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Abstract: Surrounded by mountains and forests, Lake Turgoyak in 
the Southern Urals (Russia) is a popular tourist destination. How­
ever, the many resorts and camps as well as the high number of visi­
tors have had a negative environmental impact on the lake. Taking 
Lake Turgoyak as a case study, the research examines the values 
in the human-geosphere relationship, framed as a geoethical di­
lemma revisiting the concept of the noosphere. The formulation of 
geoethical dilemmas, as a way to explore the values that underpin 
the technocratic artifacts on which humans relate to the geosphere, 
reveals a spiritual dimension that shapes cultural identities that, in 
turn, unfold in eco-ideologies of resistance in hope. 
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L‌ake Turgoyak is a small lake at the foot of the Southern Urals 
‌(figure 1); a sacred, megalithic, ancient place and a site of pilgrim-

age for the Old Orthodox Believers (staroobriadtsy), descendants of 
the Eastern Russian Orthodox Church. Called the “smaller brother” 
of Lake Baikal, Lake Turgoyak (Russ. Ozero Turgoyak) was the home 
of the Bashkir tribes, a witness to Russian mining colonies and host to 
a nearby Soviet missile factory. The lake is located in the Chelyabinsk 
province, bordering Europe and Asia. This is one of the highly devel-
oped industrial regions of Russia with main railways and automobile 
roads that connect the European and Asian parts of Russia. According 
to some investigations, the region is one of the most polluted in the 
whole country.1
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Being around sixty million years old and formed during the Paleo­
gene, Lake Turgoyak has an area of 26.4 square kilometers (width 6.3 
km and length 6.9 km) and is 34 meters in depth. The lake has no out-
flows because of the fall in the water level. The lake’s recharge comes 
from both runoffs and hydrogeological recharge, but the ground flows 
are unknown. Lake Turgoyak is known for high-water visibility, which 
reaches twelve to nineteen meters (being the second clearest lake in 
Russia, after the Baikal). The water contains practically no mineral salts, 
leaving it soft; it has medicinal properties because of radon springs in 
the area. Weisberg and Zakharov (2001) documented the outstanding 
biodiversity around Lake Turgoyak.

Close to the Mashgorodok neighborhood of Miass city and to the 
small village that takes its name, Lake Turgoyak is a popular tourist 
destination with many resorts and camps; the annual number of tour-
ists reaches 3.5 million, with peak visiting times in the summer season. 
The area has poor infrastructure: the roads are narrow, and there are 

Figure 1. Map indicates the location of Lake Turgoyak in the Southern Ural 
Mountains between Ufa and Chelyabinsk. Source: “The Ural Mountains,” n.d., 
http://www.rusnature.info/reg/13_3.htm.
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no parking places; some summer camps have problems with sewage or 
organized garbage disposal; the public beaches’ water and shores are 
heavily polluted (figure 2). The private citizens undertake the construc-
tion of resorts and holiday homes near the lake and close to its shores, 
causing a considerable negative environmental impact on the landscape 
(Lagunov 2005).

This situation makes it evident that the challenges faced by the 
lake and by its inhabitants are not separate but rather an ecological 
one is nuclear (Francis 2015, Jesuit Social Services 2018; Nasr 1997) that 
puts the values in how humans relate to nature at stake. Although a 
value-based approach has been largely ignored on natural resource 
governance issues (Glenna 2010), a fundamental issue remains in con-
sidering the intrinsic value of nature; the value of nature in itself rather 
than what we do with it (value of use or value of exchange) (Kovel 2007), 
and which largely depends on how humans relate to each other in prof-
iting from nature.

Environmental and social-related challenges rely on technology, but 
technology is not enough to tackle ecological problems because these 
problems involve the values in the human-nature relationship, which 

Figure 2. Map shows the degree of anthropogenic transformation on the 
coastal areas of Lake Turgoyak, with levels from one min to five max because 
of the recreational activities. Source: Lagunov 2019.
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refer to how humans relate among themselves and the ethics that de-
termine the core of these relationships (Bellaubi 2020; Kortetmäki 2017). 
Paradigms are based on archetypal values that define how we interpret 
and understand the world (our worldview) and, subsequently, justify 
our attitude (Kuhn 1970; Riechmann et al. 2019). The current develop-
ment paradigm of Technopoly (Postman 1993) relies on a technocratic 
political and economic status quo and is sustained by the existing and 
highly specialized educational system2 that has negative impacts on 
society, as argued by Ortega y Gasset (Delgado 2010), and where nature 
is seen as a resource under utilitarian-instrumental values (“to profit 
from” or, apparently less damaging, “to make sustainable use of”). It is 
under a current scientism fallacy disguised under technocratic artifacts, 
from sophisticated social-ecological modeling to refined participatory 
Habermasian deliberation-consensus approaches, passing by institu-
tional reform processes, and even power inequality struggles whereby 
technopoly stands as a development paradigm. Even when a change 
in production technology is not sufficient to achieve sustainability 
(Daly 1987), the scientism-technocratic fallacy makes us believe that 
technology is the solution to human-nature challenges regardless of 
the values behind it. In this transhumanist society, “technolatry” and 
consumerism go hand in hand (Ballesteros 2018).

Considering the current social and environmental situation of 
Lake Turgoyak, as well as the possible limitations of—the current tech­
nopoly paradigm in overcoming the current ecological challenges, it 
seems important to explore the human relationship with Lake Turgoyak 
from a values-based approach. This involves an understanding of the 
values underpinning this relationship and their evolution in terms of 
how they are transmitted and transformed and, so, the ultimate reason 
for these values. The societal concern driving the research is that this 
understanding may help to improve the ecological situation in Lake 
Turgoyak (figure 3). 

Methodology

The research follows abductive reasoning and develops into a participa-
tory case study that serves to build a geoethical dilemma. The dilemma 
exposes the values in how local dwellers relate to Lake Turgoyak and 
are later interpreted in light of the noosphere concept supported by 
field research of inhabitants’ feelings, beliefs, values, and thoughts 
expressed by themselves in informal talks (Carson 2009). Abductive 
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reasoning involves interpretative epistemologies that insist facts cannot 
be understood independently of how we observe and understand them 
(Carson 2009). In other words, rather than a deductive or inductive 
process, abductive reasoning tries to make sense of observations and 
lived experiences encapsulated in a geoethical dilemma, thus interpret-
ing the reality in light of the noosphere concept. 

