
  Biosynergy and the Future of Humankind

Discussion Leader: Anthony Rose

Introduction 

Richard Farson

It is a special pleasure to introduce Anthony Rose to this group. Tony is an old friend and former staff member at WBSI in the sixties when he was a post-doctoral fellow working with Carl Rogers, having just completed his Ph.D. in psychology at UCLA. While a student there, he taught the first lab course given in animal behavior, and that interest has stayed with him all these years. As a social psychologist, the primates he is most interested in, of course, are humans, in particular how and why we continue to endanger ourselves and the rest of life on this planet, and what we might do about it. As head of the Biosynergy Institute he has studied people and primates in Africa, Central America and Asia. His inquiries into the bushmeat crisis have focused on commercial hunting and conservation values in west and central Africa. He's written three books and scores of articles. In short, he's done his homework, and we are very fortunate to have him help us think through the human dimensions of wildlife and wilderness conservation. Welcome, Tony.

Anthony L. Rose
Thank you for your introduction, Dick, and for kicking off this ground-breaking conference. My hope is that we will engage members of the ILF in an inspiring, enlightening, and practical examination and interchange about the future of humankind and the natural world, during the next few weeks. This conference ought to be a keeper.

If I have my way we will address, reconstruct, synthesize, and eventually answer a set of critical questions which I have prepared under the conference title—Biosynergy and the Future of Humankind. The URL for a one-page exposition of the questions which I am posing is attached to this entry. Please read it at your leisure. I hope to discuss it in another day or two.

First, I must digress briefly to put into practice a lesson I began learning with Dick Farson and friends at WBSI in 1967—that our visionary theories, our empirical inquiries, and our clinical practices are filtered, selected and constructed through and from the more profound and distinctive of our personal life experiences. In other words, there can be no pure objectivity—only a consensus emerging from an amalgam of convergent subjective perceptions which reflect our varied biases, values, and truths in ways that we all can affirm as contributory to the enlightenment of overlapping realities. (When you have some time, skim through:

 Rose, A.L.”Orangutan, Science, and Collective Reality”, a chapter in an anthology published in 1996; URL attached.)

And so if Tony Rose is going to initiate and influence this conversation, then you need a few paragraphs on Tony Rose--the person/professional. It may help you to see the grounds for my biases.

I remember WBSI in 1967-8 a life-changing time, to say the least. Coming out of five years as a fellow at the UCLA Brain Research Institute, steeped in Skinnerian psychology and caged in laboratory animal studies in psychopharmacology & behavior, I was ripe for escape and transformation.

The opportunity to explore the world in new ways that was encouraged by you, Dick, and the staff at WBSI literally set me free. From facilitating encounter groups with Catholic nuns and priests to immersion in the radical Hippie subculture at Drop City, Colorado, to teaching Drug Abuse Prevention aboard the USS Hancock aircraft carrier as it crossed the China Sea heading for Tonkin Bay this boy was liberated from the lab and flung head, body, soul and heart first into a fantastic array of real worlds.

I did settle down a bit, into a couple of decades as an organizational consultant, program designer, team builder, and strategic planner. But I remained an explorer, with each contract treated as a chance to uncover new realities, new truths, and to create new organizational processes and structures. After a decade on my own, I took a position with Kaiser-Permanente to experience working inside a big organization. The next decade was spent learning to sidestep and high jump corporate ladders so my clients and I could design and implement innovations that would increase organizational effectiveness. I became pretty good at it.

Then in the early eighties another liberating force dared me to follow her into the rain forest--to test my metal as a global explorer. In order to marry Dr. Ann Marie Morris, I had to take a leave from consulting and spend three months trekking through the jungles of Sumatra and exploring the cultures of Indonesia. It was in the Gunung Leuser reserve in the far north of Sumatra that I first experienced the profound process which I eventually labeled "biosynergy" (more on that later.) At the end of our journey, Annie was ready to return to her medical practice, while I wanted to stay in my sarong and sandals wandering across the other 12,000 + islands of the archipelago. I had more than passed her test.

Love prevailed, we both returned, married, and took a 2 month honeymoon in East and Central Africa. Thereafter I began phasing out of corporate consulting and phasing into a life devoted to family my family, the human family, and our extended family of kindred animals and their precious ecosystems.

That lands me here, bringing that Earth-Family devotion to my dear friend Dick Farson, and to his friends in the leadership forum you.

I must rush off now to other callings, so will leave you with this description of my own path, a page describing the BIG questions I hope we will address, and a chapter which exposes how Tony Rose defines science in the world of wildlife conservation.

When I return to the world-wide-web tomorrow morning, I hope to hear from you your reactions, your passions, your past and present experiences and views on these issues and meta-issues that drive and define our Future.

Very best wishes, Tony

Orangutan, Science, And Collective Reality

Defining Biosynergy and the Critical Issues 

Anthony L. Rose

 Colleagues  

Since Dick and I have both been unable to access the URLs which I posted with my first contribution to the "biosynergy conference" I am going to paste below the text of the Questions that I hope to address.  This will make them available at once for your review and reaction.  

Cheers, Tony Rose  

-------Questions for ILF --------- 

BIOSYNERGY AND THE FUTURE OF HUMANKIND  

Questions for World Leaders  

Anthony L. Rose, Ph.D.

The Biosynergy Institute

Rancho Palos Verdes, California                     

As I see it, the burning questions at this point in history have to do with the destiny of humankind as a force in this biosphere.  

Are we simply a talking high-tech chimpanzee hell-bent on making love, making war, and making the earth into a massive habitat for the expression of human power and pleasure?  

Is there a fundamental and overarching biosynergy in this planet's Life-Force that will correct the exploding human hegemony, head off the pending crash of ecosystems and extinction of species, and restore harmony among Earth's vast and mysterious life-forms?  

Or is it up to the visionary leaders among us to find the source of our own humane benevolence, and to subdue the unnecessary and insatiable hungers that drive us to consume all of nature and control all of life for our private, corporate, and national gain?  

We must address these questions with sensitivity and courage, with wisdom and love, with humility and reverence.  Our answers and our actions will determine the fate of life on earth.  

Definition--bi•o•syn•er•gy    n.  

1. The interaction of two or more biological agents or forces so that their combined effect is greater than the sum of their individual effects.   2. Cooperative interaction among species, especially among the individuals and groups in an ecosystem, that creates an enhanced combined effect.  3. The theory that organisms cooperate with passage of time in the same ecosystem, mainly as a result of natural Biophilia, so that biosocial structure and dynamics change to assure the vigor of all life forms. [From the Greek bios (life), sunergia (cooperation), from sunergos (working together). 

Our Current Civilization – Speculations on the Future

Participant 
Tony, in Michael Crichton's keynote address to our ILF annual meeting in 2002, he argued strongly against speculation of all sorts, particularly about coming disasters.  He cited Paul Erlich as a prime example of failed projections. Michael wants facts only, no speculation. On the other hand, there are many experts who believe the 21st century will be the last in which we have a chance to preserve anything like our present civilization—some giving us a window of only fifty years, maybe even only twenty-five.  

Where do you stand on that subject?

Anthony L. Rose
Dick—I would not take the stance that Michael Crichton appears to have taken.  Part of what makes us special primates is the expanse of our speculation, and the elaborate foundations of evidence we construct to build and support our projections. My belief, akin to Carl Jung's I think, is that we dare not hide or sublimate our intuitive and analytical projections, lest they come around and drive our perceptions and behavior subconsciously, and sabotage us.  So I favor calling a speculation a speculation—openly.  

Maybe you or another ILF member can fill me in on the particulars, but I suspect Erlich's problem was in falling prey to the journalistic demand for numbers, and a definitive deadline. There are too many variables and interactions unmeasured, mismeasured, and immeasurable for us to set dates.  I am comfortable giving the evidence, the trends, the speculations about alternative futures, and offering the personal bias regarding what will likely happen and how we can avoid adverse outcomes and turn in a "better" direction.  

I think Paul Erlich's Population Bomb is still ticking.  But it is not merely population growth that endangers the biosphere—it is the quality and location of that growth, and migration.  If global consumerism continues to grow and international exploiters continue to invade and destroy the most vital natural ecosystems, then we can have a leveling or even reduction in total human population and still precipitate local, regional, and global disasters.  

About the 25 to 50 year window: If the US, Russia, EU and China join the Jihad and resume military competition to match their consumerist-economic competition, we will likely see some severe havoc that will leave our children and grandchildren with a tragic legacy of social chaos and irreversible ecological degradation and disaster.  

I don’t believe the biosphere has lifesystems to support very many more decades of destruction.  

I do believe we must keep trying to change direction.  

Those are my biased speculations.  

I'd love to consider some other points of view.  

Participant
Tony, is it your thought that globalization, free market economy, privatization, market oriented systems encourage the exploiters?  Are other political and economic systems friendlier to the environment? 

Anthony L. Rose
That's a good one, Dick.  

Yes, in my experience in rain forest conservation those political-economic systems do encourage the exploiters to expand into areas where they have little or no provenance.  Most global exploiters lack historic, cultural, psychosocial, or personal connection to the places they invade.  They are driven by narrow business values focused on private/corporate profit and power. Furthermore, the foreign exploiters' wealth and influence attract and command the support of the elite of the territories they invade. Thus begins the corruption of local cultures, dismantling of civil societies, and destruction of natural heritage for short term gain that leaves too many countries, economies and ecosystems in ruins.  

Is this devastation a necessary outcome of exploitation that grows out of globalization, free market economies, privatization, etc?  No  I don’t believe it is necessary.  The third in my list of burning questions for this forum is  

"Or is it up to the visionary leaders among us to find the source of our own humane benevolence, and to subdue the unnecessary and insatiable hungers that drive us to consume all of nature and control all of life for our private, corporate, and national gain?"  

My own answer to that question is Yes!   I believe the fastest way to stop the destruction and to redirect the course of human expansion will be to develop, test, and implement transformative solutions directly with the visionary leaders and drivers who are active and influential at the core of the world’s power/politic/finance systems.  

But I am a child of idealistic free enterprise. And a lifelong social change agent.  What do I know?  

Maybe there is some other, more feasible set of solutions.  

Maybe someone out there can describe, imagine, or design a less corruptible, more environmentally friendly, more benevolent and more socially and economically successful political system?  

Or is there no solution is humankind incorrigible?  

Or will the biosynergy of lifesystems on this planet force us to make the corrections required to keep humans and nature alive, no matter how blind and driven we are?  

Tough questions.  

Need answers.  

Soon.  

Participant
Like a tsunami of thoughts.  Now to find my board…

First, isn't it true that we have much more to fear from what the globe will do to us than us to the globe? It is in our interest to get smarter about how our own presence hurts us.  

The problem is, as a species we have been very "successful", thus creating self-limiting conditions. All organisms, left to multiply, will eat out their home if the home is bounded, and collapse. Can we be smarter than to use such mindless feedback?  

So, what strikes me next, as I am still trying to get up on my board for this wave, is Tony when you write "Or is it up to the visionary leaders among us to find the source of our own humane benevolence, and to subdue the unnecessary and insatiable hungers that drive us to consume all of nature and control all of life for our private, corporate, and national gain?"  

The implication here seems very reductionistic. That our benevolence has *A* source, and our "insatiable hungers" likewise our single source? This model suggests lobotomy or Prozac. What if it’s wrong?  

That is, both our ability to act well and our ability to be terrible are dependent on extremely complex situational analysis—analysis carried out by us in making the decisions about how to act. That is, we are reacting with all our talents to everything we can experience—nothing less.  

If this is true it leads to the idea that we need to think design for living rather than greed reduction and benevolence enhancement.  

That is, we need to study human nature in its fullness and situations in their cultural, historical and aesthetic complexities—without avoiding issues of energy, economics and political power.  

And there might not be answers, but better ways to muddle through.

Systems and Free Market Economies

Participant
We psychologists began our development absorbed in the mental processes of individuals--with personality and character and internal motivation and unconscious processes.  But along came social psychology and the other social sciences and we discovered that behavior is more likely to be determined by situations (that Doug mentions above). By systems. Nobody smokes in church, no matter how addicted. As Bucky Fuller famously said, if you want to reduce highway accidents, don't spend all your money on driver education, but design highways so that cars can't run into each other. In other words, people proof them.  

Perhaps, as Doug implies, we should think about the systems necessary to discourage exploitation. Now, apparently, our systems encourage it.

Participant
I've just read a draft article on the future of the environment by our ILF Fellow Carl Hodges, in which he offers several quotes, a couple of which seemed to pertain to what Tony is asking us to consider.  The first is from Keizo Yamaji, former president of Canon, Inc. and now chairman of Tetra Pak.  In a section of his speech on sustainability titled The Devastation of the Human Spirit and The Destruction of Nature in the 20th Century, Brought About by an All-Powerful Market System, (how's that for a Japanese sub-head?) he writes about the plusses and minuses of the market system, including in the latter the growing discrepancy between rich and poor, the digital divide, the strong getting stronger and the weak weaker, and the inability of the younger generation to participate in its future. He goes on:  

"Simply put, the market economy must be reformed. Such reforms must be both people conscious and earth conscious...We must make a value conversion from material prosperity to spiritual prosperity. A sustainable society should be built up by SCM (Sensitivity Conscious Management) for people consciousness and by ECM (Ecology Conscious Management) for earth consciousness.  These are the key words for the 21st century."  

Another quote, this one from Fredrick Turner, a University of Texas professor, in his book Shakespeare's Twenty First Century Economics:  

"Economic enterprise, then, can imitate and participate in the natural productiveness of living and other nonlinear dynamical systems. But there is a further implication in the passages from The Sonnets and The Winter's Tale cited here that suggests there is a productiveness in art and poetry that, when grafted onto life, can outdo the productivity of life itself. If industry models itself upon thermodynamics, it will extract smaller and smaller amounts of value from a dying world. If it models itself upon life, it will create a sustainable planetary economy. But if it grafts onto the life model the further model of art and poetry, it will begin to achieve miracles."

Participant 
The connection between "the market economy" and the evils describe by Yamaji isn't obvious.  In its original definition, "market economy" meant merely production directed to the satisfaction of public desires rather than the desires of bearcats (as in socialism).  

Perhaps the meaning has drifted, as have those of so many other terms.

Participant 
Ray, the way Yamaji describes what has happened, the way he thinks its advocates feel "The market is omnipotent, because the market reflects the voice of God".  He complains that excessive competition has increased. I don't think he means what I would mean, that the idea of market orientation is now applied by its advocates to just about everything, including the professions, journalism, the arts, science, education, etc. where it is corrupting, not enhancing--even though there is money to be made that way. He means something more, that the ability to create or tap a market does not carry with it, at least not now, any sense of responsibility for the longer range consequences of its exploitation. 
 

Participant 
Richard (Dick), Anthony (Tony), and Douglas (Doug),  

Using both your names is pointing out to Richard Farson that he is both Dick and Richard to me, and I can never decide which when.  

Getting beyond that, this whole conference seems like biosynergy to me.  Dick has just finished reading a draft of a paper I have written for a Japanese magazine to be published in June of this year.  In it, I try to make an argument that yes, the best speculation (that Michael Crichton questions I am sure), supported by computer models such as Meadows, Meadows, and Randers   Beyond the Limits of 1992 show the probability of what they term “overshoot and collapse” in the first half of this century.  The United Nations’ speculations on this prior to the September 2002 United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg included:  

“…bleak findings, cast in a manner that is rarely seen in United Nations reports – with no path leading to a good result.  Even under scenarios in which environmental protection becomes a high priority, it says, most regions of the world will still see their biological diversity and coastal ecosystems badly damaged by 2032.”  

So things could be really bad.  On the other hand, I think the solution is fairly straightforward.  Tony’s, as I read it, is “up to the visionary leaders among us to find the source…” is correct.  

More thoughts on that tomorrow.  For now it’s great to be with you!

Participant 
Carl, can you give an electronic link to your draft, or post it here? It is just fabulous to see you here, I have so often thought of your mind opening initiatives.  

"The devastation of the human spirit" is crucial.

Anthony L. Rose
Great to be with you--Carl, Ray, and Doug—your voices and insights added to Dick's give us much to think about! Exciting!!  

Some interlaced questions  

Doug, do you think we are capable of creating designs for living that empower and guide people to apply their talents AND to control their desires for the synergistic benefit of human systems and nature-ecosystems?  

Dick, is Turner suggesting a key--to move from thermodynamic models to life-based models? And how can we graft art-poetry on to produce the miracles?  

Dick and Ray, what have been the factors that caused the "free market economy" to shift from a democratic public driven force for constructive growth into its current state a state that seems to me to be driving towards the "overshoot and collapse" that Carl reports?  

Carl, given the bleak prognosis for biological diversity and for coastal (and other) ecosystems, where should we start?  Which kinds of visionary leaders must be gathered to address these crises, and what regions still hold potential for creating durable and replicable models of sustainable biosynergy?  

And yes--Carl, can we read your paper?  

Wow!  Lots to consider, learn, imagine!  

Participant 
Great to see Carl in here.  

The free market economy is a big subject.  It is regulated to some extent to prevent monopolistic practices, and to hear corporate leaders, is over-regulated on many other counts. But I think the basic problem is that the rewards in our current economy are based on short term interests—the quarterly performance of a stock, the quick sale of houses in a land development, etc.  We have not yet tied long term protection and enhancement of the environment to the actions of business.  It is not yet apparent that it would be good for business, Mr. Yamaji's comments notwithstanding.  

Fundamentally, it is the result of confusion between what people want and what they need. Market orientation is devoted to wants.  Increasingly those wants are created and manipulated by the system, by advanced marketing techniques, so less and less do they reflect the deeper desires of people, or any informed judgment by the public.

Participant 
I haven't yet read Frederick Turner's Shakespeare's 21st Century Economics, so I don't know how he appends art and poetry to the economic model. I can only say what it means to me.  The great artist has always shown us our deeper selves, always has signaled trouble, always has had an eye on the future, always has held up to us a possible life, always has emphasized the beauty around us, always dealt with what matters most.  Were we to pay more attention to the arts, and to poetry as one of the most articulate of the arts, we would probably make many fewer mistakes in our business practices.  

I'm told that only about 15% of corporate CEOs have MBAs. The most successful are more likely to be educated in the humanities and arts.

Participant 
I must back up a bit from something I implied, incautiously, in a previous place and time.  I endorse completely what Dick says above about the "free market economy" in 1:16.  

Yesterday I had the occasion to listen, with a group, to an exposition by a senior editor of our local newspaper, who said, in answer to a question, that their editorial policy is set locally (even though they are owned by the NY Times) to match the attitudes they perceive in their market area; i.e., they recommend so as to please their readers.  It set me back a bit!  

An analogy: I don't favor direct democracy; I favor representative democracy.  The public (including this person) does not understand all issues well enough to make decisions; they need to elect wise persons to study and decide most things.  

Similarly, suppliers of everything, if they supply exactly and only what the public wants are doing us a disservice.  Some must (and some do) try to get us to buy what we ought to want.  

As an abstraction, most people know this.  But that's a long way from having most people think about it and then act accordingly.  

Perhaps this sounds like topic drift, but I think it is not.  The same reasoning holds with respect to ecology.

Participant 
Indeed, it has everything to do with ecology.  

The newspaper story you recount, Ray, is chilling, and only a small piece of the iceberg.  

The problems Tony wants us to address are difficult and complex.  That's why the public is largely ignorant of them.  And to make it worse, there is almost always a division of opinion, even among the specialists, on practically every issue.  But there are overwhelming facts that we simply ignore, because they aren't in our backyard.  One of the papers Carl sent me says that the upcoming famine in Ethiopia (the last one killed a million people) will be worse in some ways, affecting 15 million people, but it is not likely to kill as many as the one in 1984 that killed a million because at that time the Marxist government allowed those people to die because they opposed the government.  We have a similar famine situation in Zimbabwe today, managed by the government to deliberately starve the opposition—just as Stalin did with the Ukrainians in the twenties and thirties.  

We just can't embrace all the horrors that are out there, it seems.

Participant 
Indeed we cannot embrace all the horrors.  The "heart of darkness" is too pervasive and deep now.  

I agree with Ray that we need wise and studious representatives in politics and in the supply and marketing of products (and values).  Those representatives and marketers must collaborate to embrace as many horrors as they can stand, and correct their decisions accordingly.  They cannot rely on people with short term micro-vision to differentiate private wants from societal and global needs.  

What scares me is that we don’t seem to have time to educate the public; the leaders need to witness the horrors, then plan and act.  

In the US we seem to be especially squeamish about the horrors, and tend to avert our eyes and disavow them.  Thus our wisdom (and power) can't work to correct the severe situations and their causes.  

If 15 million die in Ethiopia, just as the 4 million plus who have died in Rwanda and Congo during the past six years, too many newspapers will decide that "the American people don’t want to see the deaths...Africa is so far away."  

But there seems to be a global tendency for people and social systems to avoid dealing with disaster outside their own "personal/societal world".  

I must admit that I identify more with Rwanda/Congo/Zimbabwe because I have been there, than I do with Ethiopia which I have never experienced directly.  

That's why I think we need a wide range of wise leaders to collaborate and combine their biases so as to select the most urgent (and feasible) hotspots in which to work first.

Participant 
My comment  #119 was inaccurate, and misleading, which I thought I had corrected earlier, but somehow the wrong version got online.  I have changed it now to read correctly—this time the Ethiopian famine will not kill a million people. The government is no longer the Marxists who allowed so many to die in 1984 because they opposed the party in power. This time they are closer to being ready for the disaster. 
 

Participant 
What we need is a nonpartisan council of wise and experienced leaders from around the globe who can dialogue on these issues, on a continuing basis, and help the policymakers confront them more effectively.  Hey, that's what the ILF is supposed to be! 
 

Participant
 " . . . .and help the policymakers confront them more effectively"…  

…plus some way to motivate the policymakers to listen.

Anthony L. Rose
Yes, ILF is designed to be exactly that kind of council. And alas, how can we motivate the policymakers to listen?  

Our new coffee table book, Consuming Nature, was given to all 653 Members of the European Union Parliament the day before their adjournment for holiday in December. In January a resolution to address and stop the biodiversity crisis in west and central Africa came out of committee and was approved by the full Parliament.  Jacques Chirac wrote us last week with congratulations and a personal pledge to work on stopping the destruction. There is no question this book motivated them to look and listen (read).  

But will they carry forward, seek advice of "a nonpartisan council of wise and experienced leaders from around the globe"?  Or will they simply turn back to their partisans and do more of the same?  

I don’t think we are prepared to capitalize on their motivation with truly innovative strategies and approaches.  That is one reason I wanted to discuss these issues here. I am weary of the old solutions.  

If any of you want to take a look at the situation in African rain forests as a case study, I will be glad to mail you a copy of the book.  My gift, for your wisdom!     

Participant 
My advice is to take Tony up on his offer.  It is an important book, and quite beautiful.   

Designing Social Systems for Sustainable Development

Participant 
If the timing of this entry is as I anticipate, it will be right after Tony’s offer of providing a copy of his new book, Consuming Nature.  

