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ABSTRACT
There has been a recent spate of publications on how we should evaluate change to ecological
systems, some of which have introduced the concept of "relational values. Environmental
ethicists have, with a few exceptions, not engaged this debate. We survey the literature on
relational values, noting that most advocates of the concept introduce relational values as an
additional type of value, in addition to "instrumental" and "intrinsic" values. In this paper,
we explore the idea that all environmental values are ultimately relational. We explore how
such an approach can be articulated, and discuss the implications of this concept for the
future of environmental ethics and value studies. One key implication is to suggest a stronger
role for empirical ethnography.
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How should we think about and talk about environmental values, and how should we
adjudicate disagreements regarding decisions that affect those values? These questions have
discomfited both theoreticians and environmental practitioners for decades. Recently, there
has been a spate of publications, including in scientific and policy journals, that have once
again addressed these questions (Tallis and Lubchenco, 2014; Vucetich et al., 2015; Batavia
and Nelson, 2017; Piccolo, 2017). It is time to survey this emerging literature and explore the
relationship between these new initiatives and the field of environmental ethics.
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA, 2005) constituted the first serious,
science-based attempt to develop a conceptual framework to systematically assess the
relationship between human well-being and nature. The MEA used the concept of ecosystem
services (ES), divided into distinct categories, to identify the benefits and values that people
derive from nature. The MEA was criticized for failing to adequately account for the
complexities and diversity of socio-ecological systems (Carpenter et al., 2009). Shortly after
the introduction of the MEA, a study of The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity
(TEEB) was created in Europe to integrate economic concepts and tools with environmental
values to inform policy-making (TEEB, 2010). Using a similar economic conceptualization
of value as the MEA, TEEB sought to develop a more inclusive framework for the economic
accounting of environmental value. This framework places ES at its center while expanding
the set of identified environmental values by adopting the total economic value (TEV)
valuation method, which is inclusive of direct use, indirect use, option, quasi-option, and
existence values (Jax et al., 2013).
The latest attempt to provide a conceptual framework for environmental values is the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES)
(Díaz et al., 2015; 2018). IPBES jettisons formal distinctions between types of ecosystem
services in favor of the more conceptually inclusive category of ‘nature’s contributions to
people’, which tries to combine western science epistemology and the concept of ‘nature’s
gifts’ representing local and indigenous knowledge systems. The distinction between intrinsic
values and anthropocentric values, the latter of which they define as inclusive of both
instrumental and broader human values, is explicitly embodied within the framework. This
latest effort has been challenged on the basis that the framework conflates different
definitions of values that are incommensurable (Maier and Feest, 2016). Although the IPBES
is presented as a scientific framework describing different valuations of nature’s contribution
within diverse socio-cultural contexts, Maier and Feest (2016) argue that it is in fact a
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normative framework since it claims to be a structure of values or norms. Further, these
critics show that IPBES implicitly relies upon economic categories of value based in fixed
human preferences (Maier and Feest, 2016).
While these ecosystem service categories sometimes correspond with traditional
categories of environmental ethics, yet one more idea--that some or all environmental values
should be understood as ‘relational values’--seems to cut across those categories. This idea
may offer a basis for a fresh and illuminating discussion of how humans do and should value
natural objects and processes. In this paper, we examine the concept of relational values and
explore whether it might serve to re-organize our thinking about environmental values.
Further, we will consider important implications for the future of environmental ethics and
policy that would follow if one adopts and applies the idea of relational values as we
understand it.
In the field of Environmental Ethics, and also in more applied fields such as IPBES
and TEEB, dealing with environmental values, discourse has generally recognized two broad
types of values, ‘instrumental’ (referencing usefulness to humans) and ‘intrinsic’ (referencing
values that are in some sense independent of human values). While one might expect that
environmental thinkers and activists would like to embrace and use both types of values to
support actions and policies affecting the environment, little success has been achieved in
harnessing the two types of value together because the two types are apparently
incommensurable and rest on different philosophical bases. Instrumental valuations rest upon
Jeremy Bentham's utilitarian maxim that directs actors to act so as to maximize well-being of
sentient beings. Advocates of intrinsic values in nature, on the other hand, cite Immanuel
Kant, and insist that some elements of nature have a ‘dignity,’ the concept Kant introduced to
designate the special status of rational beings.
As a result of this divergence, the discussion of environmental values has generally
been riven by sharp controversy, with one group emphasizing usefulness to humans, and
another emphasizing independent value in nature. The former group tends toward
reductionism, and often equates human well-being with preference fulfillment as measured
in economic models (Freeman, 2014). The latter group is generally critical of exclusively
economic analysis of environmental values, insisting that human-centered values must in
important cases be over-ridden by concerns for nature itself (Callicott, 1999).

3

Forthcoming in Environmental Values. ©2020 The White Horse Press
www.whpress.co.uk

This dilemma has not been resolved within thre literature of environmental Ethics. It
has been impossible to establish a non-controversial value foundation for the discussion and
resolution of impasses regarding environmental actions and policies. Indeed, the problem has
become a conundrum: advocates on both sides are convinced by arguments favoring their
position, even as their opponents cite what they think are convincing arguments on the
opposite side. 1
Aside from its intransigence as a theoretical problem, the instrumental/intrinsic
argument has also been questioned because the categories of value and the distinctions they
provide are not sufficiently fine-grained to address the real problems that environmental
practitioners face on a daily basis (Himes and Muraca, 2018).
Can the traditional categories of values help to allocate resources so as to create a
landscape that maximizes environmental value by summing up all the types of environmental
values, positive and negative? A case can be made that they cannot, because human
relationships with nature, far from being expressible simply in terms of unidirectional
contributions to human welfare (instrumental) or in terms of values that exist independently
of human values and valuation (intrinsic), are more complex and multi-faceted than can be
represented in a few gross categories (Himes and Muraca, 2018). In fact, human beings value
nature in complex ways dependent on context, and it is these contextual relations that
constitute the cultural richness of environmental values. Managing systems will require finegrained analysis of how individuals in local cultures use, interact with, and cherish elements
of the natural world they encounter.
I. Relational Values
In a recent paper, Chan et al. (2016) argue that the traditional distinction between
‘instrumental’ and ‘intrinsic’ values is not exhaustive of the types of environmental values.
Rather than taking sides in this polarized debate, the authors advocate an additional type of
natural value, which they characterize as relational. They define relational values as
1