The Geosphere and the Noosphere

Human-nature relationships have been explored considering evo-
lutionary biology, social economics, evolutionary psychology, and 
environmentalism research fields (Seymour 2016). However, it is import-
ant to rethink this relationship in light of posthumanist discourses that 
consider the role of science and technology as a step toward overcoming 
the human species through genetic manipulation and artificial intelli-
gence (Ballesteros 2018). The complexity of human-nature relationships 
shows that a man-made environment built on technocratic artifacts has 
a boomerang effect on social and environmental aspects that cannot be 
underestimated (Yanitsky 2018b). Although human intentionalism and 
pure mastery of the technique may coexist under a praxeology posi-

Figure 3. View of Lake Turgoyak from Miass (courtesy of A. Baygusheva 2016).
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tion (Prada-Rodríguez 2019), it seems appropriate to borrow the term 
socio-biotechnical systems (SBTS) (Yanitsky 2018b) to consider hybrid 
systems; where the role of human technocratic artifacts, or the way how 
humans relate to each other through technology and knowledge, insti-
tutionalized frameworks and struggling powers, are key in looking at 
the relationship with nature, not only in terms of interactions but also 
in a metabolic sense transforming biogeochemical cycles.

Considering the doubtless human connectedness to nature (Sey-
mour 2016) and the idea that the world should be considered as a whole 
that comprises the totality of human relationships (Yanitsky 2018b), 
some cultural traditions assign sacred values to humans and nature 
(Ramis Pujol et al. 2015) in a such a way that environmentalism opens 
a person to the discovery of the spiritual sense of the human (Burgui 
2011). This suggests SBTS, representing human and nature relations 
through technocratic artifacts, may be further explored considering 
their underlying spiritual values. 

In the relationship between humans and nature, especially when 
referring to the management of georesources and their governance, the 
geosphere (the abiotic entity of nature) plays an important role.3 Finite 
material goods or conditionally renewable environmental services 
(Alfsen and Lorentsen 1987) sustain our current development patterns 
and man-made activities that benefit these georesources impact on bio-
geochemical cycles. In turn, these cycles alter geophysical processes 
affecting the most vulnerable populations (UNU 2007), making the 
human-geosphere relationship through technocratic artifacts a com-
plex hybrid SBTS. Besides thinking in terms of water, soil, rocks, and 
minerals as georesources, the geosphere acknowledges the geodynamic 
processes in the interface between the lithosphere (the rocks and soils 
cycle), the hydrosphere (the water cycle), and the atmosphere (the air 
cycle) (Williams and Ferrigno 2012), as the substrate of the biosphere 
(Vernadsky 1945). The geosphere supports the living matter but also 
generates life in a social, cultural, and spiritual community sense, and 
the expression of its multiple manifestations in terms of rivers, lakes, 
and mountains may be considered as common beings (Bellaubi and 
Bustamante 2018). Geoethics consists of research and reflection on the 
values that underpin appropriate behaviors and practices, wherever 
human activities interact with the Earth system (Di Capua and Peppo-
loni 2019; Peppoloni and Di Capua 2015) and sets the moral basis in the 
relationship between humans and the geosphere. 

The relational aspect between humans and the geosphere is 
introduced by Bellaubi and Bustamante (2018) using the concept 
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of governability (Kooiman et al. 2008) regarding the qualities of the 
object of governance (the system-to-be-governed), its subject (the gov-
erning system), and the relationship between the two, applied to the 
human-geosphere relation. According to this definition, geosphere 
governability refers to the relation between humans and the geosphere 
through the technocratic artifacts and technocracies, meaning the 
governance and institutional models, the epistemological knowledge 
frames, and the environmental milieu (Rutherford 2017) reflected in the 
socio-dynamics of power asymmetries and struggles between humans. 
This understanding of the human-geosphere relationship is close to 
the interpretation of the Noosphere (Vernadsky 1945) made by Rus-
sian mathematician Nikita Moiseev (1989) as Earth system governance 
(Rindzevičiūtė 2018).

The Noosphere refers to the world transformed by the energy of 
human culture (Vernadsky 1938, 2012). It is produced and maintained 
by the increasing complexity of human interaction in socio-cultural, 
bio-physical environments (Wyndham 2000). The noosphere is often de-
fined as 1) the biosphere transformed by human knowledge and action 
(human mind as the most powerful geological force [Vernadsky 1945]); 
2) the spiritual embodiment of human thought into a unified whole (an 
evolving collective human consciousness [Teilhard de Chardin 1956]); 
and 3) a self-organized, self-regulating system on a planetary scale (see 
“autopoiesis,” [Maturana and Varela 1984]), characterized by a struc-
tural and functional unity of natural and social subsystems. In this 
latter definition, its memory and regulator are thought of as unified 
social intelligence (Khairullina et al. 2019). However, “far from being 
contradictory guiding interpretations, the concept of Noosphere rep-
resents a unified interpretation of humanity’s relationship with Nature” 
(Serafin 1987), aiming to “provide a comprehensive theory that explains 
the integration of culture and natural science as a global phenomenon” 
(Westbroek 1991, cited in Samson and Pitt 1999).

The Geoethical Dilemma

The geoethical dilemma is a geoprospective analysis method (Voiron 
2012) to explore the human-geosphere relationship under a values-based 
approach (Bellaubi and Lagunov 2020). Geoethical dilemmas (Badera 
2015; Burgui and Chuvieco 2017; Falck 2016; Gampel 2005; Marone and 
Peppoloni 2017; Nikitina 2014, 2016; Peppoloni et al. 2019) are not about 
“optimal” allocation of georesources management but, rather, exploring 
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the values that underpin the human-geosphere relationship through 
technocratic artifacts. Under this view, the author defines geoethical 
dilemmas as the ethical attitude that results when different values 
in how humans relate to the geosphere, by relating to other humans, 
are put at stake. To look at the values of things means to consider 
our attitude in the human-geosphere relationship. Rationalization of 
instrumental-utilitarian and intrinsic-constitutive values may be rep-
resented by a range of attitudes depending on whether we consider 
the human-geosphere relationship in terms of georesources and en-
vironmental services or the geosphere as a common being. However, 
attitudes are confronted with social costs or gains that define tech-
nocratic alternatives and give credibility to our choice (e.g., different 
attitudes of conservation and preservation may result in a natural park 
or protected area as technocratic choices, depending on the social cost/
gains involved).4 In turn, credibility (Knott et al. 2008) fosters cultural 
change as a basis for “new” behavioral paths in our relationship with 
the Geosphere (Bellaubi and Lagunov 2020).

It is important to note that attitudes are the result of rationalization 
of values that may or may not mirror the stakeholders’ values.5 The 
rationalization of values tries to give a sense of coherence to the human 
agency, as mentioned by Antonovsky (1987, cited in Golembiewski 2010) 
in terms of comprehension (apprehension of the environment), man-
ageability (control on the environment), and meaningfulness (sense of 
self in the environment). Environment refers not only to the physical 
sense of the geosphere as a conceptual spatial representation but also 
to socially constructed relations in how humans relate to the geosphere 
manifestations through other humans as a cultural symbolic repre-
sentational space. This embeddedness, highlighted by Lefebvre (1991) 
and Soja (2010) as a social production of space (Fuchs 2019), makes it 
evident that perceptions of the geosphere by sensations differ from 
those experienced, conceived, and influenced by a collective group or 
community.