My timing was not intended to be first to accept a gift, but…Yes, Tony, I would /love to have a copy.  I think somewhere in the magnificence of this conference structure, my address appears…I will double check.  And THANK YOU!  

Now to Doug’s request for a copy of my draft paper for the Japanese magazine, Illume, I am still tweaking it a bit, I do not yet want to put it online as a link, but I would be pleased to send it in draft form with scribbles on it by email to all of you who would like a copy.  Just put a note here, or you can send me a personal email at carl@seawaterforests.org, whichever works for you.  

Now back to the main theme.  I am delighted to see us commenting on issues of not only supplying information to decision makers, but somehow talking about how we spur them to needed actions.  

I spent a lot of time thinking about this since attending the United Nations Summit on Sustainable Development, September 2002, in Johannesburg.  My understanding was that the gross amount of money spent on that conference, with individual country expenses taken into account, etc. was approximately $1 billion (U.S. dollars).  As Tony knows from his experiences in Africa, one would be hard pressed to find where some consortium of international interest spent a billion dollars to actually solve problems instead of talk about them.  

What comes out of this conference could be a push to solving. I hope to be able to contribute in a way that we move towards what is discussed in a rather academic but in my opinion profound little book presented at the Johannesburg Conference by the World Business Council for Sustainable Development.  Its three authors are Charles Holliday, Jr. (Chairman and CEO, DuPont), Stephan Schmidheiny (Chairman, Anova Holding AG), and Philip Watts (Chairman of the Committee of Managing Directors of the Royal Dutch/Shell Group of Companies), and its title is Walking the Talk: The Business Case for Sustainable Development.  

My favorite excerpt from that book is:  

“…Sustainable development is partly about social justice.  Debate about what constitutes a fair and just distribution of wealth, rights, and opportunities is nothing new.  In the past, debates about social justice tended to focus on distributional issues within a particular generation.  However, with the rise of concern about environmental issues over recent decades, increasing attention is being given to future generations and considerations of justice between generations (Starkey and Welford 2001).  This is one aspect that makes sustainable development seem so challenging.  Another aspect is the systemic nature of the concept.  Sustainable development cannot be achieved by one nation alone.  It cannot be achieved in only one sphere, such as the economic sphere.  It will require types of partnership never before witnessed in human history.”  

I propose that we conceptualize a few such previously “un-witnessed,” and in fact never before imagined, partnerships, define action for them, and at the end of our dialogue we put on our work clothes and become part of that action!  –Carl 

Anthony L. Rose
I propose that we conceptualize a few such previously “un-witnessed,” and in fact never before imagined, partnerships.

Carl, for nearly a decade I have been urging conservationists and their growing cadre of business-finance cohorts to examine partnering with global religion and the military in the pursuit of systems to protect and restore biosynergy in vital biodiversity areas and in ecological and societal hotspots.  They drop the idea like a hot potato which reinforces my intuition that it is worth deep consideration.  

Maybe we will all wake up in the morning with some action scenarios for these unlikely collaborators.  And then add poets and artists!!  

The book will go in the mail tomorrow too.  And your draft paper will be read quickly at rose@biosynergy.org  

Exciting!

Participant 
To add fuel to the fire, let me share with you an article Carl sent me today.  It is so scary that I think I should add one comment. It is based on a supposedly leaked report to the Pentagon that was co-written by Peter Schwartz, a faculty member of WBSI's School of Management and Strategic Studies, that some of you remember well. Peter is famous for building scenarios.  He knows it is impossible to predict the future, but it isn't impossible to get ready for plausible scenarios.  What the writers of the article may not have noticed, and indeed may not be the case, is the possibility that they were reading a worst case scenario.  I'll try to check that out. In any case, it presents a completely different picture of how international and intergroup conflict might take place, essentially over environmental neglect.  

Click here for a bumpy ride: http://www.guardian.co.uk/usa/story/0,12271,1153531,00.html

Participant 
The scenarios have been around. What is interesting is that the pentagon got involved. Here is a very good analysis.

http://billmon.org/archives/001089.html  

On the economy and its relation to the environment: I am taking the view that the economy is a single machine, with rules and structures, and all the parts are interconnected so as to maximize cash flow upwards.  

So long as that machine works by current rules the environment is only relevant to the extent it can be productized (the struggle now over who owns water--any idea of a commons is fading).  

Participant 
Doug's term "productize" brings up the issue of commodification, the conversion of the precious or semi-sacred into a commodity, up for private sale.  Water is a good example, and so is the practice of medicine or any profession.  That's the problem with any effort at privatization, the inability to distinguish what should be in the commons, protected or available to all, and what can be offered privately.  If we could learn to make that distinction, we would find it affecting much that is environmentally sensitive, certainly the wildlife that Tony is talking about. 
 

Participant 
When I use the word machine I am not being metaphorical. The informatic interconnection of markets, along with rules and regulations makes the machine increasingly the only game in town. My own life now is being lived on the proceeds from the sale of Vineyard house, and shifting to a much cheaper rural economy on Whidbey. The inflation of the house doubled its value in the five years I owned it. Where oh where did that money come from? That is the machine: taking a cut on every transaction, and calling it profit, and moving it up the ownership chain to the top. During the worst of the recession (if it is behind us, which some doubt) the Forbes 400 got richer. How?  

We are all hostage to that system, and, making it harder, we mostly feel we benefit. Remember the metaphor from the 80"s "changing a corporation is like trying to change the engine on a 747 in mid flight."? The new one is, the air is getting thinner and we are running out of fuel.  

Lost in all this is the possibility of a really vigorous business climate that is small scale, regional, distributed ownership, and making a much more disciplined use of new technologies to help build a designed environment.  

Participant 
"Design" will be the rubric of positive activity of this century. Fundamentally, it's what this conference is about.

Anthony L. Rose
The conceptual/actual system which is the interlacing of local-regional-global markets does seem to function in that upward serving fashion which Doug describes.  The wealth and well-being of the biosphere is viewed and treated as important to the extent that it may be relevant to the Marketeers' goals of obtaining commodities which will bring him/her profit and power.  

And yes, we in the US are currently at the top of the heap, living on the profits that are sucked upwards from the woodcutter in Africa, the computer assembler in Asia, the fruit picker in South America, the seamstress in Mexico.  

We do need to design a social-change-system that will transform these destructive modern economic structures.  To do this design work, I believe we need to consider the factors that produced today’s economics. We must know the beast to transform the beast.  

I don’t think that this global "Suck the Profit Up" system was very consciously designed.  I think its anatomy was assembled from a hodgepodge of accidents emerging from the environments and cultures of the rich and powerful over recent centuries.  At the same time, I believe it is also a direct (yet narrow) expression of certain key elements of human evolution.  

I raised the first two questions in this conference hoping we could consider the factors which designed us humans and our social, cultural, economic, political systems.  (Are we just hedonistic self-serving chimpanzees? Will the natural biosynergy in organisms, ecosystems, and the biosphere prevail to correct our dangerous errors?)  

I think we have Carl Hodges here to help us answer the "biosynergy to the rescue" question.  And to move the discussion to a listing of actions we can take to stimulate and restore biosynergistic processes.  

I suspect Dick, Doug, Ray and others online can list the historic accidents which produced the bones of our modern economic skeleton.  And point to the processes that assembled them.  

Carl, are you and Don Johanson still at U of A? It would be great if Don could join us to help with the "what kind of chimpanzee are we?" question. Knowing how we evolved can help us hypothesize how the economics of human society evolved, and thus give more clues to its transformation.  

Dick how does one officially bring people into the group from outside the ILF wisdom team? Or—how do you seduce ILF members with relevant knowledge to join in?  

And what do you all think of this?  Shall we discuss first the accidental and evolutionary factors that influenced the design of the current global economics  before diving into the re-design questions?  

Clearly I feel the need for more grist for this mill.  

It will take another day or so to mail the book out to you, but the possible case study will come.  

Participant 
Special guests can be admitted to our conference at the leader's discretion, or when nominated by any of the Fellows.  All I need is the name, phone number and email address to set them up with an account. Then they should be introduced to the conferees by the person who advocates for their membership.  

If there are particular people on our roster of ILF Fellows you think should participate, I can call or write them.  I've done that with a few already.  That's how we got Carl.

Participant 
It wouldn't be hard to escalate this discussion into macroeconomics and political science, and probably we should remind ourselves of their relevance from time to time, but we don't want to miss out on Tony's knowledge of wilderness and wildlife on the ground, and what it's like to try to make a difference in a specific setting.  I'd like to know what's on the front of your mind these days, Tony. 
 

Participant 
Hi, Tony. So nice to catch up with this conference!  A few brief comments, then off to the Writers' Conference by the Sea.

On several occasions you call for "visionary leaders." The true visionaries rarely get the chance to lead. I wish it were not so, but I believe it is. Bush? Cheney… etc.?

I really don't think the problem is with "design;" rather it is with implementation of the design. You and I and others at WBSI and CSP have brainstormed some amazing designs which might have prevented a few of these crises if only we could have got them implemented. It is somewhat like this discussion. Parts are absolutely brilliant. But what comes next? How many "leaders" read our thoughts? Not many, I suspect.  And even after reading them, with what impact?  Hmmm.

Dare I suggest that a reading of the history of theology would provide many principles which, if implemented, would move us in the directions which you view as important?  Early discussions of a classless society, for example, go back a long ways!  But social stratification based upon income and occupation continues on, as we all know.  I realize this is "ho-hum," nonetheless it is part of the basis for the economic variables which continue to raise their heads in this discussion. Thus, we know what a classless society might look like (design) but how do we get there (implementation)?  So, Tony, the trees keep falling, the infrahuman primates keep being butchered, the Third World folks keep dying too young, and we sit and look at the Pacific. More later. 
 

Participant 
On how the economy got here, I was deeply impressed by the history,  Machine Dreams: how economics became a cyborg science, by Mirowski. A key piece. Otherwise I think Tony is right. People with power and resources staying on top from the beginning of time to the present. Nations were businesses, and democratic and social process won by gunpoint over centuries—and lost to computers.  

And I think Tony is right: we need to focus on the nature side for this conference. Here in the Northwest the salmon have educated a generation of public servants about the complexity of adaptation (60% of the carbon in the trees on the hillsides is from Salmon--as they swam upstream and were prey.)

Participant
I don't see how a classless society is possible. Plato argued that the dynamics of generations, and talent within them, precluded such an arrangement. How would it work? Governance, rewards...who gets to live in La Jolla and who gets to marry the beautiful? Design, it seems to me, must start with how complex all this is, and not hope for simple solutions. The religious history is very complex and a few statements about classlessness don't seem to me well grounded. Any attempt in pre or post reformation Europe, such as "the people of the free spirit", led to a violent suppression. 

Participant
Aldous Huxley wrote the great dystopian novel, Brave New World, which really was about classes, and then, late in life, wrote Island, which was utopian. But Herb Kelman, a Harvard social psychologist (and WBSI Visiting Fellow) wrote a chapter in a book I edited on how Huxley's Island was in fact a dystopia, similar in ways to Brave New World.  So it ain't easy to design a classless society, let alone implement it.  Communism, a beautiful idea, spawned perhaps the worst atrocities in history.  

I have the impression that the social democracies, such as those in Scandinavia, may do a better job with the environment than do countries that are either heavily capitalist or totalitarian.  Am I right about that?

Anthony L. Rose
My impression is that social democracies do better for people and nature than the other extremes.  I think that when societies are structured so all the people are given resources to take care of them with dignity, the respect can generalize to the non-human elements of life (environment, etc).  Such societies being actually focused on the general welfare are more likely to recognize that environmental factors are important to everyone.  There are probably some models to point to, as semi-working designs, however, the models are incomplete to the extent that social-democracies rely for their general well-being on the use of global resources that are extracted at the great cost of other environments and people.  

So we remain with a need to find leaders who will be moved to reinvent their societies with global biosynergy in mind, not national, not human, but for all of life on the planet.  

I take Tom's suggestion further.  We cannot create workable designs of global biosynergy unless we include the visionary leaders of today, and tomorrow, very early in our creative process.  This may be why the first step is to convince global leaders that doomsday is coming and it is their duty to face it and collaborate to transform our societies.  

My sense of urgency comes from spending so much time in the parts of the world that our affluent societies are exploiting.  We tried to transfer that urgency to readers in our book, Consuming Nature.  Since the books won’t get to you until next week, perhaps you will find some of the issues and angst compelling by reviewing the attached synopsis; a short PDF file with images, facts and ideas that summarize the book.  

Today I received a copy of a letter from President Jacques Chirac, congratulating the authors of Consuming Nature on the creation of a "remarkable book" and pledging to work to resolve the crisis for the good of the African people and their natural and cultural heritage.  So what is on my mind now, Dick, is how we can capitalize on this opening.  The Greenpeace France campaigners who gave Chirac the book said there is a two or three week window now when some big decisions will be made by Chirac and his government leaders about their policies on subsidizing the French timber companies which are the foremost offenders of life in central Africa. They asked us for strategic suggestions.  

Any ideas?  

http://groupjazz.gjhost.com/~gj/LIB/ilf_archive/biosynergy/00310043/2_ConsNat_Preview_-_Website__1-04.pdf

Participant 
Doug, I totally agree with you. A classless society is impossible, at least on this planet. That's what I meant as an example of "design is simple,  implementation often beyond our reach.” And yes, religious history is quite complex, but I was referring to theology, not history per se. All major religions of the world, as we know, provide a design for living.  But try to implement it!

Four of us (mostly the terrific work of Bill McGaw) had a fine design for dealing with conflict resolution soon after the Camp David Peace Accords. I think it would have "worked." I think it still would. But trying to get it done was impossible, thanks to the power figures in Egypt. Even with Boutros-Boutros and M. Sadat pulling for us.

Tony, why not suggest to President C. that he arrange for us to fly to Paris on Air France and we'll brainstorm with his staff for a couple of days. A mini-conference. I am ready to pack. 
 

Participant 
Carl has a new friend, Remi Parmentier, who is with the Varda Group (for environment and sustainability) and was the political director of Greenpeace for many years, who might have ideas for you, Tony. Maybe Carl can push his button. I think he is now in Spain.  

Participant 
I enter this erudite space with some trepidation, so I will be brief with some ideas that I have been pushing for several years without much feedback. The fundamental ideas that most of you have been discussing are in this category.  

* I believe that our democracy is in trouble for being hemmed in with ideas that were last fundamentally changed while I was in college, i.e. the Roosevelt New Deal.  

* The first two years of that administration followed that of Hoover, and the need for some drastic changes was just beginning to be politically feasible—if only we had a leader who was both brave and talented enough to conduct a bloodless revolution. And Roosevelt could and did.  

* I think we are in such a period right now, but worry that none of our presidential prospects (with the possible exception of Dean who is now out of the running) seem to be aware of these needs or have the appetite for facing them.  

* This of course opens up a whole can of ideas. I will end with just mentioning one of them without the experience or talent for being more specific.  

* Our basic economic system (capitalism) had a good track record in the past but now seems to be lacking in the flexibility or openness to new ideas that are demanded. For example, the mantra of capitalism is constant growth and unless this year's sales are greater than last year’s, the business is in trouble.  Meanwhile most of the raw materials that are  demanded for growth are in short supply, and  of no or little cost to the user, and in dangerous jeopardy of giving out.  We need to find a way to treat these raw materials as we do most other materials by making their use subject to supply and demand costs. Easily said, but it can't be done without some changes that are truly revolutionary. And the list of such ideas is legion.

Participant 
Treat the following as just a footnote: how the world has been seen, this written about 1982.  

At the basis of the experienced dissatisfaction lie the general miseries that afflict human existence, enumerated by Hesiod as hunger, hard work, disease, early death, and the injuries the weaker must suffer at the hands of the stronger. This general potential of dissatisfaction can then be exponentially aggravated by the disturbances of personal and social existence through events with historical mass effect. To the class of these events belong a variety of phenomena. From the demographic side one would have to consider large population movements through migration and conquest, unsettling whether peaceful or violent, unsettling alike for conquerors and conquered; furthermore, sudden decreases of population caused by human epidemics, mass starvation caused by the spread of animal and vegetable pests, and increases of population beyond the subsistence level provided by the economic and technical potential of place and time. From the political-pragmatic side one would have to consider the vast destruction of ethnic cultures by the imperial entrepreneurs of the Ecumenic Age and the subsequent rise of imperial-dogmatic civilizations from the wreckage of the ecumenic empires. For the modern period one would have to add the creation of the power differential between the Western and all other civilizations through the intellectual, scientific, commercial, and industrial revolutions in the West, as well as the exploitation of the differential to the global limits; the decline of Western power and order through the internal conflicts caused by the rise of imperial nationalisms and of equally imperial ideological movements; and the resistance of the non-Western civilizational societies to the destruction of their own cultures by a Western global ecumenism.

Voegelin, Order in History, vol. 5,  pg. 50.  

Participant 
The book selection is impressive. Need to mull. I am off to a "dialog" among our island youth and elders on how to make the island more attractive for young people. What is happening in the African photos happened here 150 years ago. 
 

Participant 
Thanks, Doug. Yes, western (and eastern and Islamic) imperial forces are taking down the cultures and ecosystems of Africa as the Euro-Americans did here on this continent.  

Perhaps one big difference between what went on here 150 years ago and the events shown in the photos of Africa is that buffalo and bear are not elephant and ape, fertile plains and woodlands are not rain forests and swamps.  So the evolutionary significance and ecological fragility may be greater in Africa.  

The other big differences—the location, modern mobility, political-economic-ideological power battles all render the situation in equatorial Africa a lose-lose hegemony.  

It comes to questions of ethics and morality, in my opinion.  To take a little bit more unsustainable short term gain for France, US, Lebanon, Malaysia, etc and end up with dead tropical Africa.  Or to back off and give the locus of our human origins a chance to recover.  

If France and Greenpeace want to fly us over to facilitate consideration of those options  I'm ready.   —Cheers, Tony.

Anthony L. Rose
The last paragraph of Doug's quote from Voegel (1982!) about the modern period had a strange effect on me.  I recognized the first part about Western ascension, but the ending confused me.  

"The decline of Western power and order through the internal conflicts caused by the rise of imperial nationalisms and of equally imperial ideological movements; and the resistance of the non-Western civilizational societies to the destruction of their own cultures by a Western global ecumenism."!!!  

Is this history?  Like–it’s over?  

If the new Pentagon scenario of 20 years to biosphere and socio-economic meltdown is true, yes it is over.  But to read it as history makes one shiver more.  

At the very best we are in the middle of it and in dire need of a modern FDR to pull us out  as Don Strauss points out.  Yes, Don, it is becoming more clear to me—thanks to you and the rest of this conference—that we are trapped in a conflict-based global economy that is running out of fuel and we are sliding into a third world war.  The colonies which used to support the imperial powers are running out of cannon fodder and surrogate soldiers will not keep giving up their lives for us.  

An interesting solution: let’s get supply and demand to work properly.  Indeed, when the western governments and world banks subsidize unsustainable wildlife and culture killing timber concessions in the tropical wilderness areas in Africa, they undermine supply-demand balances and hasten destruction with a net loss in “value.”  Not only will the timber businesses collapse, with the forests and cultures, but the spiritual and aesthetic, biological and ecological values will be lost.  If we added all those values to the price of a mahogany desk, or of a hunk of wild hardwood, we would have no biodiversity crisis in equatorial Africa.  So,  Don, that hunch seems right to me!  

Participant
There is an interesting book, Civilizations, by Fernandez-Ernesto, in which he argues that the civilizational impulse is very strong in humans, and successful empires of necessity exploit their own and surrounding people (energy and food considerations, as well as labor to build). If this is true, how close to nature can we be and still have civilization?  I look at the salmon situation and despair of the complexity of this "simple" adaptation. 
 

Participant 
Yes, I think that was what moved me to post the quote from Voegelin. He doesn't say it’s over but that we are a long way down a path that is obvious to those who really look.  

Another book that is mournful is Chalmers Johnson's powerful The Sorrows of Empire, Militarism, Secrecy and the End of the Republic. The extent of American overseas bases is staggering, and the conditions of the acquirement. Ugly. I also just read Gore Vidal's helpful Inventing a Nation, in which he shows how powerfully deceit and ambition were part of our earliest history.

Anthony L. Rose
In the anthology The Neglected Ape (see URL for my chapter earlier in this conference) Hermann Rijkson, a veteran primatologist and conservationist, wrote in the book's signature chapter that the best thing we could do for wild orangutans, and all endangered primates is to leave them alone  to neglect them.  He would agree with Fernandez-Ernesto that humans cannot help but exploit everything they can reach in ways that are ultimately damaging.  Even primate researchers must stay away.  

The downfall of the renowned chimpanzee community at Gombe Stream in Tanzania validates this hypothesis.  Repeated waves of disease have been introduced by researchers and trackers, diminishing the apes to a small troop that will not likely survive.  Local people attracted to the area in part by its fame have created farms that have eaten into the forest, making the remaining reserve a small island of ape habitat with inadequate buffer from civilization.  

My fear is that we will accept the calculus of "protect the minimal necessary habitat" and let the great wide swaths of wilderness be destroyed.  In Cameroon some years ago a government decision was made to preserve 30% of the remaining intact rain forest.  A well known conservationist working in the country replied that they only needed to protect 10%.  

At a conference I helped organize a few years back a prominent conservation biologist warned about relying on biological science projections.  He recited the case of the global decision to allow nations to "harvest" a small percent of whales in the north Pacific oceans the optimal sustainable harvest.  When the whale populations began vanishing, undercover investigators discovered that the Russians had been taking many times their allotment.  

Only a couple years ago World Bank declared that its studies of timber operations in west and central Africa found, in most logging concessions, over 70% of the logs cut down were illegally harvested.  Suddenly, this year, WB is preparing to drop its moratorium on financing logging in Africa with DRC stabilizing, the Congo Basin logging subsidies are returning.  

I think Rijksen is right.  Give the exploiters a statistically sustainable inch, and they will take an ecosystem and species-endangering mile.  Leave civilization to operate unchecked, and nature vanishes.  

We need to bring in counter-forces.  I look at global institutions and only see military as the force that can draw a line around nature and keep civilization out.  And who or what will assure that the soldiers don’t turn around and raid the wilderness for their own profit and power?  

Huge questions.

Participant 
It doesn't take very long in this business of fixing the world to become despairing, for many of the reasons Doug and Tony just enumerated.  As if the exploiters aren't enough to worry about, the scientists and specialists with their projections and accommodations undermine conservation efforts as well.  Add to that the differences in approach of conservation organizations based on the way they are structured. Our own Mary Douglas, the noted British anthropologist, has shown that the way institutions are organized shape their behavior.  Those that are hierarchical and have stable leadership with clear boundaries tend to use conventional means of approaching change—they see the problems as manageable and local, and rely on legislation, lobbying, etc. Those that are democratic and participative in their structure, with changing leadership and fuzzy boundaries, tend to see the problems as global and apocalyptic, and their methods are more unorthodox—protest, demonstrations, etc.  Sierra Club vs. Friends of the Earth.  Many of the same people, but very different behavior, depending upon how they are organized.  

