

[image: image11.jpg]ANSIaAlUN
030 2]




Exploring philosophy: faking nature 


[image: image1.jpg]iversity

The Open

Un

Exploring philosophy:
faking nature

OpenlLearn §esneen,





MA-OSEP   Exploring philosophy: faking nature

Exploring philosophy: faking nature

About this free course
This free course is an adapted extract from the Open University course A853 MA Philiosophy Part I. 

This version of the content may include video, images and interactive content that may not be optimised for your device. 

You can experience this free course as it was originally designed on OpenLearn, the home of free learning from The Open University.

http://www.open.edu/openlearn/history-the-arts/philosophy/exploring-philosophy-faking-nature/content-section-overview
There you’ll also be able to track your progress via your activity record, which you can use to demonstrate your learning.

Copyright © 2018 The Open University

Intellectual property
Unless otherwise stated, this resource is released under the terms of the Creative Commons Licence v4.0 http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/deed.en_GB. Within that The Open University interprets this licence in the following way: www.open.edu/openlearn/about-openlearn/frequently-asked-questions-on-openlearn. Copyright and rights falling outside the terms of the Creative Commons Licence are retained or controlled by The Open University. Please read the full text before using any of the content. 

We believe the primary barrier to accessing high-quality educational experiences is cost, which is why we aim to publish as much free content as possible under an open licence. If it proves difficult to release content under our preferred Creative Commons licence (e.g. because we can’t afford or gain the clearances or find suitable alternatives), we will still release the materials for free under a personal end-user licence. 

This is because the learning experience will always be the same high quality offering and that should always be seen as positive – even if at times the licensing is different to Creative Commons. 

When using the content you must attribute us (The Open University) (the OU) and any identified author in accordance with the terms of the Creative Commons Licence. 

The Acknowledgements section is used to list, amongst other things, third party (Proprietary), licensed content which is not subject to Creative Commons licensing. Proprietary content must be used (retained) intact and in context to the content at all times. 

The Acknowledgements section is also used to bring to your attention any other Special Restrictions which may apply to the content. For example there may be times when the Creative Commons Non-Commercial Sharealike licence does not apply to any of the content even if owned by us (The Open University). In these instances, unless stated otherwise, the content may be used for personal and non-commercial use. 

We have also identified as Proprietary other material included in the content which is not subject to Creative Commons Licence. These are OU logos, trading names and may extend to certain photographic and video images and sound recordings and any other material as may be brought to your attention. 

Unauthorised use of any of the content may constitute a breach of the terms and conditions and/or intellectual property laws.

We reserve the right to alter, amend or bring to an end any terms and conditions provided here without notice.

All rights falling outside the terms of the Creative Commons licence are retained or controlled by The Open University.

Head of Intellectual Property, The Open University

978-1-4730-2576-9 (.kdl)
978-1-4730-2577-6 (.epub) 

Contents

· Week 1: Originals and copies
· Introduction
· 1 Key questions
· 2 Your views
· 3 Fake objects and real experiences
· 4 Elliot: Part I
· Summary of Week 1
· Week 2: Restoring nature
· Introduction
· 1 Daisy Dixon
· 2 Elliot: Part II
· 3 Changing perceptions
· 4 The value of originality
· 5 Erich Hatala Matthes
· Summary of Week 2
· Week 3: Art, nature and baselines
· Introduction
· 1 Dixon on art and nature
· 2 Elliot: Part III
· 3 Elliot: Part IV
· 4 Two final issues
· 4.1 The value of nature
· 4.2 The ‘baseline problem’
· 5 Have your views changed?
· 6 End-of-course summary
· References
· Acknowledgements
Week 1: Originals and copies

Introduction

In this free course, Exploring philosophy: faking nature, you will examine the restoration thesis. But what is the restoration thesis? 

Watch the following video that introduces the idea of the restoration thesis.

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Introduction

View transcript - Introduction
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
This week you are going to look at the broad question of originals and copies. In many circumstances, originals are valued more than copies even if there is no obvious difference between them. Why is this? Is it just snobbery? If it is not just snobbery, what is it that makes an original more valuable? This ties into the broader question of why details of something’s history should make a difference to how it is thought about now. 

This OpenLearn course is an adapted extract from the Open University course A853 MA Philosophy Part I. 

1 Key questions

When is it right to restore something that has been damaged? In 1982, the philosopher Robert Elliot raised this question in regards to the natural environment. However, the issue has wider ramifications, centrally concerned with the key issue of authenticity. The issues of restoration and authenticity raise a number of key questions: 

· Can damage ever be made right? Can restoration ever make anything ‘as good as it was before’?

· When a piece of nature or a damaged building is restored, does it become something authentic, or is it a fake? Can nature or buildings ever be restored and not faked? 

· Should objects be restored to ‘as good as new’ or only to how they were immediately before they were damaged?

· Is it always better to have an original than it is to have a copy?

· If it is impossible to have the original, is a copy better than nothing?

· What is valuable about originals anyway?

2 Your views

You’ll start by doing a quick check on your views on restoration before doing the course. At the end, you will be linked back to this and you will be able to consider whether your views have changed. Answer the questions in the activity below. Although the issues are complicated, try to keep your answers simple (a sentence or two, or simply ‘yes’ or ‘no’) as that will make it easier to compare your views now with those you will have later. 

Start of Activity
Activity 1

Spend around 5 minutes on this activity. 

Start of Question
In the text box below, make some brief notes on your views in response to the following questions.

1. Can damage ever be made right? Can restoration ever make anything ‘as good as it was before’?

2. When a piece of nature or a damaged building is restored, does it become something authentic, or is it a fake? Can nature or buildings ever be restored and not faked? 