Geoethical dilemmas are represented as a matrix where combined 
alternatives produce geoprospective scenarios (Houet and Gourmelon 
2014) defined in terms of geosphere governability, meaning man-made 
impacts on the biogeochemistry cycles of the geosphere resulting in 
the alteration of geodynamic processes on vulnerable socioeconomic 
activities. 

The geoethical dilemma of Lake Turgoyak builds on the devel-
opment of a participatory case study conducted under a sociological 
intervention approach (Touraine 1980) that brings together quantitative 
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and qualitative data from different sources, such as informal talks with 
local residents, oral histories, bibliographic review, and field obser­
vations, that is contemplation during nature walks. The data collection 
ceased once information became largely redundant (Dougherty 2019). 
The use of different sources allowed cross-referencing of information 
to enhance the coherence of the results (Bellaubi and Visscher 2016). 

Informal talks were carried out between 2015 and 2019 with people 
from Turgoyak village and Mashgorodok. During this time, the author 
met with scientists, teachers, artists, writers, local residents, local 
authorities, representatives of citizens’ associations, private sector en-
trepreneurs, small farmers, local hunters, people in public life, and local 
activists, henceforth referred to as interviewees (their names remain 
confidential). Interviewees had different ethnic origins (Russians, 
Bashkirs) and religious backgrounds (Muslims, Orthodox Christians, 
or atheists). The talks were developed in the form of storytelling, ex-
pressing personal opinions, perceptions, and self-attitudes about their 
personal relationship with the lake, political and management issues 
concerning the environmental management of the lake and, in some 
cases, shared traditional narratives and folklores around the lake. 

Special consideration needs to be paid to the way these encounters 
took place. They were done during a normal daily routine with people 
without previous arrangements and sometimes took place more than 
once during different periods of the year. The talks started as trivial 
conversations to glean more detail regarding the environmental situa-
tion of Lake Turgoyak, to foresee possible solutions and the challenges 
in implementing them according to the interviewees’ opinions. The 
ultimate question is to get into the why something needs to be done to 
improve the situation by considering the different values in how local 
dwellers relate to the lake (figure 4). The unfolding conversation follows 
the path of the Ignatian Pedagogy by seeing the problem scientifically, 
evaluating the ethical attitudes, reflecting on their meaning, and acting 
to attain effective ecological justice (Healing Earth 2021).

In addition to the informal talks, the author delivered several 
public speeches, one organized by the municipal library of Turgoyak 
village, one at the Mashgorodok Youth Centre, and one at an academic 
conference in South Ural State University, which served to expose and 
correct findings and to receive feedback by welcoming questions and 
answers from the public.6 In his role as foreign adviser to the Munici­
pal Council of Miass and to the Ministry of Ecology of Chelyabinsk 
region, the author was in a privileged position to gain insight into the 
understanding of the situation on the political interests and priorities 
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of the local authorities regarding the ongoing environmental planning 
around Lake Turgoyak.

The Case Study of Lake Turgoyak

According to Lagunov (2004), Lake Turgoyak experienced four large 
ecologically historical periods (Lagunov 2004). The first period starts 
with the first dwellers on the shores of the lake around the Stone Age 
(although the exact chronology is a matter of discussion [Grigoriev and 
Vasina 2010]) to the mining colonies in the eighteenth century.7 During 
this long period, the lake was considered both sacred and forbidden 
by the original Bashkir inhabitants of the region; Vera (Faith) Island 
located on the east side of the lake hosts megalithic structures dating 
from the Stone Age (figure 5). During this period, relationships with 
the lake were based on folklore narratives. Thus, “The Island of Faith—
the energetic heart of the valley and lake—served as the kingdom of 
the dead. Ancient people buried there their leaders and then the line 

Figure 4. Locals bathing in Lake Turgoyak on a summer evening (courtesy of 
A. Baygusheva 2016).
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between the world of the dead and the world of the living was visible 
and material” (Tsepaeva 2011:24). Environmental management could 
be characterized by a strong connection to nature and preservation of 
the place. During this time, almost no man-made impact existed on the 
lake, with the lake following natural spill cycles over the lower lands 
and draining into the Miass River. 

During the second period, the region around Lake Turgoyak was 
colonized by Russian miners. The region, rich in minerals, such as 
gold, quickly turned into a flourishing mining center. The newcomers 
came into contact with Bashkirs, who had a deep spiritual awareness 
of nature, thus bringing different values into a confrontation. By 1831, 
the village of Turgoyak had ninety houses (Samoilova 2012, 2016), and 
during the nineteenth century Vera Island housed an Old Believers 
Orthodox monastery, which remains a place of pilgrimage to this day 
(figure 6). In this period, management involved the scientific and tech-
nological discovery of nature driven by the Russian Empire’s ambitions 
to position itself between the Western powers. Impacts on the envi-

Figure 5. Vera Island Megalith in Lake Turgoyak dating from the Stone Age 
(courtesy of A. Baygusheva 2016).
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ronment due to recreational activities have been documented since the 
beginning of the twentieth century (Sementovsky 1916).

The third period comprises the Soviet era, which was character-
ized by the mastery and control of nature as a form of management 
(Josephson et al. 2013). The state played a predominant role in con-
trolling those activities where scientific and technocratic elites at the 
service of the state exploited natural resources for a higher ideological 
objective. During this time, Miass developed into a complex industrial 
center with the UralAZ car factory and the Makeyev Rocket Design 
Bureau in Mashgorodok. The 1960s witnessed an increasing envi-
ronmental concern to protect some natural places within the region. 
Thus, on the recommendation of Chelyabinsk scientists, in 1961 Lake 
Turgoyak was declared a natural monument of regional significance 
(Lagunov 2008). This epoch is also marked by three big environmental 
nuclear catastrophes in the Chelyabinsk region: the direct discharge of 
liquid radioactive waste into the Techa River (1949–1956), the Kyshtym 
accident in 1957, and the transport of contaminated sediments from 
Lake Karachay in 1967. Fortunately, the accidents did not directly affect 
Lake Turgoyak.

