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Introduction
This essay critically compares and contrasts key concepts and information presented in two academic papers: (named & by the authors). It offers an evaluation of the theoretical perspectives of each author and examines the similarities and differences between the authors’ subject matter. This essay draws out and highlights where the author’s arguments indirectly complement each other’s, through their commonalities, and subsequently analyses their claims and use of sources. Thereafter, it carries out a critical examination of the papers’ style and structure; thus, scrutinising the methodology that has been utilised to support the authors’ viewpoints and core message. This essay will commence by introducing the authors and their fields of inquiry. 


Background 

Bill Devall 19???-2000000??? was an author, a deep ecologist, and founding member of the movement, and activist from America, who lectured in and wrote several books including…..
 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Taylor is a 




Evaluation of Theoretical Perspectives 

Taylor and Devall differ greatly in their papers’ style and content, yet as shown in this section there is an abundance of similarity. Devall in his 1995 essay focusses on exploring the ecological self for reconnection with nature. Important to note is that his essay could have been written earlier and included in the featured book at a later date. Whilst Taylor’s paper, written nearly 20-years later, is part one of a two-piece academic paper that analyses the impact of religion on our disconnection from the natural world. He also introduces his hypothesis of ‘The Greening of Religion’; a solution, he argues, that is required for rekindling humanity’s severance from nature. Taylor’s paper is firmly built upon an evaluation of the1967 article by the American Academic Lyn White entitled ‘The Historical Roots of Our Ecological Crisis’. Within it, Taylor begins by analysing White’s core argument around the detrimental contribution of major Anthropocentric religions, particularly Christianity, towards the current environmental crisis. This is a mode of thinking contended by other scholars like Author and Lecturer Patrick Curry who states major religions “…have lent themselves to a ruthlessly anthropocentric exploitation of nature” (p138). The same exploitation and separation that is, which has served to label today’s epoch as the Anthropocene; placing us in the middle of the sixth mass extinction and a diabolical environmental crisis. In the first direct similarity we see with Taylor’s work, Devall adds to this argument, explaining that our self-identity shifted and segmented due “…to the rise of bureaucratic domination and to dominant Judaeo-Christian traditions…” in Europe. Thus, separating us from our ecological self and aiding the desacralisation of nature, which ultimately assented to humanity’s commercial exploitation of natural resources (page 113 Devall). In another commonality, Taylor mentions that “…green religions are critically important in the quest for environmentally sustainable societies.” (Taylor p296). This thought appears to supported Devall, when he affirms that: “Ecological-spiritual cultures will emerge, of necessity, as more and more people together engage the healing process of exploring ecological self.” (Devall pp. 107) So far, through this investigation, it is seen how complementary the ideologies of both papers could be depicted. Even though their aims and investigations differ, the common denominator is that of spiritual growth: individually in the form of ‘self’, and collectively in the form of ‘culture’ or ‘religion’. 


Devall, in likeness to Taylor, who is led by the ideas of White, is strongly influenced by another scholar. In this instance, it is the Founder of the Deep Ecology Movement Arne Naess. Naess is referred to 19 times throughout Devall’s essay, with several lengthy quotes dedicated to citing this scholar’s work. Naess, hereby, appears central to Devall’s critical thinking. Although, unlike Taylor who introduces his analysis of White, Devall does not present the prominence of Naess’ appearance in his critique. It is important to note that Devall and Naess know each other, as shown in Devall’s work as contributing editor in Naess’ book ‘The Ecology of Wisdom’. In addition, it isn’t at all surprising that Naess takes spotlight in Devall’s essay, after all, Naess believes that we are part of nature, in every way, and he is the intellectual who began the notion of ecological self (Page 226). Although, ‘ecological self’ is a term and doctrine also shared by Environmental Philosophy Professor Freya Matthews who has a book entitled the same, ‘The Ecological Self’, published in 1991 and 2021, which is of course the same title as Devall’s essay. Furthermore, the deep ecology movement founded by Naess receives attribution, in positive light, several times within Devall’s essay; unsurprisingly, as this piece of work features in a book entitled ‘The Deep Ecology Movement: An Introductory Anthology’ published in 1995. 