3. Should objects be restored to ‘as good as new’ or only to how they were immediately before they were damaged?

4. Is it always better to have an original than it is to have a copy?

5. If it is impossible to have the original, is a copy better than nothing?

6. What is valuable about originals anyway?

End of Question
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

End of Activity
3 Fake objects and real experiences

Over the next three weeks, you will look at the discussion of the restoration thesis in Robert Elliot’s classic article ‘Faking Nature’. You will do this in the company of a range of experts from philosophy and architectural history. 

You will begin by examining a phenomenon that is entirely a matter of being a ‘copy’ rather than an authentic original, and explore what people might enjoy about it. The video below was filmed in early 2017, and looks at ‘The Guns N Roses Experience’; a ‘tribute band’ who perform as if they were the iconic rock band Guns N Roses. 

Start of Activity
Activity 2

Spend around 15 minutes on this activity. 

Start of Question
Watch the following video and make some notes in the text boxes below under the three headings. You can compare your notes to the feedback for each question. 

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Tribute band: The Guns N Roses Experience

View transcript - Tribute band: The Guns N Roses Experience
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
1. What can a tribute band provide for its audience?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. What can a tribute band not provide for its audience? 

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. Why would someone think the original band was better than the tribute band?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
4 Elliot: Part I

In this section, you will start reading Elliot’s classic article about the restoration thesis.

In the article, Elliot mentions some historical examples, but you don’t need to know the specifics of these to understand the overall point he is making. However, he mentions something which may be new to you: the ‘familiar ethical system’ of utilitarianism. (In the first paragraph, he uses the term ‘utilitarian’ in a non-technical sense – he is saying that people consider the dunes to have value apart from them being useful.) He considers two versions of the ethical system: ‘preference utilitarianism’ and ‘classical utilitarianism’. Generally, utilitarianism provides a method for deciding what ought to be done in a given situation: it claims that you ought to do whatever maximises ‘the good’. Preference utilitarianism holds that ‘the good’ (what you ought to maximise) is the satisfaction of people’s preferences. That is, you should do what will give most people what they want. Classical utilitarianism holds that ‘the good’ (what you ought to maximise) is happiness. That is, you should do what will make most people happy. 

Elliot’s article is divided into four parts. Part I, which you will read this week, introduces the problem.

Start of Activity
Activity 3

Spend around 30 minutes on this activity. 

Start of Question
Read Part I of ‘Faking Nature’ by Robert Elliot (1982, Inquiry: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Philosophy, vol. 25. no.1, pp. 81−93). 

Then answer the questions below.

1. Does Elliot think rebutting the restoration thesis will be a ‘knock down argument’ against environmentally disruptive policies?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. Does he think opposition to the restoration thesis can be shown to be rational?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. What does Elliot think is wrong with utilitarian objections to the restoration thesis?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
Elliot has set up the problem for you. Next week, you will look at his take on the solution.

Summary of Week 1

This week you have looked at the issue of originals or copies. In particular, if you have two things that are perceptually indistinguishable, should they be valued differently just because they have different histories? The answer pulls in both ways. On the one hand, if there is no difference in the experience, how can the experiences differ in value? On the other hand, much of the time, originals are valued more than copies. 

You can now go to Week 2.

Week 2: Restoring nature

Introduction

This week you will be hearing from some experts (two philosophers and an architectural historian), and then read the important middle section of Elliot’s paper, in which Elliot provides his view about what is important about pristine nature, and why the restoration thesis is false. 

1 Daisy Dixon

Part II is the heart, and longest part, of Elliot’s paper. You will read it in four chunks. Before you do that, listen below to Daisy Dixon – a researcher in philosophy at The University of Cambridge. Daisy considers two answers to the question put to her. You will then answer some questions in the following activity. 

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Daisy Dixon on restoring nature 

View transcript - Daisy Dixon on restoring nature 
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
Start of Activity
Activity 1

Spend around 10 minutes on this activity. 

Start of Question
Answer the following questions about the video in the text boxes below, and compare your notes with the feedback provided.

1. Why does Daisy Dixon think there might be no loss of value? 

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. Why does she think there might be a loss of value?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
2 Elliot: Part II

In this section, you will return to your reading of Elliot’s article.

Start of Activity
Activity 2

Spend around 20 minutes on this activity. 

Start of Question
Read from the beginning of Part II of Faking Nature to the bottom of p. 84, then answer the questions below. 

1. What does the environmentalist need to defeat the restoration thesis?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. Where does Elliot think the environmentalist ought to look?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. State the objection to his view that Elliot considers.

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
3 Changing perceptions

Elliot suggests the environmentalist borrows from the world of the arts, where a distinction is made between the value of the original and the value of a copy. 

In continuing to read Elliot’s article, there is one example you will need to know about: the Hetch-Hetchy valley. If you visited there today, you would see a lake that sits in a stunning setting between the mountains. The lake is artificial: ‘an ecological artefact’. It was formed by damming the valley in the first half of the twentieth century. John Muir was the ecologist who led the (ultimately unsuccessful) fight against the dam. 

Start of Activity
Activity 3

Spend around 20 minutes on this activity.

Start of Question
In Faking Nature, read p. 85 down to the middle of p. 86 (to ‘…immediately and radically.’) and answer the questions below. 

1. Can knowledge of an object’s history change the valuation of it?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. Can knowledge of an object’s history change the way it is perceived?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
It is important to keep the points in the above questions distinct – although they are related, something can be valued less because it has come to be perceived differently. Both points tell against the restoration thesis. Generally, originals are valued more than copies. If this applies to nature, pristine nature will be valued more than the restoration. More fundamentally, if knowing something about an object’s history or origins can actually change the perceptions of it then a restoration might not be possible. No matter how much engineers attempt to capture the look of the original, the copy will be perceived differently just because it is a copy. 

Elliot doesn’t say that a restoration or a replica will be always and everywhere wrong (‘the replica would probably be better than nothing at all’ (p. 85)). If you think back last week, with the audience of the tribute band, the audience clearly preferred that experience of the band to not having an experience at all. 

