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n199], following a lengthy process of broad public consultation, the On-
Itario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) published a Management

Plan for Short Hills Provincial Park, a 688-hectare park located on the

southwest edge of St. Catharines in the Regional Municipality of Niagara.
The Ministry recognized on the one hand, that there was clear public support
for preserving this park as a “wild, natural area, with only very basic facilities to
support trail use.” On the other hand, it was equally clear that a wide variety of
recreational uses of the park—ranging from hiking, horseback riding, sport
fishing, cross-country skiing, mountain biking, nature and heritage apprecia-

tion, as well as outdoor education—were to continue.2

The common ethical dilemma of
how to reconcile ecocentric and an-
thropocentric needs surfaced in the
Ministry’s recommendations. The
Plan concluded that there was a need
to explore ways of satisfying both en-
vironmental and human needs. On
the one hand, the park’s significant
natural features unique to the Niagara
escarpment deserved to be protected.
On the other hand, a variety of “high
quality, day-use recreational and in-
terpretive experiences” were also to
be accommodated.3 Due to the vari-
ety of uses of the park and because
some conflict over trails had already
been evident, the Ministry’s goal was
to seek ways to “minimize conflict
between trail users” themselves.4

Traditional ways of minimizing
social conflict and environmental dis-
ruption often amount to policing
procedures, and to use of essentially

negative reinforcement techniques

- and punishment of behavior. So, for

example, fines may be administered
for littering, or for overnight camping
within Short Hills; or, as with the new
Management Plan, specific user
groups (snowmobilers and motor-
cyclists in this case) may now be ex-
cluded from the park by law.

Planner Oscar Newman reminds
us, however, that the root of the word
“policing” is “polis,” meaning com-
munity.5 Certainly, assigning a Park
Warden to control behavior within
Short Hills Provincial Park may be
necessary, butitis not in itself a suffi-
cient condition of ensuring accept-
able behavior within the park. Studies
have shown that for many (perhaps
the majority) of park users, prompts,
cues, information dissemination, and
better education about behavior ex-
pectations, naturally regulated by




members of the community, also en-
courage constructive activities and
help to restrict potential friction be-
tween park visitors.6

It is in this spirit of pursuing such
methods of positive reinforcement of
responsible behavior, that a Code of
Ethics was drafted for visitors to Short
Hills Provincial Park.? It has evolved
in consultation with hikers, equestri-
ans, bikers, and lovers of the park. At
one of the workshops convened dur-
ing the course of the study, a Friends
of Short Hills group has been struck;
they are currently investigating means
of implementation and communica-
tion and dissemination of the code to
park visitors.

To our knowledge, such park-
centered codes of ethics are rare to
the point of being nonexistent in
Ontario, and even in Canada. (Some
moral imperatives may find their way
into general introductory visitor
brochures, but not in a self-con-
tained, unified format.) It is true, as
David Johnson notes, that “unlike
most other aspects of human exis-
tence, [enjoyment of outdoor activi-
ties] does not have a long-established,
tight code oflaws regulating it. Rules
are still few and loose.”8 Itis precisely
on account of this degree of freedom,
however, that there may be a need for
alevel of ethics “considerably higher”
than in more naturally restrictive set-
tings, and with more heavily socially
or politically monitored activities.
Perhaps the time is right to seek to en-
courage responsible behavior and
environmental care in our parks, with
the guidance of codes of ethics. In-

deed, this is the argument of the pre-
sent paper.

Whatis a Code of Ethics

—And Why Do We Need One?

In very general terms, a code of
ethics is a written articulation of
moral guidelines, designed to lead to
minimally acceptable standards of
human conduct. A survey of the cur-
rent literature on ethical codes sug-
gests that, as an expression of general
agreement on shared beliefs, a code
should:

¢ Serve to provide a common vocab-
ulary about what is right and what
is wrong;

e Offer a thoughtful framework for
conflict resolution and policy de-
velopment;

e Clarify ethical issues and help to
resolve disagreement about moral
dilemmas, thereby seeking to de-
crease, if not eliminate, unethical
practices;

* Impose some constraints on indi-
vidual behavior;

* Reduce uncertainty as to ethical
and unethical courses of action;

o Suggest some course of action to
follow up on charges of unethical
conduct;

o Facilitate improved cooperation
among interested parties, by en-
hancing mutual ethical under-
standing of norms of action; and

* Promote environmental aware-
ness, by sensitizing the public to
shared social and environmental
values.?