I guess we could subsume these issues under the heading, The Politics of Knowledge"—one of the major epistemological worries—how we know what we know. 

The anthropologist Gregory Bateson once told me he thought of psychology as that corner of epistemology which dealt with human error.  I guess that's what we're dealing with right now in this conference.

Scenarios for the Future

Participant 
Let's assume some progress in world issues.  

1. World human population stabilizes at about 6b (I know!)

2. Violence declines

3. Greater spread of economic benefits and some safety net

4. A more humane culture (anticipated by world reaction to Diana's landmine

    campaign, resistance to American incursion in Iraq).

5. New methods of accounting and taxation that shift costs and benefit analysis, 

    hence redirecting business activity.

6. Some increase in human optimism.

7. A broader acceptance of a world spiritual/scientific culture that is more 

    humane, less technocratic and profit driven, more realistic and appreciative.  

What, then, could be the emerging design principles about how humans and other species and landscapes cohere?  

(I have thought enough about the issues in the last week to begin to be able to "see" Tony's opening questions.)

Anthony L. Rose
Yes—we need to assume progress in world issues having to do with human civilization per se (e.g., how we relate to one another). That might lift us up from pessimism and into thinking about "design principles."  

However, we must go beyond improving our human condition in our assumptions: add at least two more items to the givens:  

8. Broad recognition of the necessity to protect and restore natural ecosystems

    and reverse biospheric decline, as a requisite for satisfactory and durable 

    human futures.  

9. A widespread and pervasive shift of the mechanisms for perceiving, defining,

    measuring, organizing, planning, implementing, maintaining, assessing, and    

    improving our world from ego and human-centered to eco- and life-centered, 

    from linear-self-serving to interactive-synergistic.  

# 8 is pretty well accepted—it could happen.  

# 9 is the big challenge.  It requires some giant paradigm shifts.  

Are we ready, able, willing to restructure our way of knowing the world?  


Paradoxical Notion of Going “Back to Nature”

Participant 
Gentlemen, I enter this discussion as a new contributor to the forum. My life in the performing arts and as past Chairman of the National Endowment for the Arts would not on the surface lend itself to any but an intuitive understanding of the issues at hand. However I am also an avid birder, an amateur naturalist and have spent time in many parts of the world over the past 20 years. Some of the trustees of the Wildlife Conservation Society, of which I am one. just returned from three weeks in India where we visited several parks observing the "umbrella" or "landscape species", primarily tigers, and talking with the scientists and wildlife officials there. We were accompanied by our own WCS scientists, George Schaller and Alan Rabinowitz, and Ullas Karanth. George actually did the initial tiger studies in Nagarahole over 20 years ago.

India has probably the best managed park systems in the world and the toughest environmental laws; if you kill a human being in India you can get bail, if you kill an endangered species you cannot. Still, the parks represent less than %1 of the country's landmass and the decision has been made that people and animals cannot co-exist. The "voluntary" removal of tribal peoples from the forests is currently ongoing. And so we have "mega-zoos" as Dr. William Conway predicted decades ago, which is probably the best that we can hope for the planet now and in the future given stable governments and the will of the people.  India is surprisingly tolerant of its animal/human conflicts. Last year alone 187 people were killed by leopards. (If that happened in the USA there would not be a cougar left alive in the lower 48!) But perhaps 187 out of nearly a billion people in India is a mere drop in the bucket.

I believe India is a good model for us to study. Its population is growing, not stabilizing like China, every inch of land is under cultivation, the literacy rate is only about %30, unemployment is a way of life, and the disparity between the rich (those in the new technologies etc.) and the poor is growing with no hope in sight. The answer is education but how to educate that population? I believe we can design new systems of living, and do it fairly quickly. I believe we can co-exist with the wild animals of the world only in heavily armed habitat enclosures, both large and small. What we need is a commitment to a vision of the world and effective leadership at the top. Neither of which we have now.

Richard believes an infusion of arts in a given culture would make a difference. I wish I could believe so. It makes no difference when there is no food on the table and no job in sight. Culture is given to the leisure class (excepting ritual, both secular and religious). Would love to hear responses from all of you who have given so much time and thought to these questions in your work. And yes, I, 

too, would love to receive your book, Consuming Nature. Thanks!    

Participant 15 Gordon Road, Carmel, New York, 10512 
 

Participant 
It's so great to have you with us, Jane.  You bring something very special indeed, being both artist and naturalist (even though you seem to doubt the role of art in dealing with the most wretched aspects of life).  Perhaps we can get into an illuminating discussion of that subject as the conference progresses. I'm sure your experiences as Chairman of the National Endowment of the Arts had its discouraging moments, but I know from listening to you at that time that you brought great vision to that work. My comments on art and poetry were really in appreciative response to a quote from Frederick Turner, who may be joining us as a special guest.  

You raise important questions about how change might come about. I am always interested in the indirect and paradoxical aspects of human change.  For example, I'm interested in how liberation movements come about—and how focusing on one oppressed group shifts our consciousness and actually liberates another--civil rights for minorities leads to the women's movement, which in turn leads to children's rights, and then to animal rights, and then to the inanimate, such as redwoods and wilderness. (I've theorized that it is not just that we are dealing with increasingly larger systems, but instead our new consciousness follows the concept of how we assign primitive wisdom in our world.  The TV program Lassie illustrates the formula—the wife is wiser than the husband, the child wiser than the mother, and the dog wiser than the child.  And what could be wiser than a redwood, or Old Man River?)  

After writing my book on children's rights in 1974, I could see that the liberation of animals would be next.  I persuaded my father of that (he a longtime protector of animals against cruelty) and we were 100 pages into writing a book together about the treatment of animals when Peter Singer, the Cambridge philosopher, wrote his landmark book, Animal Liberation, which I thought did such a good job, we decided we shouldn't go forward with ours.  I wish we had now, partly because he avoided dealing with pets (talk about a hot political topic).  I would like to know from you and Tony and the rest how you think the domestication and ownership of animals affects the subject of this conference.  

Jane, do you think there is currently an important difference between the Indian and American cultures with regard to a "reverence for life", the traditional Hindu teaching?  

Anthony L. Rose
Good to hear from you, Jane.  The artist-naturalist enters, reporting from recent experience in one of the most contradictory situations in the world, where some of the most profound values relating to respect for non-human life (ahimsa) appear to be submerged in the most prolific expansion of human life on the planet.  How can we paint these contradictions on the canvass of living ironies? Glad you are here to help!  

I remember talking with Bill Conway a few years ago about the “extractive reserve” concept—large pristine high biodiversity ecosystems protected fully from human intrusion except for the occasional removal of individual flora and fauna specimens for captive breeding purposes.  I still agreed that we must set aside and protect these kinds of reserves, and wildlife corridors connecting them.  The question about indigenous wilderness dwellers concerns me.  Lately I ask some questions about what will become of “humanity” if the last remaining human cultures that live in relative harmony within wild ecosystems are extinguished.  

Certainly in India where so little wilderness is left, the indigenous peoples' ways of life may be unsustainable in the near term.  A movement to restore wilderness there could include indigenous human cultures, however.  In the Congo Basin it seems feasible that some communities of forest people (a.k.a. Pygmies) may be able to live synergistically within some of the remaining large areas of forest.   I am growing stronger in my belief that we must focus more on the preservation of people living in synergy within wild ecosystems.  We can argue intellectually for this, economically, politically, and ethically.  

But let me leave it at the intuition-vision level: if we remove the last people who live in Eden, then Eden will be destroyed.   –Tony  

P.S.: Consuming Nature goes to the post office today.

Participant 
Hi—I’m just coming into this interesting conversation after a period of being totally engulfed by a writing project.  These themes have interested me for a long time:  some fifteen years ago I wrote a book entitled To Govern Evolution, coming out of a long period of involvement in environmental issues, and expressing my conviction that there's really no going back to nature, that the only way to go is into even more management but hopefully with a deeper sense of responsibility.  Sort of a Farsonian paradox. 

Anthony L. Rose
Hi, Walt—Welcome aboard. Your book sounds very relevant to our discussion--I'll look for a copy. Say, is Farsonian Paradox in the dictionary yet?  Seems like there are legions of us who have Dick to credit for our ironic vision.  

It does appear to me that there is no way for civilized humans or civil societies to return to nature harmlessly not for a visit, let alone for another generation.  

Thus we do need to go into more management, if we are to save the last remnants of Eden.  But in contrast to the frequent call for “wildlife and wilderness management”, I think we need more and better management of the people who live in, use, and directly exploit nature.  In the huge forested region of Africa I have been watching, it is the economics of outside consumer demand and inside supplier yield and delivery that is central to saving wildlife from local extinction.  The flora and fauna can still manage themselves brilliantly, if we humans leave them alone.  

I suspect that the smallest wildlife reserve in India requires more energy focused on managing humans than on managing the breeding and feeding of animals.    Maybe Jane can reflect on that from her recent travels.  

Much to explore.

Participant 
Yes, indeed, it takes enormous amounts of energy to manage the human aspects of human/animal conflict and interaction, at least in the Indian reserves we visited. Even with the most reverent peoples of the forest, the most understanding of the sacredness of all beings (and most of these tribal peoples are animists although being converted quickly to Hinduism whenever possible), if it is a question of feeding one's family the animals will be killed. Ergo, poaching is always a problem and the current trade in bush meat in Asia is a problem of paramount importance. It seems to me that the few forest peoples of the world who live in balance and sustainability with the wildlife and wild places are those who have not been touched by outside civilizations. But how many are those? And for how long? I believe ours is the last generation to witness these peoples. It takes only one generation to lose a language, a recipe, a religion, a way of life. In India today most of the men wear western dress, including the tribal people we met. Most of the women by contrast still wear saris or traditional dress; not however because they wish to wear these gorgeous dresses but because their husbands demand they do! How long will that last I wonder? 
 

Anthony L. Rose
I know there are conservation leaders in WCS who specialize in the issues of the indigenous forest people; the Harts in central Africa, are a superb example.  Is there energy to build programs to conserve the people/cultures that are still living sustainable synergistic "wild lives"?  Or to make them the centerpiece of certain ecosystem conservation programs?  

My work in Cameroon originally focused on saving the remaining great apes and their habitats, but I now see it as equally urgent to support the Pygmies,  those who still have a chance of retaining their harmonious lives in the forest, and those in transition who cannot go back.  These people are facing and experiencing a classic moment in human history—the fall of humanity from grace with the natural world.  I mourn for them more than I do for those of us born civilized, who can never really return.  They know what is being lost.  We only know the emptiness.

Participant 
The ethical questions involved in treating groups of humans as endangered species are daunting. 
 

Participant 
Thanks to Carl Hodges, who nominated Frederick Turner to be a special guest in this conference, I'm pleased to tell you that he has accepted.  As you remember, I inserted a quote from him early in the conference, identifying him as the University of Texas professor who wrote Shakespeare's Twenty First Century Economics.  I have since been in correspondence with him--a most rewarding experience--and decided to use part of a message he sent me as his introduction to this group.  It follows:  

I think I ought to say something about my views, so that we get off on the

right foot.  My ideas are complex and don't fit exactly any set of left-right  conventions.  But many of my thoughts, arrived at through continuous criticism of my own thought process, would be categorized by most as pretty conservative.  I'm always open to being convinced--but I also don't have any attachment to a particular "set".   I was raised an atheist communist, and have been at different times a devout conservative Catholic, a process theology/Vedic/Sufi/evolutionist mystic, and at present a highly heterodox but practicing Catholic.  I am a passionate lover of my adopted country, the USA, and have not lost any of my optimism about its future and its beneficial presence on this planet.  I respect and share what I feel to the best elements of both the major political parties, as well as the communitarian and libertarian positions.  I regard the current polarization

of the nation as a tragic mistake on both sides that has been building since

the Sixties--like the messy and horrible divorce of two good friends, each

of who tells me vicious and cruel things about the other, caricatures of

the other's mild failings blown up to grotesque paranoid proportions.  I do,

like the Founding Fathers, have rather more skepticism about government than

I do about business, and more skepticism of my own profession, the academy,

than either; I agree with the liberals that government has no business

legislating private morality, and agree with conservatives that there is

such a thing as private morality—but it is up to people individually to

practice it.  I am rather biased against the extreme left, having, when I

was a communist in my teens, seen from the inside the manipulation by really

evil people of such well-intentioned organizations as the Campaign for

Nuclear Disarmament; and I happen to love my home state of Texas.  

I'm not one to try to thrust my views down other people's throats, and I

look always for what I can agree with in other folks' ideas; but I do get

restive when it is assumed that I agree with the opinions of a group I am

in.  There are groups which rely on a lot of consensus in order to get their

work done—and they can do good work, wherever they are on the political

spectrum.  But there are also groups that have no "loyalty oath" except the

search for truth, mutual respect, and the pleasure of play with good ideas.

I'm more comfortable with the second kind.  

I think most problems where there are two "sides" are problems largely

because of the internal loyalty of each of the two factions.  Their real

solutions are in compromise, or better still, by imaginative reframing and

reconceiving the problem as an opportunity for creative progress.  

If an odd maverick like me could be useful to the ILF, I'd like to try.  It

goes without saying that I have a lot to learn, and there are few better

than your list to learn it from.  

So, welcome Fred. We hope you will jump right in.

Participant 
For those who would appreciate a more traditional introduction of Fred Turner, he was born in England in 1943, studied English at Oxford, taught at the University of California Santa Barbara, Kenyon College (where he edited the Kenyon Review) and the University of Exeter in England before becoming Founders Professor of Arts and Humanities at the University of Texas Dallas.  He's written two dozen books, countless articles and has a very strong reputation as a critic and poet.  His interdisciplinary experience is dazzling, and it includes ecological interests, which make him perfect for this conference. 
 

Anthony L. Rose
While waiting for Amazon.com to deliver my order of Hadean Eclogues by Fred Turner and in anticipation of your entry to this conversation, Fred, I searched the web and found one of your articles with a wealth of fertile ideas about our human connection with nature, from past pollution through present restoration to future redemption.  

One paragraph is directly relevant to a central theme for this conference—that  we must alter our world view to see ourselves as gifted hominoids who evolved  in “biosynergy” with other life forms, and as such our mission is to seek understanding and restructuring of our interfaces in nature in order to restore the processes that mutually influence well-being for all of life.  

Here is how Dr. Turner puts it, more poetically.  

“… Landscape must become a ritual space for the human community to reestablish its ancient performative connection with the land. The crucial point is that human beings are not alien beings that somehow supervened upon this planet to its inevitable detriment, but members of an animal species, mammalian primates who are as much at home here as any other species. Nature on this planet is not nature unless it includes this clever pantropic weed of an animal. We can no longer think of our ecological knowledge as, so to speak, standing outside of nature, an objective observer of it. We are both gardeners and part of the garden. Thus there are no one-way cause-effect relationships between humans and the rest of nature: the connection is always there, and the connection is always two-way, a tangle of feedbacks and mutual influences. The classical logic of linear cause will not work; nor will its postmodern equivalent, Michel Foucault's reductive political question ‘who does what to whom?’“  

Quote from “Ecological Turbulence and the Hadean Arcadia”, an article by  Frederick Turner, Ph.D. found on web at  --http://www.dallasinstitute.org/Programs/Previous/SPRING99/talktext/fredturn.htm  

I must admit that, while many of my students find this outlook an obvious one, when I present these kinds of suggestions to most of my colleagues in the conservation movement I get blank stares and a quick change of subject.  To alter one’s linear “who does what to whom” vision into one that takes in the "two-way tangle of feedbacks and mutual influences" requires a personal/professional transformation which very few individuals entrenched in their careers and organizations are willing to undergo.  Furthermore, to make this stick and to put it to work, we need social and economic systems which require and reinforce synergistic thinking, planning, implementation, assessment, etc.  To save ourselves we must reconstruct our selves and our societies.  A dilemma for the Farsonians.  And for the leaders of our governments, corporations, academies and foundations.   Cheers,  Tony

The Civilizing Force of Art 

Participant 
Richard is more than generous in his introduction, and I am honored to be part of this discussion.  

Perhaps I can introduce myself by trying to sketch the outline of an answer to Jane Alexander's fair question about what use the arts are to the poor who don't know where the next meal is coming from.  

One of the peculiar things about the very poor and about societies that, lacking advanced economic and technological defenses against misfortune and despair,  must rely on mutual help and entertainment is how very important the arts are to them.  Growing up in Zambia in the 50's, I was struck by how richly cultured, eloquent, and visually and musically adept my Ndembu friends and mentors were.  I feel that in my beloved Mexico, I felt it in Hungary under the tyranny of the Soviets, I felt it in Carl Hodges’ Eritrea, and I am beginning to get to know it among my mainland Chinese acquaintances, as I continue to translate the great Tang poems.  My nice suburban students often do not know a single line of poetry by heart; but people in mud huts can often recite whole mini-epics, and dance them out in mime to boot.  Man does not live by bread alone!  The poor are notoriously more charitable and hospitable than the rich—not that the rich are evil—rather, for them the legal, economic, and social systems about them are so robust that they believe the work of care and concern and appreciation has already been done for them by the government.  

So I think a large part of the challenge before us is to arrange a sort of exchange—to re-enchant the advanced technological societies by a re-learning of all the deep old human things that our ancestors once knew, while bringing to the poor of the world the dignity of property, legal rights, and the opportunity to make a living.  And this is something that governments are not very good at—though they can clear a safe space for it to happen in.  It has to be done by civil society—not just that of the rich nations but also that of the poor.  And the great language for this exchange, this conversation, is the arts.  

This means, by the way, that the arts must change; we must set aside some of our modernist abstraction and intellectualism, and recover the grand themes and interests and stories of the human race at large.  

Many of us have yearned for some magic way in which government can make us better, can make us value what we ought to value, the spiritual, the beautiful the natural, the sustainable future.  I'm sorry to say that government can not do this—and if this sounds dogmatic, so be it.  Artists and philosophers and religious sages and just plain good people can do these things; teachers, depending on how good they are at being artists, philosophers, sages, etc can either help by inspiration or hurt by boring didacticism.  Government can perhaps make life easier and less oppressive for the inspirers and value-creators and can open the channels that bring their ideas and creations to the market—because the marketplace is the most effective site of exchange—but that is about as far as it can go.  

If we dismiss the market, by the way, as a positive force, we will be cutting our own throats, I believe. The trick is to allow the market to include the higher values and make them profitable so that even selfish people can make a profit doing the right thing.  And the market, qua market, is by definition less coercive than government, which by definition holds the monopoly of coercion.  If we really want to help the poor of the world, the best thing we can do is buy their art, their farm produce, their labor (at a fair price), and pay them royalties for the cultural and spiritual goods we import from them.  One-way gift-giving is always dangerous—beware the Greeks when they come bearing gifts, we say, and the root of the English word "gift" is the Germanic "Gift", which means "poison."  Gifts that cannot be requited in some form make the giver into a god—and to be a god is not good for a human being, and arouses the resentment of the recipient.  The chief misfortune of the poor is not that they are not receiving enough goods, but that they have no goods to give, or that others do not want what goods they do have to give.  The arts are the place where these mysterious economics are negotiated and clarified and enacted.  

So leadership is still what it has always been—getting out in front, taking the risks, bearing the burden, being the servant of the people; not whipping it on, unwilling, from behind.  

This is sort of what I'd say to Jane Alexander; in fact I'm sure she feels much the same way about many of these things.  Sometimes indeed the task looks too great for us altogether, which is what probably motivated her sad comment.  But really it's a pretty worthwhile task.

Participant 
Many thanks, Tony, for your generous attention to my turbulence piece.  –Fred 

Participant 
Thank you, Fred, for that eloquent defense of art as a civilizing force in the world. You are right; I agree wholeheartedly with everything you say. Still the cynic in me wonders how, in a world where even the tribal villages I visited in the forests of India had satellite TV to watch Indian soap operas or see Sting on MTV, the traditional arts, and the vast and wonderful stories told through dance, music and theatre can be kept alive? I searched in vain during the course of the three weeks I was in central and southern India and then the last week in Sikkim for The Mahabarata, Ramayana or any theatre at all other than some of English/Raj origin. Delhi alone has over 15 million people and there was only one traditional music concert  during the days we were there. I went. It was attended by less than 50 people.

I bring up India again only because it seems to paint the picture of the future for most countries. Where is the will to keep the native arts alive? In pockets of Africa perhaps, Europe certainly despite competition from the #1 US export: movies, music and books. But even our wealthy US government supports the National Endowment for the Arts with only 122 millions---this doesn't even register as a blip on the overall Congressional budget. When I was Chairman one of my priorities was to try and insure the future of the traditional arts in the USA by giving a good portion of the NEA's budget to the program called Heritage and Preservation. But the truth is that the traditional artists are dying out—the next generation cannot commit to a profession or even a hobby when there is no real monetary return.  Some will survive of course and yes we should support them by buying their art whenever we can. However we do not have the leadership at the top, a president or even congressional leaders who want to take this issue on and fund it sufficiently. Any ideas on this? 
 

Participant 
Jane, all of us artists in the US ought to thank you for the great work you did at the NEA.  My friend Dana Gioia seems to be doing a good job there too, and has actually sweet-talked Congress into a substantial budget increase.  

But for all the good that an organization that the NEA can do, the real energy of the arts comes from the people, as you know.  

I think the popular arts may be much more robust than we give them credit for—but they're robust precisely because, like some short-lived organs in the human body (the liver dies and is reborn every 48 hours or so), they autodestruct and regenerate over a shockingly fast cycle.  Folk art is for me just old pop art—some of it survives, but most gets churned under with the generation that created it, to form soil for the next crop.  Before print publication of musical scores, most of the great music of any era was totally forgotten by the next.  Mozart vanished until Mendelssohn resurrected him.   I would suggest that the place to look for the Indian traditional arts would be in their wildly profitable film and pop music and romance industries.  I've written poetry in rap form and find that it works in its own way as well as the traditional ballad form.  One day old MTV pieces will be respected as much as Marvel Comics or old Disney gels or the penny dreadfuls of Richardson and Smollett and Defoe are now.  Maybe we don't have Tolstoy any more, but we do have some stunningly good science fiction.  Jane, your art form, film, is one of the great achievements of our era.  

There are classics, of course--but I think they're just extremely good pop works that simply stand the test of time.  The Waste Land was pop--Ohhhh that Shakespearian rag--and so was Shakespeare himself.  African and Indian music have become world music, penetrating the new musical technology and making West African Griots and London Bengalis into millionaires.  Some of it is actually very good, and some may even make it into the canon.  

So maybe what we need is a realm of critical discussion and public sharing of opinion that can vigorously respond to artists, and teach them how to respond to the deep unspoken needs of the culture at large.  Homer got to be good by training with great storytellers, and by trying out his stuff on hundreds of live audiences, just like a great bluegrass artist.  Our problem is partly that modernism and the avant garde tended to cut the artist off from the popular audience, and create an academic mandarinate that interpreted art to the proles.  Let's put the mandarins to work collecting and preserving the good pop (folk) art, to make life easier for future Mendelssohns.  

