38 Douglas Booth, “The Economics and Ethics of Old-Growth Forests,” Environmental Ethics
14 (1992): pp. 43-62.
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