There is some disagreement a-
mong academics, policy makers and
practitioners, about the usefulness of
codes of ethics. Some of the common
complaints made about ethical codes
include the following:

e They are little more than
“window-dressing” and “public
relations gimmicks” which are de-
signed to impress outsiders but are
not taken seriously by practition-
ers.

e They are too abstract—too broad,
and difficult to apply in specific
situations.

e If they manage to express consen-
sus, then they end up being foo
vague and too weak in their provi-
sions; as aresult, they provide little
practical guidance.

e Theymay be counterproductive, if
they formalize the very status quo
which they are only apparently at-
tempting to change.

e They are difficult to enforce, be-
cause they are often not covered by
law.

e They are unnecessarily restrictive
on individual rights and freedom
of choice.

e They unnecessarily complicate
matters of management, by intro-
ducing new rules and standards to
be enforced.

e They are ineffective in handling
systematic corruption.1?

Itis important to acknowledge that
any code of ethics may be potentially
subject to the above criticisms. In-
deed, in this vein, even the most ener-
getic defenders of codes of ethics rec-

ognize that codes are not a cure-all
for every sort of unethical behavior.
Nevertheless, particularly in con-
junction with other forms of envi-
ronmental education, written stan-
dards can and do help to clarify and
resolve ethical dilemmas. Many of the
above dangers and complaints di-
rected towards codes of ethics can be
avoided through careful formulation
and competent administration of
codes. In this respect, the goal must
not be to avoid formulating ethical
codes, but on the contrary, to do so
conscientiously, prudently, while
remaining mindful of the potential
pitfalls.

In the case of Short Hills Provin-
cial Park, we recognized that one way
of avoiding the risk of constructing an
abstract and ultimately irrelevant
code was to maintain open lines of
communication with the community.
The initial stages of the study con-
sisted of a dialogue with community
members regarding the very issue of
the feasibility of a moral code for en-
couraging ethical social and envi-
ronmental interactions. A mail-out
questionnaire to approximately 90
individuals collected information on
whether organized groups already
relied upon their own code of ethics,
and whether they could identify
sources of conflict in the park. In-
depth, one- to two-hour interviews
were scheduled with a select group of
individuals, representing a cross-sec-
tion of organized visitor groups
identified in the park. A workshop
was held in June 1993 at Brock Uni-
versity to bring these groups together




to discuss the potential of a common
code of ethics to help resolve issues
relating to social and environmental
conflicts within the park.

Individual codes of ethics were
obtained from hiking, equestrian,
cyclist, motorcyclist, ski-doo, and
naturalist associations. At the same
time, there was overwhelming con-
sensus in support of the need of a
common code of ethics, directed
specifically to integrating diverse ac-
tivities, and regulating overall con-
duct within the park. Respondents
agreed that such a common code
would be helpful in addressing the re-
lations between individual visitor
groups, as well as special environ-
mental considerations of the park it-
self.

While there was clear support for
such a code, all groups did recognize
the need of other means of regulating
members’ conduct, in addition to a
code of ethics. Such means ranged
from self-enforcement, to group
monitoring, to pledges, education
sessions, meetings, and information
manuals. This indicated to us that,
according to those surveyed, a code
of ethics should not be expected to
operate in isolation from other means
of regulating behavior.

One question asked in our survey
was whether there were “any identifi-
able groups with whom your own
group might be expected to come
into conflict within Short Hills
Provincial Park.” Hikers and natural-
ists did suggest that mountain bikers,
motorized vehicles, and equestrians
could present potential sources of

conflict with respect to their own ob-
jectives within the park. Representa-
tives of a nature club suggested that
they have found “trails crowded and
eroded by passing horses, such that
one member suffered significant leg
injury after a fall.”

Altogether, there was acknowl-
edgment of the need to address the is-
sue of how best to resolve actual and
potential conflicts in the park. Dra-
matic headlines in a local newspaper
at this time, read “Equestrians vs.
Pedestrians,” and “Short Hills battle
a sign to planners of disaster
ahead.”! On the other hand, con-
trary to such headlines, emerging
from our research was a clear overall
indication of goodwill by respon-
dents towards one another, and a
genuinely conciliatory spirit towards
resolving potential social conflicts.