Figure 6. An Orthodox baptism by Old Believers on the shores of Lake 
Turgoyak. Source: Kornilova 2006.
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The fourth period covers modern Russia, infused by a nostalgic 
feeling of a patriotic historic-embedded renaissance (Laruelle 2017). Oli-
garch elites dominate and control the natural resources, as well as their 
production and distribution in the market. Economic development and 
economic benefits are prioritized over the protection of nature, which 
provokes environmental conflicts, such as the Eastern Siberia–Pacific 
Ocean oil pipeline.8 Nowadays, Lake Turgoyak suffers from consid-
erable levels of anthropization, creating public health concerns (for 
example, during the summer of 2019, swimmers reported problems 
following a considerable increase in algae, and the news was reported 
in several local and regional newspapers).9 The environmental issues 
range from lack of environmental awareness among the visitors to de-
ficient infrastructure, such as sewage and small wastewater treatment 
plants, solid waste collectors and waste recycling, or use of alternative 
clean energies for hotels and campsites. However, this situation is not 
new; a report on the status of the ecosystem of Lake Turgoyak in 1997 
already highlighted the bad environmental state of the lake (Tkachev 
et al. 1997), pointing to the disruption of the water balance and the 
changes occurring to the lake’s ecosystems due to a further increase 
in the content of biogenic substances and the increasing trophicity 
of the lake. Another environmental impact on the fauna and flora of 
Lake Turgoyak is related to Karabash’s copper smelter located 80 kilo­
meters from Miass. The waste material from Karabash is high in sulfide 
minerals, which creates atmospheric pollution (acid rain) that reaches 
Lake Turgoyak (Adey et al. 2011). The territory surrounding Karabash 
is assessed as an environmental disaster zone. Nevertheless, there are 
ongoing protection efforts, such as giving the lake the status of a spe-
cially protected natural area (Government of the Chelyabinsk Region 
2007) and incorporating it as part of the Mountainous Urals Biosphere 
Reserve.10

The reasons for such a critical environmental situation relate to 
unclear laws, the lack of transparency on environmental decisions by 
public authorities as well as the lack of a strategic environmental and 
development vision. The latter is explained by the fact that the lake 
has different legal owners: the municipal authorities and the federal 
forestry agency, which makes it complicated to apply environmental 
norms and regulations. Indeed, as in many other regions in the Russian 
Federation, the main ecological problems relate to the delineation of 
powers, responsibilities and accountability scattered in different laws, 
and sometimes unreasonable assignment of powers on environmental 
issues (municipal governments are deprived of the power to exercise 
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environmental control) (Kurlyandskaya and Golovanova 2012). As a 
result, the management of the lake is politically contested. The activists 
of the local environmental NGO “Save Turgoyak” constantly observe 
numerous environmental infringements, and they inform the local, re-
gional, and even federal authorities, making those infringements public 
via social media channels.11

Results: The Geoethical Dilemma of Lake Turgoyak

The geoethical dilemma that surrounds Lake Turgoyak refers to its use 
for recreational activities that do not control and limit the anthropogenic 
load (see Bellaubi and Lagunov 2020). The lake is seen by many only 
as a recreational commodity under a utilitarian instrumental value. 
Even when environmental protection solutions could be implemented 
for sustainable recreational activities, many environmental and social 
questions arise regarding changing patterns in water quality recovery 
and soil pollution absorption, or erosion rates, as well as the degree of 
social acceptance regarding proposed measures.12 Such management 
options still tend to consider the lake as a georesource. 

Considering the actual high tourism demand on the lake and the 
hydrological characteristic of the lake with no outlet for the water, 
technocratic solutions (green engineering) could involve very contro-
versial social decisions. Furthermore, there exists distrust between 
local residents and authorities regarding their respective capacities 
to do something about the ecological problem, as well as there being 
possible hidden political agendas. Regulatory measures and economic 
sanctions and incentives, such as surveillance and control of visitors 
and entrance fees, remain challenging in a large open area and may re-
quire considerable investment with a burden on private entrepreneurs. 
Although nature-based solutions (Cohen-Shacham et al. 2019) may offer 
an array of possibilities, a values-based approach formulating a geo­
ethical dilemma to explore cultural change may open new perspectives 
in seeking a new relationship between humans and the lake rather than 
immediate solutions.

The main stakeholders involved are visitors and tourists, local 
dwellers, the local NGO “Save Turgoyak” concerned about the envi-
ronmental state of the lake, and the local authorities, together with the 
private tourist sector, who mainly look at the lake as an economic devel-
opment opportunity. Tourists can be mainly divided into two groups: 
locals and visitors. The former make short visits to recreational camps 
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(for a few days) or just camp around the lake for the weekend. The latter 
may not be familiar with the existing environmental problems, and 
they use the lake as a seasonal tourist destination. In practice, these 
two groups are considered the same in terms of the negative environ-
mental impact on the lake. Local dwellers sympathize, to a greater or 
lesser degree, with the main environmental local NGO because they are 
seen by the locals as doing something about the existing environmental 
problems (for example, garbage collection campaigns). On the opposite 
side, local authorities look intently at the NGO as environmental activ-
ists confronting authority13. Finally, the private sector groups comprise 
a number of entrepreneurial activities of different businessmen with 
certain friendly relationships with the authorities who, in turn, see 
businessmen as actors of economic development in the region.

The geoethical dilemma is presented in the form of a matrix 
representing four possible scenarios in the human-Turgoyak Lake re-
lationship in terms of associated environmental impacts on the lake 
(referred as I) and socioeconomic vulnerability on human activities 
(referred as V), and therefore geosphere governability. These scenarios 
result from combining attitudes based on utilitarian or intrinsic values 
that look at the lake in terms of a georesource or in terms of a common 
being, respectively, that in turn are not exempt from the social costs that 
result from the stakeholders’ attitudes. The local NGO Save Turgoyak 
takes a clear stand to enforce environmental laws and hold politicians 
accountable, asking for more transparency to protect the lake. This 
confronts the local dwellers’ accepting passivity through an attitude 
of dismay and feeling powerless toward the local authorities, which 
accept recreation and touristic practices. For local residents, adopting 
an attitude similar to the Save Turgoyak activists may bring associ-
ated social costs with unintended consequences; for example, tourists 
may stop visiting the “lake, perceiving local residents as trouble­
makers along with environmental activists and, eventually, a potential 
conflict between the inhabitants and the local authorities may arise. 
Interviewees also strongly expressed that “people know we need to do 
something [about the lake],” and meetings with different stakeholders 
indicate locals would prefer a “cleaner” Turgoyak. In its turn, the local 
authorities have a similar attitude toward instrumental values because 
accepting current recreational practices involves a quick economic rate 
of return, which is in line with business interests. 

The matrix in table 1 depicts the four different possible scenarios 
in the geoethical dilemma of Lake Turgoyak that may vary according 
to different attitudes adopted by local dwellers and authorities in their 
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relationship with the lake. Scenario one represents the current situa-
tion in the human-Turgoyak relationship. This scenario may potentially 
lead to a socioenvironmental tragedy. Scenario four represents the best 
geosphere governability outcome in the relationship between the local 
dwellers, the authorities, and the lake, although it may involve consider-
able private and public investment to restore the natural environment of 
the lake as well implementation of protection measures. Although the 
environmental and socioeconomic benefits of scenario four are obvious 
for all stakeholders, the current stakeholders are looking at the lake as a 
georesource lead to scenario one with a negative environmental impact 
on the lake and high socioeconomic vulnerability. 