Devall’s essay delves into the ecological self; addressing such contributing topics as ‘self’ (in its many forms), ‘ego’, ‘identity’, and additionally what ‘self’ is not and could be confused with. He expands within his essay to cover areas, which discuss the merging of self into the ecosystem and becoming part of the ecosystem; inherently one with nature. He believes that the development of ecological self would help humans to embrace other beings, “including rivers or mountains”, as if they are our self, and thus, we will better care for our world. (page 105, Devall). This is a view, which is also asserted by other scholars like Academic Jack Hunter who states that “…the ecological self emerges when we come to identify the environment with ourselves….”, and thus, conserving nature is “…an act of self-preservation” (p108). In his summary, Devall also mentions wildlife conservation; sharing his thoughts about it being an act of self-defence (pages 119-120). Here, the interweaving of self into the ecosystem can be seen. To add a further view, the scholar Christian Diehm describes that ““When we have identified with nature-as-a-whole, a threat to any element of the ecospheric community is a threat to our ecological Self.” (Page 7). Fundamentally, a view shared by all the forenamed scholars, evidencing, that if we are to preserve ourselves we must preserve nature by our own nature. Howbeit, not in a manner of self-protection, as Devall mentions, but by means of rekindling our relationship with the natural world and thereby conserving all of nature, which includes humans. 


Taylor and Devall both explore, in their own ways and words, the illness of human disconnect from Earth, and the hopeful elixir that may connect us once again. Taylor talks of this antidote specifically in reference to “Christianity-rooted anthropocentrism” (p271). And, unsurprisingly, suggests that religion could be the remedy to alleviating humanity’s negative impact on Earth; essentially, by ‘greening’ it (page?). Back in 1967, White proposed something very similar in which he shared that “Since the roots of our trouble are so largely religious, the remedy must also be essentially religious, whether we call it that or not.” (White, P1207), obviously inspiring Taylor. These viewpoints on religion being the remedy to heal Earth are mirrored by many other scholars, including Ralph Metzner, whose insightful words of hope, assert that major religions can reconnect with “the nature religion of their ancestors and that when they do so, a tremendous spiritual revitalization can take place, in which the natural world and the divine world are recognized as one and the same” (p113). Herein, expressing the same sense of oneness with nature. Cooper, another prominent scholar, also believes “…that Christianity provides a capacity for the scale of changes in our behaviour that is now needed...” Cooper Page 62. It is important, here, to note, that within this quote Christianity and individual behaviour lie next to each other, bringing in both elements of ‘religion’ and ‘self’. Tucker and Grimm in their extensive and influential work as academics running the Yale Forum on Religion and Ecology, pertain a similar perspective on religious reform towards the environment; particularly religions’ power and bureaucratic authority to drive positive environmentally healthy movements, behaviours and changes in policy (Page 3). We also witness Devall providing solutions within his sphere of inquiry around ‘self’, when he pertains that “Exploring the ecological self is part of the transforming process required to heal ourselves in the world.” (Devall, Page 104). A belief that is echoed by Hunter, who claims that a shift in our self, and consciousness, could possibly turnaround the devastation humans have caused, by constructing a fresh relationship with Earth as we start identifying with nature (p107). Hereby, describing an alternative mode of self is needed to resurrect our bond with nature. 