On the issue of environmental
preservation, there was some dis-
agreement regarding the degree to
which the park should be developed
to support recreational and educa-
tional activities. One respondent
wrote that the “Board of Education is
most anxious to add Short Hills to
their list of resources. However, in
order to facilitate school use, we need
access to the park, parking for a bus,
and washrooms.” While the Board
representative was appreciative of the
need to preserve the natural envi-
ronment of the park, he was equally
concerned that pupils from elemen-
tary grades would be unable to access
educational trails, because of large
distances required for walking from
parking lots, and because public fa-




cilities were insufficiently available.

Others (like the Niagara Falls Na-
ture Club) appeared to welcome the
wildness of the park. They wrote:
“The people of the Niagara Falls
Nature Club value and appreciate the
opportunities in Short Hills Park to
observe and study the birds, trees and
wildflowers in a significantly sized
natural habitat.” What emerged from
such comments was a lack of consen-
sus among various sectors of the pub-
lic as to what extent Short Hills—
originally deemed to be a natural-
environment-class park—could nev-
ertheless be developed to accommo-
date human (e.g., including chil-
dren’s) use. In short, it was unre-
solved as to how to balance anthro-
pocentric (human-centered) and
ecocentric (wilderness-centered) vi-
sions of what the park should be.

The problem of how to reconcile
these conflicting anthropocentric and
ecocentric demands has riddled envi-
ronmental ethics. On the one hand,
philosophers such as Tom Regan
have suggested that “the development
of what can properly be called an en-
vironmental ethic requires that we
postulate inherent value in nature.”!2
Otherwise, he argues, we must resort
to a “management ethic” for the “use
of the environment,” instead of a
proper ethic of the environment it-
self.13 Critics of the anthropocentric
world-view contend that when we
value humans above all else, in-
evitably, the natural environment is
seen to be less important and, conse-
quently, we feel justified in degrading
nature if it is to society’s advantage.

These critics maintain that it is such a
human-centered world-view that is to
blame for the environmental crisis in
the first place. Instead of an anthro-
pocentric ethic, what we need in-
stead, they argue, is an ecocentric
ethic to protect the earth as valuable
in and of itself.14

On the other hand, critics of the
opposite extreme—of ecocentric
morality—have pointed out that to as-
sume that the environment possesses
value in and of itself is still to justify
such value on human grounds.'®> To
be sure, reconciling anthropocentric
and ecocentric demands presents on-
going ethical challenges which con-
tinue to be addressed in the philo-
sophical literature to this day.!® Not
surprisingly, although these general
issues of how best to balance human
and environmental needs were con-
sidered within the extensive public
consultation process prior to devel-
opment of the management plan, our
study showed that the concerns had
been incompletely resolved. That a
code of ethics would need to address
some of the difficulties in balancing
these anthropocentric and ecocentric
interests was clear from the initial
stages of our study.

Toward a Code of Ethics for Short
Hills Provincial Park

Before we discuss the code itself, a
number of key philosophical as-
sumptions which grounded our ap-
proach may warrant some discussion
here. Presumably, a variety of meth-
ods might be employed to evolve a
code of ethics, building on either an-




thropocentric or ecocentric theoreti-
cal foundations. We chose to rely,
however, on the phenomenological
method, inasmuch as phenomenol-
ogy secks to ally itself with neither a
subjectivistic nor objectivist extreme
but, instead, aims to uncover the es-
sential belonging and interplay of the
two. For the phenomenologist, nei-
ther nature in and of itself, nor hu-
mans, are central.!” Rather, firmly
grounded in a description of human
being-in-the-world, phenomenology
will maintain that “the relation is
more fundamental than what is re-
lated.”8

Originally defined as the study of
“phenomena,” or of “that which ap-
pears” to human understanding,
phenomenologists aim to describe
things, events and processes as they
show themselves, in and of them-
selves, rather than in terms of any
preconceived theoretical filters.!® In-
stead of imposing generalized, ab-
stract hypotheses upon the lived
world, the intention is to “lay bare”
essential patterns of meaning through
a careful seeing and listening. The
synergism and complexity of phe-
nomena is thereby to be preserved,
rather than manipulated into neat,
static categories, ultimately disen-
gaged from the phenomenon under
study.20

Translating this approach to our
research meant that instead of impos-
ing a top-down, preconceived system
of theoretical principles to instruct a
code of ethics, we proceeded to
evolve the code bottom-up, so to
speak, through a careful listening to

what community members had to tell
us about their needs and perceptions.
Questionnaires were designed, not in
order to facilitate a quick quantitative
compilation and survey of views; on
the contrary, leading questions en-
couraged respondents to share their
stories in a narrative format. (This
meant, in some cases, that some par-
ticipants went to their computers,
reprinted the questions, and literally
went on for pages, sharing their
ideas.) Interviews were structured in
such a way as to encourage commu-
nity members to share their thoughts
with minimal interruption by the in-
terviewers, allowing for a stream of
dialogue to emerge as spontaneously
as possible.2!