Pause to think about what can be restored (Elliot himself mentions species diversity, rock formations, and mountain ash on the top of p. 84). Watch the video below of Jeremy Musson, who is an architectural historian and expert on restorations. He suggests the list might go even wider. 

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Jeremy Musson on restoring nature 

View transcript - Jeremy Musson on restoring nature 
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
4 The value of originality

The next section of Elliot’s article contains its key claim: Elliot’s answer to the question of why restoration is believed to entail a loss of value. 

Start of Activity
Activity 4

Spend around 30 minutes on this activity.

Start of Question
Read now to the bottom of p. 87 (‘…restoration policy’) of Faking Nature, and answer the questions below. 

1. Why, according to Elliot, is pristine nature valued?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. What two objections to his theory does Elliot consider?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. What two responses does he give to these objections?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
Elliot’s claim is that nature is valued because it is ‘representative of the world outside our dominion, because their existence is independent of us’. There are two questions to ask about this. First, just because something ‘independent of us’ (in this sense), why should that make it valuable? Second, how significant is this value? Elliot evidently takes it to be very significant. Humankind has, for thousands of years, survived by extracting elements from the earth. Elliot says this comes at a cost – the cost of damaging something ‘outside of our dominion’ – which is, in some cases, sufficient to outweigh the benefits to human beings. That is, the cost is heavy enough to weigh against people being able to stave off the cold (extracting fuel) or feeding themselves (clearing forests for farming). The costs of damaging nature that mean people should bear harms that they would not otherwise bear were nature to be damaged. You will return to this idea next week. 

5 Erich Hatala Matthes

In this section, you will finish Part II of Elliot’s paper.

Start of Activity
Activity 5

Spend around 20 minutes on this activity.

Start of Question
Read until the end of Part II of Faking Nature and answer the questions below. 

1. Does Elliot think that if it isn’t known that it is restored nature, there has been no loss of value?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. Do you agree with Elliot that (i) is worse than (ii), (ii) is worse that (iii), and (iii) is worse than what was there originally (p. 88−89)? 

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
The American philosopher, Erich Hatala Matthes, summarises the arguments in the video below. Erich was speaking to over Skype from Massachusetts, so the quality of the video is not quite as good as it might have been. 

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Erich Hatala Matthes on restoring nature

View transcript - Erich Hatala Matthes on restoring nature
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
Summary of Week 2

This week you have explored a number of interesting claims. First, that knowing an object’s history can actually change the way that object looks. Therefore the assumption made in Week 1 (that experience of an object is one thing, and its history is another) may not be true. Secondly, you have seen that Elliot’s view is that pristine nature is valuable because it is ‘representative of the world outside our dominion, because [its] existence is independent of us’. This raises the question of how ‘weighty’ that value is. Is it weighty enough to be put against the benefits to humanity that might come from exploiting pristine nature? 

You can now go to Week 3.

Week 3: Art, nature and baselines

Introduction

In the final week of this course, you will read the last two sections of Elliot’s paper. This will provide you the opportunity to reflect on the difference between the appreciation of art and the appreciation of nature, and whether it makes sense to say that it is possible to ‘fake nature’. This will lead you to two more issues with the restoration thesis. The first concerns the value of nature: what exactly is it that is valued in untouched nature? The second concerns a problem with restoring either nature or buildings: what is it restored to? 

1 Dixon on art and nature

Part III of Elliot’s paper discusses his crucial analogy between ‘faking’ nature and fakes in art. To help you understand the latter better, Daisy Dixon explains in the video below. 

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Daisy Dixon on fakes and forgeries 

View transcript - Daisy Dixon on fakes and forgeries 
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
You are now ready tackle Part III in the next section. Elliot talks about not being able to tell ‘a real Vermeer from a Van Meegaran’ (p. 91). Van Meegeren (Elliot misspells the name) forged paintings, convincing many (including Hermann Goering) that they were by Vermeer. 

2 Elliot: Part III

The argument in Part III of Elliot’s paper is elusive. Elliot considers an objection to his view: namely, that nature and art are not analogous. This lack of analogy between the two is that ‘the judgemental element in aesthetic evaluation serves to differentiate it from environmental evaluation’ (p. 90). That is, in the case of art, originals are valued over copies not because of the way they look, or how they make you feel, but because of judgements about how ‘good’ they are. By contrast, the environment is valued principally because of the way it looks or the way it makes you feel. Therefore, the attitude to fakes and forgeries can’t be generalised from art to nature. Elliot does not deny there are differences, but he argues that judgements, understanding and appreciation do play a role in how the natural environment is valued and perceived. Hence, in this crucial respect, art and nature are analogous. 

Start of Activity
Activity 1

Spend around 20 minutes on this activity.

Start of Question
Now read Part III of Faking Nature and answer the following question. 

According to Elliot, Val Routley and Holmes Rolson believe that some people are better able to appreciate the natural world than others. Why is this? 

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Activity 1
End of Activity
3 Elliot: Part IV

Finally, you have come to Part IV of Elliot’s paper. This is only one page long.

Start of Activity
Activity 2

Spend around 15 minutes on this activity.

Start of Question
Read Part IV of Faking Nature now and see if you notice a slightly odd development in the argument. 

1. What new argument is Elliot using against the restoration thesis?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
Start of Question
1. Why does he make this argument?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
The development in Elliot’s argument is described as ‘slightly odd’ in the activity above because previously his focus had been on arguing that, even if the restoration was exact, there would be a loss of value. In Part IV, the emphasis is on the argument that the restoration would not be exact – it would not be ‘empirically adequate’. 

This concludes your reading of Elliot’s paper. 

4 Two final issues

In this final part of the course, you will look at two issues:

· What exactly is the value of nature?

· If something is restored, what should it be restored to?

4.1 The value of nature

If you remember back to last week, in Part II of his paper, Elliot describes his belief that the value of nature lies in the fact that ‘they are representative of the world outside our dominion, because their existence is independent of us’ (p. 86). You shall return to this idea in a moment. First, listen to what Erich Hatala Matthes has to say about the value of nature (once more, the quality is not as good as it could have been because it was recorded over Skype). 