In order to reach the outcomes of scenario four, the local authorities 
and local dwellers need to consider the intrinsic values of the lake. This 
means enacting a solidarity principle (Tischner 2005) under which local 
authorities and residents expect the other’s attitude does not reflect 
self-interest in adopting instrumental consumerism values with regard 
to the lake. Instead, they seek a common goal according to shared values 
for a better socioenvironmental outcome in the human-geosphere rela-
tionship. Solidarity is possible when the common values are shared by 
a community by engaging in an ecumenic dialogue, a dialogic dialogue 
of values (Küng 1991; Melloni 2012; Panikkar 1999), increasing credibil-
ity scenarios, and creating cultural change (Knott et al. 2008;). Cultural 
change is based on cultural capital (Bourdieu and Passeron 1978), 

Table 1. Impact and vulnerability matrix in the Human-Turgoyak geoethical 
dilemma
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developing a geoethic-forward attitude toward transforming the values 
in how humans relate to the geosphere (Bellaubi 2020; McIntosh and 
Carmichael 2016). Solidarity as cultural capital means going beyond 
cooperation in sharing benefits on georesources. Solidarity focuses on 
recognizing the lake as a common being and means that humans’ atti-
tudes would reflect the intrinsic values of the lake, not as a resource to 
profit from (e.g., a popular tourist destination) but as a manifestation of 
the geosphere to take care of. 

The dialogue around Lake Turgoyak may unfold in a participa-
tory and reciprocal process, meaning the more the local authorities 
show openness to listen and accept others’ points of view, the more 
residents can influence change, and so the authorities are perceived as 
transparent and “good” rulers. At the same time, the dialogue runs as a 
pedagogic process helping to put forward the right questions, searching 
for common values between authorities and local dwellers in order to 
build new relationships between humans, creating a community—or, 
in other words, a communion with others and ultimately a communion 
“with” Lake Turgoyak (geosphere), going beyond the concept of em-
powerment.14 The ecumenic-ecologic dialogue is not about what kind 
of tourism Turgoyak should follow and how to achieve it, but rather a 
full politically contested process of companioning and counseling the 
different human actors interacting with the lake (Étienne 2010).

The different interviewees expressed their environmental con-
cerns about the lake, as well as their willingness to engage in a broad 
ecumenic-ecologic dialogue, breaking the inertia on their own attitudes. 
This is especially important in a moment when the current local au-
thorities are thinking about the possibility of declaring Lake Turgoyak 
a national park (Lagunov 2019). Considering the challenges faced in 
the past by the national parks in Russia (Newell and Henry 2017), a 
long-term risk exists that a top-down approach taking a specific “tech-
nocratic artifact” solution may not bring the expected results in terms of 
environmental preservation. Instead, showing the geoethical dilemma 
as a pedagogic process has the considerable advantage of being a con-
scious and self-liberating exercise of critical thinking to reflect together 
on common challenges.
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Discussion: Exploring the Spiritual Dimension of the 
Noosphere in Lake Turgoyak

 This section examine in detail the apparent contradiction between 
attitudes and values expressed by some interviewees. These contra-
dictions could be due to the fact that an attitude results from value 
rationalization but does not necessarily mirror the meaning or value 
that Lake Turgoyak holds for the local residents. Further to this, the 
section elaborates how these values are transformed into an ideology 
of resistance, shaping their popular ecological response. The interpre-
tation of this reality is then derived from the concept of the Noosphere.

Revisiting the Concept of the Noosphere

Revisiting and enlarging the noopshere concept allows the structuring 
of a coherent theory to interpret the identity values within the geoethical 
dilemma of Lake Turgoyak in order to understand mismatches between 
values and attitudes. The concept of the noosphere has catalyzed mul-
tiple debates between scholars on its interpretation (e.g., Bischof 2007; 
Bohle and Preiser 2019; Galleni and Scalfari 2005; Khairullina et al. 
2019; Korobova and Romanov 2014; Levit 2000; Moiseev 1989; Nord-
blad 2014; Oldfield and Shaw 2013; Rindzevičiūtė 2018; Samson and Pitt 
1999; Serafin 1987; Sikorskaya et al. 2016; Torretta 2015; Wyndham 2000). 
At its origin, the concept of the noosphere results from the collabo-
ration of several scholars in the middle of the twentieth century: the 
Russian geochemist V. I. Vernadsky, the French Jesuit paleontologist 
P. Teilhard de Chardin, and his friend the natural philosopher Le Roy, 
and it may be a common understanding that the coevolutionary con-
cept of the noosphere relates to how the evolution of the human mind 
disrupts the biogeochemical cycles of the geosphere that allow the 
sustainability of the biosphere. It appears the concept of the noosphere 
has two dimensions: as a material component of living and nonliving 
matter (Vernadsky 1945) and human eschatological evolution (Teilhard 
de Chardin 1956). The material dimension of the noosphere refers to 
human physical objects and processes in their interaction with the 
geosphere (Bohle and Presier 2019) and, thus, to geosphere governabil-
ity; however, Vernadsky acknowledged that the sphere of the human 
mind develops with the emergence of human self-awareness. This 
human consciousness of being rooted in a collective unconsciousness 
of belonging to the Whole as though by S. L. Frank (Bischof 2007) and 
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C. J. Jung (1969) (Mcintsoh and Carmichael 2015), is at the base of the 
human relationship with the geosphere through technocratic artifacts 
that alter the biogeochemical carbon cycle.

The spiritual dimension of the noosphere, or the values that sustain 
technocratic artifacts and their technocracies, is helpful in the under-
standing of the values that underpin the relation between the human 
and the geosphere through technocratic artifacts and their technocra-
cies. To elaborate this spiritual dimension of the noosphere, the author 
follows the interpretation of Margenot (2009) about the works of the 
Spanish philosopher M. de Unamuno (1902) and also the Spanish poet 
A. Machado (1912).15 According to Unamuno, the concept of intra-story 
is the story of the silenced majority of humans who underlie history. 
In its turn, the concept of intra-time of Machado states that the main 
essence is the eternal union with the land. Both terms put together to 
allow the argument that the human, through collective unconscious-
ness, identifies himself within a specific territory that carries the 
memories of the ancestors, that is the memory of the geosphere, as the 
path of human coevolution in relationship with the geosphere. Here, 
the idea of the union with the territory must be read from a cultural 
geography perspective (Lorenzo 2006; Rodriguez 2006). The territory is 
not only seen as a socio-political construct or a space of power but also 
that the land that has power in itself (Berry and Nichols 2019) and is a 
holder of values and memories that frames an identity.