But I think the internet is changing all that, and we may see an artistic renaissance fired up by that medium, by-passing the old gatekeepers.  

Interesting times.  –Fred 

Participant 
I think this last exchange between Jane, Tony and Fred may qualify!  

Fred, I think the market can work in the ways you suggest, and is more powerful than government in accomplishing much that we value, including democracy.  But it seems to me that unless a distinction is made between the semi-sacred in our culture (art, science, the professions) and what is appropriately business, applying a market orientation can corrupt.  For example, I don't think that journalism, medicine or education have advanced when they become market oriented, but indeed have been weakened.  It may not be the government's role to make or enforce such a distinction, but somehow it needs to be made, don't you think? If we apply the market system across the board to all we have been discussing, I fear that things will go seriously wrong.  In all-out commodification, people can become commodities too. Tony began his discussion with us pointing to the commercial exploitation of endangered species. Somehow another value system must prevail.

Participant 
Richard, I hope it isn't bad form on this list to quote one's own writings, but I have in fact addressed your wonderful question about the need for a way of thinking about the relationship of art and the market.  Here is a bit of an essay I wrote about it.  The essay began with the question, why the buyer of a painting shouldn't have the right to erase the painter's name and put in his own.  

For the purposes of the artist, art lover, and collector, the crucial issue is that of intellectual property.  The artist must retain a kind of ghostly ownership of a work that he has sold, and this is what defines him as an artist.  The graphic artist of a commercial poster or TV ad usually does not receive attribution: his work is fully signed over, so to speak, to the corporation, together with any right of artistic ownership; such workers deserve the high salaries and good job security they have (relative to those of the struggling artist proper), because they have given up more to get them. The artist must suffer from the incompleteness of his transaction; and so too must the new owner. The buyer of a work of art must put up with the fact that it is not his to pass off as his own work, and indeed not his to deface or convert to another use as one might an ordinary possession; and in the case of myself and other owners of art I know, the artist is liable to ask for it back from time to time on a temporary basis.  The signature rightly remains unaltered.  

But the buyer does not, I think, lose by this.  It is precisely what the artist did not sell to me that makes the work continue to appreciate in value.  To put it another way, along with the work of art came a gift that was not covered by the initial purchase: a gift that the artist gave me, an overplus beyond the purchase price.  And that gift was not entirely the artist's own in the first place—it was the continued transmission of the "giftedness" of the artist, which came to him as   the legacy of his genes and of the artistic tradition in which he worked.  As Shakespeare says in Twelfth Night, on the subject of the sexual and reproductive and loving property we have in our bodies and souls, "What is yours to bestow is not yours to reserve".  Lewis Hyde's phrase, "the erotic life of property", catches something of this mysterious passing on of the gift; so does the advertising phrase about the "gift that keeps on giving."  

To the extent I cannot justifiably sign the artist's painting with my own name, to that extent the painting is likely to make my heirs wealthy.  The gift keeps giving, as long as it is surrounded by a certain invisible shrine, only partly definable by the laws of fraud and the conventions of art-historical attribution and provenance.  Beyond the legal decisions and moral imperatives that enabled the heirs of Holocaust victims to recover the art that the Nazis had looted was a further spiritual presence, of the artists that had created the art, and the traditions, formal genres, and genetic inheritance from which the artists' own gifts came—a  compound spiritual presence that made them valuable and thus worth litigating over in the first place.  

This is not, emphatically, an attack on property or a disparagement of the market.  The brilliant Peruvian economist Hernando De Soto has argued in his fascinating books The Other Path and The Mystery of Capital: Why Capitalism Triumphs in the West and Fails Everywhere Else that what holds back the Third World from economic prosperity is poor people's lack of access to the legitimizing title to their own property.  He shows that the poor of the world—for whom he has become a great champion—actually own property in the form of real estate, small businesses, and movables worth around nine trillion dollars.  But over 80% of their property is not recognized by the legal systems of their countries and thus cannot be used for collateral, cannot be mortgaged, cannot be used as a legal address, cannot easily be hooked up to utilities, cannot be taxed to provide the basic structures of civic prosperity, and cannot take on the second, invisible identity as fungible capital that would make it economically productive.  It is clear that to abolish private property—a natural if misguided reaction by the dispossessed to the injustice of their condition—is, as some countries have found out, to impoverish people still further.  It is equally clear that if the world is to attain economic justice the institution of property needs to be strengthened, not undermined.  

Gifts are perhaps what life is all about—the best things in life are free.  But if we do not own property, we cannot give it away, and if we do not come to own what is given us, it hasn't really been given at all. Our gifts are ours to bestow: but they must first be ours.  Somehow we must endure the awkward, intermediate condition of a material and moral economy that is part earnings, part gifts.  What we give gains much of its value from its earnedness—and  what is earned is valuable largely because it is then ours to donate to those we love.  The purity of either gifts alone or merit alone—in  religious terms, grace and good works—is  sterile and uncreative and dead.  But the mixture is always uncomfortable, an adulteration, a pollution, an uneasy joke.  In our personal exchanges, it is easy to deal rightly with blood kin or with strangers—the former are entitled to our free gifts, the latter need no more than just prices and a hard bargain.  It is with in-laws that things get difficult, in the mixed place where gift and earnings, mercy and justice, must cooperate.  But the world can only replenish itself with human beings by the institution that creates in-laws--that is, the pair-bond of men and women--and this is why all cultures tell in-law jokes.  The joking expresses the mixture of joy over increase and embarassment over ambiguous property rights that accompany the mystery of reproduction.  

The case of Napster, the cyberspace exchange system for perfect free copies   of musical artworks, is highly instructive here—and now the mystery of "reproduction" takes on another meaning.  Napster rose to be a huge electronic business by essentially destroying the property rights of musicians over their own music.  In one sense, it turned all music into pure gifts-that-keep-giving.  To do this might seem to be a  liberation of the art of music from the materialistic trappings of money and profit.  But in preserving what I have called the shrine of the gift, it tossed out the actual thing that was enshrined; in keeping the spirit, it got rid of the body that expresses and instantiates the spirit.  Napster had certainly captured the gift spirit that enables a work of art to appreciate in value: but since that spirit had no place to incarnate itself, no place where spirit locates itself in flesh, there was nothing to appreciate.  Napster was, I have come to believe, rightly enjoined from its activities; but at the same time something of what we are learning from its technology and its energy needs to go into whatever arrangement we finally come to about copyright when a valuable object can be perfectly reproduced.  Soon the same perfection of reproduction will be possible in the visual arts; already artists are uploading dazzling electronic versions of their paintings for the internet public.  (Poetry, of course, has already been struggling unsuccessfully with the problems of copyright for over four hundred years, and is a poverty-stricken profession as a result.  Homer and Shakespeare could sequestrate their poetry in personal performance and thus capture a fair fraction of its value; no modern poet can make a living out of poetry alone.)  

The opposite of the Napster case is that of Bill Gates, who has reportedly bought the reproduction rights to a large fraction of the world's works of art.  If our theory is correct, Gates has bought precisely what cannot appreciate in value—what  Marxists used to call its nature as a commodity.  It is a real economic asset, but it is also a sort of zombie, bereft of its connection with its maker and with the maker's own makers, through whom the gift passed before it came to its maker.  On the other hand Gates may have also created a sort of art bank that would be a way for millions of people to experience great art at prices they can afford.  There is a whole field of postmodern criticism dealing with this aspect of contemporary technology and economics, which goes by the name of "simulacra"—but since this theory rejects apriori any notion of true gift, spirit, presence, authority, authenticity, author, and even the person, it cannot help us here.  

Gates and Napster have done nothing wrong as far as this analysis is concerned.  The rights of reproduction were Gates' to buy.  Someone had to try out the theory that art could be given away for free, and that someone was Napster; it forced us to break new legal ground, ground that needed to be broken, and its activity is not a crime until it is retroactively named one—by which time it will have ceased to commit it.  But neither Napster nor Gates have discovered the mysterious nuptial bed where gift and commodity, intellectual property and economic ownership meet and become the common origin of an artwork's value.  Both "pure gift" and "pure commodity" are, as it were, homoerotic forms of possession—exciting and sophisticated, but lacking the messy complications and mysterious potential of new birth.  

The issue, then, has something to do with reproduction--in both senses.  Put   another way, it is about authoring.  The word itself is rich in cognates (that is, words with the same ancestry, "born-with" each other).  One's natural ancestors, one's parents and one's God are the authors of one's being.  They reproduced us.  From them one gets one's authenticity, and from one's own authoring one gets authority.  The old root of our word, "auctor", connects it with such words as augment, wax (in the sense of increase, as opposed to wane), august, augur, augury, and inaugurate.  Thus the creativity of authorship is the promise of the future, and the province of augurs and prophets who look into what is to come.

Anthony L. Rose
How to choose just one or two of the many new amalgams, revolutions and integrations that are jumping between the lines in Fred's interchange with Jane?  Already we see what Dick means when he says the artists added to the mix of ecology and business will take the options and energies to another level.  Let me land on a couple of topics that arouse me more than the others.  Hence—an  apology to precedence in the ownership of art and life.  

How will the cultures, societies, ecosystems, and gods which spawned (authored) the music of the “West African Griots and London Bengalis” benefit from the billions of dollars that global Napsters are making in the name of World Music? Is there some moral or ethical force or statute which demands that the brilliant remnants of living human history be compensated for their artistic contribution to the global economy, at least enough to keep them alive to enlighten the future?  Shall those who create the art own nothing but their historic moment as they fade to extinction, while others are free to take all ongoing benefits from the reproductions?  

Can Bill Gates, having invented a method of buying “the reproduction rights to a large fraction of the world's works of art”, now buy the rights to reproduce all the images that depict works of art authored by evolution—say, ape, elephant, tiger, or tarantula?  And if he tries, then who will stand and speak on behalf of those vibrant creations – the bonobos making love in the forest, the leopards passing unnoticed in twilight?  Who might match Gates’ corporate and financial power with sufficient counterpoint of spirit and benevolence, and bargain for the recovery of those living species from endangered to thriving and the restoration of their homelands from timber concession to protected wilderness?  

For me it is not enough to leave my children and grandchildren with a few film clips of Baka pygmy water music and some snapshots of Koko signing “gorilla love” to her kitten.  I want my offspring and their generations to know that small people and giant apes still live in the forest, that our hominoid relatives continue to create vital art and foster deep affections, and that worlds made by the gods can flourish by the grace of Man.  Who are we, after all, if we can finance the construction of Israel and the reconstruction of Iraq, but we will not buy back Eden for the salvation of our original genetic and historic ancestors?  

These are real questions especially the question “who are we?”  

Participant 
I have never before regarded intellectual property as such a moving and erotic subject, and I am indebted to all of you for bringing such depth of understanding and inquiry to this dialogue.  It is easy to see, with the layer upon layer of meaning that you folks have given this subject, why no simplistic formula such as Soviet communism or free market economics suffice to guarantee the preservation and honoring of natural beauty, whether in the wild or in the artist's studio.  But, as Fred points out, some market practices have developed, before codification into law, that keep us from erasing the signatures of painters, thereby serving both the artist and the collector. Indeed, most of the decency in life is not codified into law.  When strangers ask for directions, they almost always get answers. We develop etiquette, ethics, taboos essentially outside the law, and they are often more powerful determinants of behavior. Now how can such civility, such ethical practices develop in the areas of concern in this conference?  

While I am a supporter of capitalism, I'm afraid unfettered capitalism often works against such developments.  Land developers rape the land. Media tycoons rape the mind. Because everything can be commodified, when it comes to the aspects of life that we value most, the losses of commodification tend to outweigh the gains. In the commodification of sexual intercourse, for example, the soulless athleticism of the prostitute competes with the melting heart in orgasmic romantic love.  

I look forward now with much excitement to our upcoming discussion of intellectual property, which Walt Anderson will lead.

Anthony L. Rose
At the risk of jumping into Walt Anderson’s issues too soon, I find the questions raised above vital to discuss in relation to the trashing of wildlife and wilderness.  Perhaps by now some of you have received Consuming Nature and can see what underlies my (com)passion.  

Markets and properties, values and artistry, practices and codifications, prides and prejudices—these factors are important among the many variables that impact the way we humans treat one another, the rest of life on the planet, and the inventions and constructions of human societies.  

Whether it is the Corporate Monarch claiming worldwide copy rights to the artwork of others whom he does not know, or the Little Prince asserting that only the Rose he has loved has value, and all the other roses are empty  both are coming from a position of blinded self-absorption.  The same holds for the Logger who seeks personal profit extracting ancient trees from pristine wilderness, and for the Banker who uses taxpayer underwriting to finance the building of roads into the wilderness and subsidize the timber operations.  We excuse the Little Prince’s immature and narrow point-of-view because he is a young lost soul in a strange world.  What excuse shall we make for the Corporate King, the Logger, and the Banker?  

The issue of property is at question here, for practical and ethical reasons.  Absent landlords and detached executives have very poor records of stewardship.  It is the narrowing of property to “intellectual” forms—contracts and coins, words and artifacts—that renders the phenomena which those forms signify vulnerable to mishandling and destruction. A great ecosystem and a great painting are endowed (by nature and humanity) with much more than intellectual value; with value which cannot easily, or ever, be owned.  They hold emotional value, physical value, social value, spiritual value, historic value, aesthetic value, etc.  They also are composed of the compounded values that emerge from the synergy of these elements within the ecosystem or painting, and among like and related “non-properties”.  

Perhaps a non-property is like a work of non-fiction, a subjective amalgamation of signifiers which represent supposed facts in a way that satisfies the writer’s desire for ownership?  

These thoughts offered on a brilliant warm Sunday when the tortoises are rising from hibernation and the ocean appears to match its name.

Participant 
I wasn't really proposing to lead a conference on intellectual property, because I don't consider myself particularly well-informed in that field, but to help bring it into being and perhaps recruit somebody like Larry Lessig of Stanford to be the lead thinker.  You can see something about him in the article entitled "Free Mickey!" that I wrote some time ago and is archived as Item 7 in the Commentaries section of our forum.  The main theme I would propose for our exploration is the global information regime that is emerging, and its relevance to the kinds of artistic/ethical concerns that have been under discussion here. 

Participant 
I guess "ownership" has been a subject of debate ever since political philosophy was born. I think that those of us who write non-fiction would desire, more than anything, for our ideas to be reproduced and have impact everywhere.  Not that credit or money isn't in the picture, but rather distant seconds, I suspect.  

The case for a "commons" is always appealing.  Doesn't exploitation depend strongly on the presence or absence of community?

Rights and Responsibilities Among World Community Members

Anthony L. Rose
Good questions, Dick.  

On non-fiction, I agree that many of us give away our ideas for reproduction 

and distribution with hopes that we and our "community" will gain whatever recognition and royalty is deserved, and our target publics will be affected in ways which we believe are for the common good.  

Key here is what/who does each of us include in the commons; in the community to which we belong and which we strive to improve, restore, etc?  

On non-property, or nature-property such as a rain forest where no humans live, the claims to human ownership are fictional claims, in my view. If "commons" means that the common human community has democratically shared rights to use the "unpopulated" territory, then I warn that such a fiction is dangerous, and wrong-headed.  Similarly, to act as if the pygmies own the rain forest in which they live is an equally dangerous mal-fiction.  

The basic mistake in these fictions, as I see it, is the arrogant position that the only living beings that count within the commons (whether within or outside the wilderness) are the human beings.  Enacting ownership claims based on that outlook opens the door to the Humans-uber-alles policy, which in current global "free-market" practice leads to the takeover and makeover of wilderness and commons by powerful and rich human exploiters.  

I would suggest that in those territories where the accepted measures of biomass, biodiversity, and biosynergy demonstrate that non-human life is clearly predominant, the community which is present and which counts most is the non-human community. The absent human community does not hold a priori rights to these territories, in my opinion. A key problem lies in the limited power and capacity of the humans who are chosen to "speak for the natural stakeholders".  

The next issue becomes, what is the ethical and practical approach whereby 

an absent community may stake a claim in a territory where they are not represented. Here is where human fictions of manifest destiny and national sovereignty are used to wipe away whatever common rights the non-human world may hold to the natural territories.  

Today we write off the non-human stakeholder communities that have thrived for millennia in a territory by accepting weak human-defined mitigations of their needs and rights. Then we install "wilderness management" systems that rule out effective participation of people who may be indigenous to the territory and which are biased towards satisfying outside human interests rather than the interests of the majority of living communities present in the territory.  Thus the fictitious intellectual property rights are made the laws of the land.  

I know these kinds of thoughts may be pedestrian to some and radical to others.  What I hope is that they will stimulate some examination of our world-views, our values, and our rights.

Anthony L. Rose
Dick  I just got a call from John Vasconcellos thanking me for the book I sent him.  I told him about this conference and when urgencies settle down he hopes to look in.  

John is at this moment going to the California State Senate to argue for a Bill which will extend the "right to vote" to younger people down to 14 years with linked education requirements and fractional vote allocation.  This is intended to get young people involved earlier in the considerations of government—to expand their "birthrights" and responsibilities.  

Of course I applaud—and wonder if the apes and elephants will be enabled to vote (by proxy) for the betterment of their futures some day.  

Participant
 Tony, perhaps the dilemma you pose is best understood as an animal rights issue.  The fact that they cannot advocate for themselves does not distinguish them from almost all other oppressed groups that eventually gained such rights.  All have been represented by advocates that were marginal to the oppressed groups (Gloria Steinem was not the most oppressed woman in America) or not members at all—George Bernard Shaw was a great feminist.  Similarly African-Americans were liberated by white abolitionists.  Adults advocate for children's rights (Vasconcellos).  Humans for animals.  It will, to some extent, always be so.  Some groups eventually speak for themselves, but often not for a century or more. It remains to be seen if animals will develop communicative powers to participate in their own protection and liberation. Experimenters using animals as subjects have wondered what they would do if the animal asked not to be operated on. 
 

Participant 
Because the raising of consciousness about one group can sometimes raise consciousness about another, it may be useful to consider the advocacy of voting rights for children.  

I think that John's advocacy of voting rights for 14 year-olds is politically a good strategy, as long as we don't allow ourselves to think that those under 14 are unqualified. Many are not. Indeed, if we were to inquire seriously about the abilities of quite young children compared to adult voters, we would find many who are quite capable, or could be if enfranchised. My guess is that some of the ways we regard children would be relevant to our regard for animals. Or vice versa. And for that matter, relevant to redwoods and rain forests.  

If age were eliminated entirely as qualification for voting, we probably would initially note little difference in voting patterns.  Children would vote with their parents, or other adults in their lives, as they now do.  That is, if six-year-olds were voting, they would be influenced by their parents primarily, until someone figured out that they were a constituency, and began courting their vote. But that is a slower process than one would think.  When women got the vote, they didn't vote as a bloc for more than fifty years, and still don't quite do that.  They voted with the men in their lives.  Blacks, to the extent they were allowed to vote, voted for 100 years with Southern whites, until the civil rights movement freed many of them up to vote as a bloc.  As I understand it, in Germany, the plan now before Parliament enables children 12 and over to vote, and makes parents eligible to vote as proxies for their children under 12, unless the child petitioned to vote on his or her own behalf.  The strategy there was not to empower children per se, but families and younger adults who were losing out to the growing senior population, who are heavy voters, and tend to vote against education, etc.  

I think we should eventually look to the elimination of age as a test for voting.  The fact that below 15 or so there is an average cognitive difference is, in a sense, irrelevant, because restricting the vote would eliminate thousands of brilliant ten or twelve year olds, or even six year olds. We find diminished capacities in many older people, but because so many are still able to vote responsibly, we don't disenfranchise that group. Voting is just one way to rethink our relations with children.  There may be other rights that children should have that could be more appropriately applied to animals.  

Curiously, protection is often a kind of oppression, as women found when they discovered that male imposed protection against overtime work or lifting heavy packages, or the guarantees that they have cots in their restrooms, insured coffee breaks, etc., protected women from advancing, from holding leadership positions. How can someone who has to have a cot in her restroom or can't be worked overtime ever advance to a leadership position?  Consequently, they found themselves protected into poverty.  

I suppose we should be careful, as Tony has suggested, about how we think about "protecting" people and animals and other living things.  

Participant 
Clearly the answer is not going to be easy.  Non-ownership leaves nature open to the exploitation of the strongest species, whether that species is humankind or the elephants that, protected by human laws, devastated the great national parks of Kenya.  Traditional peoples are no better in this respect than advanced technological societies--it is now well established, for instance, that most of the large edible fauna of the Americas were hunted to extinction by humans who crossed the Bering Land Bridge and populated this continent; more recently the Polynesians had the same effect on the Pacific islands, ending with the horrifying collapse of Easter Island's ecosystem and society.    The tragedy of the commons can come about whether land is owned in common or not owned at all--and humans are not the only species that can produce a virtual desert in terms of biodiversity (many climax forests are extremely species-poor).  

Ownership has the disadvantages people have pointed out.  But there may be ways in which self-interest can be harnessed, as it is in the classical economics of Adam Smith, so that individual selfishness can bring about collective welfare.  If "externalities" (which are really unrecognized "internalities") such as biodiversity and clean air and water are recognized in terms of tax rates and other legal accompaniments of ownership, and if our tort law is expanded so that abusive owners can be sued for harming resources that belong to the ecosystem of the planet as a whole, ownership might turn out to be the solution, rather than the problem.  For believers in the sanctity of private property, such measures could well be described as strengthening the principles of ownership, rather than weakening them; for the concept of property would by implication be thus extended to many areas where it had not previously existed.  There has already been progress in this regard in the USA, Europe, and other parts of the developed world, and the pollution credits market shows great promise for marketizing good environmental citizenship, and making it profitable.  Carl Hodges can explain this far better than I.  In a similar spirit, we find many countries, such as Costa Rica, making really serious efforts at conservation, not out of the goodness of their hearts, but out of the experience of having made lots of good hard currency out of eco-tourism.  

Certainly we ought to try to make people morally better as time goes by; but in the meantime we need to make it attractive to bad and imperfect people to do the right thing.  

State ownership won't work, either, by the way: some of the worst ecological catastrophes in the world—Chernobyl, the drying up of the Aral Sea, the pollution of the Danube delta, the draining of the Iraqi wetlands, the deforestation of large areas of South America, Africa, and southeast Asia, and the widespread pollution of groundwater in East Germany—took place at the hands of the state or government-owned monopolies.  Thus though we might improve the voting system--and indeed we should—we might still end up with the government as effectively like a monopolistic business corporation, obeying the will of its stockholders, and armed not only with money but with soldiers and weapons as well.  And if we "gave the vote" to other species, could we trust their human proxies (for there would have to be interpreters between other species and ourselves) with the immense power and potentially huge financial rewards and corruptions that would come along with the proxy vote?  

Participant 
The property issue is central and goes to the heart of human nature and social organization. Property, in the Lockian view, is the defense against interference by others—including the tyranny of the state.  

But the issues! So a few notes to get them out of my system.  