Written in his introduction, Devall eludes that “…many religious teachers have written about the “oceanic self”, the mystical union with the One or with Wholeness of the Godhead.” (Page 101, Devall). Furthermore, he describes ‘self’ in relation to Christianity in reference to the, same, paper by White (1967), in which he contends that “…St. Francis of Assisi in the thirteenth century seemed to encourage Christians to cultivate some aspects of their ecological self…” (Page 101, Devall). Here, we see more similarity with the words of Taylor, who himself mentions, in direct quotation of White (1967) “I propose Francis as a patron saint for ecologists”. (1207 and 272). Thus, in comparative speculation, by observing and combining both texts’ ideologies in this way, it could be said that identity of ecological self and identity with religious beliefs could be interlinked somehow! Hereby, signifying that both papers could be sharing an indirect philosophy. How religion shapes our sense of self is additionally alluded to, by Taylor, in which he quotes White implying that: “We must rethink and refeel our nature and destiny” (1207 and 272) to protect the future of our world. Such varied feelings and sensitivities for nature are observed in Devall’s paper also, through stories of personal nature connection, such as the Founder of the Rainforest Information Centre John Seed (p.106). Like Devall, Taylor shares examples of others’ experiences in nature, which appear to have promoted feelings of nature-based connectedness and kinship, such as those of linguist Edward Payson Evans (p280). In similarity to Devall’s expressions, Taylor also shares his own opinion on why these feelings, in one’s ‘self’, are needed to overturn the ecological crisis on a collective level (274). More scholars, such as Roszak, also share their sense of urgency for human self-transformation, because Earth requires to “make itself felt within us as if it were our own most private desire” (p47); an inner and outer catalyst for reawakening our alliance and devotion with nature. 


Critical Examination of Style & Structure 

This essay will now critique and contrast the style and structure of both papers, starting with an examination of their introductions. Unlike Taylor’s paper, which lays out a coherent and well-articulated beginning, Devall’s essay supplies no obvious statement as to what he seeks to achieve. His title of ‘the ecological self’, although self-explanatory, significantly misses a formal entrance onto the stage of his investigation. Nor is a background to the terminology provided. He makes reference to what ‘self’ and ‘social identity’ mean, but there is no definitive description of what ‘ecological self’ is. Instead, readers are rewarded with clarity in the essay’s concluding paragraphs. This could be illogical and poorly written, or alternatively, an act made on purpose to aid autonomy and self-interpretation; enabling readers to come to their own conclusion of the term. Devall’s opening paragraph does however describe that “a person expressing ecological self would say, “I am a forest being”.” A statement void of interpretation, leaving one to wonder what constitutes a human forest being? (page?). This could be another deliberate deed to support individual contemplation. What the reader does acquire is instructions to explore ecological self, including: “The more we know a specific place intimately - know its moods, seasons, changes, aspects, native creatures - the more we know our ecological selves.” (Page 110 Devall). This instruction could aid self-awareness through deliberation; entrusting the power of self-enlightenment for apprehending ecological self. His essay is not an easy read though, and one could argue it lacks the meticulous explanations Taylor’s paper offers. 

In comparison, Taylor’s paper differs greatly to the disorganised opening witnessed in Devall’s’. His introduction is commendably clear with an excellent description that sets the scene with a comprehendible aim and objectives. From the outset you know what to expect; for example, he articulates that “My effort in Part One of this study is to provide a cultural history of the types of claims White made and reaction to them.” And further communicates who, how, why and what he will be critiquing (page 269). He also lays out a coherent definition of ‘religion’ early on (p 275). Taylor persists like this and flows throughout his theme and topics, using a step by step structure with simple language; an approach unseen in Devall’s paper. This is particularly evident near the end of Devall’s essay in an unexpected, unbridged, leap into a new topic that hosts a fresh layout, entitled “Beyond Borders: Experiencing Bioregion” (pages 116-119). It appears segmented and out-of-place and receives a lot of Devall’s attention. However, it is not in the introduction nor the conclusion. Taylor’s paper never diverts onto any new theme or topic without reason. 


