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Pragmatist Feminists Gone Wild:  

Addams, Noddings, and a Relational Approach to Environmental Ethics
Abstract:  This essay explores caring for nature from a pragmatist feminist perspective, using the work of Jane Addams, Nel Noddings, and a variety of recent researchers in the social sciences.  Specifically, I argue that Addams and Noddings both offer a relational view of the individual that, when cultivated, culminates in an expansive ethical community of others.  However, while Noddings does not believe that ethical caring can systematically be applied to the more-than-human world, I contend that a pragmatist feminist ethics in the tradition of Addams, with evidence from recent studies in the social sciences, leads to a reconceptualization of the individual and nature which expands our ethical community beyond only humans.

From Jane Addams to contemporary theorists, much has been written on pragmatist ethics from a feminist perspective.  In this essay, I expand on that work to inform an environmental ethic grounded in a pragmatist feminist conception of the self as fundamentally related to other parts of the social and natural environment.  From Addams’ account of “filial relations” to Nel Noddings’ ethic of care, I’ll argue that a fruitful and robust feminist approach to the environment can be cultivated from roots in the American tradition.  
While care ethics focuses primarily on reciprocity between human persons, I argue that a pragmatist feminist ethics views the cultivation of caring relationships from a wider ecological perspective.  Consequently, a pragmatist feminist social ethics offers a theoretical foundation for care ethics and environmental ethics that goes beyond debates about anthropocentrism.
Finally, I also consider how engagement with the natural
 world might in turn broaden our ethical horizon in meaningful ways as we understand the self as integrally related in a physical, as well as social, context.  Using research from the social sciences, I’ll explore a view of social ethics as enhanced by a deep understanding that human individuals are related not only to other humans, but are profoundly effected by our interactions with nature and that this experience improves our ability to respond morally to others in both human and nonhuman contexts.
I.  Ethics in the pragmatist feminist tradition

Feminist critics of deontological and consequentialist environmental ethics argue that these approaches “contribute to a neglect of the metaphysical connectedness of human beings and facilitate an inattentiveness to the ways in which relationships themselves are sources of moral responsibility.”
  Ecofeminists further point out that while standard ethical approaches value sameness as they constitute the moral community around shared abilities (such as to use language or to suffer), a broader approach embraces diversity as it allows relationships and individual experience to inform moral deliberation.  Karen Warren, for example, notes that ecofeminism is contextualist and pluralist—that it reflects the lived experience of women and “Others” who have historically been excluded from the moral equation.  This, in turn, allows for human relational traits such as empathy, love, and care to drive moral decisions and avoids the kind of absolutism that Warren believes lends itself to a “logic of domination.”
  Roger King likewise writes, “Taking difference seriously in environmental ethics means acknowledging that our moral commitments arise out of our engagement with both the social and the nonhuman contexts within which we live.”
  Pragmatism, and especially pragmatist feminism, offers a contextual approach to ethics that might prove useful to an environmental ethics that engages nonhuman nature and provides a more expansive view of moral community.
The roots are substantial in the American philosophical tradition of a relational view of ethics and the environment.  Here, I’ll discuss more subtle claims of relationality in pragmatist thought and how those views can be extended into a more explicitly environmental ethic.

There is extensive literature on the distinctly social and contextual nature of pragmatist ethics.  From George Herbert Mead’s social behaviorism to John Dewey’s dramatic rehearsal, we find that the overarching pragmatist view is of moral deliberation that evolves in practice within intimate social relationships and the wider community.  There is a growing body of literature on the contributions of feminist writers within the pragmatist tradition, especially on the topic of ethics.  Charlene Haddock Seigfried suggests that the attraction of pragmatist feminism is in its contextualism and mode of discourse:
The pragmatist goal of philosophical discourse, which is shared understanding and communal problem solving rather than rationally forced conclusions, is more feminine than masculine, as is its valuing of inclusiveness and community over exaggerated claims of autonomy and detachment.  The same can be said for its developmental rather than rule-governed ethics.