That the debate has receded from its prior dominance in discussions of environmental ethics can be
observed by perusing the tables of contents of recent issues of Environmental Ethics.We should note
that the sharpness of this debate has also been dulled by the (in our view helpful) introduction of ideas
from virtue ethics, the ethics of care, and ecofeminism. These additions to the field, along with a
field-wide shift toward more practical, real-world problems, have encouraged a more pluralistic
approach to environmental ethics and shifted emphasis toward discussion of real-world environmental
problems rather than foundational issues. Sophisticated treatments of virtue ethics (Hourdequin,
2015), care ethics (Jax et al., 2018), and ecofeminism (Plumwood, 2002) have recently been
developed that illuminate and support a broader approach to environmental values.
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‘preferences, principles, and virtues associated with relationships, both interpersonal and as
articulated by policies and social norms’ (Chan et al., 2016: 1462). Relational values are
introduced and illustrated by reference to empirical and ethnographic studies of attitudes
toward, and values experienced by, members of indigenous and other communities.
Referring to environmental values as relational implies that such values are
associated with people and what they value in a situation. So relational values always involve
a person or persons choosing an outcome that is possible, in a situation/context. The reasons
a person has for such choices can be referred to as ‘relational values’. We understand values
as reasons to act in a certain way (Bromley, 2006).
Any full understanding of how humans value nature must capture both what is
universal, and what is local and particular, in the way humans make choices. We note that
practices in which positive environmental value is experienced typically involve three
aspects:
(1) A need, desire or affinity of a subject for an event/experience ;
(2) The experience is perceived to offer some benefit/or enjoyment to the subject, or to fulfill
some felt obligation of the subject;
(3) Need for a means--either realistically or, in the imagination--to bring about the event and
enjoy the benefit/fulfillment from the experience.
These three aspects capture much that is common in all experiences of environmental
value--and may satisfy some of the attractions of a unified system of values. While (1) to (3)
establish the common elements of relational values, it must be noted that, in practice and in
application to particular value judgments in varied situations, various ideas, cultural norms
and expectations associated with the practice involved, sometimes referred to as ‘framing’,
will differ in different culture. This conceptualization of the problem of characterizing
environmental values poses the question: Can advocates of relational values provide an
undersanding of environmental values that is superior to the traditional categories of
instrumental and intrinsic based on the insight that all environmental values are relational in
nature?
Returning to the above-mentioned paper by Chan et al. (2016), with this
characterizaiton of relational values in mind, we can assess whether relational values will do
the work the authors set out to achieve--to question the hegemony of the traditional categories
5
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of instrumental and intrinsic values. We applaud the paper's exploration of environmental
values in the context of empirical research on communities that live close to and depend upon
their natural habitats. Much can be learned by paying attention to the expressions members of
those communities use to articulate natural values as they experience them, without trying to
reinterpret these expressions as representative of one of the more usual categories of
environmental values. The authors' point is that these expressions often embody special
relationships and that reducing them to either utilitarian or intrinsic value terminology may
miss important nuances.
In the paper in question, the group described relational values as a third type of
values, in addition to the much-discussed instrumental/utilitarian and intrinsic/inherent values
so common in environmental ethics and conservation biology. Authors write: ‘We propose
that focusing only on instrumental or intrinsic values may fail to resonate with views on
personal and collective well-being, or 'what is right,' with respect to nature and the
environment.’ Authors explicitly say that relational values are a third type of values:
‘Relational values are not present in things but derivative of relationships and responsibilities
to them.’ (Chan et al., 2016: 1462).
Chan et al. (2016) and a number of papers with similar goals (Himes and Muraca,
2018; Muraca, 2016; Neuteleers, 2020 for example), accept the two traditional types of
environmental values--instrumental and intrinsic--and then, proposes a third type of values,
relational values, which refer to the actual experiences and sense of appropriateness
individuals often feel based on the relationships they have with an object or process. These
values are present when a person or group expresses a feeling that, given activities and the
context of those activities, certain actions and attitudes in that context are appropriate, while
other actions and attitudes would be inappropriate--indeed, ‘wrong’ given the relationships
involved. It should be noted that, given this interpretation, relational values can also include
appropriate uses of nature to support human welfare. Most advocates of relational values
thus identify three types of value: instrumental, intrinsic, and relational. While we agree that
recognizing relational values is important and that its acceptance will lead to important
improvements in how we evaluate changes to environmental systems, here we will explore
the alternative idea that relational values should not be thought of as a third type beside the
other two, but rather that relationality is a shared aspect of all environmental values. If all
environmental values are relational, understanding these values will depend upon, and
require, careful attention to the context in which the values are experienced. The traditional
6
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categories of 'intrinsic' and 'instrumental' encourage practitioners to associate values with
objects, but emphasis on relations will attach values to a place and a time. Once focus is
directed toward values as they occur in a specific place, experiences of actors will be
enriched by the metaphors and narratives that give meaning to those actors and their
associates. This point is clearly made in Klain et al., (2014) where they state and criticize the
assumption that 'experts can identify and characterize priority [Ecosystem Services] across
stakeholder groups without local participation.’ This line of reasoning encourages
ethnographical methods, a point to which we return in Section III.
Before proceeding, it is necessary to respond to a possible objection to treating all
environmental values as relational. One understanding of ‘intrinsic value’ defines the idea as
value something has in itself, depending on no other thing for that value. Holmes Rolston,
III, for example, has asserted that nature has value ‘objectively’ and that such value exists
independently of human beings or any conscious being. Rolston's position, however, has not
fared well within environmental ethics. J. B. Callicott (1999), for example, has
‘deconstructed’ Rolston's understanding by arguing against the view that nature's value can
be ‘objective’. Valuing requires a valuer, he argues, and therefore even intrinsic value must
be attributed to nature by some conscious being. Indeed, a number of authors have reached a
similar conclusion, that the independence of intrinsic value can be understood to refer to
attributions of value by a conscious being, as long as that attribution does not depend upon
the interests and values of the attributor (O'Neill, 2002; Batavia and Nelson, Batavia and
Nelson, 2017). While a few environmental ethicists continue to refer to objectively existent
intrinsic value, how could such values be supported by anything more than intuition (a
notably weak support) (Norton, 1992)? Following this attributive understanding of intrinsic
value, we continue to seek a comprehensive understanding of all environmental values as