Taylor brings balance and equality into his paper. This is witnessed via the diverse perspectives of pantheistic and nontheistic religions such as paganism, Buddhism, Hinduism and animistic contemplations (pg 287 to 292.). He additionally brings in women’s voices, like Rachel Carson and Mary Evelyn Tucker. Whereas, Devall does not cite any female sources, indicating an imbalance of male heavy perspectives. Like Taylor’s though, it is not lacking in appropriate evidence, stories and sources. However, Devall does not always expand or explain these varied viewpoints in a logical manner. Taylor builds an array of key respected experts in his referencing, and he evidences every point he makes in rational order. Devall, rather, randomly places many of his references without reason nor explanation. His interpretation and citing is undeniably less solid in explanation, but rich with interesting content that takes you on a journey through the eyes of others. So, in contrast, it could be said that Taylor’s paper lacks the charm of Devall’s essay, which gifts his opinions with creative examples that open the imagination, including a personal story from an indigenous chief and an enchanting piece of poetry featured by the poet Robinson Jeffers (pages 109-110, Devall). However, Taylor’s argument is more professional and likely to be more widely accepted by a broader, more influential, audience, comprising religious leaders and policy developers. Devall’s readers are more feasibly similar in mindset to him with shared interests in deep ecology. 


Devall’s big assumptions and bold statements could put off some readers, such as: “A community with appropriate rituals, social mentors, languages, art forms and methods of education can facilitate exploration of ecological self” (page 107). Because, he poses no justification as to why these elements are necessary for exploring ecological self. There are also ill-considered personal opinions that could shock, like when he compares natural science students to “…the guards in Nazi death camps” because, he alleges, they are taught to objectify nature and thus lack empathy with places they seek to preserve (devall, page 111). To the contrary, no strong unbefitting views are witnessed in Taylor’s paper. He remains neutral, without bias, in all of his accounts; for example, the use of “so-called” when referring to world religions (p277). Devall’s’ use of language, although unsafe and jarring at times, can feel persuasive and expressive; hypothetically leaving a more lasting imprint upon the reader.

In his conclusion, Taylor effectively ends part one of his paper and sets the scene for part two. Here, he summarises the evidence he’s presented; coming to a conclusion about how difficult it is to know if “any ‘greening of religion’ is underway or might yet take place…” (296 taylor). Proceeding thereafter, to ask thought provoking questions that open the floor to part two of his study. By doing this, particularly after a lengthy read, the ending concludes with an anti-climax. There is no final statement, enlightening words nor greatest insights from part one. Devall’s paper, in contrast, concludes (devall 119) with a crescendo of expression and key takeaways, and ends with a profound statement and invitation: “Outside the ordered, bordered, fenced, domesticated, patrolled controlled areas of our region, our wild self is waiting.” (Devall, Page 121). One is left pondering whether our wild self is our ecological self! Therefore, our wild self awaits to find out. 

Conclusion  

The purpose of this essay was to compare and contrast the papers of Taylor and Devall by, in essence, analysing their differences and similarities. In doing so, this exploration has unearthed some indirect complementary natures in their subject matter, and strikingly incomparable differences between their style and structure. Their opposing styles likely to reach differing audiences, yet their messages both vitally important. That could leave a reader pondering whether finding ‘ecological self’ is reliant upon sensing reverence or divinity within nature, or, if reverence and divinity is only found in nature upon first discovering one’s ecological self? Alternately, perhaps the greening of religion requires individuals to first find their ecological self, or vice versa. This commonality, in both papers, can be summed up beautifully by Curry, who says: “It’s not only a matter of what religions have to offer ecocentrism. There is also the reverse to consider.” (p.146). 

The two papers together, ecocentrically, share a view on our severed connection and loss of awe, oneness and veneration with nature; especially, due to anthropocentric religious beliefs, actions and subsequent commercial exploitation of nature that has altered our sense of self. They both illustrate our desperate need to become ecocentric, once again. And, by weaving the torn edges of our identities back into shape, into likeness of those prior to the birth of monotheist religions, these papers have shown that our deep disconnection from Earth can begin to heal. Conceivably, that is, through the remedies they recommend of ‘ecological self’ and ‘the greening of religion’. Perhaps both antidotes taken together may aid faster recovery! By speculating in a form of nature-centred wonder, to end this essay, let us ponder on what message nature would add to this medicinal mix of healing solutions proposed by Taylor and Devall! 