It is the focus on “inclusiveness and community,” what I’ll call “relationality,” that most binds pragmatist moral and political theory to corresponding feminist thought.
  As philosophers of community (especially Dewey and Addams), classical pragmatists grounded their moral claims in the evidence of social psychology and aspired toward the best democratic practices aimed at strengthening social relationships. In the spirit of these early pragmatists, I hope to use the evidence of social psychology a century or so later to cultivate the roots of social ethics into a more expansive landscape of ecological care. 
For Addams, a proto-ethicist of care, “social” ethics emerges from what she termed “filial relations” and culminates in democratic community.  It is important to note that for Addams, as for Dewey and Mead, ethics is not primarily about serving isolated individual interests (though of course social relationships are composed of individuals).  Attacking individualism on the grounds of faulty psychology, Addams points out that individuals are by nature social creatures and, therefore, moral theory true to psychology would be a “social” ethics.  Furthermore, an ethics based on the recognition of the social nature of the self will make for better, more empathetic, moral and political decisions.  M. Regina Leffers writes that for Addams, “it would not make sense to talk about having an ethical position independent of relationship to self, other, or community.  At this within-relationship-matrix of her position we find a dynamic principle of respect for self and others.”
 
Addams discusses this method of social interaction via the idea that social ethics, unencumbered by an individualistic self-interest that she believed was forced into existence by the capitalism and industry of the time, is a natural, evolved mode of human interaction.  A precursor to the mothering metaphor of the ethics of care, Addams noted that natural relationships within families served as the foundation for ethical relationships that grew to include neighbors and community.  She also noted that people most likely to have avoided the influence of big business, power, and money are those most likely to practice social ethics, and therefore, democracy: 

A very little familiarity with the poor districts of any city is sufficient to show how primitive and genuine are the neighborly relations.  There is the greatest willingness to lend or borrow anything, and all the residents of the given tenement know the most intimate affairs of all the others.  The fact that the economic condition of all alike is on a most precarious level makes the ready outflow of sympathy and material assistance the most natural thing in the world.

As naturally sympathetic as a parent would be to a child, people living together under common conditions best exemplify social ethics, theoretically similar, perhaps, to ecofeminism’s conceptual claim regarding the connection between women and nature as objects of oppression.  On the other hand, Addams suggests that charity based on duty is often insensitive to and thwarts filial and community relations as it generally imposes assistance only from outside, failing to take into account the natural sympathy and help offered by friends and neighbors.  On occasion, says Addams, the social worker does not wait for assistance to emerge from the ranks of the community before imposing aid, and she is confused when families share that aid with other families.  

This natural sympathy and willingness to assist others in need must be broadened to encompass all of society so that charity emerges from a larger sense of relatedness toward others and not primarily from a position of duty or legality.  The model of the family, according to Addams, must be expanded on all social levels to include other members of the community.  Since we are, by nature, social as we grow out of families, neighborhoods, and communities, to broaden the family claim to include the social claim (or the state or democratic claim), is to fully embrace our social nature.  In Addams' world of growing population and more “associated” living, social ethics is not only a naturally evolved aspect of human interaction, but is an imperative mode of conduct for the survival of individuals, families, and states.  To live in close association, to live socially, means to learn to act together for shared ends and values.  
Leffers explores Addams’ work at Hull-House in terms of a moral community that starts from “organic wholes.”  She writes:
Jane Addams had the distinctive ability to see individuals as wholes that are also interconnected and interrelated parts of ever-larger wholes:  Italian (or Irish, or Russian…) families, within the context of that country’s part of the city, within the context of the larger group of culturally diverse communities, within the context of the economic, legislative, and social city, and so on.
  
This allowed Addams to assume a “universalized caring standpoint, one that extends beyond the realm of personal relationships…”
   And Marilyn Fischer adds that “Addams frames her arguments in terms of ancient instincts to care for the helpless and to protect one’s own group. These references were consistent with leading psychological and sociological theories of the day, which did not assume that instincts were biologically dictated or unalterably fixed.”
 
Likewise, with one foot in the empirical realm of social science and one foot in the pragmatist tradition, Nel Noddings developed care ethics from the metaphor of family relations via the historical and cultural experience of women as mothers.  Virginia Held writes that “Among the characteristics of the ethics of care is its view of persons as relational and as interdependent,”
 unlike most other normative ethical perspectives which view individuals as rational, isolated, agents.
To learn to care ethically, beyond the intimacy of family life, is to employ a specific kind of response to another--one which acknowledges, from mutual experience, that the desire to feel cared for is reciprocal and shared.  Though learning to act ethically on this understanding may be the product of cognition and practice, the actual experience of it and inclination toward it is, Noddings believes, fully natural.  While natural caring requires little or no effort, ethical caring involves a careful understanding of the nature of the moral situation, the needs of others, our own desires, and a commitment to some action.  Caring inherent in obligation is distinct from natural caring only insofar as it involves relationships not yet cultivated.  Ethical caring--moral life--is thus wholly dependent on what is already felt in our relationships with others and the kind of self that responds to such sentiments.  Noddings writes, “The source of ethical behavior is, then, in twin sentiments--one that feels directly for the other and one that feels for and with that best self who may accept and sustain the initial feeling rather than reject it.”