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Erich Hatala Matthes on the value of nature 

View transcript - Erich Hatala Matthes on the value of nature 
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
Hatala Matthes argues that ‘we should be pluralists about the value of nature’. Among the values placed on nature is its relative independence of people – as stressed by Elliot – as well as its natural beauty and what he calls ‘ecosystem services’. 

Focus now, however, on the value that Elliot stresses: on natural things being valuable ‘because their existence is independent of us’. In some ways, this is a contradictory idea. Think about what other things Hatala Matthes claimed to be found valuable about nature: its having natural beauty ‘available’ and the benefits it brings in terms of ‘direct impact on human well-being’. In these instances, nature is valuable exactly because it is not independent of human beings; it has a direct effect on people in terms of providing them with beauty, or with clean air and clear water. Given this, how can the value of something reside in it being ‘outside our dominion’; in it not having a ‘direct impact’ on people? 

This question leads to the heart of the issues concerning value. Are there values that are not, ultimately, just values for human beings? This course has been focusing on one example: pristine nature. The argument has been that it has a value that can counter-balance the values that can be extracted from it by, for example, mining or fracking. That is, the value of being independent of human beings. Here is another example: historical value. Huge amounts of resources are put into preserving old stuff. Ancient monuments aren’t simply knocked down when building roads, or medieval castles destroyed to put up cheap housing. Hatala Matthes states that ‘The historical properties of objects offer us a genuine connection to the past. Though we cannot go back in time, the objects and places that were present in the past travel forward in time with us’ (Matthes, 2013, p. 61). The claim is that some of the value of both pristine nature and the past is because it exists ‘outside our dominion’; independent of whatever needs or desires human beings have just at the moment. 

4.2 The ‘baseline problem’

Finally, look at a question that the restoration thesis provokes: where should it stop? Should restoration be to perfection (whatever that might be) or just to how things were before? In the video below, Hatala Matthes introduces the ‘baseline problem’. 

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Erich Hatala Matthes on the ‘baseline problem’

View transcript - Erich Hatala Matthes on the ‘baseline problem’
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
Start of Activity
Activity 3

Spend around 10 minutes on this activity.

Start of Question
After viewing the video, please answer the question below.

1. How might the baseline problem undermine the restoration thesis altogether?

End of Question
Provide your answer... 

View answer - Untitled part
End of Activity
As Hatala Matthes says, this is a real problem. Natural landscapes and historical buildings all have histories: why pick just one moment during that history and freeze the landscape or building then? Here are some thoughts on this from Jeremy Musson. Musson worked for many years for the National Trust, who constantly face issues raised by the baseline problem. As you will see, Musson proposes a solution to this which raises the whole issue as to whether exact restoration would ever be the right thing to do. 

Start of Media Content
Video content is not available in this format.

Interview with Jeremy Musson

View transcript - Interview with Jeremy Musson
Start of Figure
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End of Figure
End of Media Content
5 Have your views changed?

At the beginning of the course, you were asked some questions. Here they are again. Have your answers to any of the questions changed? 

Start of Activity
Activity 4

Spend around 20 minutes on this activity.

Start of Question
Take a look back at your answers to these questions in Week 1, from before you started studying this course. Then consider your views on the questions again now you have completed the course. Make some notes in the box below about if and how your views have changed. 

1. Can restoration ever make anything ‘as good as it was before’?

2. Can nature or buildings ever be restored and not faked? 

3. Should objects be restored to ‘as good as new’?

4. Is it always better to have an original than it is to have a copy?

5. If it is impossible to have the original, is a copy better than nothing?

6. Is a preference for originals, even if they are perceptually indiscernible from copies, just a matter of snobbery?

End of Question
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

End of Activity
6 End-of-course summary

This free course, Exploring philosophy: faking nature, has explored an intriguing issue. Usually, things are thought of as valuable because of the effects they have on people – they make their lives better in various ways. By considering the difference between originals and copies, pristine nature and restored nature, you have had to confront the possibility that there bits of the world that are valuable precisely because they have nothing to do with people at all; they are ‘outside our dominion’. The view that the value of things can always be cashed out in terms of human experience does not seem able to account for some of the differences there are between originals and copies. 

This OpenLearn course is an adapted extract from the Open University course A853 MA Philosophy Part 1. 
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Activity 2

Untitled part

Answer

a. Unlike the original band, the tribute band is available, cheaper, and enables the audience to have a good night out they might otherwise not have had. 

b. The quality of the music is good.

c. The band performs the tracks that the audience wants to hear, which the original band might not do anymore.

Back to Unit 1 Session 3 Part 1
Activity 2

Untitled part

Answer

a. The magic of the original band – atmosphere cannot be recreated.

Back to Unit 1 Session 3 Part 2
Activity 2

Untitled part

Answer

a. The work actually belongs to the original band. They created the music – the tribute band just copies them. There is something incredible about the original. 

Back to Unit 1 Session 3 Part 3
Activity 3

Untitled part

Answer

1. No he does not. He acknowledges that there might be counteracting arguments which show that the environmental disruption should go ahead (pp. 82−83). 

Back to Unit 1 Session 4 Part 1
Activity 3

Untitled part

Answer

1. He does. If he is correct, he will show that environmentalists are ‘not merely silly, or emotional, or irrational’ (p. 83).

Back to Unit 1 Session 4 Part 2
Activity 3

Untitled part

Answer

1. He thinks they ‘do not reflect the underlying motivation of the conservationists’ (p. 83).

Back to Unit 1 Session 4 Part 3
Activity 1

Untitled part

Answer

1. She speculates that ‘the aesthetic value of that piece of nature hasn’t changed because we’ve just got the very same formal elements that we had originally’. 