Our aim in all cases was to be at-
tentive to essential messages which
emerged throughout the course of
our data-gathering stages. Even the
final questionnaire which elicited
views on the contents of a code of
ethics, initially gathered information
from respondents not on what
“ought” and “ought not” to happen in
the park, but rather, on what aspects
of the park they found to be valuable
in and of themselves, inasmuch as
they provided for a genuine sense of
place in Short Hills.22

Edward Casey reminds us of the
fundamental significance of place, as
the condition of meaningful descrip-
tion of our way of being in the world.
He writes that “to be is to be in
place.... [P]lace, by virtue of its unen-
compassability by anything other
than itself, is at once the limit and the
condition of all that exists.”? A




holistic sense of place provides the
context for that which is meaningful
within a specific locale. What I find to
be valuable about an environment is
colored by the interest which I take in
it, which itself is elicited by a holistic
perception of the environment’s
sense of place.

Such an understanding of the
foundations of human values as
grounded in a sense of place guided
our research project in Short Hills
Park. The research method aimed to
elicit essential community values
about the sense of place of the park as
a whole, and to reflect those values in
the code, rather than to impose any
preconceived, abstract theoretical
model of ethical rules of conduct
upon park visitors. Such a phe-
nomenological approach, it seemed
to us, was warranted if the code was
indeed to bring to light ethical pre-
cepts which could be seen as ulti-
mately relevant by the very members
of the community who cared for
Short Hills Park.

To enlarge further upon these
views, some words might be helpful
about a second set of related philo-
sophical assumptions about the need
for an ontological grounding of an
ethical code.24 We should emphasize
two points in this regard. First, phe-
nomenological ontologists argue that
a distinction has arisen between ab-
stract value systems and concrete
facts. This has resulted in ethical the-
ories of free-floating ideals that seem
to be detached from and irrelevant to
the lived world of decision-making.
Such a separation between facts and

values, moreover, is seen to be pos-
sible only on the basis of a more pri-
mordial ontological rift that has de-
veloped between subject and object.
Let us spend a moment to examine
these two propositions and how they
affected the development of a code of
ethics for Short Hills Park.

In the modern epoch, we may be
inclined to describe values as subjec-
tive, and facts as objective.2> Values
are apparently fuzzy opinions; facts
reflect reality. Philosophy supposedly
describes subjective value systems;
science studies objective facts. Yet, as
Don Marietta observes, gradually we
have come to understand that the
“notion of brute, theory-free facts is
an obsolete concept, no longer useful
in science or the philosophy of sci-
ence.”?6 Conrad Brunk and his col-
leagues provide a fascinating illustra-
tion in their book entitled Value As-
sumptions in Risk Assessment, of how
the same set of scientific facts are dif-
ferently interpreted by distinct indi-
viduals, because of hidden value sys-
tems affecting the interpretation of
those facts.2? In other words, facts are
rarely if ever value-free, because they
are interpreted always within the
context of taken-for-granted assump-
tions and beliefs. At the same time,
values cannot afford to be divorced
from facts; otherwise, they become ir-
relevant and lack a proper “fit” with
the lived world of our everyday exis-
tence.28

In assigning significance to a spe-
cific environment like Short Hills
Park, I think that it is fair to say that,
normally, we would not seek to as-




semble a cumulative list of discrete,
objective “facts” about it—that it
provides specific natural science fea-
tures or a particular terrain of trees
and trails—and only then proceed to
“value” the park. On the contrary, the
process of moral awareness is more
complex, and fundamentally other
than one of linear, technical pro-
" cess.?9

Joseph Kockelmans explains that
“it is of the greatest importance to
realize that a human being is not born
a moral agent, but that he grows up
and is educated to become a moral
agent. The importance of this remark
becomes clear when one realizes that
the experiences in which ethical dis-
course must take its point of depar-
ture, have already occurred in the life
of an individual long before they re-
ceived an explicit ethical meaning in
the limited sense of this term.... Thus
it seems to me that reflections on the
foundations of morality should begin
at a level where the distinction be-
tween ontology, anthropology and
ethics is not yet relevant.”30