The “best self” that sustains feelings of care (of being cared for, as well as one-caring) is, for Noddings, the ethical ideal.  It is the “active relation” between the actual self and the one envisioned in caring relationships with others.  By cultivating certain habits which are most likely to facilitate caring relationships (the “best self”), we create in ourselves characters to which caring might come more naturally.  Ideally, the more we cultivate caring relationships, the better our moral selves become; thus, part of the reciprocity and “completion” of caring is the nurturing of shared values of moral goodness that will lead to even greater circles of care.  The question for care ethics will thus become whether the natural world, as well as the human, has a place in this cycle of moral completion.

Addams clearly recognized the value of one’s relationships and lived experience for moral growth.  In The Spirit of Youth and the City Streets, Addams discusses the cultivation of imagination in terms of morality of the youth.  Noting that the context of the city streets is pivotal in determining the moral lives of dwellers, Addams encourages the development of environments (built, such as community centers and Hull-House itself, and natural, such as parks and playgrounds) that will better cultivate moral imagination.  She laments that people are drawn toward theaters that cater to simple and base human emotions such as vengeance when kids ought to be brought up on the likes of Ibsen, Shakespeare, and Moliere to enhance their ability to see the complexities of human relationships and thus make better moral decisions.  So, for Addams, one’s social and natural context is the starting place for any discussion of morality. One’s relatedness to others, within the built and natural world, cultivates, or not, empathy and the potential for future connections, rather than isolation.  So, one’s context ultimately determines the kinds of aspirations, moral or selfish, one will have and will direct, as Noddings says, the “motivational shift” in one’s moral habits.  Furthering relationships and enhancing environments are to what a democratic citizenry ought to aspire.  Others in our moral space aren’t the only beneficiaries of our moral growth—we become better, more complete, human beings as well.

II.  Care and Ecology:  The Organic Whole of Moral Community
The hallmark, of course, of environmental ethics is that, no matter the theoretical foundation, humans have some kind of moral responsibility that goes beyond justice or care for other humans.  Deontologists posit that we have duties to the more than human world, utilitarians command that we increase the good and minimize suffering for humans and nonhumans alike, deep ecologists call for respect for nature regardless of human interaction with it, and more anthropocentric environmental views suggest that the way to maximize the good for humans is to have some concern for nature and its resources.  

The debate within environmental ethics of what would be a useful theoretical foundation for the moral consideration of nature often is reduced to whether the principles or policies primarily benefit humans or nonhuman nature.  However, a more relational approach might accommodate both, or may even show that the distinction between human and nonhuman ethics is merely a practical, and not essential, one.  For example, in A Sand County Almanac, Aldo Leopold’s pivotal writing on conservation rests on the view that humans should strive to imagine themselves as part of an ecological system, and not outside of it.  Using the almanac style, Leopold offers many imaginative exercises in relatedness, from considering “plant-birthdays” to “thinking like a mountain.” Leopold asks the reader to increase her ecological education as she begins to think beyond human interest, which culminates in an environmental ethic that transcends the anthropocentric focus on nature as a resource or aesthetic playground, to a larger sense of respect for the ecology itself, which includes humans, though not exclusively.  Leopold’s famous “land ethic” notes a change of “the role of Homo sapiens from conqueror of the land-community to plain member and citizen of it.  It implies respect for his fellow-members, and also respect for the community as such.”