Back to Unit 2 Session 1 Part 1
Activity 1

Untitled part

Answer

1. She speculates that ‘part of what made it beautiful was the fact that that it was untouched’. Obviously, this will not be true of the restoration. 

Back to Unit 2 Session 1 Part 2
Activity 2

Untitled part

Answer

1. As Elliot says, ‘The environmentalist needs to appeal to some feature which cannot be replicated as a source of some part of a natural area’s value’ (p. 84). 

Back to Unit 2 Session 2 Part 1
Activity 2

Untitled part

Answer

1. He suggests they should ‘take over a notion from aesthetics’: the contrast between ‘the real thing’ and a ‘fake or a forgery’ (p. 84). 

Back to Unit 2 Session 2 Part 2
Activity 2

Untitled part

Answer

1. The objection is that the distinction between what is and what is not natural cannot be made out. If this is so, it would not be possible to talk about ‘nature’ and ‘the values of nature’ (p. 84). 

Back to Unit 2 Session 2 Part 3
Activity 3

Untitled part

Answer

1. Yes. Elliot suggests that his examples show that the value of objects can be explained, at least in part, ‘in terms of their origins’. 

Back to Unit 2 Session 3 Part 1
Activity 3

Untitled part

Answer

1. Yes. Elliot says that knowing the history of an object ‘affects our perception’ (p. 85 – also look at the top of p. 86).

Back to Unit 2 Session 3 Part 2
Activity 4

Untitled part

Answer

1. Elliot says: ‘We value the forest and river in part because they are representative of the world outside our dominion, because their existence is independent of us’ (p. 86). 

Back to Unit 2 Session 4 Part 1
Activity 4

Untitled part

Answer

1. The two objections are these: 

a. That it is false that ‘what is natural is necessarily of value’ (p. 86).

b. That the preservation of natural wilderness is ‘achievable only by deliberate policy’ (p. 87).

Back to Unit 2 Session 4 Part 2
Activity 4

Untitled part

Answer

1. The two responses are these: 

a. He is ‘not claiming that all natural phenomena have value in virtue of being natural’ (p. 86).

b. He concedes this, but it does not damage his claim that what we value is ‘causal continuity with the past’ (p. 87).

Back to Unit 2 Session 4 Part 3
Activity 5

Untitled part

Answer

1. No he does not. Something of value can be lost without knowing that it has been (p. 88).

Back to Unit 2 Session 5 Part 1
Activity 5

Untitled part

Answer

1. Of course, I do not know what you wrote. However, if you do agree with him then his arguments have convinced you (or perhaps just reinforced what you thought already). 

Back to Unit 2 Session 5 Part 2
Activity 1

Answer

A number of issues are mentioned, but the reason is one of understanding. People who understand ‘the complexity, diversity, and integration of the natural world’ (p. 91) are in a better position to appreciate it. 

Back to Unit 3 Session 2 Activity 1
Activity 2

Untitled part

Answer

1. He argues that environmental engineering will not be able to make things exactly as they were before: ‘there is always the possibility that the trained eye will tell the difference’ (p. 92). 

Back to Unit 3 Session 3 Part 1
Activity 2

Untitled part

Answer

1. He says ‘it appeals to diverse value-frameworks’. That is, different people who value different things (the look, the ecological richness, the stability and so on) will all be able to object (p. 92). 

Back to Unit 3 Session 3 Part 2
Activity 3

Untitled part

Answer

1. If all aspects of an object’s history need to be respected, then that will include the history of it being damaged. So why set the baseline to be before the damage rather than after? 

Back to Unit 3 Session 4 Part 1
Introduction

Transcript

DEREK MATRAVERS

Imagine a pristine landscape, a piece of nature that's escaped all human intervention. Well, now imagine that some valuable mineral has been found in that vicinity. A mining company says that they can extract the mineral, and even though the mining will make a mess, they promise to restore it afterwards to exactly how it looked before, exactly. 

Now, most people think that something would have been lost. The landscape is simply not as valuable as it was before. But what has been lost? Are we assuming that not even an expert could tell the difference between the before and after? Now, if we can answer that, if we can save what's been lost, we are some way to finding out what we find valuable about nature. 

Back to Unit 1MediaContent 1
Tribute band: The Guns N Roses Experience

Transcript

FAN 1

I've seen many tribute bands and also the original bands AC/DC, Oasis, Green Day. 

FAN 2

I seen a couple here, the Total Stone Roses, and Iron Maiden. 

FAN 1

I saw a Blondie tribute recently. I was born in 1973. Blondie were very big in 1979. I couldn't go and see them when I was six. 

[BAND PLAYING] 

Tribute bands are easy to see, because sometimes they're closer, less travel, a lot less money, 10 pounds, as opposed as to 80, 90 pounds. And the quality of the music is sometimes astonishingly good. 

[BAND SINGING] 

BAND MEMBER 1

I think everybody has thought to do a tribute band, because they are a fan of the original band. 

[PLAYING ELECTRIC GUITAR] 

BAND MEMBER 2

We all grew up listening to Guns N' Roses, every single one of us. 

BAND MEMBER 3

Yeah. 

[PLAYING ELECTRIC GUITAR] 

I used to love AC/DC as a kid. And that's what got me picking up a guitar. And I went to go and see them play once, and it inspired me just to get playing and get gigging and get in a tribute band. 

[PLAYING BASS GUITAR] 

BAND MEMBER 4

Guns N' Roses was one of the first bands that me and my dad bonded over. He showed me their album And I grew up listening to them ever since. 

[BAND PLAYING] 

FAN 4

We're going in June to actually go and see Guns N' Roses. But it's 120 quid. This just cost us 11 pounds. 

FAN 1

You might only get two or three dates in the UK to see Guns N' Roses. And a tribute band you can see a good Guns N' Roses tribute band every weekend. 

[BAND PLAYING] 

BAND MEMBER 2

A lot of us have been in a job and as musicians. Some of us have done degrees in music and done all sorts of stuff. And then the opportunity comes up. Hang on a second, this is what I wanted to do when I was a kid. This is why I play guitar. 