relational.
Accordingly, the central focus of this paper is to evaluate the hypothesis that all
environmental values are relational in nature, and to explore the implications for theory and
practice of accepting this hypothesis. We thus propose a fundamental change in the scope of
application of this idea. As noted above, the much-cited paper in The Proceedings of the
National Academy of Science explicitly states that relational values are a third type of value
(Chan et al., 2016). Similarly, Himes and Muraca (2018) define three types of values:
instrumental, intrinsic, and relational. Initially, they agree with us that all values are relational
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in the sense that all values emerge in a three-part situational relationship: a person, faces
choices in a situation, with respect to an event, object or process.
While both Chan et al. (2016) and Himes and Muraca (2018) assert that all values are
relational in their genesis, or source, in a process of valuation, Himes and Muraca distinguish
between the ‘origin’ and the ‘content’ of valuation. They define the content of valuation as
‘the product of the process of valuation and it refers to what is valued and how the value is
articulated’ (Himes and Muraca, 2018; Muraca, 2011). These ‘products’ are divided into
three categories. Following Callicott (1999), they recognize attributed intrinsic values. They
also recognize values that are ‘merely instrumental’ which includes objects whose value is a
means to an external goal. These values are ‘substitutable’ in the sense that instrumentally
valued objects might be replaced by alternative objects that fulfill the value in question.
But as Himes and Muraca (2018) correctly surmise, these two categories are
incomplete if one believes there are human-oriented values that are not substitutable.
Eudaimonistic values refer to the value of actions and proclivities that support a virtuous and
flourishing life, and provide an example of relational values that are not substitutable. The
content of these valuations are not substitutable: they depend upon an important relationship
between the valuer and a trait considered to be of value. For example, since courage may be
an important element of a well-lived human life, the pursuit of such a life establishes an
essential, non-substitutable relationship with that trait.
Himes and Muraca (2018) thus end with a position that embraces pluralism of
categories of value which includes (1) instrumental/substitutable values; (2) value that
recognizes intrinsic/inherent values attributed to natural subjects independent of human
interests, and (3) relational values which include multiple forms of non-substitutable
relationships with nature. Category (3) is a diverse category ensuring a pluralistic system of
values, many of which are not commensurable with each other. This system results from
applying the distinction between the origin and content of relationships in our understanding
of environmental values.
We believe, however that this distinction is unnecessary and that it exists as a
holdover from, and as continued obeisance to, the traditional (and incomplete) dualistic
categories of intrinsic and instrumental values. As an alternative, we propose to agree that all
environmental values originate in a relationship. But unlike Himes and Muraca, we do not
introduce a separable concept referring to the content of valuation. Rather, we recognize that
8
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subjects engage in many relationships, and we turn to the task of identifying and categorizing
these varied relationships directly, and try to understand them on their own terms, without
parsing them into instrumental or intrinsic categories. Introducing the idea of content
encourages attention to objects which beg to be placed in the traditional categories, whereas
our emphasis on relationships over objects will direct our attention to the source of value in
those relationships. So we find the distinction between source and content to be unnecessary.
Worse, it distracts us from the relationships that guide subjects to express values that can
serve as reasons to act.
In other words, we insist that the nature of an environmental value in any particular
situation is discoverable by examining the perceptions and dispositions of the decider in that
situation. Such an examination will uncover narratives and underlying metaphors that can
characterize the type of value involved by understanding the describer's orientation and
placement within the situation richly described in cultural terms (O’Neill et al., 2008), as will
be discussed in the next Part. We therefore differ from most advocates of relational values in
that we discuss features like ‘substitutability’ directly as features of a particular relationship,
rather than as indicative of their inclusion in a traditional category such as ‘instrumental’ or
‘intrinsic’.
Consider an example: Indigenous populations in the Pacific Northwest, famously rely
upon salmon, especially during their migration back to their stream of origin, as a source of
protein. Considered as a source of protein, the salmon are clearly ‘instrumental’ for the
denizens of the tribes. However, many tribes also engage in rituals and celebrations around
the annual return of the salmon, which have become key elements in their identity as a tribe.
If, for some reason, such as the building of a dam, the annual migration does not occur, the
tribal community will suffer a loss. The dam builders may recognize that the natives have
suffered a loss, so they might purchase an appropriate amount of store-bought salmon and
deliver it in trucks at a time appropriate for tribal celebrations. While one might immediately
say: ‘store-bought salmon, which has identical protein value to salmon that would have been
caught if the migration had continued, provides a substitute that is of equal instrumental value
in terms of provisioning. Suppose then, that the tribe's members reject the trucked-in salmon,
and argue that, despite the substitution, they have suffered a loss of value. Their reason for
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doing so lies in the particularity of the special relationship the tribe members experience with
salmon.2
The moral of this story is that if one looks at objects and their characteristics as more
important than relationships in assessing environmental values and, especially, if one thinks
of objects as organized into categories based on the traditional, dichotomous concepts of
value, one will tend to forget the importance of situation and relationships. A corollary of
this moral is: saying that all environmental values are relational is enough; distinguishing
relational origins from content only tempts us back into using anachronistic concepts. Paying
attention to a person or persons, in situations, facing a choice is the locus of relational values.
Values, so understood, can function as reasons individuals might use in arguing for preferred
policies.
III. Values, Relationships, and Culture
As a starting point for understanding relational values, we note that environmental
values are often initially expressed or implied in vernacular speech, which is highly variable
across cultures (Klain et al. 2014; Klain et al., 2017). In almost all of the attempts to
characterize and measure environmental values by environmental professionals, as mentioned
above, these varied expressions are translated into a general theoretical framework that posits
one or a few basic types of values. Some traditional theorists seek to reduce all expressions
of value to instrumental value (Freeman et al., 2014) and others emphasize the importance of
intrinsic values (Taylor, 1981), with each theorist offering their own reduction of vernacular
expressions of value into their theoretically derived type. Yet other theorists translate
vernacular utterances into both types, creating a dualistic system that requires a means of
making these comparable (Martinez-Alier et al., 1998).
Little success has been achieved in reducing vernacular speech into the two traditional
forms of value, however. If we rely heavily on metaphors to understand how people
experience environmental values in the pursuit of their life programs, and we recognize that
members of different cultures live by different metaphors, then the program of reducing
values to one or two categories can be expected to distort those cultural memes.