Ecofeminism likewise invites humans to view nature as part of the moral community through imaginative processes.  Karen Warren points out that women, in some sense, can more easily sympathize with a degraded earth because they have historically experienced the same “logic of domination.”  She writes, “Even if humans are ‘better’ than plants and rocks with respect to the conscious ability of humans to radically transform communities, one does not thereby get any morally relevant distinction between humans and non-humans, or an argument for the domination of plants and rocks by humans.”
  On a more political level regarding the negative effects of globalization, Paul Hawken also stresses that there is an inherent connection between environmental and social justice movements, and that any attempt to solve the problems of the world must involve the work of a diversity of human rights and environmental activists, all rooted in a “deep sense of connection to the living world.”

While some argue that care ethics offers relatively little to environmental ethics, I contend that an important contribution to the ability to care for nature can be found in the concept of relationality that grounds care ethics.  In a sense, feeling that we are related gives us a reason, beyond principle or policy, to care about the world beyond human relationships, and I believe that care ethics, with a pragmatist foundation, does offer a strong sense of relatedness that extends to nature.
Noddings addresses the question of whether one can or should expect to care for nonhuman animals and plants in the same way that one can and should care for human others.  As we have seen, for Noddings the issue is whether there is the possibility of reciprocity:  “The desire to be good is a natural derivative of the desire to be related.  It springs from our experience of caring and the inevitable assessment of this relation as “good.”  What we seek in caring is not payment or reciprocity in kind but the special reciprocity that connotes completion.”

Ethical caring, for Noddings, cannot grow out of consistently one-sided interactions, nor can it be cultivated from merely instrumental relationships (such as caring for a forest so that we can continue to harvest trees).  It thrives, however, on relationships where the one-caring feels the responsiveness of the cared-for and is “completed” in the sense of aspiring more toward the goodness of relating to others.  While Noddings believes that this can be achieved to some extent in relation to individual nonhuman animals with which we feel a close connection (such as pets), or animal groups (such as baby seals), these relationships fall short when it comes to the cultivation of ethical caring because they rely on very personal experience.  These feelings usually aren’t universalized across species, and they certainly aren’t shared by all other humans:

When I hear recordings of “whale songs” or look at the soft, lovely eyes of a baby seal, I am touched.  Whether or not the creature is responsive, I am responsive to the possibility of its responsiveness.  But then I must realize that the secondary sentiment, the “I ought,” that arises differs from the true ethical sentiment.  Toward those creatures with whom I have formed an actual relation—in which the creature recognizes me, displays “affection” for me, may even protect me—I feel an obligation; what arises is the ethical sentiment, and my denial of it diminishes my ideal.  But as I move past those creatures with whom I have a relation, the feeling that arises is more nearly pure sentiment and I risk talking nonsense as I act upon it.

In the end, Noddings claims that, though I may find the inclusion of some nonhuman animals in my moral community enriching (or useful, such as in caring for natural resources as they provide us with sustenance and goods), “I cannot judge you if you do not decide to complicate your life in a similar fashion.”
  Roger King further problematizes the use of lived experience and sensitivity to nature as the foundation of environmental ethics.  He notes that while the language of care ethics avoids an unfruitful foray into the abstract, it implies that human beings, faced with moral problems concerning nature, will actually care.  Without a culturally reimagined view of nature as part of our moral community--a reciprocal member of some sort--we can’t be sure that care will be motivation enough to act, or that our human friends will care at all. 

This view of reciprocity, however, seems incomplete even in the face of human relationships, especially when one is less able to respond to caring consideration.  But of course people do muster a sense of ethical caring when faced with human others who seem incapable of reciprocation and responsiveness (such as people with severe brain damage, or people who are likely to remain unknown to us).  To strengthen this response, Deane Curtin calls for the “contextualization” of care ethics, rather than “localization” (which focuses on the immediate interaction of individuals). 
  I contend that a more expansive view of contextual reciprocity, one that originates not from the individuals involved in caring relationships, but from the relationships themselves, can allow for a fully ethical sense of caring about the more-than-human world.  As we’ll see, nature does reciprocate (even beyond providing aesthetic enjoyment and resources) as relationships with the more than human world do afford the individual with the opportunity for growth, wellbeing, and even the aspiration for more and better relationships with human and nonhuman others.  Relating with nature can complete us as it drives us to move from natural caring to ethical sensibility.  King writes that “overcoming the oppressiveness of the duality that separates the human from the nonhuman is one of the crucial tasks of environmental ethics,” and that “the conceptualist strategy in ecofeminist ethics holds out the possibility that by refusing to draw arbitrary lines between human and honhuman, a space can be held open in which the imagination may at least be educated to “loving perpection” of the nonhuman world as a member of the moral community of difference and an object of care.”