[BAND PLAYING] 

[CHEERS, APPLAUSE] 

The band wrote the songs, so you never take that away from them. 

FAN 1

They wrote the songs. They did the chords. They put the time in the studio. They did the effort. They put the effort in somewhere before you brought tribute bands have got to learn. The original bands put the effort in. 

BAND MEMBER 2

Quite often, we're recreating somebody's improvisations. So Slash would improvise something, off hat, different every night. And then we're try to learn it, basically. So it's really challenging. 

[CHUCKLES] 

BAND MEMBER 5

Well, you take it to the point where you inhabit that style so much that if you screw up, you screw up like Slash would, kind of thing. 

BAND MEMBER 2

It's like method acting. 

BAND MEMBER 3

Yeah. 

FAN 5

I think the magic of an actual proper artist and the atmosphere can never be recreated. But obviously, the people still enjoy these things. It's comparing two things that probably can't really be compared, really. 

BAND MEMBER 2

You're going to go and see Bach, and he's going to play for you in the room. It's amazing. But to go and see some guy recreating it 100 years later, 200 years later, whatever it is, it's not quite it's incredible, if he's got like, I wrote that. And then he's a genius. 

FAN 4

I've been to see Guns N' Roses twice when they were in their prime. And so I'm really sceptical about going and seeing them now, because they're a lot older. So I'm like, oh, are they really going to be really rubbish? But it'd be exciting to see these tonight and see how they compare to the original, because we've never seen them. So we don't know. 

[BAND PLAYING] 

BAND MEMBER 5

The point is, we always play the great sets, the songs that people want to hear. As you know, with a lot of the big bands, or whatever, as they go through their career, five, six albums more and more I know that's not the case with Guns N' Roses but they want to escape their past, don't they? 

FAN 4

I was very anti-tribute band until I went to one myself. And then I was very, like, it's not a case of whether they're absolutely amazing and sound just like them. You're going to listen to the music that you love and have a good night and have a good singalong in a booth. Yayza. 

FAN 6

Exactly. Yeah. 

[LAUGHS] 

[BAND PLAYING] 

[CHEERS, APPLAUSE] 

BAND MEMBER 6

Thanks for letting us play. 

[MUSIC PLAYING] 

Back to Unit 1 Session 3 MediaContent 1
Daisy Dixon on restoring nature 

Transcript

DEREK MATRAVERS

Imagine you had some relatively untouched piece of nature. And then, a mining company discovered there were valuable minerals there. And they wanted to extract the minerals. And they were going to make a complete mess of the landscape. But it was OK because they said that they would restore the landscape to exactly how it looked before. Now do you think that would make everything all right? Or do you think there would be some kind of loss of value? 

DAISY DIXON

I suppose it depends on what kind of value we're talking about. Because there might be a loss of value on a more sort of perhaps scientific level with some of the habitats might have been disturbed in some way. And they're unable to sort of rebuild after this disturbance. And if we just assume that everything is exactly the same as it was, I'd say, obviously, weighing up the values, if the value of getting these minerals was just as important, say, as the beauty of the piece of nature, then I think it would be OK to do that in some cases. 

If this replica sounds the same, looks the same, even tastes the same or smells the same. Then you might think that the aesthetic value of that piece of nature hasn't changed. Because we've just got the very same formal elements that we had originally. 

But on the other hand, if you think that beauty, especially with this piece of nature, part of what made it beautiful was the fact that it was untouched. You might think that knowing that it's artificial, and that it is a copy, more or less, that might kind of affect our experience of those sensorial features. So whilst we're getting all the same kind of inputs, like it sounds the same and looks the same, we can take all those on board. But we know that it's a bit artificial and that might affect our kind of aesthetic experience. 

Back to Unit 2 Session 1 MediaContent 1
Jeremy Musson on restoring nature 

Transcript

JEREMY MUSSON

When opencast mining areas are then returned to a traditional farmed landscape formed by fields and hedges and trees being planted over them, you can recreate atmosphere in the landscape. You can recreate feeling. And that again, I think, can be very valuable, but you're never going to recreate exactly what was lost. So what you're recreating is the sense of the environment, its organic living quality. And those have their values, but I think they are distinct from the value of the material object. 

Back to Unit 2 Session 3 MediaContent 1
Erich Hatala Matthes on restoring nature

Transcript

ERICH HATALA MATTHES

When it comes to the question of what would be important, for instance, about preserving a natural space that, for instance, a mining company claims that they can sort of strip-mine an area and then restore it and bring back the space just the way it was before, then I think we do get into the kinds of considerations that Elliott was concerned about, about the space having a particular history and what the value is of having that particular history. 

So people who are proponents of the idea that we can just destroy some aspect of nature and then restore it, I think, need to they are hard-pressed to think about analogous cases where we don't have that kind of intuition, often, about degradation and restoration. So people usually aren't going to accept the idea that you could destroy some great work of art, for instance, and then create a replica, and the replica would be just as good. It would be the same. It might be good in a lot of ways, especially if people can't tell the difference between the original and the replica. You might think that there is still important value in having that kind of high-quality replica to increase access for people. It could provide educational opportunities. If the original was lost through war or some kind of act of terrorism, you might think it's better to have the replica than to have nothing, for instance. 

But you can think all of those things without thinking that the replica is in every respect just as good as the original. It would have lost one thing at least. It wouldn't have that same particular history that the original had. And so we might think the same thing about natural places. They have some of their value not all of their value, but some of their value consists in having this particular history that developed over time in a certain way. And if you were to simply destroy something and then try to recreate it, it would lack that particular kind of history and so wouldn't have at least that value. 

[MUSIC PLAYING] 

Back to Unit 2 Session 5 MediaContent 1
Daisy Dixon on fakes and forgeries 

Transcript

DEREK MATRVERS

Daisy, let's assume that we've got an original work of art, and then a copy that looks exactly like the original work of art. Now, the first is valuable, and the second isn't valuable. Now why is that? 