2

The difference between store-bought salmon and salmon caught by indigenous fishers is an example
of what is referred to by Roldan Muridian and Unai Pascual (2018) as a shift in ‘relational models’
which, in turn, are understood as involving shifts in the ‘frame’ of a discussion.
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Today, in the most powerful cultures in the world, the market metaphor dominates,
but this can be challenged. The market metaphor can be useful in application to many
decisions (Norton, 2015; 2017), but when the market metaphor is imposed on decisions
affecting indigenous people, it often functions to support colonial exploitation, create severe
distributional inequities, and foster alienation among those who live by other metaphors. If
one pays attention to ethnographic and anthropological studies, and listens to people explain
their attitudes toward nature in vernacular language, it is clear that nature is valued in
multiple ways within most cultures and that, across cultures, natural values varies widely
(Gould et al., 2015; Graeber, 2001).
For example, while vegetarians in advanced technological cultures can make a strong
case based on concern for animals and for damages to environments due to livestock
production, those arguments ring hollow to a traditional Inuit, who may have as strong an
environmental conscience as a vegetarian in advanced technological societies, but whose life
and culture would be disturbed if they tried to live as vegetarians. Metaphors, and the stories
people tell express those metaphors, give meaning to their lives within their natural and
cultural context (Johnson, 1993; Campbell, 1988). In a culture where the guiding metaphor is
one of kinship among species, and where the consumption of members of other species are
considered a gift, actions are likely to be judged appropriate or not given both the underlying
metaphors and the specific situation in which the action is taken (Gould et al. 2015; Chan et
al., 2016). Concepts such as appropriation and exploitation--expressive of the
capitalist/ownership model as seen in colonialism--do not translate well across this divide.
To take another example it is currently common among environmental policy experts
to classify the value proffered to people by well-ordered systems of nature and artifact, such
as stable ocean currents or the creation and sustenance of productive soils, as regulating
ecosystem services (MEA, 2005). Efforts have been made to place a dollar value on such
services (Costanza et al., 1997; Daily, 1997), hoping to advertise some unrecognized ways in
which people should value nature. Indeed, attempts have been made to commodify and
monetize these regulatory processes (TEEB, 2010). It is important to note that such dollar
estimates to measure the value of ‘services’ and attributing monetary measures to
characterize and assess these values rests on a metaphor: they are ‘services’ someone is
willing to pay for.
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From these and similar examples, we see that environmental values rest upon a
metaphorical basis, and these metaphors shape the relationships people live through
(Raymond et al., 2013). Choices among metaphors are not resolvable by quantification, or
even direct comparisons, however; they are, rather, subject to analog reasoning, susceptible to
judgments that they are, or are not, appropriate or fitting in various contexts and to varying
degrees. Small changes in context can shift judgments of appropriateness; the suitability of a
metaphor often depends on the cognitive state of those making the judgment, rather than on a
correspondence with some objective ‘fact’ that can be shown to be correctly or incorrectly
described. The very meaning of the metaphors we use and the narratives in which they are
embedded are given life in our actions, and those actions--and people's explanations of them-are the best tutorial on environmental values available.
IV. Taxonomies and Methods for Understanding Relational Environmental Values ?
The question we seek to address in this section is; what are the implications of
understanding all values as relational for communities seeking to plot a sustainable path into
the future? Even though reduction to a couple categories misses important nuances in
discussions of environmental value, we do expect that deliberations regarding what to do will
benefit from some structure and categorization of values.
In this Part, we explore the possibility of introducing sub-categories of relational
values--a taxonomy of relational environmental values that would take the place of the
historical debates over the primacy of intrinsic values or instrumental values with a careful
effort to differentiate types of environmental values based on the relationships and motivating
metaphors supporting them. In addition to introducing some order and allowing useful subcategorizations for discussion of fine points by theoreticians, these categories may prove
helpful to participants in policy decision procedures to discuss relative importance and
priority of various values as they are cited (Muraca, 2011; Arias-Arévalo et al., 2018). We
hope that as practitioners work with these taxonomies, they find them useful in discussing
environmental values in various situations. We doubt whether new taxonomies will be as
helpful as developing methods to identify and characterize relational values.
Proposed taxonomies differ, perhaps because different authors have given the concept
of relational values different scope. Most of the authors apply the concept ‘narrowly’,
suggesting that relational values are an additional type of values in addition to instrumental
and intrinsic values (Jax et al., 2018; Klain et al., 2014), while a few outliers--including
12
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ourselves-- explore the idea that all values are relational, and that a full accounting of
environmental values will encompass more sub-types of values (Arias-Arévalo et al., 2018:
10; Muradian and Pascual, 2018).
A second variation in this literature reflects a difference in the viewpoint of authors on
the idea of ecosystem services, which has dominated environmental policy debate for almost
two decades. Some authors introduce relational values under the conceptual umbrella that
treats all environmental values as ‘services’. They use relational value to characterize
additional types of values (for example, IPBES), while others see relational values as
independent from ES thinking.