The intra-story and intra-time concepts developed by Unamuno 
and Machado link ancestors’ remembrance with a specific “geospheric” 
place, a historic ecological memory where the man is intuitively 
self-perceived looking for his essence; the land becomes the symbolic 
embodiment of the human soul. Spiritual meaning values bounded 
on history are transmitted through identity through a coevolutionary 
process during geological time. Following this argument, the union 
with the land is formed through our ancestors and projected to the 
future through the coming generations. The human mind developed 
self-awareness of the collective unconsciousness through the narratives 
of past human relations with the geosphere in the present and projected 
toward the future, which would otherwise be forgotten. Likewise, the 
geosphere holds the “living memory” of our ancestors who, in turn, 
modified the biogeochemical cycles: a geological historical memory. 
The carbon cycle becomes not only a biogeochemical process but carries 
the spiritual transmission of meaning that holds the memory of our an-
cestors through their relationship with the geosphere; a coevolution of 
instrumental and intrinsically embedded inherited values (Groenfeldt 
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2016) that define the identity of communities in history. The recognition 
of the spiritual dimension of identity is a form of rendering tribute to 
our ancestors and letting their voices be heard for present and future 
generations, bringing their memories to life (Milosevich-Juaristi 2018). 
Their voices are the voices of the land they once inhabited and were in 
communion with. Expressions of cultural identity and folklore may be 
referred to as “rituals and liturgies” and the human relationship with 
the geosphere becomes a mystic exercise of evoking and awakening 
spiritual feelings connecting our soul to our ancestors through the land, 
an “icon” that carries our collective memories. 

Interpreting cultural identity expressions as a spiritual act, our 
souls become interconnected with our ancestors’ souls through the 
memories of the places they lived. This mystic experience constitutes 
the spiritual knowledge (gnostic knowledge) of the sacred, the whole 
(McIntosh and Carmichael 2016). The land, where the voices of ances-
tors lie, is not a sacred entity per se but a manifestation of the sacred 
as a hierophany (Eliade 1959), which puts us in contact with the sacred, 
with the divine, with the creator, a creation force, an eternal logos, the 
sense of self that transcends or whatever one’s interpretation of this is 
(Promotio Iustitiae 2011).

Identity Is Connected Spiritually to the Geosphere through Our 
Ancestors

What does it mean to be Russian, and how do Russians perceive 
themselves in relation to Russia? So what is Russia? These big identity 
questions, beyond the scope of this paper, make the point, however, that 
identities and ideologies are connected. Quoting Franklin and Widdis, 
“Identity is not a ‘thing’ to be objectively described. It is a field of cul-
tural discourse. It is each person’s self-perception: as an individual, 
in relation to a group or groups, and by contrast with other individ-
uals and groups” (2004, xi), and this self-perception is also about the 
self-identification with their Land. Thus, this perception is expressed 
by a common ideology that represents common relational values in 
relation to the land. 

Russian society has a self-perception of a renewed strong “national” 
identity (Tishkov 2008), although this perception can largely change 
from rural to urban areas, from east to west, and between social 
classes. While formulating the geoethical dilemma of Lake Turgoyak 
and during the informal meetings, people expressed a strong sense of 
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Russian self-consciousness identity as, somehow, a kind of nostalgia 
inherited from the Soviet times that is stronger within the generation 
aged thirty and older (meaning those who received a Soviet educa-
tion). Historically, the region around Lake Turgoyak has been an active 
mining center since the eighteenth century that has left a profound 
sense of identity, heritage, and tradition (Adey et al. 2011). In Miass (ap-
proximately ten kilometers from Lake Turgoyak), this sense of identity 
is expressed as pride by the fact that the city itself was an industrial 
complex for car and truck manufacturing during World War II, and this 
industry was vital in defending Russia from its enemies. During Soviet 
times, Mashgorodok, the root of which means machine (mashina), was a 
scientific research city (a ghost-city named SKB-385) developing missile 
technology for the Russian Navy. Proof of the pride in the Mashgorodok 
identity is the event that commemorated the sixtieth anniversary of the 
neighborhood during the summer of 2019, which included poems and 
song performances about “My Mashgorodok” (Мoi Mashgorodok) and 
neighbors’ gatherings around parks and public areas (figure 7).16 

Figure 7. A commemoration monument in Mashgorodok (the inscription in 
Russian reads: “to the victorious nation . . . to the creator nation”)
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This “spiritual” self-consciousness experience of “being” is ex-
pressed as “belonging to” and thus “having an identity,” and was 
mentioned in different talks with the inhabitants of Mashgorodok and 
Turgoyak village: “you [are] us” (ty nas), when referring to foreigners as 
“them” being “accepted” amongst “us.”17 The “us” does not solely refer 
to the person but to the person as being part of the land, by developing a 
Russian soul (dusha), an emotion that unites “in spirit,” staying “in com-
munion” with the Motherland (a timelessness feeling of belonging with 
the Motherland) (Berdyaev 1918). Thus, the Russian Land or Motherland 
constitutes an identity symbol that unites Russians in the past, in the 
present, and in the future. Another expression from the interviews with 
the locals that summarizes this spiritual feeling of union between them 
and the lake as a mystic experience (Taylor 2009) shows a connection be-
tween the soul of the lake (as an entity that gives life and, thus, is alive 
and has a soul) and the soul of the person: “the [soul of the] lake asks 
(dusha prosit).” These ideas are rooted in the logoi or purpose of things 
of the Orthodox tradition (Chryssavgis and Foltz 2013; Obolevitch and 
Rójek 2014) that participate in an eternal logos and enables the mystic 
experience in how the locals “communicate” with the lake through a 
kind of liturgy when they walk around in contemplation.

Framing an “Ideology of Hope” around Lake Turgoyak

The described self and common perception of identity is the specific 
geospheric expression of the Russian dusha, a mystic experience of the 
communion with the Russian Motherland through ancestors and pro-
jected to the future generations. This identity is self and collectively 
perceived as a hope, as expressed by one interviewee when talking 
about the lake in the past “before there was hope in the future.” This 
emotional feeling, an almost eschatological ideal that differs from 
utopia (Moltmann 1967), frames an ideology: a spiritual resistance 
ideology of “being in hope” in the present as a mystical exercise. This 
spiritual resistance is expressed by another interviewee: “in summer 
we do not go to the lake” and complemented by another: “we go [to 
the lake] later at night when nobody is around.” However, the lake 
remains in the people’s thoughts. These feelings go beyond the inten-
tion of avoiding crowded places or avoid putting more environmental 
pressure on the lake; they portray an attitude of reverence toward the 
lake. This attitude shows the locals’ restraint in enjoying the spiritual 
contact with the lake; they resist the temptation of “saturating” a lake 
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already full of tourists in the summer, waiting until the lake is quiet to 
contemplate it as a symbol of hierophany. 