DAISY DIXON

Well, there are two answers to that question, really. One which says that, I'm going to agree with you, that yes, the original is more valuable than the copy. And the other answer is saying actually, no they're the same value. So I'll start with the first answer. 

So let's imagine like we've got Van Gogh's Sunflowers, the original, and we've got an exact copy, and it's a really good copy. And aesthetically, so the appearance of them, they're completely identical. They're going to generate the same kind of visual experience when we're looking at them. 

But you might think that the original is more valuable than the copy because art works we tend to think of them as end products of human performances. So, Van Gogh's Sunflowers is a kind of human achievement. It represents Van Gogh's solving problems with the paint, and his use of the paint brushes, and working within certain art world conventions or responding to the movement of impressionism, and then going into expressionism. So he's doing all this stuff when he's making Sunflowers. 

Now that original represents that kind of human achievement. But you might think the copy is lacking value because it's representing some other kind of human achievement. Because it's just a mechanical copy, it's not doing the same kind of problem solving as the original one is. It wasn't like a novel sort of attempt to make us look again at a certain art movement. 

And so in that sense, the difference in value can be explained by the quality of the artistic achievement. 

DEREK

But why might you think that they were equally valuable? 

DAISY 

Well, this would come from a certain line of thought that the value of an artwork comes just from the formal features of the artwork. So what you might call the aesthetic qualities. So whether it's beautiful, whether it's graceful, maybe whether it's ugly. If the value of an artwork just comes from those aesthetic qualities, so with our painting, it's just sort of what we've given perceptually, then if we've got the same aesthetic qualities, then we're going to have the same value. Because what doesn't come into artistic value would be the origins of the painting. So who made it, why they made it, how they made it. We're just dealing with what we've given in front of our eyes. 

DEREK

And which of those two do you believe? Do you think the original is more valuable or not? 

DAISY

I would probably go for in relation to artistic value, I'd probably say the original is more valuable, yes. Because I think the idea that art works are human achievements of some kind is relevant there. And the copy is fundamentally lacking in that. It shows technical skill, maybe. But it's the origins of an artwork I think are quite important into how we understand or how we value it. 

DEREK

Right. And if we knew there had being a work of art, and we knew a lot about it, and then it was destroyed, and you got some experts together to recreate it, would that be a sensible thing to do? Or should we just accept that the thing's gone? 

DAISY

I think that's a really nice question, actually, because obviously, this has been happening more recently with ISIS destroying art works in Syria and Iraq. I would say most of the time, it is sensible very sensible to replicate an artwork. It might be because the artwork was very beautiful and we might want later generations to have that experience that would be lost if we weren't to replicate it again. But also the artwork might have sort of high cognitive value. Even if the artwork is problematic in some way, even if it was perhaps racist, has problematic messages, you might think that is important if it was destroyed to have it sort of replicated to sort of serve as a sort of dark reminder about how far humanity can fall or something. So I would say most the time, it is sensible to do that. 

DEREK

So not as valuable as the original, but better than nothing. 

DAISY

Yes. It definitely wouldn't be you might think I mean, when looking at these replicas in Rome at the moment, of the sculptures that were destroyed in Syria in the last few years, it's definitely better than nothing. Because you're holding onto that cultural heritage. But you might think I think there's something intuitive in saying that some value has been lost because it's a sad reason why we're having to replicate these. But yes, definitely better than nothing. 

Back to Unit 3 Session 1 MediaContent 1
Erich Hatala Matthes on the value of nature 

Transcript

ERICH HATALA MATTHES

So when it comes to thinking about the value of nature, I think it's important to keep in mind that nature can be valuable in a lot of different ways. We should be pluralists about the value of nature, because that kind of position is really responsive to the range of ways in which people value nature. Generally, I think when you're thinking about the value of a particular thing, it's very important to look at evaluative behaviour, right? How do people value a particular thing? What kinds of considerations do they cite when they talk about the value of a particular place, for instance? 

So one of the values that you might think that nature can have is aesthetic value, right? People talk a lot about the beauty of the landscape, about natural beauty. And you might think that it's important to have natural beauty available to you. 

In keeping with some of Robert Elliott's concerns about the independence of nature, you might also think that there's value in having places that you can go to that aren't so managed or constructed in the way that a lot of our human environments are, so that you can opportunities to escape from that kind of highly constructed environment or built environment into an environment that has a kind of independence that plays by different rules than a highly managed place. So you might think there's a special kind of value there. 

Granted, there's an interesting sort of complication there, right, because some one thing that people say who are advocates for the value of wilderness, right, where wilderness is understood as really sort of separate from, independent from humans, is that if humans go there, they are, by that very fact, getting in the way of that wilderness value, because they're inserting themselves into a place the value of which is supposed to be understood as independent from humans. So then we get into sort of actual legislation about wilderness spaces, for instance, you get these sort of funny locutions about land that is untrammelled, or land that where humans don't have permanent occupations. So they try to make space for the idea of people being able to be visitors in wilderness spaces without that perverting the particular kind of value that value they have as wilderness. 

So those are some of the values that we can think of nature as having. There are, of course, also values that nature has that have other kinds of direct impact on human wellbeing, right? So ecosystem services, for instance, providing clean air, clean water. There's all those kinds of practical benefits that natural spaces can have. 

[MUSIC PLAYING] 

Back to Unit 3 Session 4 MediaContent 1
Erich Hatala Matthes on the ‘baseline problem’

Transcript

ERICH HATALA MATTHES

Even if we grant that there's something to Elliot's concerns about the restoration thesis, that we can't just replace nature or things that have significance because of their history without losing something, we're faced with another question, right? So insofar as we think that there's some good that can come from restoration, even if we can't recreate a particular history exactly as it was, we're faced with this further question about to what historical point we should restore, for instance, a natural space. 