The point here is that ethical be-
liefs are not just arbitrary, subjective
opinions, nor are they abstract, tech-
nical constructions. To be meaning-
ful, they arise within the existential
concreteness of lived experience. In
this respect, the phenomenological
task of evolving a code of ethics be-
comes more than a philosophical
construction of abstract moral rules
for the community to follow. Once
again, the task becomes one of illu-
mining taken-for-granted community
values that sustain that community in

their everyday experiences of the park
prior to the evolution of the code.

To turn to our second, related
point, we have suggested that the ten-
dency to separate human values from
the world of “facts” rests on a more
fundamental dualism that has devel-
oped in modern metaphysics be-
tween subjects and objects them-
selves. The rift, briefly described
above, between anthropocentric and
ecocentric foundations—one that has
played a prominent role in environ-
mental ethics—is merely a reflection
of a more fundamental ontological
dualism that has evolved between
subjectivity and objectivity.3!

To bridge this chasm, phenome-
nologists describe the ontological
belonging of humans to their lived
worlds, and they emphasize this be-
longing in the hyphenated descrip-

tion of human being—in-the-world.32
Rather than grounding their thought
either within a subjective idealism, or
the alternative of an objective realism,
phenomenologists seek to describe
the ontological relation between hu-
mans and the environments within
which they find themselves.33

How did such an ontological pre-
supposition affect our work at Short
Hills? First of all, it made us wary of
subjectivistic, human-centered as-
sumptions which would immediately
assign ontological priority to humans
over the natural environment. There
has been much criticism in the field of
environmental ethics of this sort of
anthropocentrism. From Deep Ecol-
ogy to Leopold’s Land Ethic, the ar-
guments against assuming that hu-




mans come first—and that the envi-
ronment is nothing more than a re-
source for the use of human beings—
have been presented in many differ-
ent forms.34

More specifically, consider, by
way of example, the definitions
coming out of the United States of
“outdoor ethics”—a term signifying
precisely the domain of our Short
Hills project. At a conference in
1987, the director of National Park
Service in Washington stated that
“outdoor ethics are a code of man’s
creation which governs his conduct
in the use of the outdoors.”> Simi-
larly, the Assistant Deputy Minister
for Parks and Wildlife in Manitoba
defines outdoor ethics again as a
“system of code morals which applies
to man’s use of the out-of-doors.”36

Putting aside the gender critique of
sexist language here (women use
outdoors too!), both these definitions
clearly stipulate the use of the out-
doors. Indeed, a commonly accepted
term in the Short Hills Management
Plan which we found somewhat
problematic was that of user groups.
In all of these cases, the claim that the
environment is there for human use
may lead one to the conclusion that
the world is there exclusively for hu-
man purposes. It is precisely such a
view of nature in terms of its purely
instrumental value to humans which,
according to many theorists, has
provided the justification for the
domination, manipulation, and ex-
ploitation of the environment and the
current unsustainable state of society.

Paul Eagles reminds us that even

such a phrase as “natural resource
management is value laden”—as is
indeed the very concept of manage-
ment.37 “To manage is to guide or
control,” he explains. “Typically,
management involves setting goals,
marshaling resources and taking ac-
tion to fulfill those goals. It is inher-
ently manipulative. - Some managers
feel that they must interfere, must
change the environment, or they are
not properly fulfilling their manage-
ment role.”8 Yet, as we all know,
sometimes the best environmental
policy may turn out to be non-inter-
ference with natural cycles.39

As much as phenomenologists
avoid committing themselves to a
subjectivistic ontological foundation,
they similarly avoid an objectivist,
ecocentric perspective which itself
becomes ultimately naive. Douglas
Torgerson explains that the paradox
of the ecocentric move is that

it de-centers the human and, at the
same time, places humanity at the
center of things. As soon as hu-
manity is expelled from its privi-
leged position, it is readmitted, so
to speak, by the back door. Hu-
man reason is divested of its pre-
tensions, but placed in judgment
of all being. It could not be oth-
erwise, for environmental ethics
depends, after all, on ethical dis-
course. Discourse presupposes
rational participants, and the only
natural beings we know to be po-
tentially qualified participants
happen to be human beings.40




Arguments for the “intrinsic
value” of nature in and of itself, exist-
ing independently from human con-
sciousness, assume the human un-
derstanding of that very statement of
value—and to this extent, it becomes
impossible to completely abandon
the human standpoint.4! Those who
see the dangers of an ego-centric per-
spective may wish to opt instead for
an eco-centric view, but Torgerson
reminds us that in such a move, we
cannot, in fact, avoid employing hu-
man parameters for the very purpose
of assigning value to the environment
itself. We cannot escape being human
in the projection of value onto non-
human entities.