Here, we mention two recent attempts, summarized here

as illustrations of possible taxonomies of environmental values.
1. An interesting categorization of values, developed within the broader framework of ES, but
emphasizing plurality of types of values as exemplified in varied human-nature relationships,
has been proposed (Arias-Arevalo et al. 2018). They note that the choice of a value
articulating method is based on a definition of value, names what data is relevant, and whose
input matters. They identify six definitions of value that are used--and argued over--in the
literature: 1. intrinsic value; 2. principles; 3. monetary value; 4. shared values; 5. ecological
value; and 6. ways of concern (Arias-Arévalo et al., 2018: 10). They recognize that the
human-nature relationships that shape a culture are strongly influenced by metaphors and
narratives. These metaphors and narratives guide their classification of three broad
metaphorical relationships: gaining from nature, living for nature, and living in nature which,
in turn, include varying mixes of values under the six definitions. Further, they provide a
detailed list of useful methods, associating these with the various types of values.
2. Muraca (2011) has developed the view that environmental values can be relational in
nature, and she has developed a set of categories of value that separate ‘intrinsic value’ (=
‘moral inherent value’) from a complex set of relational values. Her approach provides a
‘map of moral significance’ that separates ‘fundamental relations’ (ontological conditions for
entities to exist at all) from ‘functional relations’ (external links via reflection) (Muraca,
2011: 383). Functional relations are, in turn, divided into ‘intrinsic-eudaimonistic’ and
‘merely instrumental’ subcategories. Eudaimonistic values are values that are pursued for
themselves, but as expressive of the subject's conception of a good life. Merely instrumental
values, on the other hand, are means to individual ends and they are measurable and
countable as fulfillments of individual preferences. Such preferences might be fulfilled by
13
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adequate substitutes (adequacy usually being measured as offering an equal level of wellbeing in monetary terms), we can see that her position supports a more pluralistic approach to
environmental values, and it has the interesting feature that her taxonomy is hierarchical, with
layered and complex categories.
While any taxonomy can lead to insights, we think it is important not to assume--or
even expect--that any given set of categories will be helpful in all situations. As we have
emphasized the importance of metaphors and narratives, and insisted that they vary widely
across situations and cultures, it seems unlikely that any categorization can achieve the
conceptual hegemony once afforded the categories of instrumental and intrinsic values.
Arguments above in Section III should warn us against an expectation that creative proposals
will converge on a single system of categories. So, we expect there will be no one-size-fits all
taxonomy of relational values.
Developing such taxonomies may prove useful, and we have no doubt there will be
further taxonomies proposed. Indeed, in some cases it may be useful to develop a new set of
categories to clarify values held in just one or a few situations. All peoples develop a variety
of relationships with natural processes and events. These relationships reflect values that are
nuanced, as they are experienced in specific situations. They vary according to local context,
normative commitments, and the material conditions under which individuals and groups act.
Thus, while members of all cultures must take food and fiber from nature, the understanding
of the process and the nature of the experiences can differ dramatically across cultures. These
relationships can only be understood if they are particularized by reference to specific
narratives which, in turn, are given meaning by underlying metaphors.
The goal of taxonomizing relational values should not be expected to create a new and
universal ontology, but rather to provide those deliberating about what to do with a set of
tools and methods that can help them to articulate, weigh, and balance values on the way to
choosing a pathway into the future for their community. This variation may depend on the
context in which an evaluation is made.
Rather than placing the hopes of understanding relational values on developing one or
more new taxonomies, we favor emphasizing the development of methods for studying and
communicating actual values people face in the situations in which they live and make
decisions. This possibility is explored in an essay by Klain, Satterfield, and Chan (Klain et
al., 2014; Klain et al., 2017). These authors describe the development of a map-based
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interview protocol and associated methodology allowing the identification and
characterization of varied types of values; they offer categorizations that include both
material and non-material (cultural) benefits and they recognize that many of these values can
only be understood if one takes into account the underlying metaphors that undergird
lifestyles and life choices of people who live in a place with specific cultural attitudes and
values.
Whereas traditional categories of instrumental and intrinsic values are derived from
theory, our ‘theory’ implies that all values originate in relationships that are understood as
expressive of local narratives and deeply held metaphors. What is important on our view is
to show how those metaphors and narratives connect to human activities in some place at
some time. While one can learn from these attempts to find useful categorizations of
relational values, they are most useful when they underplay ontology and emphasize
methodology. We expect that different categorizations and taxonomies of value will be useful
in different situations, since the relational values being categorized vary strongly with the
metaphors that are in play in particular situations and in the discourse regarding appropriate
actions in those situations.
We therefore see the approach of Klain et al. (2014), who do not emphasize categories
so much as methods, as pointing in the right direction. Note that the actual taxonomy they
offer includes a long list of types--more a listing than a taxonomy. Their map-based
methodology highlights and locates the site of activities and associated values as experienced
by persons, living within a particular culture in a physical space, and provides a semistructured interview protocol to encourage the articulation of nonmonetary values as they are
experienced in that space (Klain et al, 2014; Klain et al., 2017). While Muraca (2011) and
Arias-Arévalo et al., (2018) have provided more aggregated categories, Klain et al. (2014),
have moved the conversation forward by providing a map-based method that could be
integrated with a number of different taxonomies).
So, we can draw two conclusions regarding categorizations of environmental values.
First, we should not think of categories of value as universal and somehow definitive of the
types of values one might find exemplified in real-life situations. Categories of values should
not be designed to fit prior, theoretical categories; they should instead be proposed as tools
for better understanding choices faced in particular situations. Second, what is important
about such categorizations is their ability to help communities to better understand, articulate
15
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and negotiate regarding what to do. Therefore, the test of a proposed categorization should
be whether it leads to useful methods for identifying and measuring environmental values
when a community faces difficult decisions regarding their environment (Keough and
Blahna, 2006; Scott, 2015).
V. Values in Community-Based, Democratic Processes
The next step, then, will be to develop an illuminating procedure for making decisions
that reflect authentic values. This is, of course, a daunting undertaking, but fortunately we do
not have to start from scratch. First, we can cite a very large and growing literature, based in
multiple fields of study, that show how public involvement and deliberation can improve
decision making by including the voices of concerned citizens in the search for widely
acceptable policies (Leach et al., 2002; Sabatier et al., 2005; Freeman, 2011; Maldonado,
2012; Scott, 2015; Jackson and Palmer, 2015; Norton, 2015).
Second, while it is notoriously difficult to assess which methods and efforts generally
lead to better outcomes (Norton, 2015), there have been enough examples of public processes
that have, if not ‘solved’ environmental problems at different scales, yielded outcomes that
appear to be more satisfactory to the populace than solutions developed using cost-benefit
analysis (CBA) or other comprehensive technical methodologies (Leach et al., 2002;
Blomquist and Ingram, 2003; Keough and Blahna, 2006; Freeman, 2011).
We cannot, of course, claim that participatory processes can solve all problems, but
there is enough evidence to conclude that such processes can break out of impasses resulting
from reliance on the dichotomous categories, intrinsic vs. instrumental values. At present,
discussions of what to do in concrete situations too often get diverted into theoretical,
ideological disagreements and away from cooperation and shared methods.
VI. The Future of Environmental Ethics and Valuation: Ethnography
People's values, on our understanding, are the arguments they give for the particular
choices they make. Those values are expressed in the language that has co-evolved with a
given culture. As noted above, relational values always include a person choosing an object
in a context. Relational values are thus best understood when expressed in the language of
the relevant culture, which can be revealed by the methods of ethnography.
Recent work by scholars adopting an ethnographic approach to environmental
evaluation within a local context has had promising results in identifying the kinds of values
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people derive from their natural environment and assert as reasons for favored actions. An
example of a study adopting such an ethnographic approach studied sites in both Hawaiʻi and
British Columbia using physical maps of the area as the centerpiece of interviews (Gould et
al., 2015). Using situational prompts to stimulate thought about how they relate to their
environment, respondents were asked about the ways that they benefit from specific locations
in the environment in which they live. The role of the maps in these interviews serve to
situate environmental values within the context in which they are derived and experienced. If,
as we argue, all values are relational, it follows that these values will only be relevant and can
be ascertained under conditions where that relationship is invoked as appropriate. Therefore,
maps, among other potential methodological devices, can be used to invoke the relationality
of environmental values experienced within the specific context in which they originate.
Accordingly, the study identified emergent themes specific to the geography and cultural
history of its respondents that may be neglected without an explicit recognition of the
importance of local context and sense of place. Interestingly, over half of the respondents
spontanteously mentioned the difficulty of articulating their values associated with certain
ecologies. Respondents repeatedly refer to a physical place or cultural practice as the
essential nexus from which their values emerged. Without reference to the source of these
values, critical elements of the relationship would be missed. Therefore, these findings
suggest that the separation of the process of evaluation and their products may give a
distorted representation of people's values.
Gould et al. (2015), referenced above, along with others across a wide variety of
settings and policy contexts are important for several reasons (e.g. Gould and Lincoln, 2017;
Rieprich and Schnegg, 2015; Lopes-Fernandes and Frazão-Moreira, 2017; Harrison et al.,
2018). First, the ethnographic methodology allows for participants to articulate the character
of their relationship to nature as they see it. This contrasts with research designs that
presuppose a rigid theoretical framework of environmental benefits that may not be
intelligible to those receiving the benefits. Second, these studies serve as examples of how
ethnographic work can inform policy-making through methodological commitments to
describing accurately the types of relationships and interactions that people have with their
physical environment. These findings can then inform an approach to policy-making that
emphasizes the process in which decisions are made, rather than setting out to find the
supposedly optimal policy outcome irrespective of the particular context.
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Environmental ethicists and environmental evaluators in general have tried to
determine the value of ecosystems for people by developing theory and by identifying and
measuring values based on those theories--theories that are too often developed without
attention to the actual experiences of the people affected by decisions (Klain et al., 2014).
Klain et al., (2014) challenge the assumption of most evaluators that ES and other evaluations
can be achieved without involvement of the relevant public. They proceed to provide a
survey and methodology for including ethnographical work in evaluation processes. Here, we
have offered an alternative approach to identifying values important in local situations. These
brief examples show that much that is useful in making difficult decisions can be brought to
bear on those decisions if we think of environmental ethics--and other fields that evaluate
change--as providing opportunities to learn, through ethnographic and social scientific study
of the actual experiences and relationships that constitute the lives of people who live in an
environment.