The spiritual eco-resistance ideology in hope could be portrayed 
as a pastoral attitude, both spiritual and pedagogic, that resembles the 
kitchen talks during the Soviet time (or the dissident kitchens). In the 
Soviet era, the “kitchen talks” (kukhonnyii razgovor) were times of debate 
inside the “Khrushchyovki,y” small apartments built during the 1960s 
at the time when Khrushchev was directing the Soviet Union. The 
apartments served to quickly accommodate the growing working class 
in the big cities and industrial areas. In the apartment kitchens, families 
and friends used to meet and hotly debate political and economic issues 
and reflect on them. They were an “open” space of freedom and critical 
thinking where people could not do anything to change the political 
situation but somehow remain loyal to their souls, at the same time 
spreading these meaning values all around their relatives, colleagues 
and friends and making the feeling of community and identity even 
stronger.18 Nowadays, these kitchen talks keep on going in families’ and 
friends’ gatherings on the topic of the environmental situation of Lake 
Turgoyak to discuss what can be done and how to improve the situation 
of the lake. In Mashgorodok and Turgoyak village, relatives and ac-
quaintances deeply debate the environmental deterioration of the lake 
and how the lake had changed, looking at the past and remembering 
the old times when the lake was untouched and clean, and fishing was 
abundant. People also reflect on the future of the lake, about possible 
solutions, and the skepticism of the local administration handling the 
problem of doing something about it. These spaces of debate constitute 
the ongoing construction of a renewed identity of being in communion 
with the lake, from the ancestors’ remembrance to the hope in the future 
of preserving the lake as a place of social and spiritual gathering for 
future generations. It is in this way the local dwellers of Turgoyak face 
their dilemma, resisting in hope within their spiritual identity values 
while taking an apparent attitude of resignation. This view of resistance 
resembles that of the two Jesuit priests in seventeenth-century Japan in 
Martin Scorsese’s 2016 movie Silence (Montevecchio 2017), holding their 
faith but dropping their beliefs (Panikkar, 1999), or to take a more real-
istic stand, the spiritual resistance during the Holocaust in the Jewish 
ghettos.19 

In these local debates, it is interesting to observe how those who 
do not ascribe to this ideology could be perceived as betraying their 
own ancestors and future generations. Using terms of Russian nature 
folklore, while “betrayers” of the Motherland may dominate and stay in 
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power or be influential elites venerating the technopoly idol, the silent 
majority would resist, devoted to Turgoyak in a spiritual self-practice 
looking for credible epic heroes (bogatyrs). As the Siberian activist Irina 
Platonova puts it in an interview with the socio-environmental scientist 
O. Yanitsky: “people without forests are people who have been cheated 
and robbed. A forest isn’t just the trees outside your window. Nature 
means a forest with animals and insects. You know here I often look 
at the sky, because here in the city it’s the only thing that links me to 
nature. Another thing is that a person who is deprived of nature is also 
deprived of literature, and of the ability to understand it. Such a person 
can’t be a patriot, because all of Russian . . . art, painting, literature and 
music are linked with nature.”20

The symbiosis of identity-ideology brings us back to the concept of 
intra-history and intra-time; the identity framed on our ancestors and 
that extends toward the future generations through an evolutionary 
process looking for the eternal union between human and Land un-
folding in an eco-ideology. Using an analogy with the Tarkovsky films 
(Robinson 2006), ideologies are timeless (mystic moments), transcending 
acts of spiritual cognition with values through which we understand 
the world. Identity is the search of the soul, whereas ideologies act as 
the machine of the soul transforming the identity values that are fi-
nally transfigured into technocratic artifacts. Ideology is understood 
as an imaginary of spiritual ideas that unfold in an array of values 
through narratives, beliefs, and myths, making others adhere to what 
the ideology claims (Žižek 1989). The ideology transports us and trans-
mits powerful “presence” feelings connecting us with the past through 
the present, bringing hope to the future (in a similar way to the notion 
of “presencing” of Heidegger). Ideologies are identity-based as an 
intra-historic process in a place and in an intra-time: the land. The land 
holds a power, an identity power, where the inhabitants are part of the 
place, and the place frames the people in a continuous creation of space 
(Lefebvre 1991). One can trace identities on the map as expansion or 
retreat of ideologies that sustain empires, states, and nations. (Franklin 
and Widdis 2004). It thus seems to be logical that ideologies can be 
framed under identity processes where a change in values will involve 
a rethinking of the identity as a self-perception with regard to the other 
individuals, meaning reinterpreting historical facts from a hermeneutic 
perspective, with the certain risk of rewriting history. 

At the same time, the ideology represents—as intra-time based—the 
continuous evolution of the memory by the human self-consciousness 
process that is transformed into the collective unconsciousness when 
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looking for his essence. There is a continuous transformation of the 
Motherland into an ideology. The identity values are transmitted and 
transformed in time, through generations but, in essence, remain 
the same. In other words, the big steppes and the big forests are re­
interpreted during different periods (Kievan, Tsardom, Imperial, Soviet, 
and post-Soviet), but russkaia zemlia (the Russian land), the symbolic 
unbounded landscape, persists in essence (Franklin and Widdis 2004) 
and becomes rodina.21 Thus, the identity is historically bounded (the 
intra-history) in the ancestors but also projected toward the future 
generations through the present generations by our self-conscious evo-
lution toward the collective unconsciousness (the intra-time), the search 
of the essence, the eternal boundedness to a place.

Conclusions

In the last decades the ecological situation of Lake Turgoyak and the 
surrounding land is unsustainable due to the chaotic tourism develop-
ment. Environmental activists from the local NGO constantly observe 
a lot of infringements and inform the local, regional, and federal au-
thorities, even publicizing these social media but, generally, it makes 
no difference. This current grassroots environmental activism of the 
population emerges as local protest actions against activities that pro-
duce harm to nature and people around them (Yanitsky 2018a); it is 
inserted in the ongoing ecological debate in Russia as a type of social 
protest against the insufficient activity of the government in solving 
socio-environmental problems (Haliy 2001).

In parallel with a struggle that confronts the powers that be (McIn-
tosh and Carmichael 2016), runs an untold and silent story; the history 
of Mashgorodok and the village of Turgoyak attached to Lake Turgoyak. 
Further than respect toward nature as a moral duty or an environ-
mental ethic, local dwellers around the lake express strong, spiritual 
ecological values that closely relate to the feeling of identity; an identity 
that is acquired not by birth or descent but by a spiritual connection 
of belonging to the place, a community in communion with the land. 
Values are held in the memory of the land, transmitted throughout 
generations, and transformed into expressions of resistance in hope 
for a better future expressing an eco-ideology. “Ecological resistance 
is an evolutionary expression of self-defense, a necessary adaption for 
re-harmonizing the Human and non-Human words” (Taylor 1995). At 
Lake Turgoyak, locals contemplate and walk around the lake, paint 



Spring 2021� 83

Spiritual Dimensions in Exploring the Human-Geosphere Relationship

the beautiful landscape, or write poems about the old times in a way 
their souls become closer to the soul of the lake. These attitudes are 
manifested in moments of peace and inner calm, moments of reverence 
for something that transcends. Thus, resistance is expressed through a 
spiritual ecological and mystical dimension that recognizes our rela-
tionship with the geosphere is connected to other humans, becoming 
a community in communion with the whole and hope constitutes a 
powerful spiritual internal force to resist, a hope that is a living, loving 
force (Moltmann 1967).