How do the above considerations
impact upon Short Hills Park? They
serve to remind us of the recurring
dialogue among those who wished to
preserve the park’s natural, wild fea-
tures for their own sake, and those
who sought to accommodate human
needs and wants which inevitably
impact upon the wildlife of the park.
Inasmuch as phenomenology will opt
for neither a pure subjectivism nor a
pristine objectivism to ground an
ethic, we sought ways to avoid
grounding the ethical discussion on
either a purely anthropocentric, or,
on the other hand, a purely ecocen-
tric foundation. What then, was the
alternative?

Recall our discussion above that,
from the phenomenological perspec-
tive, one secks to shed light on the
human-environment relation. In this
light, the challenge was not to evolve
acode to exclusively support the hu-

man “use” of the environment, but
neither was it to argue for the intrinsic
value of the environment separate
Jrom human concerns. Instead, the
aim was to remain sensitive to the re-
ciprocal relation between humans
and the environments within which
they find their place. The phe-
nomenological task was to see that
Short Hills Park is not there merely
for human utilization, yet that it may
also benefit from human stewardship
and care.*? Such care, though, if it is
to be genuine, should be park-di-
rected, for the good of the environ-
ment as a whole.43

In addition to these phenomeno-
logical assumptions of our study,
there were some practical guidelines
to which we adhered in the formula-
tion of a code of ethics for Short Hills
Park. Having contacted superinten-
dents from every major national park
in the United States, we were particu-
larly moved by a code of ethics which
is provided to visitors of Grand
Canyon National Park as a book-
mark. (See Appendix A).#* This
code begins with some fundamental
“understandings,” on the basis of
which an environmental “pledge” is
then articulated. The code is concise,
and powerful in its simplicity. It cap-
tures the essence of a caring attitude
towards the park, as the foundation of
responsible conduct. We decided to
follow the example of including a
general understanding of commonly
accepted precepts, as the context for a
pledge of a personal, moral commit-
ment to protect the environment.

Indeed, in our overview of other




ethical codes in general, we saw the
practical advantages of including
both global guidelines as well as more
specific codes of conduct in the
park.#> One of these advantages was
the maximum flexibility in levels of
communication of a code which
could be conveyed either in a brief,
immediate fashion, or in other are-
nas, with a more detailed explana-
tion. For instance, a short, to-the-
point review of basic moral tenets
could be posted in such strategic
meeting points as feed stores for
horses, or in sports stores for hikers
and bikers. Another suggestions was
that one-line prompts and cues,
based on some of the more general
precepts of the code of ethics, could
be posted on wooden signs, carefully
placed in appropriate areas of the
park. A more detailed code of con-
duct could be useful to Boards of Ed-
ucation, who might seek some more
specific and pragmatic direction of a
code, to be communicated within a
program of environmental education.
The same could be said for organized
visitor groups, keen on encouraging
environmental awareness among
their own group members.*6

In the end, a draft Short Hills Park
Code of Ethics (including a code of
conduct) was presented to commu-
nity members at a workshop at Brock
University in September 1994. Small
working groups deliberated over de-
tails of the draft proposal, and their
valuable suggestions were incorpo-
rated into some modifications of a fi-
nal code, found in Appendix B to this
paper. The Friends of Short Hills

Group, who held their first organiza-
tional meeting shortly after this work-
shop, began the process of investigat-
ing appropriate ways and means of
communicating the code to park visi-
tors.47 Board of Education members
will be similarly considering ways in
which the code might be integrated
into current environmental education
programs for children in Niagara.48

Some Policy Recommendations

On the basis of this two-year study,

we propose the following policy rec-
ommendations:

1. That the Ontario Ministry of Natu-
ral Resources, together with other
Ministries and Departments with
responsibility for human-envi-
ronment relations, recognize the
potential for positive reinforce-
ment of responsible human behav-
ior within their programs. Con-
currently, we encourage govern-
ment support of community-cen-
tered initiatives, such as is found in
the recently formed Friends of

Short Hills Park.