VI. Conclusion: A New Methodology for Environmental Ethics: Ethnography and
Cognitive Science
In this concluding section, we briefly explore the far-ranging consequences of this
proposed transformation of discourse regarding environmental values in contemporary
society. If one adopts the approach highlighting relational values suggested here, two
important shifts would take place in our understanding of environmental evaluation and
decision making. The first of these involves a shift away from the dichotomized choices
offered by the dualism of intrinsic versus instrumental evaluations. Secondly, our approach
suggests a new direction/methodology for environmental ethics, encouraging empirical study
of the relationships people experience in living with nature. Since the new approach focuses
on peoples' relationships to nature in their day-to-day lives, the future of environmental ethics
and environmental value studies will draw on the cognitive sciences, especially ethnography,
rather than on attempts to identify and compare outcomes according to one or two global
theories of environmental value. Environmental ethics would be guided by the methods of
empirical philosophy. Rather than seeking measures of value that apply to all situations via a
reduction of all experienced value to a common denominator such as welfare or intrinsic
value, the emphasis will be on the particularities of the experience of culturally placed
individuals who live out a narrative--based on guiding metaphors--that gives meaning to their
18

Forthcoming in Environmental Values. ©2020 The White Horse Press
www.whpress.co.uk

actions and choices. Accordingly, on the new approach, evaluation exercises will always be
place-based and applicable mainly to particular situations and particular problems. Here, we
refer to values as place-based, even if the problem is global like climate change, provided the
advocates view larger systems from a local perspective. Further, attempts at careful
evaluation of alternatives will be--or at least should be--embedded in a public process by
which participants can share ideas and negotiate regarding possible policies that will be
acceptable to parties with varied interests. The focus shifts to evaluating change in real
situations where members of a community search for actions and policies that are acceptable
to the diverse participants.

REFERENCES
Arias-Arévalo, P., E. Gómez-Baggethun, B. Martín-López, and M. Rincón. 2018. ‘Widening
the evaluative space for ecosystem services: A taxonomy of plural values and valuation
methods’. Environmental Values 27: 29–53.
https://doi.org/10.3197/096327118x15144698637513
Batavia, C., and M.P. Nelson. 2017. ‘For goodness sake! What is intrinsic value and why
should we care?’ Biological Conservation 209: 366–376.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.03.003
Blomquist, W., and H.M. Ingram. 2003. ‘Boundaries Seen and Unseen’. Water International
28 (2): 162–169.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02508060308691681
Bromley, D. 2006. Sufficient Reason: Volitional Pragmatism and the Meaning of Economic
Institutions. Princeton University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400832637
Callicott, J.B. 1999. Beyond the Land Ethic: More Essays in Environmental Philosophy.
SUNY Press.
Campbell, J. 1988. The Inner Reaches of Outer Space: Metaphor as Myth and as Religion.
New World Library.
Carpenter, S.R., H.A. Mooney, J. Agard, D. Capistrano, R.S. DeFries, S. Díaz, T. Dietz, A.K.
Duraiappah, A. Oteng-Yeboah, H.M. Pereira, C. Perrings, W.V. Reid, J. Sarukhan, R.J.
19

Forthcoming in Environmental Values. ©2020 The White Horse Press
www.whpress.co.uk