And so this is often called the baseline problem. So what's our what's our baseline for restoration? Should we restore a particular natural space to the way it was 100 years ago, 200 years ago, 10,000 years ago? What's our baseline? What's our benchmark? What are we trying to achieve? 

And the worry with the baseline problem is that any answer that we give is going to be arbitrary. Why choose one historical benchmark versus another, right? Because if we're going to pursue restoration for some reason, ecological damage, for instance, why not restore in a way that would try to remedy an even longer history of ecological damage? 

And this can become particularly difficult when we start to think about natural spaces that have a history not just of Elliott's kind, not just of a natural history independent of humans, but also have an important human history, right? So one kind of case you might think about is a landscape that has a really complicated history that mixes natural history and cultural history. So you can imagine wilderness space that was then turned over to farmland, that then became used as a military base. And then the military base was decommissioned, and an effort was made to turn it into a wildlife refuge. 

So then, clearly, restoration work is often going to be important in a military space, right? There's unexploded ordinance and other things that need to be cleaned up. And we're faced with this question, to what point do we restore this space? If we're endeavouring to turn it into a wildlife refuge, should we try to turn it all the way back to wilderness, right, so that it's a space for animals to flourish and perhaps for humans to visit? But erasing the military history, erasing the farming history that preceded the military history, or should we try to restore it in a way that tries to capture those historical periods as well as, that tries to tell those particular stories? 

So the baseline problem is, I think, a really pressing problem for any kind of ecological restoration. But I think it's also a pressing problem for historic restoration concerning other kinds of objects, such as buildings. So when you have an historic building that's been damaged, and you're contemplating how to restore it, a similar kind of baseline problem arises. You might think, well, should we restore the building to the way it looked when it was first finished? Should we restore it to some later point that takes into account other aspects of its story? 

So I think one thing that we're always going to have to keep in mind when it comes to restoration projects that deal with historically significant places is that history is ongoing. History is always marching forward and adding to the story of a particular space. So if we endeavour to restore a place to a particular historically benchmarked point in time, we have to be cognizant of the other aspects of its story, the other aspects of his history, that we might be ignoring or erasing or not telling the story of, through that restoration endeavour. 

[MUSIC PLAYING] 

Back to Unit 3 Session 4 MediaContent 2
Interview with Jeremy Musson

Transcript

DEREK MATRAVERS

Jeremy, in 1989, Uppark a 17th century house in Sussex, was at least partially destroyed by fire. And then it was mainly restored. Do you think there's any loss of value? So, I mean, are people now just getting a fake? 

JEREMY MUSSON

I think the critical thing is that it was owned by the National Trust, who are a charity dedicated to the preservation of places of historic interest and natural beauty. They had a duty to look after the building and its contents. So when the fire comes, and destroys much of the physical fabric of the building, the contents the furnishings, paintings, textiles have been rescued, largely certainly from the ground floor, where most of the historic contents shown to the public were. 

So when they made the decision to go back to the condition of the house on the day before the fire, they were doing that in order to recreate the right context for those historic works of art, many of which had been in that situation, and that setting, since the, certainly the 18th century, if not, in some cases, from when the house was built. 

We also have to ask ourselves, what were their alternatives? Could they have left it as a smouldering ruin? Done nothing, and therefore no intervention. Therefore no opportunity to be considered as faking the historic building that has been damaged. 

I think that would have caused widespread upset and distress. And it's always inevitable that you will have to go in and do something to that burnt out building. So as soon as you begin to intervene, you're then making those interventions that change the nature of the untouched historic building. 

And finally, I think when you come to consider the restoration of a building like that, the intention was a good intention. It wasn't an intention to defraud any future visitor, that they actually encountering an untouched building. But it was a well reasoned, well discussed, well debated, and resolved intention to do what they could to take the building back to the condition it was. 

And they also left critical markers. And I think this is an important thing. They left those places where you could still read the history of the fire. So largely, the floorboards of the principal ground floor are still left with burn marks. So anyone wandering around that building will spot these charred elements in the oak floorboards and be able to enter into a dialogue with the people showing them around about why there are evidence of burning. 

Second thing is in the recreation of lost door cases, they left some of the carved elements unpainted so that they could be read as fresh recreations of lost works of carved art, if you like. Decorative art. As you go round, you could say, why is that like that? The answer is, because it's had to be recreated. Much of what you see has been recreated. But this has been left to explain to you, the visitor, that we are not the pristine original, but something that has been carefully crafted. 

DEREK

So, you think that it's actually better that it's not restored to exactly how it was before? 

JEREMY

I think it's absolutely vital that the message of restoration is clearly read somewhere in the building, and also in the texts that accompany the building. And they do that very well in Uppark. They still have in every room a photograph of that burnt out shell, which draws gasps from people coming into the room. 

DEREK

And something like Carcassonne, which was restored, although I'm not sure how authentically, what do you think of that? 

JEREMY

Well, it is, of course, of great interest in itself. It's certainly true, cause a huge number of Victorian churches, of course, were restored in much the same way the Carcassonne was. They are bought into their full, vigorous, Gothic glory. And they have a much longer life because they've been properly their roofs have been rebuilt, their towers have been rebuilt. And they're vigorously used to the purpose that they were great for, through the 19th century, at least. 

But that is indeed why William Morris founded his Society of Protection of Ancient Buildings in 1877. It was a complete cry against the fakery that that represents. The recreating these golden ages on slender evidence. And yet, one has to put that against the fact that many of those churches were decaying away into sort of seedy, sprouting with vegetation on their roofs, you know. 

So the people who were doing that work often thought they were really insuring the future life. But then they couldn't resist putting it back to its 13th century original character. And Morris was desperately upset about the loss of all that intervening handy-work, and the suggestion of past times and past care into those ancient medieval buildings. Whereas the most vigorous Gothic revival Victorian architect felt that what he was doing was delivering the same spirit of that original building, which is exactly what happened at Carcassonne as well. 
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