The commons. The normal opinion is from the paper "The Tragedy Of The Commons"

http://dieoff.com/page95.htm which was really a paper on nuclear disarmament and social cooperation, with a  few paragraphs on "the Commons", a paper and argument that defined the view of the commons for  a whole generation. He argued that too many farmers grazed too many cattle, and ruined it. We know however from history (for example Customs In Common by Christopher Hill) that the farmers knew how to use the commons, as part of an antique culture, and the commons was taken from them by powerful landowning "aristocrats" as market opportunities made the land valuable for export crops. It was not destroyed by the small farmers.  

On property and art, it fascinates me that it seems one can no longer give a painting—even of one's own creation—to the "public". I think it is true that The National Gallery for example has the right to sell any painting in its collection, and a government has the right to sell land given to it "for public use".  

Everything turns to alienable property ( I learned this morning that alienable comes from alien, Greek for "wanderer"). There have been times when property was not, including farm land in England when it could be inherited but not sold. There have been times when there have been arguments about the "right" of a person to sell him/herself into slavery.  

The movement of everything toward being property is frightening. Land, then water, air, DNA, ordinary words taken by corporations, and the extension of copyright. Lessig is quite wonderful on that issue.  

Also worth reading is the marvelous speech by Macaulay in the House of Commons in 1841.  

http://yarchive.net/macaulay/copyright.html  

The problem with property in combination with a money system is its tendency to migrate "upward" toward the few. The following paper on  complexity and the Roman Empire shows the problem.

http://dieoff.com/page134.htm Joseph Tainter  

One outcome of diminishing returns to complexity is illustrated by the collapse of the Western Roman Empire. As a solar-energy based society which taxed heavily, the empire had little fiscal reserve. When confronted with military crises, Roman Emperors often had to respond by debasing the silver currency (Figure 4.2) and trying to raise new funds. In the third century A.D. constant crises forced the emperors to double the size of the army and increase both the size and complexity of the government. To pay for this, masses of worthless coins were produced, supplies were commandeered from peasants, and the level of taxation was made even more oppressive (up to two-thirds of the net yield after payment of rent). Inflation devastated the economy. Lands and population were surveyed across the empire and assessed for taxes. Communities were held corporately liable for any unpaid amounts. While peasants went hungry or sold their children into slavery, massive fortifications were built, the size of the bureaucracy doubled, provincial administration was made more complex, large subsidies in gold were paid to Germanic tribes, and new imperial cities and courts were established. With rising taxes, marginal lands were abandoned and population declined. Peasants could no longer support large families. To avoid oppressive civic obligations, the wealthy fled from cities to establish self-sufficient rural estates. Ultimately, to escape taxation, peasants voluntarily entered into feudal relationships with these land holders. A few wealthy families came to own much of the land in the western empire, and were able to defy the imperial government. The empire came to sustain itself by consuming its capital resources; producing lands and peasant population (Jones 1964, 1974; Wickham 1984; Tainter 1988, 1994b). The Roman Empire provides history's best-documented example of how increasing complexity to resolve problems leads to higher costs, diminishing returns, alienation of a support population, economic weakness, and collapse. In the end it could no longer afford to solve the problems of its own existence.  

On DeSoto and the property of the poor: If they can't sell it, they can keep it. If they can sell it, they will, and will be forced to move. If they can sell it, city administrators can make life hell and make selling more attractive. This has happened in Washington DC, in the black community across the river in SE, Anacostia. I do not see DeSoto's ideas as helpful to the poor.  

Participant 
Douglass, what a wealth of good points.  It's precisely this sort of debate that brings up good new ideas.  

As you point out, there have indeed been situations--sadly rather exceptional, as the history of human ecological devastation through all of human history and at all levels of human organization attests—where commons have not been exploited.  But those situations always involve a religious and artistic element--the rice terrace landscape of Java, with its pervasive temple law and culture, is a good example.  Even in these cases ownership still exists, though it is ownership by the village, an extended clan or family, usually with a patriarch (see Locke's First Treatise of Government).  But granted, communities can take care of common land.  Can such ethics be amplified to a society and a technology capable of supporting the world's population?  This question is the reason why I believe art and religion, and the values they can support among a diverse population, cannot be dismissed in thinking about poverty and endangered species.  

I think the issue is not property per se, but what ownership means.  If ownership means among other things responsibility and stewardship—backed up if necessary by law when the community gets too large for the social pressure of custom to work—then property can be highly beneficial.  The model should be parenthood—the law recognizes that our children are ours, but by the same token holds us responsible for their welfare.  The Nature Conservancy, which uses the institution of property to protect valuable ecosystems, is exemplary (though there is a potential problem in the succession of the trustees).  

As for poor people selling their property if they've got it, this is again a matter of law.  There are plenty of examples of legal means—Texas homesteading laws for instance, or trusteeships, or inheritance laws such as entail—that can discourage people from liquefying property and protect them from being forced to sell it.  But is it not a little odd to assume that we in our superior wisdom can dispose freely of our own property, while others must be protected from themselves?  There is again much evidence—the Grameen Bank, for instance—that in a rational market system and with good advice very poor people can make smart economic decisions and improve their lives. I’m sure I don't handle my own finances as well as many very poor people handle theirs.  Of course people need to be protected from local despots in order to be able to make wise economic decisions, but is it really a good argument to say that a slave who has no property to steal is better off than a freeholder whose property can be extorted from him?  Property owners who pay taxes and vote on how much they pay are pretty scary to a city government, especially if there are lots of them.

Anthony L. Rose
There are so many contradictions and ironies in the chronicle of historic comparisons among commons and estates, empires and conservancies, public holdings and private properties  it does make one believe that anything is possible.  Exciting, hope-inducing.  

It also makes one wonder about the multiple realities that are behind every historic report, and the processes of selective perception, cognitive bias, and censored reporting that have influenced all the myriad of stories told and written by the stenographers of civilization across recorded time.  How varied and brilliant, and how limited are our slim annotations about the bones and blood, mortar and magic of human-centered worlds.  Still, it is what we have to build on arrangements of 26 letters and a big bag of numbers used to define and portray centuries of life from the eye of the elite of one fantastic species.  

I think we are blessed and cursed by our erudition we can conceive the world as it ought to be in exquisite terms and are thus obliged to devote our days to the construction of better futures.  How daunting a task.  At the same time, we stand distant from most of those whose lives are reliant on the efficacy of our designs and the visionary elegance of our works of art. I wish we could bring them in, the silent majorities, with their energy, their secrets.  

What if Daniel Quinn had written his tale of Ishmael from a true gorilla point of view?  Lots of leaves and mist, musk and muscle, warmth and bravado not much about Cain and Able and the implications of the agricultural revolution for the future of Eden.  But a real orphaned gorilla living in the company of humans might tell us what it feels like to watch his mother butchered, to be kidnapped by strange creatures and caged without warmth or food or water, to vanish from his evolutionary homeland and genetic community, and to suffer loneliness far deeper and more complete than what is felt by any human enslaved by others of his kind.  

If the apes in the sanctuaries and zoos could talk—if all the voiceless beings, human and otherwise could inform us with their anguish and ecstasy they might bring a new level of consideration to our discourse—deepen our urgency, spur us on to consider all the most taboo paradoxes, to bring in more conflicting evidence, to enlist the widest possible array of popular and unknown genius. To restore the synergy of nature and humankind is a superhuman task we do indeed need the input of all the proxies for all the gods.  

Participant 
It is a fact of life that often outsiders can see the predicaments and oppression of others before these others can realize it themselves. Those living things without a consciousness capable of such recognition will always require human advocacy. Indeed, we all need others more powerful than we, who can sense our difficulties, and better advocate for us. Political systems that encourage and provide for those of us least able to do it for ourselves surely must be the better systems.  The dilemma, however, is that protection and direct support are not always the most helpful ways to express our compassion. Democracy is based on the idea that people given rights and the power to effect change in their lives will ultimately do so intelligently, that we don't need to do it for them in a paternalistic way. I'm afraid knowing that sometimes justifies practices that become only self serving, and we lose sight of the needs of the powerless among us, even in a democratic system.  

People and animals and other living things always will need our compassionate help. So my approach, developed in thinking about the liberation of children, is that we first protect children from ourselves, by guaranteeing their rights, for example, right to freedom from corporal punishment, for example.  Most adults believe corporal punishment is good for children. Civil rights are not given to protect us from bad people, but from people who think they know what's good for us. Once children's rights are in place, then I think we can and should do whatever we can to exercise our compassion, to make their lives better, without violating their rights.  But rights come first.  I suspect that applies not just to children but to all living things. So gorillas and redwoods need rights.  Indeed there is a book Do Trees Have Standing? by a Stanford professor about the legal rights of trees. 
Again, we have to go opposite directions at once. We need to give to these species the protection that can result from our compassionate efforts, and at the same time we must guarantee their protection against these and other compassionate intentions, as well as the exploitative ones.

Participant 
Tony: I received Consuming Nature this morning, and being retired, had the rest of the day free to read it all of it. It is a magnificent work of art and substance and touches on issues that will ring a sympathetic bell on all (or at least all ILFers) who read it. We are all very much in debt to you for distributing such a work of art so generously.  

What follows may not sound adequate appreciation, but I think that it may open up some interesting speculation which I feel sure you have already considered but which has not yet been addressed here.  

As you have said, the deterioration of our environment is progressing at an ever increasing speed and there are more ways of addressing it than any one person can absorb. Furthermore, all who read your book and are receptive to it will have, I truly believe, equally strong feelings about other environmental disasters and more than likely have participated in one way or another in the environmental organization that has caught their imagination. For example: water shortages, population issues, climate changes, and of course any one of us could expand the list.  

What is less understood is that virtually all of them are related in one way or another. But to try to think of them as a bundle is beyond the mental capacity of most of us. As the whole environmental set of problems continues to deteriorate at increasing speeds, this wider appreciation of the threats to civilization on our planet will become increasingly essential.  

Where this all leads, or should it be part of our discussion, I will leave to others.

Participant 
You have certainly identified the issue, Don. We have to address each identifiable problem specifically, and at the same time, develop a general social/political/economic/philosophical framework for consideration of the ecological issues in their entirety. 
 

Participant 
I just received my copy of Consuming Nature.  It is a beautiful, tragic, moving book.  

No animal in the wild dies a peaceful death of old age.  But even in the agonizing throes of disease or the jaws of a predator or the injuries inflicted by a rival or the pangs of starvation or thirst there is a kind of dignity—something that an animal, in being alive at all, has unconsciously "bargained for".  All animals deserve such dignity.  What is heartbreaking in the book is the violation of that dignity by humans who, almost uniquely among animals, are able to see things from another point of view than their own.  

Anthony L. Rose
 Don: I am happy that the book informed and moved you.  It is meant to be given to leaders such as you, and the members of ILF in thanks for your service to society and environment.  A small gift for a lifetime of contribution.  

It is gratifying to know that you read the book—It was designed and written to be a photo-essay; to display and inform readers with the processes and outcomes of an emerging tragedy.  Indeed, the outline of the book and much of the text/context could be used to structure photo-essays on the invasion of many other environments and ecosystems by self-serving exploiters.  "Water shortage, population issues, climate changes" and many other difficult challenges are products of these exploitative takeovers that convert fully functioning animals and their ecosystems into disaster areas.  

Dick, when I went to work with you at WBSI in the 60's I learned how "exploitative takeovers convert fully functioning people and their societies into disaster areas". So, my friend, to see your revelation of the paradoxical aspects of compassion/ control and facilitation/abandonment takes me back and propels me ahead.  I think your lesson suggests that the remaining wildlife in their pristine ecosystems require compassionate protection that keeps out the destructive and controlling exploiters, and yet monitors the protected territories for signs of ecosystem health and species debilitation, and fosters amelioration of the adverse effects of ubiquitous factors like pollution, climate change, drought, etc.  

I think it is important to explore our motives when we undertake these protection schemes.  

Paradoxical Hypothesis 1: If we work to secure wilderness and biosphere health solely or primarily to serve human needs and to assure human survival, then we humans and human civilizations will fail.  

Paradoxical Hypothesis 2: If we work for other species and the environment for their own sake, because they are valid aspects of life on earth which have the right to prosper, then we humans and our global society will succeed.  

I recognize, Dick, that success may be failure, and failure can be success. 

If we are too selfish, our material resources could deplete fast, human populations might collapse, and perhaps the remaining human and non-human life will succeed in recovering.  On the other hand if we are too selfless in 

our service to other life-forms and systems, we may neglect human needs (especially of the poor and powerless, but also of the altruistic stewards) and thus will fail to achieve human and environmental ideals.  

Of course, my hypotheses assert my values.  My conclusion is to work for mutual and harmonic realization of humanity and nature—what I call "biosynergy". That is also my starting point, a holistic tautology perhaps. 

Hopefully, an argument.  

Don underscores the holistic outlook when he points out that all of our environmental disasters are related and we must learn how to think of them as a bundle which threatens human civilization on our planet.  

Dick reflects his accord with Don, that in addition to addressing distinct problems, we need to develop a general framework for considering ecological issues

in their entirety. (Dick, I agree so long as we acknowledge that humans and human products and byproducts are elements of all specific and global eco-systems.)  

I think Dick has identified one crucial (philosophical, political) factor that ties all ecosystems and species to all human societies and cultures the rights of individuals and communities to determine their own ways to survive and flourish.  Each human child and every generation, each ape and every primate society, each tree and every forest ecosystem, may find inside itself and its environment the source and resource for its actualization.  

Yes—we who have the vision and capacity for benevolence to others will need to protect those individuals and communities (all species, all ecosystems) which cannot protect themselves. We do so to assure that their basic rights to life, community, and freedom from oppression and torture are respected.  

Well,  there is some potentially controversial postulation.  [I had hoped to involve friend Peter Singer (Animal Liberation; The Great Ape Project--Cavalieri & Singer) in this discussion but he is tangled in work to promote his new book 

at the moment.]  I am sure there is plenty of wisdom already online to provide counterpoints, point out ill-logics, and present alternative views and hypotheses.  

Anthony L. Rose
Thanks Fred!  You summarize the question of rights concisely with the thought that all animals deserve to live and die with dignity in the ways "they bargained for..."  

Dick might say "they deserve to live and die in the ways promised as their evolutionary and environmental "birthrights".  

How can we humans, so brilliant at seeing the points of view of others, be so callous?  Perhaps it begins with the blinding of our vision and the shackling of our discourse we ignore, deny, ridicule, punish those who ask us to consider the sentience, sensitivity, intelligence, creativity and spirit in non-human life-forms. As poet and linguist, you know the signs. Trees are timber. Wildlife is game-meat.  To clear-cut and mass-hunt is to harvest.  To butcher is to field dress.    An orphan becomes a pet.  A cage is an enclosure. Boredom is docility.  Torture is experimentation. To kill is to euthanize.  

A rose is not a rose.

Anthony L. Rose
For a quick report on how too much attention to objects of affection can become a bad thing, see article on adverse effects of ecotourism on wild animals at :  

http://story.news.yahoo.com/news?tmpl=story&u=/afp/20040306/sc_afp/science_environment_040306171153  

Participant 
Tony: Thinking "holistically" is a new, important and still misunderstood human potential. But it is counter to our current habits, much more difficult than to think "focused" on the issues that SEEM most relevant to our current interests without even trying to relate them to those that are beyond our vision.  

It could be that holistic thinking is a luxury that only a few of us have the leisure and wealth to do so. The majority of our species are too pressed simply to survive to indulge in this "luxury". I also suspect that to do it well, it will demand the power of the computer to keep all the variables in line and to experiment with  "what if"  exercises  to understand the various alternatives.  

Even when the visible issues are less daunting to understand (right now I have in mind the absurd discussions related to the Presidential contest) we choose adversarial communications designed more to confuse than to understand.  

Tony: I don't mean to side-track the important discussion that you have launched but I truly believe that holistic thinking is an art and a science that fits in to the issues you are raising. I am particularly interested in the subject because of my association with the College of the Atlantic, a small school with under 170 enrollment and with a focus on Human Ecology which makes holistic thinking an important role in its curriculum. The impact of four years spent trying to "think" holistically does remarkable thinks for even the average student. To follow your foot-steps, this kind of education is almost a necessity.

Anthony L. Rose
Don: I believe holistic thinking, investigating, visioning and innovating are luxuries we must begin to afford.  A "Human Ecology" outlook seems like a step in that direction.  Can you tell us more about the curricula that fosters that kind of viewpoint?  I don’t see this as a distraction, but as an opportunity to bounce ideas born in our specific human/nature disasters-of-concern off the structure of a more holistic world-view. 
 

Participant
Tony: Human Ecology is a developing curriculum. At College of Atlantic, our long winter evenings are spent in arguing over its definition. Here is mine:  

Human Ecology is the specialty of learning how to think about complex problems as a generalist.  

In the 20th century, most of our leadership jobs have been occupied by PhD specialists who quite naturally tend to see the world through the disciplines of their graduate education.  Of course, the successful ones learn how to include other perspectives in their decisions, but seldom with the same sharpness as they employ when viewing the issue through the perspective of their PhD's. Your 1:91 above says all of this far better than can I. You are a natural Human Ecologist!  

Trying to teach this is what COA is all about. We have no separate departments all of our teachers have PhD degrees in commonly recognized specialties because Human Ecology is not yet a generally recognized specialty.  

But while teaching here, they are "practicing" human ecology. It is common to find a course that is co-taught by an artist and a biologist. All graduates receive their degrees in Human Ecology, but seldom are their curricula similar to anyone else. The skill that they are learning is how to think holistically.  

To do this in today's complex world demands an ability to juggle a large number of related but highly technical ideas and subjects. No human mind can do this. It requires great skill in using the new and rapidly developing aids of computers. It is our experimental belief that being able to think holistically is a more important skill for leaders and top decision makers than any existing normal PhD skills.  

Of course there are no absolute definitions of this. It is not a question of narrowly defined skills reaching into the newest of special knowledge OR holistic thinking. It is rather an AND ALSO combination of both. I truly believe that learning and practicing these AND ALSO’S can make the difference in the lives of my grandchildren between a good life and chaos.

 Participant 
Some meditations on holistic thinking, which is a key idea in this discussion.  

It's of crucial importance that we understand the various kinds of economic order that we inhabit.  I'm using the term "economy" in its old broad sense of "oeconomy", a spelling that draws attention to its etymological connection to the Greek oίkoς, "household", and thus to another cognate, "ecology", and to its usage in theology in the term "divine economy".   An economy is a rule of house management, "house rules".  I distinguish five main economies in which we are involved as human beings: the political economy, the market economy, the gift economy, the environmental economy (usually called the ecology or ecosystem), and the divine economy or providential order.  

To think holistically means to understand their interdependence, the extent to which they are all sectors of a grand economy.  If we are expert in one kind of economy, our professional formation may make us blind to the claims of others, so that we become fanatical free marketeers or unrealistic religious crusaders or charity megalomaniacs or political junkies or Earth Firsters. Our sensitive appreciation of the systemic beauty and interdependence within one economy may cause us to bracket the others as easily manipulable one-way causes, and thus lose sight of the even greater beauty of the intersystemic whole.  Market economists often dismiss the exquisite machinery of the US constitution that renders our politics nonlinear and creative, and the complex interdependence of natural species.  Politicians who are well aware of the subtle feedbacks designed into our political system think of the vast organism of the market as a simple domestic animal to be milked, and are ignorant of the subtle anthropology of human voluntary gift-giving.  Environmentalists, so sensitive to ecological subtleties, see both politics and the market as bad children who must be forced to take their medicine. Theologians are sophisticated about the delicate moral nuances of grace and redemption but hopelessly naïve about political consent and market contracts.  In this contest of ignorance, the gift economy is uniquely disadvantaged: not only are all the other economies wretchedly oblivious of its own intricate workings, it itself has no coherent body of theory (equivalent to Austrian economics or constitutional law or moral theology or ecological science), and only a very small cultural footprint within which its details can be identified, explained, and put to creative work.  

This conversation is itself part of the gift economy—Tony's book is a gift, but so also are all these contributions of mind and thought.  Perhaps there is some kind of key here—perhaps the gift economy can provide the overview that is needed to harmonize all the others.

Participant 
Thanks for that illuminating and useful description of the interdependent sectors of our grand economy, Fred.  As I understand it, America is known for its strong volunteerism. I don't know how we rank as charitable, but I think we are pretty good on that scale too. One of the problems of volunteerism is that it too often is used to clean up the detritus left by the failures of the other economies--political and market.  We need more volunteerism (gifts) that breaks new ground, of the kind that Participant is promoting in Eritrea, and that Tony is talking about in this conference. If the general public could make that distinction, then maybe the political and economic systems would be required to be more responsible, and volunteerism and gifting could lead the parade, rather than clean up after the elephants. 
 

Participant 
Tony, thank you for the remarkable book Consuming Nature which I just received and had a brief chance to peruse. It is hard to take in one sitting. I see that WCS's John Robinson and Liz Bennett have contributed. Liz is now dealing almost exclusively with the bush meat trade in Asia. Again, thank you for publishing it and for sending me and others copies. It is immensely important.

I have been away for over a week and am looking at all the fascinating subjects weighed in over this time. I am particularly interested in the arena of intellectual property and will join the discussion about the issue when I have read more of what each of you has said. I am moved by Fred's thoughts on the subject. On another note, I want to thank Participant for tackling the issue of famine head on in Eritrea. What an amazing project he has created---green crops fed on seawater!  Thank you Carl. 


Anthony L. Rose 
Don's description of College of the Atlantic enabling all students to gather wide ranging expertise by tapping the expertise and inspiration of diverse professors with only a Generalist degree being offered seems like fertile ground for the growing of leaders.  Exciting—promising!  

Fred's elucidation of the interface of five main oeconomies (households)—political, market, gift, environmental, and divine—helps me greatly for two reasons.  

It explains and softens my experience of "blank stares" from the environmentalists who control the "house rules" of their oeconomy when I ask them to help me seek out spiritual and religious support for biodiversity and wilderness conservation.  

The concept of a "Gift Economy" helps define my own place in this huge mix  define me really, a personal revelation.  The idea that I/we stand in a relatively uncodified and small footprint, which the other main economies barely recognize, adds to the challenge we face.  

Dick spurs us on to break new ground with our volunteer giving of wisdom, vision, and experience.  An old bit of data which seems relevant to describing gift giving in America is that over half the charity donations here go to Religious charities, and less than 2% go to environmental charities.  So in the Gift oeconomy it appears that religious and perhaps human welfare grace is way top priority in the USA.  

Jane—The Robinson and Bennett book is a landmark compilation of research into the (un)sustainability of modern and commercial hunting.  Liz is now working globe-wide and is becoming a strong presence on the Africa scene.  She is taking leadership in the Bushmeat Crisis Task Force which we founded in 1999 in DC.  In many ways WCS leads the pack in risk-taking innovations in the field.  We need to learn from their experiences  and from all the new undertakings.  The field is ripe for what Dick and Ralph Keyes discuss in The Innovation Paradox as "sharing the findings of trial and error experimentation".  