Scholes, and A. Whyte. 2009. ‘Science for managing ecosystem services: Beyond the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment’. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
106: 1305-1312
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0808772106
Chan, K.M.A., P. Balvanera, K. Benessaiah, M. Chapman, S. Díaz, E. Gómez-Baggethun, R.
Gould, N. Hannahs, K. Jax, S. Klain, G.W. Luck, B. Martín-López, B. Muraca, B.
Norton, K. Ott, U. Pascual, T. Satterfield, M. Tadaki, J. Taggart, and N. Turner. 2016.
‘Opinion: Why protect nature? Rethinking values and the environment’. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences 113 (6): 1462–1465.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525002113
Costanza, R., R. d’Arge, R. de Groot, S. Farber, M. Grasso, B. Hannon, K. Limburg, S.
Naeem, R.V. O’Neill, J. Paruelo, R.G. Raskin, P. Sutton, and M. van den Belt. 1997.
The value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital. Nature 387 (6630):
253–260.
https://doi.org/10.1038/387253a0
Daily, G. 1997. Ecosystem Services: Societal Dependence on Natural Ecosystems
(Washington, D.C., Island Press.
Díaz, S., S. Demissew, J. Carabias, C. Joly, M. Lonsdale, N. Ash, A. Larigauderie, J.R.
Adhikari, S. Arico, A. Báldi, A. Bartuska, I.A. Baste, A. Bilgin, E. Brondizio, K.M
Chan, V.E. Figueroa, A. Duraiappah, M. Fischer, R. Hill, T. Koetz, P. Leadley, P.
Lyver, G.M. Mace, B. Martin-Lopez, M. Okumura, D. Pacheco, U. Pascual, E.S. Pérez,
B. Reyers, E. Roth, O. Saito, R.J. Scholes, N. Sharma, H. Tallis, R. Thaman, R. Watson,
T. Yahara, Z.A. Hamid, C. Akosim, Y. Al-Hafedh, R. Allahverdiyev, E. Amankwah,
S.T. Asah, Z. Asfaw, G. Bartus, L.A. Brooks, J. Caillaux, G. Dalle, D. Darnaedi, A.
Driver, G. Erpul, P. Escobar-Eyzaguirre, P. Failler, A.M.M Fouda, B. Fu, H.
Gundimeda, S. Hashimoto, F. Homer, S. Lavorel, G. Lichtenstein, W.A. Mala, W.
Mandivenyi, P. Matczak, C. Mbizvo, M. Mehrdadi, J.P. Metzger, J.B. Mikissa, H.
Moller, H.A. Mooney, P. Mumby, H. Nagendra, C. Nesshover, A.A. Oteng-Yeboah, G.
Pataki, M. Roué, J. Rubis, M. Schultz, P. Smith, R. Sumaila, K. Takeuchi, S. Thomas,
M. Verma, Y. Yeo-Chang, and D. Zlatanova. 2015. ‘The IPBES Conceptual Framework
— connecting nature and people’. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainab ility

20

Forthcoming in Environmental Values. ©2020 The White Horse Press
www.whpress.co.uk

(Series Open Issue) 14: 1–16.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2014.11.002
Díaz, S., U. Pascual, M. Stenseke, B. Martín-López, R.T. Watson, Z. Molnár, R. Hill, K.M.A.
Chan, I.A. Baste, K.A. Brauman, S. Polasky, A. Church, M. Lonsdale, A. Larigauderie,
P.W. Leadley, A.P.E. Oudenhoven, F. van der Plaat, M. Schröter, S. Lavorel, Y.
Aumeeruddy-Thomas, E. Bukvareva, K. Davies, S. Demissew, G. Erpul, P. Failler, C.A.
Guerra, C.L. Hewitt, H. Keune, S. Lindley, and Y. Shirayama. 2018. ‘Assessing nature’s
contributions to people’. Science 359 (6373): 270–272.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap8826
Freeman, A.M., J.A. Herriges, J.A., and C.L.and Kling. 2014. The Measurement of
Environmental and Resource Values: Theory and Methods. Routledge.
Freeman, D.M. 2011. Implementing the Endangered Species Act on the Platte Basin Water
Commons. University Press of Colorado.
https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.279
Gould, R.K., S.C. Klain, N.M. Ardoin, T. Satterfield, U. Woodside, N. Hannahs, G.C. Daily,
and K.M. Chan. 2015. ‘A protocol for eliciting nonmaterial values through a cultural
ecosystem services frame’. Conservation Biology 29 (2): 575–586.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12407
Gould, R.K., and N.K. Lincoln. 2017. ‘Expanding the suite of Cultural Ecosystem Services to
include ingenuity, perspective, and life teaching’. Ecosystem Services 25: 117–127.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2017.04.002
Harrison, H.L., S. Kochalski, R. Arlinghaus, and Ø. Aas. 2018. ‘‘Nature’s Little Helpers’: A
benefits approach to voluntary cultivation of hatchery fish to support wild Atlantic
salmon (Salmo salar) populations in Norway, Wales, and Germany’. Fisheries Research
204: 348–360.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2018.02.022
Himes, A., and B. Muraca. 2018. ‘Relational values: the key to pluralistic valuation of
ecosystem services’. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 35: 1–7.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2018.09.005
Hourdequin, M. 2015. Environmental Ethics: From Theory to Practice. Bloomsbury
Publishing.
21

Forthcoming in Environmental Values. ©2020 The White Horse Press
www.whpress.co.uk

Jackson, S., and L.R. Palmer. 2015. ‘Reconceptualizing ecosystem services: Possibilities for
cultivating and valuing the ethics and practices of care’. Progress in Human Geography;
London 39 (2): 122–145.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132514540016
Jax, K., M. Calestani, K.M. Chan, U. Eser, H. Keune, B. Muraca, L. O’Brien, T. Potthast, L.
Voget-Kleschin, and H. Wittmer. 2018. ‘Caring for nature matters: a relational approach
for understanding nature’s contributions to human well-being’. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability (Serie Sustainability Challenges: Relational Values) 35:
22–29.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2018.10.009
Jax, K., D.N. Barton, K.M.A Chan, R. de Groot, U. Doyle, U. Eser, C. Görg, E. GómezBaggethun, Y. Griewald, W. Haber, R. Haines-Young, U. Heink, T. Jahn, H. Joosten, L.
Kerschbaumer, H. Korn, G.W. Luck, B. Matzdorf, B. Muraca, C. Neßhöver, B. Norton,
K. Ott, M. Potschin, F. Rauschmayer, C. von Haaren, and S. Wichmann. 2013.
‘Ecosystem services and ethics’. Ecological Economics 93: 260–268.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.06.008
Johnson, M. 1993. Moral Imagination: Implications of Cognitive Science for Ethics.
University of Chicago Press.
Keough, H.L., and D.J. Blahna. 2006. ‘Achieving Integrative, Collaborative Ecosystem
Management’. Conservation Biology 20 (5): 1373–1382.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00445.x
Klain, S.C., P. Olmsted, K.M.A. Chan, and T. Satterfield. 2017. ‘Relational values resonate
broadly and differently than intrinsic or instrumental values, or the New Ecological
Paradigm’. PLOS ONE 12 (8)
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0183962
Klain, S.C., T.A. Satterfield, and K.M.A. Chan. 2014. ‘What matters and why? Ecosystem
services and their bundled qualities’. Ecological Economics 107: 310–320.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.09.003
Leach, W.D., N.W. Pelkey, and P.A. Sabatier. 2002. ‘Stakeholder partnerships as
collaborative policymaking: Evaluation criteria applied to watershed management in
California and Washington’. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 21 (4): 645–
22