This spiritual resistance as ecological mysticism is framed in the 
form of identity values transformed into an eco-ideology that consti-
tutes the answer of many local residents to the dilemma they are facing: 
a tragic ecological scenario versus a possible future in hope. It is in 
the identity values that hope is sustained to achieve a point of social 
and environmental justice, harmonizing the humans’ relationship in 
communion with the lake, and it is from this stance that a debate on 
technocratic solutions should take place. An interesting question is if 
both popular responses, that of the local NGO and one of local dwellers, 
can come together in the form of spiritual activism. “Spiritual activism 
means the spiritual underpinning of action for social and environmen-
tal justice. It is an underpinning because it is not sufficient to think 
of spirituality—that which gives life—as an optional “dimension” or 
“element.” If activism is not grounded in spirituality, it cannot be sus-
tained in the long run: we either burn out or sell out as the oil of life 
runs low”22). 

The underlying identity values in the relation between humans and 
the geosphere in Lake Turgoyak, as exposed in the geoethical dilemma, 
are interpreted using the noosphere concept. The latter has embedded 
both a material and a spiritual dimension: the technocratic artifacts and 
their technocracies sustained by the values underpinning the human-
geosphere relationship. The material dimension can be expressed as 
geosphere governability in terms of human impacts by the disruption 
of the biogeochemical cycles and the resulting alteration of the geo­
dynamic process affecting the vulnerability of human activities. 

The spiritual dimension of the noosphere merges the intrinsic and 
instrumental values that sustain technocratic artifacts into identity 
values that give a “meaning” to the people and the land they inhabit. 
This view highlights the existence of systemic ecological values (Rolston 
1988) that overcome the classic instrumental / intrinsic dichotomous 
position, giving a sense of spiritual meaning to the humans’ relation-
ship with the geosphere (James 2019). This spiritual dimension defines 
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the existential sense of self, the identity of being a “part of” in relation-
ship with the whole or the ultimate why; a relation that is a gnostic way 
of knowing. Identity refers to the meaning of how humans relate to the 
geosphere and, ultimately, our communion with the land that holds the 
memory of our ancestors. These identity values are transformed into 
ideologies that, in turn, transfigure into technological artifacts on how 
humans relate to the geosphere. 

By looking at the relations between identities, ideologies, and tech-
nocratic artifacts, the concept of the noosphere becomes an alternative 
knowledge paradigm based on spiritual experiences and perceptions 
of the reality, reconciling humans with humans and through the 
geosphere with the Whole (Promotio Iustitiae 2011). The noosphere 
paradigm contests the one of technopoly, representing the Anthropo-
cene (Bellaubi 2020) that relies on rational knowledge and technocratic 
efficiency concepts and is based on a “technical morality” (Ellul 1980). 
In doing that, the noosphere acquires cultural and ethical importance 
in terms of ecological justice (Jesuit Social Services 2018) and spatial 
justice (Lefebvre 1991; Soja 2010) because it relates social with environ-
mental issues exposing the importance of other humans as a basis for 
our relationship with the geosphere. In the epoch of ecological wars 
(Yanitsky 2020), we need the active transformation of societal structure 
but also the development of “a new morality.” Evolving toward the noo-
sphere requires the radical restructuring of our entire being; the shift 
of standards and ideals , “where the main condition for the transition 
to the Noosphere is the deep transformation of the economic, tech-
nocratic human into the ecological, noospheric human, changing the 
vector of civilization’s development from the material into the spiritual” 
(Khairullina et al. 2019: 716).

Going back to Lake Turgoyak, it remains to be seen how to ar-
ticulate an ideology of resistance in hope, with the daily lives of the 
people, to create real cultural change in their relationship with the geo-
sphere. I suggest a couple of ideas. First, it is necessary to undertake 
“the long march through the institutions” (Dutschke 1980), not only 
to silently and intellectually foster the change of structures of power 
from inside but also as a self-individual transformation process and 
critical self-consciousness as a form of spiritual activism. Second, but 
not last, it is imperative to engage in a geoethics dialogue that ranges 
from responsible anthropocentrism and ecocentrism views passing by 
eco-humanist and theocentric positions, whatever the cultural and reli-
gious traditions and backgrounds, because how long we can inhabit the 
same Earth without sharing different realities and values?
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8. “The Eastern Siberia–Pacific Ocean oil pipeline,” n.d., https://ejatlas.org/ 
conflict/the-pipeline-eastern-siberia-pacific-ocean.

9. Miass people who bathed in Turgoyak are covered in strange spots,” 
n.d., https://miasskiy.ru/20190720-miasczy-iskupavshiesya-v-turgoyake-vnov- 
nachali-pokryvatsya-strannymi-pyatnami.

10. “Mountainous Urals Biosphere Reserve, Russian Federation” April 
2019. https://en.unesco.org/biosphere-reserves/russia/mountainous-urals. 

11. https://vk.com/saveturgoyak.
12. In this case, to facilitate the comprehension of the dilemma, the term 

protection includes conservation and preservation to express the recognition 
of Lake Turgoyak as a common being. 

13. Environmental activism associated to the Rise of “Civic Society” in 
Russia was in the past a platform to bring forward the critics to the Soviet 
regime (Newell and Henry 2017) and still today agglutinates people of different 
political views but with a critic voice against the government.

14. Communion can be understood as ecumenic participation to build a 
community.

15. This interpretation is closely related to the idea of sobornost developed 
by Slavophile Russian philosophers between the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies and described in Bischof (2007).

16. “My Mashgorodok,” n.d., http://miasslib.ru/2019/07/02/.
17. This expression does not have a verb. There is an immediate identifica-

tion of the individual with the community and with the Motherland.
18. Source: “Dissident kitchens,” n.d., http://www.kitchensisters.org/

hidden-kitchens/dissident-kitchens/.
19. In Holocaust terminology, “spiritual resistance” refers to attempts 

by individuals to maintain their humanity and core values despite Nazi de­
humanization and degradation. Such unarmed resistance came in many forms, 
religious and non-religious, cultural, and educational. “Spiritual Resistance 
During the Holocaust,” n.d., https://www.yadvashem.org/articles/general/
spiritual-resistance-during-the-holocaust.html.

20. “Russian environmentalism: Conditions and prospects,” n.d., http://
gadfly.igc.org/russia/rus-envt.htm#N_18_.

21. There is a distinction between russkaia zemlia as a geographic place, the 
land of the Russians, and rodina or the birth place, the Russian Motherlands, 
but that become a single idea by identity-ideology symbiosis.

22. “Spiritual Activism: Leadership as Service” n.d. http://alastairmcintosh 
.com/spiritualactivism/

https://en.unesco.org/biosphere-reserves/russia/mountainous-urals
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