Certainly, Aldo Leopold held the view that human ethical relationships were possible with the more-than-human world.  In the pragmatist tradition, Addams also seemed to note the importance of interaction with nature to human moral experience.  Leffers claims that Addams’s (and Dewey’s) social ethics gives one a feeling of connectedness that goes beyond immediate, individual relationships, which in turn opens one up to the further cultivation of relationality.  By gently extending our moral circles outward, we actually become more capable of further extension.
For Addams, extending our moral circles outward isn’t merely a philosophical exercise.  She recognized the importance of lived experience in cultivating relationality, noting that creating space in natural areas is essential to fostering human relatedness.  A pioneer in the field of recreation and leisure service, Addams championed the creation of parks, playgrounds, swimming pools and beaches, and other outdoor public spaces.
  About the relationships facilitated around a baseball game, she writes of the “undoubted power of public recreation to bring together all classes of a community in the modern city unhappily so full of devices for keeping men apart?”

IV.  Why should we care?  Reciprocity, Moral Growth, and the Experience of Nature
Though philosophers and ecologists might sense the moral benefits of nature, there is recent evidence that suggests there may even exist some sort of reciprocity, at least broadly defined in terms of spiritual, physical, and aesthetic goods and the cultivation of moral life.  Many studies show that exposure to nature has various benefits, from increased feelings of wellbeing to faster healing.  For example, Roger Ulrich has done extensive research on the effects of hospital design on patient recovery and staff stress.  In various studies, Ulrich, et. al., has found that patients recover more quickly when they have access to nature, even artificially (such as posters, video, or natural sounds):  “patients recovering from abdominal surgery recovered faster, had better emotional well-being, and required fewer strong pain medications if they had bedside windows with a nature view (looking out onto trees) than if their windows looked out onto a brick wall.”
  He also notes that patients’ emotional well-being is better with access to nature and cites studies of cancer patients undergoing treatment and burn victims having their dressings changed with access to “virtual” nature (sounds and video) who reported both less pain and less anxiety than patients without this natural experience.
Studies also cite the effect of nature on reducing stress.  Andrea Faber Taylor studies kids in rough public housing projects in inner-city Chicago—commonly assumed to be a very stressful existence.  One study suggests that girls with windows that look out on green areas, rather than pavement, were emotionally (and therefore physically) better off:  “Girls who could see nature from their windows were better able to concentrate, and to control impulsive behavior, as measured in standard psychological tests. These behaviors tend to help children resist peer pressure and sexual pressure, and help in other challenging situations.”
  Even commuters who drive through natural settings have reduced stress.  
In his popular book Last Child in the Woods, Richard Louv thoroughly explores the effects of nature on physical and emotional well-being.   A study he cites by Nancy Wells and Gary Evans assessed the degree and effect of nature around the homes of rural children.  They found that children with more access to nature had fewer problems with behavior, anxiety, and depression and rated themselves higher on a global measure of self-worth.  Some studies even suggest that kids with access to nature have more friends. 

Further, a recent study suggests that immersion in nature can make us more caring. In looking at the effect of exposure to nature, Netta Weinstein, et. al., found that people rated intrinsic aspirations (such as care and love) higher and extrinsic aspirations (such as personal wealth and fame) lower after viewing natural scenes (such as desert canyons), while the opposite was true after viewing scenes of the built world (such as cityscapes).  Further, subjects reported greater motivation for prosocial activities, such as developing close relationships and seeking to support the larger social community.  Weinstein writes, “Overall, these results are interesting because they suggest that nature, which is inherently unrelated to human intervention, brings individuals closer to others, whereas human-made environments orient goals toward more selfish or self-interested ends.”

 To deontologists and even some care ethicists, nature may not merit full membership in our moral community, but a pragmatist feminist foundation in relationality might allow us to stretch our view of community and reciprocity to include the more-than-human world.  If we think of reciprocity in terms of shared goods (such as prosocial behaviors and the support of caring) and on a more ecological level, then nature certainly does reciprocate.  Viewing the moral world first in terms of relationships (and not primarily on an individual duty or virtue level) might lead to greater respect for the human and natural connections that are most likely to bring us shared goods, making us better humans in the end.
Recent research on animal behavior and biology also tells us that nonhuman animals may exhibit traits that should make us consider whether they already connect morally.  Frans de Waal suggests that the seeds of empathy and altruism can be found in nonhuman primates and other animals.
  His research suggests that humans exhibit the seeds of these traits from birth, too, suggesting that we are not primarily selfish, but that we have evolved in such a way that we’re open first to responding to others.  This would not be surprising to pragmatists—in humans, this psychological perspective is the very starting point for Dewey, Mead, and Addams.