Forthcoming in Environmental Values. ©2020 The White Horse Press
www.whpress.co.uk

670.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.10079
Lopes-Fernandes, M., and A. Frazão-Moreira. 2017. ‘Relating to the wild: Key actors’ values
and concerns about lynx reintroduction’. Land Use Policy 66: 278–287.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.04.019
Maldonado, M. 2012. Real Green: Sustainability after the End of Nature. Burlington,
Vermont: Ashgate Books.
Maier, D.S., and A. Feest. 2016. ‘The IPBES Conceptual Framework: An Unhelpful Start’.
Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 29 (2): 327–347.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-015-9584-5
Martinez-Alier, J., Munda, G., & O’Neill, J. (1998). ‘Weak comparability of values as a
foundation for ecological economics’. Ecological Economics, 26, 277–286.
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005). Ecosystems and Human Well-Being.
Washington, D.C: Island Press.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0921-8009(97)00120-1
Muraca, B. 2011. ‘The Map of Moral Significance: A New Axiological Matrix for
Environmental Ethics’. Environmental Values 20 (3): 375–396.
https://doi.org/10.3197/096327111x13077055166063
Muraca, B. 2016. ‘Relational Values: A Whiteheadian Alternative for Environmental
Philosophy and Global Environmental Justice’. Balkan Journal of Philosophy 8 (1): 1938.
https://doi.org/10.5840/bjp2016813
Muradian, R., and U. Pascual. 2018. ‘A typology of elementary forms of human-nature
relations: a contribution to the valuation debate’. Current Opinion in Environmental
Sustainability 35: 8–14.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2018.10.014
Neuteleers, S. 2020. ‘A Fresh Look at ‘Relational’ Values in Nature: Distinctions Derived
from the Debate on Meaningfulness in Life’. Environmental Values 29 (4): 461–479.
https://doi.org/10.3197/096327119x15579936382699
Norton, B.G. 1992. ‘Epistemology and Environmental Values’. The Monist 75: 208-226.
23

Forthcoming in Environmental Values. ©2020 The White Horse Press
www.whpress.co.uk

Norton, B.G. 2005. Sustainability: A Philosophy of Adaptive Ecosystem Management.
University of Chicago Press.
Norton, B.G. 2012. ‘The Ways of Wickedness: Analyzing Messiness with Messy Tools’.
Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 25 (4): 447–465.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-011-9333-3
Norton, B.G. 2015. Sustainable Values, Sustainable Change: A Guide to Environmental
Decision Making. University of Chicago Press.
Norton, B.G. 2017. ‘A Situational Understanding of Environmental Values and Evaluation’.
Ecological Economics 138: 242–248.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.03.024
O'Neill, J. 2002. Ecology, Policy, and Politics: Human Wellbeing and the Natural World.
Routledge.
O’Neill, J., Holland, A., Light, A., Holland, A., and Light, A. 2008. Environmental Values.
Routledge.
Pascual, U., P. Balvanera, S. Díaz, G. Pataki, E. Roth, M. Stenseke, R.T. Watson, E. Başak
Dessane, M. Islar, E. Kelemen, V. Maris, M. Quaas, S.M. Subramanian, H. Wittmer, A.
Adlan, S. Ahn, Y.S. Al-Hafedh, E. Amankwah, S.T. Asah, P. Berry, A. Bilgin, S.J.
Breslow, C. Bullock, D. Cáceres, H. Daly-Hassen, E. Figueroa, C.D. Golden, E. GómezBaggethun, D. González-Jiménez, J. Houdet, H. Keune, R. Kumar, K. Ma, P.H. May, A.
Mead, P. O’Farrell, R. Pandit, W. Pengue, R. Pichis-Madruga, F. Popa, S. Preston, D.
Pacheco-Balanza, H. Saarikoski, B.B. Strassburg, M. van den Belt, M. Verma, F.
Wickson, and N. Yagi. 2017. ‘Valuing nature’s contributions to people: the IPBES
approach’. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 26–27: 7–16.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.12.006
Piccolo, J.J. 2017. ‘Intrinsic values in nature: Objective good or simply half of an unhelpful
dichotomy?’ Journal for Nature Conservation 37: 8–11.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2017.02.007
Plumwood, V. 2002. Environmental Culture: The Ecological Crisis of Reason. Routledge.
Raymond, C.M., G.G. Singh, K. Benessaiah, J.R. Bernhardt, J. Levine, H. Nelson, N.J.
Turner, B. Norton, J. Tam, and K.M.A. Chan. 2013. ‘Ecosystem Services and Beyond:
Using Multiple Metaphors to Understand Human–Environment Relationships’.
24

Forthcoming in Environmental Values. ©2020 The White Horse Press
www.whpress.co.uk

BioScience 63 (7): 536–546.
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2013.63.7.7
Rieprich, R., and M. Schnegg. 2015. ‘The Value of Landscapes in Northern Namibia: A
System of Intertwined Material and Nonmaterial Services’. Society & Natural Resources
28 (9): 941–958.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2015.1014598
Sabatier, P.A., W. Focht, M. Lubell, Z. Trachtenberg, A. Vedlitz, and M. Matlock. 2005.
Swimming Upstream: Collaborative Approaches to Watershed Management. MIT Press.
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/6577.001.0001
Sagoff, M. 1998. ‘Aggregation and deliberation in valuing environmental public goods: A
look beyond contingent pricing’. Ecological Economics 24 (2): 213–230.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0921-8009(97)00144-4
Scott, T. 2015. ‘Does Collaboration Make Any Difference? Linking Collaborative
Governance to Environmental Outcomes’. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management
34 (3): 537–566.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21836
Spash, C.L. 2008. ‘Deliberative Monetary Valuation and the Evidence for a New Value
Theory’. Land Economics 84 (3): 469–488.
https://doi.org/10.3368/le.84.3.469
Tallis, H., and J. Lubchenco. 2014. ‘Working together: A call for inclusive conservation’.
Nature News 515 (7525): 27.
https://doi.org/10.1038/515027a
TEEB. 2010. The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity: Mainstreaming the economics
of nature: A synthesis of the approach, conclusions and recommendations of TEEB.
www.teebweb.org/about/the-initiative/
Vucetich, J.A., J.T. Bruskotter, and M.P. Nelson. 2015. ‘Evaluating whether nature’s intrinsic
value is an axiom of or anathema to conservation’. Conservation Biology 29 (2): 321–
33.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12464

25