I am not surprised Dick is addicted to this and it is getting irrepressible.  I go to WBSI.org every chance I get.  

Population Growth and Human Responsibility

Anthony L. Rose
I just read the National Geographic article on "The Price of Growth in China" and cannot help but notice similarities with the situation in equatorial Africa.  I know we reviewed this in our earlier discussions – but I am moved to rethink the ubiquitous human commonalities that seem to prevail in the face of our best long-term interests and our best wisdom.  

The aspiration to get rich fast, the drive to build more and consume more, the tendency to ignore adverse side effects of our power/greed until they reach crisis levels, the lack of political will, money and capacity to enforce environmental and social laws—these are all common human factors which seem to show up whether we are talking about totalitarian or laissez-faire governments, affluent or impoverished economies, pluralistic or homogeneous societies, animist or 

theist religions.  

And yet, to influence these human factors for a better global future requires 

that we operate differently in different situations.  What can laissez-faire, 

affluent, pluralistic, theistic USA do that will affect totalitarian, impoverished, homogeneous, animist parts of China or Africa in ways that will help them (and us) to avoid destruction and pollution of vital ecosystems, species, cultures, and societies in the near term, and the biosphere in the long term?  

I know the wisdom – “walk in their shoes”.  That is why I will return to Cameroon in four weeks for a month of immersion.  But short of taking Bush and Kerry into the rain forest to live with my pygmy family and track the wild gorilla, what can we do that will help our leaders to see the value of biosynergy and to promote it around the world?  

Your ideas are needed.  –Tony  

Participant 
The problem is that our laissez-faire, affluent, pluralistic, theistic society may not be significantly better at stewardship than the totalitarian societies.  But assuming that we are, perhaps the best thing we can do is to improve what we are doing here, becoming more and more responsible.  

To take the transformation of the USSR as an example:  Most attribute it either to our having outspent them in the arms race, forcing them into bankruptcy, or to the long festering hostility to repressive regimes in the Iron Curtain countries.  If it were the latter, then one would expect those with the most repressive regimes to have fallen first, but it was just the opposite.  The ones to leave the Communist orbit first were those that had the more open societies--Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany--while the most repressive, Romania, Albania, etc. were the last to leave.  Some of us think that the main force for change was the influx of American and other western ideas and culture, introduced through increased communication.  The acceptance of Rock music may have played as strong a part as almost any other factor. Some Russians credit the underground development of discussions and educational experiences along the lines of the human potential movement, started by Esalen Institute, as major factors. They just liked what we had to offer.  

Unfortunately, we mishandled the transformation by not assisting them in learning and instituting the market system, and in other ways.  But the transformation was nevertheless unstoppable because they saw and began to entertain the possibilities of western culture and political systems.  

My guess is that to the extent that any other societies will develop more responsible stewardship, our own ability to accomplish that feat will be the most powerful force for global change, simply because what we do will increasingly be immediately  and completely communicated to the entire world.  

So I would imagine that what you are now doing, Tony, while it no doubt seems small when compared to the larger worldwide ecological problems, may nevertheless have a major effect through contagion. Mass media and the Internet could help.  Let's hope so.  

Ultimately we will be unable to sustain such an uneven distribution of wealth and resource development around the globe.  How soon we will have to adopt global systems of accounting and governance, and with them more responsible stewardship, remains to be seen, but surely they will come.  But will they come in time?

Anthony L. Rose
Stewardship of nature does not appear to be inherent in normal human development on personal or societal levels.  Something very basic in our need-hierarchy seems to keep us centered on our selves and our species.  I suspect that people and communities need leaders and systems that direct them into the nurturance of nature.  Left to our own natural proclivities, we will abuse and consume nature.  

There are exceptions.  

In my research into the life histories of people who study and protect wildlife, I found certain types of profound events which seem to have transformed their world-views.  These "interspecies epiphanies" were most transforming when they brought a person into close "kinship" with another animal.  I will attach a chapter from an anthology which describes some of these peak experiences.  It may be of interest as a demonstration of one way to get the Bushes and Kerrys to put nature on the top of the national agenda.  I am also told that it is not bad reading  and a kinder gift than the book on the crisis in Africa.  

http://groupjazz.gjhost.com/~gj/LIB/ilf_archive/biosynergy/00310104/6_-_TortoiseMonkeyMen-screen.pdf

Participant
Tony writes:  "Something very basic in our need-hierarchy seems to keep us centered on our selves and our species."  

I suspect that this is also true of every other species. Any species would have long perished without that goal.  

That doesn't mean, however, that taking better care of some other species is not also in our best interest.  

This means that we need smart members of our species to single out which other species are important to our welfare. Unless this happens, Tony's goals will not be reached. Best wishes to you in your upcoming trip to Cameroon!!  

Participant
Turns out practically all the other species are important to our welfare.  When they were deciding what species to put into the Biosphere, that great glass enclosure in Arizona that a team of Biospherians were sealed into for two years (Participant helped design it) they had to include many species we consider pests, such as termites, because they were necessary for the ecological balance. 
 

Participant 
The journal Science reports today a forty year study involving hundreds of competent amateur biologists who combed virtually every square yard of Britain, and determined that we are indeed in another major extinction period, with many species already extinct, and others dropping in great numbers--this one caused by humans.  The last one in which the dinosaurs became extinct, was probably caused by a meteor crashing into the earth. It was 93 million years ago, I think.  This one has been going on for 50,000 years, and is slow, but from this study, faster and more serious than previously thought. In previous extinction periods as many as 96% of all species disappear.  

Participant 
Dick: You know this is one of my pet concerns- but I strongly believe that as important as it is to preserve ALL species, there will not be room for them all and their habitats if we don't put a high priority on controlling our own numbers.

Anthony L. Rose
Thanks Don, the trip will be re-inspiring.  

I agree with controlling our numbers, and our consumption levels.  The statistics seem to show that material and biological "resources" will vanish fast if China, India and the other huge populations aspire to and reach anything close to USA levels of consuming.  Unfortunately we are not smart enough to determine whether we need tigers more than termites.  So like Noah we have to try to keep them all on this Ark-Earth.  But not two by two; rather ecosystem by ecosystem, region by region, and globe-wide.  

That requires a rapid reversal of consumer aspirations everywhere, and a clamp on the fertile flow of human offspring.  Wise leaders are needed, yes, and powerful ones too  and motivated ones.  

The world-view expansion approach, getting presidents and dictators to experience peak nature/wildlife experiences, is one positive approach which has fostered higher level concern about our excesses. The disease-expansion approach, demonstrating how epidemics from influenza to AIDS to SARS arise from mucking around badly with other animal species, is one negative approach that is now starting to saturate the news (see latest about research by some colleagues at Johns Hopkins who documented hunters with HIV precursors in their blood that came from specific wild primate sources in Cameroon.  http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/4556800).  

A list of motivators can quickly be generated.  

But I keep coming back to the question "with what messages and by what processes will we reach the key leaders, grab their motives, and systematically shift their perspectives, pronouncements, policies, and practices?"  

Participant 
While there may be an exception in the case of our own current leadership, by and large our leaders are not ignorant of the ecological dangers.  They are restricted, intimidated, cowardly, politically-savvy, demagogic, power hungry, conspiratorial, deal making, realistic, comprehensively strategic, big picture folks, who by and large cannot be single issue politicians, but must compromise, balance, spin, lie, and otherwise keep the voters happy.  I don't see that changing.  

The only hope I have is that the media will come alive in a journalistic sense, and force the issues through their own investigative work.  That's less and less possible as they serve markets rather than the public, but once in a while we do see the glimmer of responsibility showing up among the members of our Fourth Estate.

Participant 
I have read and re-read our dialogue.  In the third comment Tony states, “As I see it, the burning questions at this point in history have to do with the destiny of humankind as a force in this biosphere.”  After delineating questions, he continues, “We must address these questions with sensitivity and courage, with wisdom and love, with humility and reverence.  Our answers and our actions will determine the fate of life on earth.”  

Heavy stuff.  But Tony is right.  Our discussions have reviewed the questions brilliantly.  And, we propose answers.  The step I keep yearning to read of is “our actions [which] will determine the fate of life on earth.”  In Comment 10, Dick quotes me quoting Fred Turner.  Fred postulates, “If industry models itself upon thermodynamics, it will extract smaller and smaller amounts of value from a dying world.  If it models itself upon life, it will create a sustainable planetary economy.  But if it grafts onto the life model the further model of art and poetry, it will begin to achieve miracles.”  

Then, we have the joy of the exchange between Jane and Fred on the arts’ place in “determining the fate of life on earth.”  

When Fred says, “If industry models…,” I take “modeling” as an action, the action being how industry operates.  

It took me some time to come to the realization (I had to think about why Reagan had been President and Schwarzenegger was now Governor of California) to recognize that it is not the art itself but the artist that must be grafted onto the operation of industry that is modeling itself on a biological system.  

In Comment 14, Doug agrees with a Japanese gentlemen, Yamaji-san, that “The devastation of the human spirit” is crucial.  

Have you seen this week’s Economist?  I e-mailed the cover to Dick as a cover for our notes of these exchanges, and asking if it is possible to enter visuals here.  If so, we should take a look at it.  There is a young black person, skinny, walking towards an idealized western city…it looks like downtown Phoenix to me, with a bowl, obviously looking for food, and a piece of paper.  The title is “A question of justice?”  I have mailed to many of you a copy of an author’s preprint of an article I wrote for a Japanese magazine, which will be published this June.  It is titled, “Lessons from Africa…About the World” and is relevant to answers to The Economist question this week.  For my notebook cover, I combined The Economist cover with a painting of “Harvest of Hope” that I commissioned to be done during the United Nations World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg September 2002, and took the artist, Michael Adonai, with me.  He sat in our Seawater Aquaculture booth and did the drawings for the painting.  He titled it “Harvest of Hope.”  A Harvest of Hope could be an action item for our conference.  I think we are close to ready to do what Tony proposed in Comment 27, i.e., “…we conceptualize a few such previously ‘un-witnessed’ and in fact never before imagined, partnerships.”  And those partnerships act (work) with artists included to bring to the world a product…i.e., Harvest of Hope.  

Dick Farson, Fred Turner, I, and an architect friend, Vern Swaback, whose book, The Creative Community, is referenced in the Japanese article, have made a partnership of four to conceptualize the renewal of the Experimental Prototype Community of Tomorrow (EPCOT) for Walt Disney Imagineering.  I had the pleasure of being involved in the original conceptualizing of EPCOT starting in 1976 (it opened October 1982).  EPCOT never became all it could have been, and what it is now is a bit long of tooth.  Here is a comment Vern Swaback sent to me for a meeting with the head of Walt Disney Imagineering recently.

Carl, I'm working on a more thorough response to our [Dick, Vern and Carl] inspiring time with Disney but knowing that you will be meeting with Marty, I wanted you to have some of my thoughts.  

Human awareness followed by shared beliefs, are largely a matter of what the popular culture feels to be both desirable and possible and of the two, what we believe to be "possible" reigns supreme.  

Every source from the sciences to the humanities is indicating that we occupy a deteriorating, if not bankrupt, planetary home. Our collective conscience is thus shaped by a double negative. The first is the feeling that we're in trouble and the second is that we don't really believe in our ability to do anything other than to be at war with each other and with the planet.  

Popular culture has two responses, escapism on one hand and more walls and weapons on the other. Each contributes greatly to the problem.  

For both local and global success the solution is to address and master the fundamental idea of "community". The most immediately dramatic shot in the arm would be for our awareness to be turned from a dulling sense of hopelessness to the creative joy of success. There could be no more compelling way to make this shift than by a globally compressed expression of the world's most workably exciting examples of success by way of community.  

The one place on earth most appropriate and possible for this theatrically compressed presentation would be the new EPCOT. And, without question, it could be both worthy and successful worthy because, nothing on earth is needed more and successful because it would constitute the grandest, most compelling form of "reality entertainment". If I, working alone with modest resources, can make a Washington Post writer call my book, A Local and Global Vision, think what an assemblage of people like you, working with the incomparable Disney outreach could do at EPCOT.  

(More later)  

Vernon D. Swaback, FAIA, FAICP                                                                

Vern is right in that his book, The Creative Community, (and he) are making an impact.  Vern asks, “think what an assemblage of people like you, working with the incomparable Disney outreach could do at EPCOT.”  I propose the quartet be expanded to a choir and the “assembly of people” be us.  And I ask Dick to ask Vern to join us here.  

Oh yes, I want to say these exchanges are truly thought-inspiring, beautiful… wonderful, in fact, as, Tony, is your book. Thanks for the book, and thanks for all of you.   –Carl

Participant 
Carl, thanks for the quote from Vern. That's what I have been feeling: to paraphrase—“that we are in trouble…and that there is very little I can do about it." What I am thinking now is to find joy and success in some idea of community and not mourn the loss of the world as I know it today, including the great mammals and other species that are headed toward extinction. I suppose this gets us back to the arts—all culture—and I have ordered Fred's book Shakespeare and 21st Cent. Economics [sic] because I am sure he has some wonderful thoughts on this.

Tony, you ask who can get to Kerry and Bush re the environment.  I do not know with regards to Bush but I used to work in the anti-nuke movement with Peggy Kerry back in the '80s—a positive force who surely has her brother's ear. The Heinz Foundation is very pro-active on the environment and Tom Lovejoy heads up the science arm of it. I am sure he will weigh in regarding environmental issues. You might want to contact him. He is an excellent fellow who was a good friend to me when I was chairing the NEA. Thanks all for a continuing provocative discussion. 
 

Anthony L. Rose
Exciting to have the renewal of E.P.C.O.T. leap into this discussion, and add Vern Swaback into the mix.  This is the kind of constructive effort that is needed, both for modeling hopeful scenarios and for attenuating the suffering we face in our considerations of the demolition of the planet's great wild places.  

Yesterday I read in Walt's book To Govern Evolution that "our exile from the garden ... (is) ... an ongoing process. ... Every day is Genesis ... We cannot choose not to know, not to act. ...  We cannot wait too long ...  We have everything to lose, and a world to build."  

My practical career began with Richard Farson sending me on the trajectory of building worlds.  In the early 80's I began experiencing what we were losing that could never be redeemed.  For a decade I have been immersed in tragedy.  Now I look for rejuvenation.  

Imagine building a community of tomorrow that operates on principles of “biosynergy”.  Suppose the structures, dynamics, functions, aesthetics, and all the mutations and spontaneities were infused somehow with the harmonics of our natural origins.  Architecture in modern materials and technologies patterned like forests and savannahs, caves and canyons, streams and waterfalls.  Human social processes that flow through secret and palpable nature-designs so as to emulate our evolution from ape-man to cosmonaut.  Visitors experience Eden imbedded in a modern landscape, communicate with talking apes, confront the snake, polish the apple.  Guests hold hands as 5-senses surround-media takes them into space in real-time on real space satellites.  Seawater food production, solar and wind power, wireless electronic communication and transportation, and on and on as already tried and tested yet made and manifest as steps through a world “created not only by the hand of God, but also by the actions of countless other people, past and present” (Walt, 1987) and future.  An architectural, experiential, and reverential lesson in the evolution and revolution of life.  

I will order The Creative Community now in hopes of catching up with you.  

And Jane—thanks for the ideas of people to connect with.  To paraphrase Carl, we need to help graft these people onto and into the community of global leaders.  In respect to the need to bring media and artists into our work to illuminate it for the decision-makers, tonight I go to the Genesis Awards in Beverly Hills to honor celebrities and media professionals and leaders who presented extraordinary film, TV and news stories of animal rights and welfare abuse in public media last year.  I will be giving Consuming Nature to the award winners and celebrity presenters.  A gift, and an invitation to join the cause of saving the last remnants of Eden.  We do what we can in this Giving Society.

Participant 
I said earlier that my hope was in the media, but I don't think that's quite right.  I do wish that the media would hold some of our leaders' feet to the fire, but I think my hope is in creating something that the media will communicate. And that something is community.  All sorts of communities.  When we begin to focus on what makes a community, and what destroys it, I think much that we are wishing for will fall into place. 
 

Participant 
Great to see Carl Hodges again contributing to our conversation! He was good enough to send me recently his "Harvest of Hope" material and descriptions of his halophyte seawater based communities.  His work over the years has been most creative and brings us all hope instead of despair! Thanks Carl! 
 

Anthony L. Rose
“…If it models itself upon life, it will create a sustainable planetary economy.  But if it grafts onto the life model the further model of art and poetry, it will begin to achieve miracles.”  

Returning from a pleasant night with 750 aspiring animal welfare, media, and celebrity seekers I raced through near empty streets and freeways from Beverly Hills to Palos Verdes car raced, mind raced, spirit raced.  Each time I give the Consuming Nature book away I become freer, lightened of the burden of loss, opened to explore other realities.  In this case it was an opportunity to experience the humanity, the imperfections, the insecurities and longings that hold advocate-media-celebrity apart as individuals and as (non)communities.   Dick says it in his Paradox books; other gurus and bodhisattvas have recited the mantra for millennia—fear and desire are the swords and walls that cut and block our creativity, our imagination, our courage to participate in the community of life.  I found TV actors wondering how their careers would be affected if they openly supported animal causes, newspaper editors and writers hiding compassion behind masks of journalistic objectivity, and animal advocates pitching their causes to one another’s deaf ears.  An awards ceremony, by design, tramples inspiration.  Still, within each winner and each loser one could see the still small spark, waiting to be ignited.  Waiting.  

But nature and civilization cannot wait, I think, for the aspiring film-makers and writers to succeed and fail enough to become the artists and poets who will help the life-model begin to achieve miracles.   Communities must arise now with the risk-takers at hand and in reach.  So I will take a risk and jump further into the domains that so many of you have invented and occupied while I’ve been sloshing in rain forest.  

I am thinking about the EPCOT life-model as it emulates evolution from big-bang to ape-man to cosmonaut, and am imagining some magic process whereby the design and its manifestations reinvent themselves in consort with the emergence of global innovations in technology, community, and art-expression.  To do this there must be a continual influx of ideas from virtual communities, like IFL, composed of broad-ranging teams of relatively fearless/desireless innovators.  Critical paths, I think, will be 1) selecting and facilitating the Virtual re-Design Teams and 2) transforming the catalyzed brilliance into immediate and ongoing re-inventions within the EPCOT.  Selection may rely most on processes invented in applied social science.  I suspect the transforming will be spearheaded by the artists!  

So in the EPCOT Inter-Species Communication Center (ISCC), where human visitors interact electronically with kelp and brine shrimp and inter-change sign messages with Koko-gorilla and Kanzi-bonobo, artists and poets will amalgamate incoming ideas from the Virtual ISCC Re-Design Team with the ever-changing interactions between human visitors and non-human communicators to create word-image manifestations of the evolution of mind in this virtual-real biosynergistic community. These artistic creations will be available in real-time to EPCOT visitors and the re-Design Team.  Ultimately, the flow of these artistic creations will sift back through an architecture subgroup of the re-Design Team which will guide the evolving redesign of the ISCC lifespace and its Virtual Mind.  

I'll stop there.  It’s almost half past Sunday, and I will leave these fantasies to be played with by more experienced designers and architects of mind and reality.  

Happy Spring from foggy Palos Verdes.

Participant 
Tony, I think your continuing definition of community to include animal members, and our communication with them, is a very different message than we have heard before about animal protection, and very much needs to be heard.  Epcot would be an exciting place to demonstrate that, in just the ways that you have imagined. We will have to find ways to capture, document and communicate the reactions and new thinking that results among individuals who engage in such interactions with the non-human world, but I think that is increasingly possible. 

Participant
 I can imagine a console at Epcot at which a visitor could interact in sign language with visual images of Koko or some similarly trained primate. 

Anthony L. Rose
Involvement of apes in the Community of Tomorrow would bring incredible energy and enlightenment to the place.  Visitors who interact with primates would provide fabulous insights into the transformative power of cross-species communication.  I for one think that our hominoid relatives belong in the Community, along with all of earthlife.  

Some animal "protectors" might argue that it is bad for the apes--that they don’t belong in human habitat and that if some of them must be kept captive then they should not be humanized by "teaching them language."  I disagree.  

I have long held the position that when highly intelligent and socially sensitive animals such as apes and monkeys are forced to live in the company of humans, and are made dependent on humans for their sustenance and well-being, then we are obliged as a matter of humane ethics to develop languages that facilitate two way communication with those captive animals.   This allows the captives to inform people more directly of their needs and wants, and vice versa.  It also enables certain animals like apes to play games and share emotions with their human caregivers—a life enrichment for both parties.  The argument that we should not humanize captive nonhuman primates is spurious.  A captive ape or monkey living among humans is automatically humanized—it is just a question of whether that process is demeaning and cold, or enriching and warm.  If it is left to the ape, the warm enriching relationship will be chosen nearly all the time.  

My friends at Gorilla Foundation have been working on designs for a virtual room in which visitors could watch live-TV images of Koko talking with Penny and her other human friends in real time the visitors could then forward questions for the caregivers to ask Koko.  It is only one more step to transmit the visitors' images so that Koko can see and talk with them directly.  Having visited with Koko a number of times, I can attest to the fact that she is a fascinating gorilla who has a lot to tell us—we need more apes to talk with, and the captive apes need more people willing to talk with them.  

Translating the welfare and enlightenment aspects of interspecies communication into select elements of EPCOT would be controversial in some quarters, but well worth the challenge.  If the evolution of natural space and life is to be represented synergistically in the Community of Tomorrow, then I think we must consider the interactive involvement of our primate relatives.  It would put us in touch with our origins and also symbolize a future in which the concept of community is expanded beyond the boundaries of humankind.

Participant 
I don't wish to disturb anyone who will take my next remarks as sacrilegious, but I think in this extraordinary exchange we are having, it needs to be considered.  

One of man's greatest invasions into the welfare of most animals is overcrowding of our delicate planet with ourselves. Unless we find a way to manage our own population the way most animals manage their own to suit their environment when given a chance, we will not be doing a thorough job. Among other things, this would be an important topic of our early conversations with them.

Participant 
An important reminder, always, Don. Thanks.  

Former WBSI sociologist turned screenwriter, Hall Sprague, was preparing a script about a murder to which the only eyewitness was a gorilla.  He visited Penny and Koko as part of his research, and was duly impressed, as you are Tony, but did feel that she may have exaggerated Koko's communicative powers. Do you have that impression?

Anthony L. Rose
Don and Dick—it would be fascinating and very tricky to question other apes, 

like Koko, about their methods of managing their population in relation to environment.  There can be no doubt that Penny Patterson, having spent 30 years talking daily with Koko, perceives and interprets the gorilla's signs, postures, sounds and movements more elaborately than those of us observing for the first time.  I think that the first time I interacted with Koko and Penny I had the same mixed reaction as Hall.  Interestingly my wife and two daughters were somewhat more congruent with Penny's interpretations than I was.  

On page 7 of the first URL I posted here (Orangutan, Science & Collective Reality) I briefly relate my findings about Profound Interspecies Events (PIEs) to the observations of the master Japanese field researcher--Masao Kawai.  