Jessica Pierce and Marc Bekoff likewise contend that the study of animal behavior raises questions about how we define moral community.  In their studies of dogs, Pierce and Bekoff claim that though we don’t usually look for rules of right and wrong in nonhuman animals, “they’re there, as are the “good” prosocial behaviors and emotions that underlie and help maintain those rules.  Such behaviors include fairness, empathy, forgiveness, trust, altruism, social tolerance, integrity, and reciprocity…”
  Interestingly, Pierce and Bekoff focus much of their research on play behavior because it is in “fair play” that they see the roots of moral behavior.  Likewise, Addams believed that recreation was so important partly because the rules we learn in play become part of our moral deliberation process.  Perhaps it’s true, then, that the natural world reciprocates on multiple counts:  not only does it contribute to the moral growth of humans, but some nonhuman animals themselves may display traits traditionally associated with morality.  This view of nature as part of our moral community goes far beyond a Kantian claim that we should be kind to animals if it makes us more likely to be kind to humans, and beyond Noddings’ minimal agreement with animal rights ethicists that we should avoid causing uncessary suffering.  With more recent evidence, it becomes easier to imagine nature as an integral part of our ever-expanding moral space.  With more recent environmental problems, it becomes increasingly necessary and timely that we do so.
At the time of this writing, America is facing the biggest environmental disaster of its history.  While politicians and rig owners tend to frame the disastrous BP oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico in terms of financial stability and oil availability, many local citizens lament the irreparable damage to their ecology, their home.  Sure, this carries with it financial devastation and other attacks on individual interests.  But if we only imagine the loss in terms of individuals (even including nonhuman individuals), and not from a more relational, ecological perspective, then it’s difficult to imagine new policies that will prevent future such disasters.  Individual interests will always drive moral decisions when the model of deliberation is one that starts from those interests, rather than from the relationships that complete us and make prosocial aspirations and future moral goods more likely.  And in the free-market, individuals won’t immediately see the value of future relationships and a healthy social and natural environment.
On the other hand, citizens and politicians who attempt to frame policy in terms of a natural world that excludes human interaction will find it difficult to persuade voters and other policy-makers that the social environment is of less importance.  An unemployed rig worker might be interested in seeing the bigger moral picture, but he also needs to go back to work.  Both anthropocentric and deep ecological moral theories envision a world full of competing interests, rather than care for relationships (and, consequently, the interests of ourselves and others together).  An environmental ethics based on relationality may have clear anthropocentric benefits, but its value is that it relies on a view of the world that doesn’t create theoretical barriers between ourselves and others.
The importance of the natural world to our moral lives (including our individual well being) has clear import for policy decisions regarding the protection and restoration of wild areas and the creation of opportunities for human interaction with nature.  Louv, Noddings, and Addams might agree that the reconceptualization of ethics in terms of relationality, including with the natural world, needs to start with a reimagination of education itself.  Like Addams’ creation of public spaces in Chicago, we need to reinvigorate, Dewey-style, our educational system with an emphasis on the entirety of a child’s moral life and the extension, as far as possible, of the circles of caring.  Most schools seem to be focused on standardized test achievement and technological skills, and Louv believes this leads to “nature deficit disorder,” drawing attention further and further away from the surrounding natural and social landscape and leading to care for individual, rather than community, success.  

However, many schools are attempting to restore a sense of ecological relationality with gardens, nature clubs, Envirothons, and environmental studies programs; and some colleges are moving beyond simply having a department of environmental science to infusing all of their programs with deep knowledge of and care for the natural and social ecology.
  The important element for a pragmatist feminist environmental ethics is that care for the natural world should be wholly integrated into a child’s education.  Otherwise, we risk creating competing interests (as we see in deontological and consequentialist moral theory), rather than the capacity for seeing the world as an organic whole filled with relationships, human and beyond, worthy of consideration and care.
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