2. That these same Ministries recog-

nize the positive role that can be
played by a carefully formulated
code of ethics, within the broader
framework of a program of en-
hancing environmental awareness
among the public. Such
“recognition” could range from
explicit encouragement of the
formulation of codes of ethics
within management plans, to edu-
cation of public service employees
of the impact of philosophical and




ethical assumptions upon behav-
ior.

Clearly, formulating a code of
ethicsis not the sole route to encour-
aging environmental care, nor do we
advocate blind obedience to any rigid
set of codified rules. (Chandler re-
minds us of Aristotle’s warning that it
is quite possible to obey laws and
regulations, while remaining unethi-
cal.)# It may be true that ultimately, it
is one’s own conscience which is the
genuine source of environmentally
responsible behavior.0

At the same time, however, it is in
the sharing of common paradigms
that communities are formed.’! If
shared paradigms, reflected in a code
of ethics, may help to increase envi-
ronmental awareness and resolve

some conflicts among community
members, if a code may broaden
one’s environmental vision so that
one’s conscience is better informed,
then perhaps such a philosophical
articulation of ethical guidelines does
indeed have some significant role to
play in guiding the future of our

parks
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APPENDIX A. A model code of ethics from Grand Canyon National Park

CODE OF ETHICS
As a member of the world community, I understand that:

* Alllife on earth—human, plantand animal—is joined in one world community. This is our
natural heritage.

¢ Every person has a right to a safe and healthy environment in which to live. Plants and
animals share that right.

* Our air, water, and atmosphere are replenished and maintained by the diverse natural
communities of the world. I share responsibility for protecting these communities.




As a member of the world community, I pledge:

e To show respect for the world’s natural heritage by taking care not to harm or degrade it
through ignorance, carelessness or misuse.

¢ To continue to increase my understanding about the diversity of life and to share that
knowledge with others.

* To express my opinion on issues of concern that affect our natural heritage, and to actively
support its protection.

Enjoy your visit to Grand Canyon National Park.

<

APPENDIX B. A code of ethics for Short Hills Provincial Park

As a friend of Short Hills Park, I understand that:

® The park is a unique, natural environment to be preserved for its own sake, as well as for
future generations.

* Myresponsibility is that of a care-taker, to actively seek to promote the ecological health
and diversity of the park.

I pledge to:

Show respect; tread lightly.

Pack out at least what is packed in.

Keep wildlife wild, by observing from a safe and non-interfering distance.

Observe, not disturb natural features in the park. Memories outlast specimens.

Preserve the peace in the park. Be considerate of others.

Protect the park from disruptive activities, such as fires or vandalism.

Become better informed about the needs of Short Hills Park, and share my knowledge with
others.

SOME GUIDELINES FOR CONDUCT

i. Show Respect; Tread Lightly.

1.1 Remain on established trails.

1.2 Respect the rules of multi-use trails. Meet and pass with respect. Use caution and speak
quietly in approaching, to pacify the horses. Cyclists will remain in single file to the right
of trails, announcing themselves in advance of bends, and yielding to others.

1.3 Avoid using trails when wet, especially when cycling or horseback riding.

1.4 Avoid trespassing on private property.

2. Pack out atleast what is packed in.
2.1 Avoid all Littering.
2.2 Ifpossible, leave the park cleaner than you found it.

3. Keep wildlife wild, by observing from a safe and non-interfering distance.
3.1 Avoid feeding wildlife, as it upsets the natural food chain.
3.2 Control all pets brought into the park.




4.
4.1
4.2

Observe, but do not disturb natural features in the park.
Preserve plants and flowers.
Natural systems, as well as cultural artifacts, will remain duly undisturbed in the park.

4.3 Refrain from polluting the environment in any way.

Preserve the peace in the park. Be considerate of others.
Be courteous in sharing trails.

5.2 Use common sense in announcing yourself, particularly on narrow trails with limited

visibility.

Curtail rowdiness.

Protect the park from disruptive activities.
Fires are prohibited in the park.

6.2 Report to the Park Superintendent, at the telephone number below, any vandalism

7.2

encountered within the park.

Become better informed and share your knowledge about Short Hills.

Be aware of and sensitive to the needs of the park. Be open to new knowledge about the
park.

Support environmental education about Short Hills Park.

<
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