"The majority of humanistic PIEs are reported by human females.  This corresponds with studies in which female researchers appeared more "fused with the monkey's lives" and better able to "feel one" with the animals they were observing (Kawai & Asquith, 1981).  Humans are prone toward dichotomous perceptions of animal behavior: women bond emotionally, men relate intellectually."  

Now while I propose in that same chapter that an amalgam of biased observations need to be considered when interpreting behavior of non-human animals, I must admit that as I returned to visit with Koko, and Penny, I became better able to discern subtle nuances in the gorilla's signs and postures, even her aromas, that assured me there was more information being transmitted than either Hall or I could have recognized on our first visit.  It makes sense that Penny "gets" those messages, and that some, if not most, of her interpretations are on-target.  Nonetheless, the behaviorist needs to check for reliability, validity, replicability, generalization, etc.  That is part of the fun of this kind of inquiry!  

Don's suggestion that we ask "talking apes" to help us solve problems is something we have been discussing with researchers who study gorillas in the field.  In fact not too long ago some field scientists, after visiting with Koko, suggested that we ask Koko to help us interpret the huge variety of gestures and sounds made by wild gorillas.  The hope is that Koko's interpretation of wild gorilla video clips might help us expand beyond the 5% of gorilla communications which field scientists now believe they understand.  

And then there is Kanzi the bonobo, and Washoe the chimpanzee, and Chantek the orangutan.  These apes have been telling us about themselves, about us, and about life for decades.  I think that the closer our hominoid relatives come to extinction in the wild, the more important it becomes to re-legitimize and expand our communication with the apes who live in our human communities.  To do this in the renewed EPCOT would be fantastic.  

Participant 
A brief diversion:  I take pleasure in introducing to you a recently acquired good friend, John Cushman, who requested and has been granted access to our discussions as a guest of the ILF.  

Each of us is here because of having interests that extend far beyond his or her vocation.  In the three months that John has served as the new pastor of our local Presbyterian church, he has shown on many occasions that he shares that attribute.  Indeed, my efforts to interest his predecessors in matters of civic import, local, national, and international, met with no more than courteous nods and “Very interesting!” comments.  Not so with John Cushman.  

With Dick’s permission, I showed him prints of recent comments in this discussion, and because of that he is now here – or will be very soon.  

Please join me in welcoming a new voice and a different perspective to our conference.

Anthony L. Rose
Ray and Dick, I welcome John to bring a pastoral/religious perspective to these discussions.  

John  I am sure you come here with questions and suggestions related to what you have read of our discussions.  Along with that input, I have some burning questions for you, and for all who participate in religious institutions and scholarship.  

1.  How can we tap the scriptural and personal/spiritual energy that pervades our religious beliefs about the priority and sanctity of nature as a creation and manifestation of God & the myriad god-forces?  

2.  In relation to the immediate discussion—what can religious people and institutions do to enhance the "spirit" of global life-synergy within the context of a prototype Community of the Future?  

So I hope you don’t mind jumping into the fire of our passionate discussion!  Welcome. –Tony

Participant 
I'm pleased to welcome into this conference my friend, Jane Poynter, who was one of the eight "Biospherians" who were sealed into the Biosphere II enclosure in Arizona for two years, creating their own sustainable environment, one of the great technological and ecological experimental achievements of the 20th century.  Jane, who headed the agriculture program in Biosphere II, and now, with her husband Taber McCallum, who was also a Biospherian, heads Paragon Space Development Corporation, told me today that she intends to write a book on the problems and possibilities of achieving ecological balance. 
 

Participant 
I was one of the lucky WBSIers who were shown around the Biosphere before it was finished. It was a memorable visit. Don 
 

Anthony L. Rose
More involvement--exciting--to add a Presbyterian and a Biospherian in the same day!  

I wonder, Jane, if you can tell us something of the human experience of being sealed in a biosphere of your own creation for two years?  What did you and the others experience when the doors were closed?  When they were opened?  And during the years in between?  

Exciting!

Religious Values and Social Outcomes

Participant 
Tony Rose, I appreciate your warm welcome to this fascinating discussion, and I plan to do a lot of listening and learning before I have much to write.  

A short response to your question about engaging the religious community in   the community of the future would be that I believe that a strict doctrine separation of church and state may ultimately benefit neither. None of us 

can so compartmentalize life that the moral and ethical choices before us can 

be separated from the economic and social ones.  

As a prominent example: Population is the greatest threat to the planet right now, and several major religions completely ignore the ecological impact of their stands on procreation. Separation of religious values from social outcomes leads to a polarization that solves little. One goal in imagining a better world would be to envision the synergy of faith and works, rather than twin biosphere with the inhabitants peering out the portholes at each other, full of suspicions about who might be having the better time inside. You're right, Tony, that the energy to honor the sanctuary and sanctity of life is already there in the religious community. I would like to see the religious community invited back to the table of public discussion, that at one period in the history of our culture, the religious community thought they may have owned.  

The best hope for a balanced community of the future will be found in understanding and linking body, mind and spirit in a way that honors each.  

Now back to my listening.  

Welcome Jane, and thank you Tony.

Participant 
John: As someone who has had some experience in the population debate, I hope we can continue the discussion with regard to religion and government (is this the same as your "social" outcomes?). As of course you know, both the Bush administration and the Religious Right have taken a strong (and in my mind) damaging role in this area. Before I go further with my "prejudice", I would be most interested in your perception of this terribly important, and seldom discussed rather than fought over, issue. 
 

Participant 
Glad to have you with us, John.  Well, you certainly wade right into things with your thoughts about reducing the separation of church and state.  Since, as you point out, religious teachings account for much of the population problem, the thought of giving religious leaders more power in government is a logic that gives some of us pause.  I take it you think that if they were responsible for a wider range of problems that they would modify their stands on birth control, etc.  Maybe, but I don't see the examples. We in the USA have strict separation of church and state, and we do not have a population growth problem (except, of course, in California!).  It seems to me that the countries with the least such separation, where religious leaders have great influence, have the greater population problems. I see little in church teachings that can be construed as protective of the environment, and some that definitely run counter to that goal. 
 

Biosphere 2: Introduction and Experiences

Participant 
Good morning, everyone. And thanks, Richard for the fanfare welcome!

Tony, I could write a book in response to your questions, and in fact I am. But I will try and be brief here and respond in a manner I think most pertinent to the conversation at hand.  

First, the obligatory introduction to Biosphere 2 for those of you who do not know much about it. Biosphere 2 (Biosphere 1 is our planetary biosphere) is a 3.15 acre structure, hermetically sealed above and below ground with steel and glass. It contained over 3000 species of plants and animals in 7 biomes--rainforest, savannah, desert, marsh, ocean (all the "wilderness biomes"), agriculture and habitat (the anthropogenic biomes). The biosphere was first sealed in September, 1991, for two years with four men and four women living and working inside. It was materially closed and energetically and informationally open, i.e. nothing was to go in or out of the structure but energy (heat, electricity, light etc.) and information (video, e-mail etc.).  

Before going entering Biosphere 2 I had the beautiful notion that we would leave the old, dirty world behind with its pollution, wars, and moral corruption, and make our own culture based on an honest search for truth and love of life. I thought that the adversity we would face would pull us together as a bonded group, boosting our creative insights synergetically in a Burroughsian Third Mind way. Unfortunately, as Fred mentioned, we are authored by our parents, our ancestors, and our god. Far from leaving it all behind, we brought it all in with us.  

We were an agrarian tribal society. But in our case the definition needs to be expanded from food being the organizing factor to include other aspects of our life support that until recently we have all taken for granted—our atmosphere and our water supply. We actively managed all three. Food however, quickly became an obsession as we were low on food supplies. Although our diet was complete in vitamins, minerals and amino acids, it was low on calories (around 1800 kcals per person per day, which is too little for extensive physical activity) and we were often hungry even after a meal. When watching a movie I would forget the plot when food came on the screen and focus all attention on what the actors were eating or drinking.  

We were not starving, simply hungry, but I began to understand some of the terrible plight of people in the world who are truly hungry, fighting for their lives and for their family's lives. Aside from the misery of hunger itself, it is a dreadfully helpless feeling. It is a positive feedback loop. One becomes so lethargic that there is not enough energy to fix the problem that has caused the hunger in the first place. Farming is simply hard work. Towards the end of a work period before a meal I would drag myself around from chore to chore, having used up the available calories. I probably worked at half pace. It would take me twice as long to weed a sweet potato field as it should, leaving other chores undone. It is impossible to say whether this impacted our yields. But I am used to being strong and vital. I felt far from that most of the time, which definitely did not help with coming up with creative ways of growing more food.  

In other words, our biosphere was overpopulated. We had heated debates about this issue. Should someone leave the biosphere, and if so who? We eyed the wilderness biomes, knowing that if we ploughed down the savannah and planted it with sweet potatoes we would solve our hunger problem. We debated whether the wilderness had some intrinsic value or whether it was there solely to serve the biosphere's human inhabitants, whose world view was quite jaundiced by the need for more food. The wilderness won out and we did not plough it under.  

Our atmosphere became an issue. Our carbon cycle was out of balance (we had put too much compost in the soil which created CO2 as it decomposed, which also took O2  out of the atmosphere). As the CO2 rose during the short days of our first winter, which was worsened by being an El Niño year, we became photon farmers and carbon traders. We cut down every dead and dying leaf and stored it in the basement--our carbon bank. Every surface where light fell became a photon capture device, turning the atmospheric CO2 into biomass which was further harvested and stored in the carbon bank. The idea was to 

then compost that biomass in the summer, completing the carbon cycle. Unfortunately, as it turned out, our CO2 problem was worse than we imagined as it was being masked by a massive carbon sink—the concrete throughout the structure was soaking up the CO2 and with it valuable oxygen.  

Our water cycle, however, never posed a problem, and we had all the water we ever needed. The plants were our potable water filtration system. We used what is now considered standard waste recycling system using a marsh lagoon. The nutrient laden water was then used to irrigate the crops. The plants absorbed the water and pumped it into the atmosphere through transpiration, having purified it entirely, which we then condensed out of the atmosphere. This is what mangrove forests do for us around the world.  

Our high minded new culture broke down pretty quickly into two warring factions that hardly spoke to each other for 18 months. In fact, I did not look two other biospherians in the face during those 18 months, and they had been my best friends prior to entry. The primary bifurcating issue was a common one: management versus science. To explain this issue would take too long here as it is a complex subject. Needless to say, four biospherians were pitted against four others in a seemingly irreconcilable struggle for control of the biosphere. According to folks at NASA who debriefed myself and another biospherian shortly after we exited the biosphere, we were a text book case in "Isolated Confined Environment Psychology". Groups of six or more generally break into two factions. Would we have found something else to fight about? Impossible to say, but it definitely impacted the energy we had to put into creative problem solving.  

Nonetheless, despite the social unrest, we continued to successfully care for our biosphere. We also came together for celebrations and most people had some artistic outlet. I organized two "Inter-biospheric Art Festivals" when people on the outside of Biosphere 2 and those on the inside performed music, read poetry and showed paintings to those in the other biosphere. Art was an extremely important part of our lifestyle. Most of us had some background in the arts, and the folks that originally developed the idea of Biosphere 2 performed guerilla theater in Haight Ashbury in the 1960s, and many of us had participated in theater (the biospherian crew wrote and performed our own play before we went into the biosphere called "The Wrong Stuff", where we explored everything that could possibly go wrong, much of which came true). Biosphere 2 was very consciously a marriage of art and science, evidenced by the fabulous architecture.  

One very positive aspect of the experience was the direct connection we had with our biosphere and the other organisms within it. It was very evident to all of us on a daily basis that we impacted our biosphere and it impacted us. We were an inextricable part of the biospheric cycle. I began to view everything as a biospheric cycle (carbon, oxygen, nitrogen water etc.) or a step around one of the ever-turning cycles. Thinking holistically while keeping an eye on the details has to become instinctive in such a small biosphere where mistakes show up quickly. Open a can of pvc glue to fix a broken pipe and it shows up in the atmosphere and water supply instantaneously.  

But our connection to our living systems was not a romantic one. It was a visceral one brought on by necessity. I did feel a one-ness with the trees in the rainforest, the fish in the ocean because we were all in this together. It was a symbiotic relationship.  

So, that's a glimpse of life in a small, artificial biosphere.  –Jane #2

Anthony L. Rose
Ahh Jane, I began to shudder and hold my breath as I read your description.  What a heroic and impossible experience.  And you took it to completion--amazing perseverance!  

I think it would overwhelm my claustrophobic psyche to be in the situation you describe. And I cannot imagine battling the science-vs-management conflict for 18 months with no real escape or resolution; only back to back avoidance. And then there are the living mini-models of over-population interlinked personally with control of oxygen and CO2  you were the gods of the greenhouse!  

In a few weeks I will be in the Congo rain forest with people whose family-community-culture has evolved for centuries there (the B'aka pygmies)—and I will share the hunger and accompanying physical debilitation that is now their daily experience, since the invasion of outsiders.  But I will not have to live hungry and weak for two years.  And none of us will be responsible for the control of oxygen/CO2 levels though we will have to move when rotting leaves and over-thick canopy become oppressive.  On the other hand, fresh water can be a challenge to find in dry season.  You were fortunate to have ample H2O. Still, I could not have stood that test.  

I cannot wait to read your book and learn the full story!  

Any more you can relate to our mission of assuring biosynergy in the community of tomorrow, please continue ...  

Participant 
I think the reasons Jane and the others could survive that challenge were, first, that they were part of a community with a very strong sense of mission which initially transcended even the success of the Biosphere II project.  And, second, she didn't recount the years of preparation, not just the scientific and technical parts, but the personal and interpersonal tests of mind and body that the Biospherians had to pass.  It is a fascinating story, and I hope she can share more of it with us. Her experience surely relates to the issues we are addressing in this conference.  And Fred Turner would love the fact that they approached the design of this entire scientific project through the arts, initially through a theater project. 
 

Participant 
Tony, thanks for the words of amazement. I did not mean to write about our experiences as a hero’s tale, but to demonstrate the unfortunate parallels between our small biosphere and our planetary one.  

Crichton apparently only wants the facts about the future and no prognostications. I could not agree more. Give me the facts. However, I will temper that by saying that I have run a small business for 10 years and if I waited until I had all the data I needed on my desk to make a decision I would have closed my company five times by now. The 40/70 rule applies in business as it does in our current environmental situation. If you think you have between 40 and 70% of the data required to make a decision, make if. If you don’t, get more data. We’ll make some right decisions, some wrong ones and some with completely unintended consequences. Hopefully the right ones will be more than the wrong ones!  

In Biosphere 2 we were joined at the hip to our biosphere. It was totally obvious that it was a finite world. I could bang on the glass and walk around it in 10 minutes. I looked up to the sky and steel bars crisscrossed my view showing me the limits of my world. It was on an individual human scale and therefore easy to grasp. There was a complete urgency when something started to go awry in our life support system and we worked furiously to fix it if we could. We watched our  CO2 go up, and we hiked out to the savannah and mowed down all the dead grass to store its carbon and make way for new growth. There was no importing food. Broad mites attacked our white potatoes and we resorted to hair dryers to kill them by desiccation, but it worked and we ate potatoes. In Biosphere 1 the scale is so huge that I still have educated people insisting that we cannot be affecting The Earth.  They look up and see blue(?), the sky that goes on forever for all intents and purposes. Our world is on a much larger scale than an individual human. And the biospheric feedback takes so much longer in Biosphere 1 than 2 so the sense of urgency simply has not been there for global issues or predicaments not banging our doors down.  

I frequently had friends and colleagues tour around the outside of Biosphere 2 while I lived inside. Often they would call and say how they had finally gotten it. They had taken the concept of the Apollo photo, the planet harboring a biosphere floating in a vacuum, and brought it down to Earth. They understood the meaning of its boundaries and the inevitable interactions between the biosphere, the human population and the technology.  

Most people in the developed world are separated from Nature. We visit but we do not live in it (unless you run a family owned farm, I presume). We do not feel connected with it on a visceral level. So much education happens subliminally when we are very young. Native peoples are born and live surrounded by plants and animals from birth. It is part of their lives as much as their mother. Most of us, on the other hand, are born in a hospital, or if we’re lucky at home, in as sterile an environment as possible. Urban populations grow up separated entirely from nature. It is not a part of who we are as a being. Most of us do not love nature as we love our families. We may be fascinated by it. We may find it beautiful. Even more disturbing, most don’t seem to understand its benefits to humankind. Thankfully there are some who do and they fight like hell to protect it. But most of us don’t. Our experience in Biosphere 2 forged new connections between the humans and the other life forms in the tiny world. They were forced upon us by the environment. I have lost that forceful, urgent connection to a large extent.  

It’s a tragedy that I lost that connection, just as it is a tragedy that I lost the child like state when we came out. For about 3 months everything was new and fascinating, even the mundane things like driving a car for the first time again, eating the first pizza again, (even though I had never liked pizza before or since), going shopping in Safeway with 10 brands of tomato ketchup to choose from. And then I’d go home and marvel that I had no idea where any of my food came from, and I had filled up an entire garbage can to stock the fridge with food. It was a state of total innocence and complete receptivity. What a different place this world would be if we all walked around in that state all the time, as I am sure we did when we were small children.  

There are many ways in which I wish things were different. I wish it were as easy to mobilize whole nations to tackle these global problems as it is to organize 8 biospherians. One thing I wish for more than anything in the world is a positive view of the future. I am wholly convinced that as long as the only future we see is one of apocalypse or a slow winding down of our biosphere, then that is the only future for there to be. It must be coupled with showing the devastating images to continue to build urgency (Tony, I saw your book at Richard’s it took my breath away), but without also talking of the opportunities, the triumphs then the paralysis is likely to continue. In a primer on leadership, Colin Powell says "Perpetual optimism is a force multiplier. The ripple effect of a leader’s enthusiasm and optimism is awesome. So is the impact of cynicism and pessimism." I could not agree more.  

And what does this future look like? We cannot form a vision of the future that precludes technology and forces us back to nature. That is as impossible as forcing an egg back into its shell once broken. Sustainability is not enough. Firstly, it as an unbelievably uninspiring term. Secondly, if we only aim for sustainability we will not get there. Like the karate champion that breaks bricks with his hand, he knows he has to aim through the bricks not at them, otherwise he’ll only break his hand. Abundance, now that is a future to aim for.  

When I was in Eritrea I witnessed abundance coming from sand, sun and seawater. Where there had been almost no vegetation, almost no animal life there was growing a managed forest of mangrove trees which women were harvesting for animal fodder, and firewood. Birds flew in and 224 species took residence. Marine life bored through the sand and climbed up the tree trunks. It enriched the local ecosystem, and the local people.  

In India entire water tables have been replenished to overflowing by simple, traditional water catchment systems. This has brought water for the people and their farms. The local ecosystems are flourishing. There are many other examples burgeoning all over the world in many different forms where abundance is generated where before there was only waste or devastation.  

These are my thoughts this evening as I look up and out at the five planets on our side of the sun.  –Jane2   

Anthony L. Rose
Jane, the path you describe from preparation to immersion to reconnection and beyond are heroic in the happening and in the reporting.  Yet we are unable to sense ourselves heroes.  We repel from that tainted persona in the age of globally televised corruption and dishonesty.  Occasionally we are seen, pointed out, hiding.  

More than 70% of your data corroborates my suspicions and my experience with the potential and actual relationship of our incredible species with the rest of nature.  A few items stand out at the moment, in the sleepless morning before sunrise.  

Civilization has de-naturized our worlds.  We don’t know where our food comes from, or the source of our wealth, or the cause of our poverty.  Indeed, too many of us don’t want to know.  We avoid examining the fact that some fellow citizen has made a living pumping fat into wingless ducks for foie gras, destroying innocent apes and people to increase timber profit margins, promoting wage slavery around the world to obtain cheaper products and higher market share.  Life is hard enough, without knowing who suffers more and who profits from the suffering.  

Does knowing the harsh realities build cynicism, pessimism?  For some, I think it does.  For others, it can stir one's drive to overcome, bring out the best in reality-based optimism and action.  Cynicism takes us down in most circumstances; it must be cured, or isolated.  But more subtly faulty, counter-productive, and demoralizing is to project optimism without knowing and showing the realities.  That is what seems to be happening in the White House, with US media support; here we are isolating those who know and show the facts so that surface sound-bite threats and optimism can con a public in denial.  

The book which many of you have applauded is likely to be submerged here in the US by the sound-bite optimists, and set aside by cynics in Europe. The Africans themselves may be the ones who accept and make use of it, though for what purposes is not yet clear.  Conservationists follow regional lines—many  Americans don’t want to stress and repulse their donors with such harsh images; some Europeans don’t like the positive description of solutions and interventions needed to confront the crisis.  I organized, constructed, wrote and published the book knowing these cynical factors and factions were there.  Being unable to cure them, I turn away from the focus on destruction and move towards the generation of abundance.  This Forum enables that shift.  

Experiments like Biosphere 2 and the Eritrea seawater project are fraught with challenges and hardships, to be sure, but they aim at the understanding and restoration of biosynergy and abundance.  A healthy, more-than-sustaining, direction for seekers of truth and global renewal.  

Participant 
Jane: Old-timers in this wonderful "think-tank" that Dick has invented and is leading for us know that I have what many consider an over-concern with world population. In recent years, the fact that some areas are losing population while others are increasing it, and in addition the individual fertility rate has dropped in most areas from over 5 to around 3 has contributed to making my "concern" seem even more exaggerated. Less well accepted is the fact that an average fertility rate of 3 will continue to expand the world's population at unprecedented rates.  

Your description of "population" in the Biosphere provides a wonderful background for making my concern more understandable. Most "average" persons do not understand the difference between doubling 2 to 4 to 8 is very different from moving from 2 to 4 to 6 to 8. But anyone who has spent time in the Biosphere knows that keeping alive in a finite space (such as our planet) when its population is doubling cannot long be tolerated.  

Your experience in the Biosphere had many events to make better understood how world population doublings make living on earth "exponentionally" more difficult.  

Am I wrong that this may be one of the many lessons that you and your colleagues could make better understood? Or do my concerns continue to look like those of Chicken Little?  

As is so often true, we need to use in proper amounts both optimism and pessimism (concerns) in judicious amounts. Today there is little effective concern with population increases, and a good deal of disapproval with the drastic methods of the Chinese for doing so.  

Unless I am wrong I believe the Chinese are the only nation that has done so. I will not champion their methods, but I do give them high marks for being the only large nation to  recognize what surely must be addressed if we as a species are to thrive, or even survive.

Participant 
Don, the Chinese have accomplished the reduction of population growth by drastic national policy, but other countries, such as Italy (a nominally Catholic country), have gone actually to negative population growth without such extreme measures.  How does that work?  

If the middle or upper scenarios that Peter Schwartz has advanced (and became an embarrassment for the Pentagon) come close to happening, we will soon find ourselves in warfare over fundamental, life support, ecological issues such as water availability. So the possibility that we may ourselves experience such crises as the Biospherians endured may not be far off.  

I think that if we as a nation—if all nations—could move beyond simply voting for individuals or propositions which few people understand, and instead vote for futures based on various designs portrayed for us graphically through televised simulations, then we can tap the true intelligence and consciousness of our populations.  Our current system plays upon our ignorance and our vulnerability to demagoguery. But if people were able to choose among realistic scenarios of the future, I'm confident they would make more intelligent choices.

Participant 
Fascinating, Jane.  Thank you!

Like Don, I had the privilege of an introduction to Biosphere II while it was still under construction, and have often wondered about the experiment itself wondering about questions that you have largely answered.  

My one disappointment is that the information you have given us here and even more important, the sense that goes deeper than the information is not widely understood by people who, otherwise, think seriously about the environment.  After all these years, this is the first time I've read about the events and developments that caused the experiment to be terminated.  

Is that just because I've not tried hard enough to find out?

Participant 
Dick, yours is a very good question which I have thought about a lot. I believe that the lesson here is that it is almost impossible to change people's minds about how many children they want and will have. In Europe (including Italy) a sophisticated population has seen the advantage of small families and, perhaps subliminally, the disadvantage of an increasing population. Others, with less sophistication, expectation of losing children with disease,  and the traditional need for children to feel and house them in old age, desire and will produce more children.  

We in the US see the differences in fertility between our second and greater generations producing smaller families on the one hand and the newer flood of immigrants bringing with them a tradition of larger families. I believe there is little that we could do, even if we wanted, to change these demographics.  

I end up with the melancholy feeling that only a drastic (and hopefully less brutal) program of enforced lower fertility, plus all of the other good ideas already being discussed here, will achieve adequate sustainability in what we are now beginning to see is a fragile planet.

Participant 
To solve the problem sometimes you have to make it larger.  The normal definition of most problems, like energy use, implies that the answer lies within the bounds of the given vocabulary.  

What I think we're discussing really is the synergy between the environment and humans.  To understand the synergy it is important to understand both sides.  Not only do we have to understand the environment but we have to understand human nature.  In our scientistic age we tend to think of humans in terms of material inputs and outputs.  But if we are to take the human side of the potential synergy seriously we need to take more seriously what we know about humans .  The split into two groups in the biosphere project provides a hint at the complexity.  

There are so many ways to take on the issue of human complexity and I certainly do not have the proposed solution.  But we could start with things like, first , we are extremely successful as a species , and that puts us at risk of eating out our own environment .  Being that there are so many of us we also are the biggest potential meal on the planet.  

Human success, probably based on that big brain that came in response to environmental crises, has been used to create civilizations, hierarchies, religious systems, and those who think about such things actually know a great deal about them.  If we look at some of the key aspects of the human side of the situation we face some real problem.  

Governance and capital, technology and elites tend to become aligned .  Technology, which serves power more than the common good is under no social control except through markets , which means those with money.  

In classical economics free flow of information creates the situation where there is no profit except in monopoly positions.  Wages are pushed down and ownership becomes central.  

A key part of the legal system of contracts is based on the idea of private property and we barely understand the implications, not only of how it works, but the possibility of an alternative approach .  

There are hints here about a art and poetry, but we do not know how to draw the implications for what it tells us fundamentally about the way in the mind works.  And just one weird example, in the current new York review of books there is a review of a book on the history of masturbation and the point is made that the negative view of masturbation was based on a social desire to repress the own time me that was represented by the apparent autonomy of an individual's ability to imagine their own world.  This would take them out of the protestant Weberian cycle of dedication to production rather than pleasure.  The point is it was very hard on imagination.  

So I think we have to get beyond thinking of sustainability and synergy as design principles that can work in the context of the technocratic view of humans.  

And art can be a clue.  Look at how little we have digested, at the broad cultural level, the implications  of the great art from the beginning of the twentieth century : Picasso, Stravinsky, Joyce, and so many others , all, like the Maine painter John Marin, and his paintings  so symbolically deep of the ocean crashing on the shore, which he took to indicate the impact of the European adventure on the American coastline .  

Most of us, including myself , do not know enough about why Rome fell. We don't understand things like why societies spend an increasingly greater proportion of their wealth on their infrastructure as they become more complex.  

Let's take a really difficult case.  In the book, civilizations, Fernadez-Armesto proposes that the impulse to civilization is very strong in humans but that no civilization can thrive which does not exploit its own and other people and the environment, and that every civilizational wave must collapse .  Plausible.  

I think there is a chance we can do better and that there are grounds for optimism but it will be much harder if we do not understand the human system better   then we do .  Just like the universe itself our knowledge will never be complete but we can make an effort.  I would make a plea for being involved with more art, reading more history , acting in plays, learning a musical instrument or two, and a new language .  Travel to exotic places, like the pentagon or Wall Street or the Hamptons.  

We need to learn to be master integrators.  Chris Alexander's work in architecture and Eric Erickson's work on the structure of the human life cycle and Eric Voegelin's many volumes on the history of political thought are all partial keys to this extraordinary design problem we face.

Anthony L. Rose
Alas, when all the works of art and constructions of history, the technologies and psychologies, the statistics and synergistics are piled onto one another they seem to make the dilemma grow beyond the grasp of any mind.  The interface of Civilization and Nature becomes like Godzilla vs. King Kong , two monsters which cannot be controlled and will inevitably die together or live together depending on their capacity to understand, love, and revere themselves, the other, the community, the biosphere.  Put them in a 3+ acre bubble or give them all-Earth to face their challenge the result for the physical bodies depends on the mind-heart-soul of the whole.  

If the Human Monster believes it must grow till it can beat Nature, then it will grow and convert the earth into a battle ground.  Some will produce more babies to win their skirmish, others will practice birth control to win theirs.  Some will kill others to protect their lives, others will consume other people's resources to lengthen their own lives.  And in the end all will be at war.  

If we cannot find the heroes, the leaders, the visionaries to show us a viable inspiring fulfilling future in harmony with nature, the war will be lost by all.

Participant 
I was just reading a review in the Times of a new history of America, in which the author indicates that our "success" as a nation has derived mainly from the distinctive American character, which is entrepreneurial at best, swindling at worst--mostly in between--hustling. If that is our nature, we may not be able to call upon our founding ethos as Americans in the hope that we will embrace a more ecologically conscious and responsible role.  And we are the leaders.  

American presidents' powers are more limited than people think, but I imagine that a great leader in the presidency (any chance of that?) could mobilize world opinion in the right direction.  Maybe some disastrous event will energize such action.

Participant 
How do we move toward a peace without stasis? Keeping dynamic within limits, what kind of core social principles? I've been reading a fine book, One China, many Paths, a series of analytic articles by current social scientists and dissidents. One emerging idea, "there must be a social contract before an economic contract." Seems like a good approach, if by social we include the human integration with nature.  

Tony, your words were nearly matched by a short article I was just scanning, from the national review, as part of my trying to understand "what is in the minds of the republicans?"  

Speaking embracingly of "the traditional Judeo-Christian view in which sinning against God leads to the eviction of mankind from Eden, thereby leaving human survival hinged on a battle against nature.  

Walters's version [this is a book review of Jerome Walters's book Six Modern Plagues: and How We Are Causing Them } reads more like a pagan myth in which mankind is punished for a sin against a different deity: Mother Nature. In the name of "efficiency and profit," "the financial gain of the few," or "progress," mankind has assaulted nature with such sins as globalization, urban sprawl, hunting, and modern agriculture.  

This is pretty strong, and suggests that humans are in between these two views. We can neither be part of nature (early tattooing and skin painting to make us weird folks look like we re part of nature), nor leave it, in part because the desire to control it is aesthetic and leads to great gardens, parks, preserves and vistas, which means that we are creating what part of our psyche wants to control, putting us at war within ourselves. (I highly recommend Simon Schama's Landscape and Memory.)

Closing Remarks

Anthony L. Rose
So many ideas, so many truths, so little time.  In many ways we are just beginning, and yet I know this is the day we were meant to end our discussion on Biosynergy and the Future of Humankind.  

Still, we have Communities of Tomorrow to envision, seawater societies to invent, synergy seeking leaders to empower, holistic curricula to review, poems and tomes to share, works of art to revere, global economies to transform, ecological crises to confront, reproductive drives to control, talking apes to interview, and an endless supply of information to review and transform into wisdom.  

A few days ago I asked Dick if we might end this Forum with a dozen sets of "last words" from the participants.  He thought that might be a fruitful way to close.  So on this last day of March, I will ask each of you who has been reading and writing here for the past few weeks to provide us all with a snapshot of your most enduring thoughts, your dreams, your visions, your paradoxes and/or conclusions  about biosynergy and the future of humankind. For the record.  

If it is all right with Dick and the web-conference managers, I would like this Forum to remain open till Midnight, Saturday, April 3, not for further discussion, but to allow us all to log in with our closing remarks. I have already written mine and will post them at 11 pm California time on Saturday, if that's OK.  

I think the next Conference is scheduled to start very soon.  Hopefully this finishing touch will not interfere with the mechanics of shifting from one Forum to another.  

Symbolically this seems a good way to end—to say goodbye to the Biosynergy Forum as a formal community but to enact the fact that we are always here, always online with another gift to offer, always hopeful that something we have to say will be useful to someone and thus to all.  

Of course anyone here who wants to continue dialogue with me is welcome to get in touch directly.  Except for my upcoming adventure in Africa April 13 to May 12, you can find me at  rose@biosynergy.org  most of the time.  If I don’t respond at once, please try again.  I may be out somewhere in the universe, tracking a fleeting dream.  

Warm wishes and many many thanks   Tony

Participant 
AM I MY BROTHER’S KEEPER?  

Tony, this discussion of interdependence reminds me of the story of Cain and Abel from the first chapters of the Hebrew Scriptures. It is filled with symbiotic symbolism.  

Genesis 4 (NIV)  

2.  Later she gave birth to his brother Abel.   Now Abel kept flocks, and Cain worked the soil.

3.  In the course of time Cain brought some of the fruits of the soil as an offering to the LORD.

4.  But Abel brought fat portions from some of the firstborn of his flock. The LORD looked with favor on Abel and his offering,

5.  but on Cain and his offering he did not look with favor. So Cain was very angry, and his face was downcast.

6.  Then the LORD said to Cain, "Why are you angry? Why is your face downcast?

7.  If you do what is right, will you not be accepted? But if you do not do what is right, sin is crouching at your door; it desires to have you, but you must master it."

8.  Now Cain said to his brother Abel, "Let's go out to the field."  And while they were in the field, Cain attacked his brother Abel and killed him.

9.  Then the LORD said to Cain, "Where is your brother Abel?"   "I don't know," he replied. "Am I my brother's keeper?"

10.  The LORD said, "What have you done? Listen! Your brother's blood cries out to me from the ground.

11.  Now you are under a curse and driven from the ground, which opened its mouth to receive your brother's blood from your hand.

12.  When you work the ground, it will no longer yield its crops for you. You will be a restless wanderer on the earth."

13.  Cain said to the LORD, "My punishment is more than I can bear.”  

Abel kept flocks – he personifies all who work with livestock and the communities that herd, maintain and consume them. Animals issue living offspring, they suffer pain and disease, they compete for food, they eat and they pollute.  

Cain worked the soil. He exemplifies farmers. He depended upon nature for the nutrients of the earth, the seasonal rains and favorable winds. He saved enough seed from the previous year to create the crops for the following year.  

The brothers fought seeking not only profit but also favor. In this story, one was blessed, the other was not. It is pointless to speculate why.  

Cain killed Abel in the Bible’s first murder.  Land, livestock and their keepers were joined in war, and Cain asks, rhetorically, “am I my brother’s keeper?”  

Perhaps the answer Cain expected was “no.” The lesson derived is “yes.” We are each other’s keepers. We are parts of a world of interdependent systems, and overlapping biospheres. We cannot win, at the expense of our brothers and sisters. Civilization and nature cannot be separated. Both need their champions; both need their heroes.  

Tony, you wrote:  

Alas, when all the works of art and constructions of history, the technologies and psychologies, the statistics and synergistics are piled onto one another they seem to make the dilemma grow beyond the grasp of any mind.  The interface of Civilization and Nature becomes like Godzilla vs. King Kong, two monsters which cannot be controlled and will inevitably die together or live together depending on their capacity to understand, love, and revere themselves, the other, the community, the biosphere.  Put them in a 3+ acre bubble or give them all-Earth to face their challenge  the result for the physical bodies depends on the mind-heart-soul of the whole.

If the Human Monster believes it must grow till it can beat Nature, then it will grow and convert the earth into a battle ground.  Some will produce more babies to win their skirmish, others will practice birth control to win theirs.  Some will kill others to protect their lives, others will consume other people's resources to lengthen their own lives.  And in the end all will be at war.

If we cannot find the heroes, the leaders, the visionaries to show us a viable inspiring fulfilling future in harmony with nature, the war will be lost by all.”

In this discussion many contributors have pointed to the direction that the mêlée is taking, and some have speculated where it might end. This legend from Genesis reminds us of the time when people realized that the conflict had already begun, that there would be casualties, and that the consequences would be spiritual.  

Thanks for this fascinating discussion.  

Participant 
Final words:  

Dealing with nature we need to face the fact that any part of it we see or intuit is through our own humanness, just as every part of our humanness is fused through and through with nature.  

(Coda: the future of nature is, for humans, probably very complex and technical. I spent last night looking at the Prism project at the the university of Washington, computer modeling of the Puget sound, from geologic changes over Millennia, to last night's rain and impact on the reservoirs six months from now. Highly graphic and gives the viewer the ability to "fly" through the landscape and its layers...)  

Years ago Robert Bly said that male depression was related to the loss of nature and the feelable presence of familiar animals.

Participant 
Good morning.  I'm back from a few very busy days.  

First, a quick comment to Raymond: our experiment in Biosphere 2 was not terminated. We made it through the two years. However, there have been huge mounds of misinformation circulating about the project, which is still ongoing, although no human missions are now being undertaken. It has taken me ten years to get around to writing a book about it because its history has been such an intertwined mess of triumphs and failures. There has been almost an unspoken taboo for anyone involved to talk about it. You have not found much to read about it because there is not much, other than what is in old and new newspaper clippings and a lot of that is incorrect.  

As we all know the issue of population control is extremely complex. There must be more taboos surrounding population control than almost any other subject. Some experiments to control it by indirect intervention have worked (the introduction of medicine to increase the likelihood of offspring to live has reduced pressure on poor rural families to produce loads of children to make sure there are enough people to run the farm, particularly when the parents get older. General education of women, not specifically sex education, has also reduced the number of children they have).  

We are an incredibly ingenious species, so our carrying capacity is probably a lot higher now than it was, say 200 years ago, and we may be able to engineer our way out of many of the ensuing problems. But as Richard so eloquently pointed out in his book Management of the Absurd, technology never does what we think it will (computers did not produce less paper but more paper and simply raised the bar on expected levels of presentation). I listened to a brief interview with Norman Borlaug a couple of days ago, it being his 90th birthday. I was shocked at my own ambivalence. As he strongly stated, if it had not been for his Green Revolution hundreds of millions of people would have starved. He is right. But the terrible fact of the matter is that this form of agriculture has caused dreadful desertification because it is so open to misuse. It has allowed populations to increase where otherwise they perhaps would not have. This is an appalling predicament as I am of course not advocating allowing millions of people to die who could otherwise be helped. The point is that the Green Revolution is not only a band-aid over the urgent problem of a rapidly expanding population, it has in some ways allowed it.  

At Biosphere 2 we used a couple of ideas to structure our thoughts about the world we live in. The term biosphere was  first coined by an Austrian in the late 1800s and was picked up by the Russian scientist Vernadski, who also introduced the terms technosphere and noosphere. The technosphere is the sphere of technology around the planet (I include both the intellectual know how and its resulting machines). Noosphere was to mean the human mind's intelligence and creativity and its ability to mediate and reconcile conflicts between the technosphere and the biosphere.  

In Biosphere 2 I think that the human population, the biosphere and the technosphere built an appropriate relationship intractably symbiotic and perhaps biosynergetic. The human population served themselves best by caring for the biosphere and the technosphere. The technology served both the humans and the other living systems (providing appropriate environmental conditions by controlling temperature etc.), and the biological systems served the human population and themselves. I do not mean to imply intent, this simply was the relationship.  

Over the weekend my husband and I got into a very heated debate over the validity and utility of such notions when applied to the larger world in which we live. In our mini-world, the biosphere, or living systems, was dependent on the technosphere for its health and well being. If the power went off, the cooling stopped and the temperature would rise to over 120F in less than 10 minutes on a summer's day. This is an artificial relationship.  

Carl Sagan wanted to ask visiting aliens how they had survived their technological adolescence. I had never really contemplated this statement, but rather taken the stance that most anti-technologists do—that this notion concerns the state of our technology. As Taber's and my discussions roiled I finally realized that he was likely referring to our technology being in the hands of adolescents who have a sense of immortality and do not contemplate the outcomes of their actions.  

If, for the sake of argument, we say that the notions of technosphere and noosphere hold some validity, then the utility of them is in the relationships within and between them. Our technologies are quite sophisticated. We have the technology to make low polluting and carbon neutral factories and vehicles already. The machines that are in use, however are not that way. The problem is not in the technology but in its application. The Noosphere directs its application.  

Vast amounts of money are spent on technology development. Tiny amounts, by comparison, are spent on noospheric development, perhaps because this is the most elusive of all. This group has discussed many aspects of the Noosphere—art, economics, politics, sociology, psychology. Action to most people means going out and planting a tree, building a road, doing something with an immediate physical result. What these discussions have shown is that action includes the development of our noospheric infrastructure.  

What I love about the example of people in India beginning to employ traditional water catchments to successfully replenish water tables is that it did not require technological advances. It is the noosphere in action.  

Thank you for including me in this conversation. It has been fascinating, thought provoking and inspiring.       —Jane2     

Participant
Another great comment from Jane Poynter.  So glad you can be with us, Jane.  

As Tony requested, we are extending this conference to run through Saturday night, April 3rd, to permit everyone to make a final statement.  On April 4th we will begin our next conference on Power and Property in the Information Society.

Participant 
Final Words:

The ideas in this FUTURE OF MANKIND are many and seemingly unrelated. The truth is that they are all related and mankind will only survive on this beautiful but stretched planet if we find ways to consider and act upon (nearly all) of them.  

Adenda to my several insertions of above on population:

   * Many have indicated that we are rapidly moving toward an average fertility

     of around 3. This seems to be indeed a big change.

   * But a fertility of 3 in a world of 6 billion is not far in growth effect to a fertility

     of 6 in a world of 3 billion.

   *This planet cannot remain viable for human life if fertility does not drop below

     3  (the generally quoted number for a stable population is a fertility of 2.3.

   * Moving world fertility from 3 to 2 is far more difficult than moving from 4 to3.

     [These are not a scientific statement, but just for example consider that most 

     parents would prefer a child of each sex in their family. The chance of 

     achieving this is in a family of 2 is well below that of a family of 3.]

Participant 
Recent responses remind me of the twist on the Genesis story given by Daniel Quinn in his novel 'Ishmael'.  He attributes our difficulties in creating a sustainable life style to two things: 1) The idea that mankind has dominion over all the earth Genesis again; and 2) the consequent success of agriculture run amok the idea that we can take over for our own use the food chain resources of any and all creatures.  

Quinn's twist to the Garden of Eden story is that the minority group of subsequent generations those who chose to live with the earth rather than dominate it made up the Eden story to explain how the dominant group came to be as they are.  Later the dominant group We liked the story so much we adopted it.

Participant 
This has been a great conference!  My compliments to Anthony Rose, and my thanks to all who have contributed so much.  Please don't go away! 
 

Participant 
John Cushman, you did a great job of pulling me up short through your interpretation of Genesis as an ecological, as well as a human relations, statement, and I thank you for that. 
 

Participant 
Ray—I shouldn't keep dwelling in a conference that has passed its license to continue a bit like your #2 above: "the idea that we can take over for our own use the food chain resources of any and all creatures."  Please forgive me.  

The fact is, we can and are rapidly shoving hundreds of other species a year off of the planet. Once we are the only creatures left, our time will not be much longer. And of course it isn't the food change alone that we need to survive.  

The tragedy is that we have the smarts but not the judgment to survive.

Participant 
We will be long gone before all of the other species are extinct.  

By the way, the conference has been extended until Saturday night, when Tony will make his final comment. Between now and then he is hoping for all of us to prepare an apotheosis.  I love that word, even if it isn't what he wants.

Participant 
To enter a last comment in this dialogue…which should not end, is difficult.  Something important will come out of our discussions, I am sure.  

My guess is it will be an action, or many actions, in which all of us participate in a group or possibly a subset.  

I am greatly encouraged by the fact that this exchange demonstrates clearly there is a possibility not only of a sustainable future, but an enhanced future.  The intellectualism exists.  The capability for discussing the problems and the actions required has been demonstrated.  What we need now is to do things.  

I certainly cannot provide the kind of profound leadership we all yearn for, but I do believe I and others who come from the science/technology area, who have had some real world experiences addressing environmental and ecological issues, can offer solutions for specific problems as examples.  And perhaps those examples will inspire the leadership to a broader context action.  

I am profoundly grateful for having been invited to this dialogue, and I am thankful to all of you for your contributions.  Dick, you invited exactly the right moderator.  Tony, you set the bar at the highest standard.  

One short comment, #144, by Dr. Farson, where he talked about the spectrum of our skills being from entrepreneurial to swindling, with something in the middle—a kind of average—i.e. hustling, registered on me.  I come from a thoroughbred racehorse background.  If you saw the film Seabiscuit, my father was there the day of the opening scene of the movie. The first trainer for C.S. Howard, before he hired Smith as the trainer, was one of my father’s best friends, Buster Millerick.  My last thoroughbred trainer, when he was in his 80s, was Buster Millerick.  What that has to do with action is this: I recognize that I grew up in a unique culture of wonderful people, but particularly skilled in the middle discipline of “hustling.”  My grandfather won over all of the grandchildren by the fact that at any race, he decided he would have a ticket on the winner.  It took us many years to recognize that he did that by buying a ticket on every horse (in a 10-horse race, it only cost him $20.00 to impress his grandchildren’s generation).  

His motive was okay.  He wanted his grandchildren to love him and to be happy.  The winning always bought the right amount of ice cream.  I propose we hustle a bit.  Let’s bet on several winners in the environmental area, and then use the winnings to inspire others to enter the most exciting game of all, i.e., the future of this entire beautiful planet.  

Now I would like to ask that part of my last comment not be made by me.  I had the pleasure of being with Dr. Fred Turner at several beautiful intellectual dinners.  At two of those, I was the moderator, and I asked Fred if he would close the evening.  In both cases, like he did with his quote from Shakespeare’s 21st Century Economics that I love, he ended with something profound.  I know Fred has been away from his computer for a few days.  He is at a conference and may not have seen the request for an ending comment.  Therefore I have asked my office (I am dictating this from Mexico) to copy the comments since the last one shown that he has read, fax them to him at the conference, and include this plea from me for Fred to catch up and conclude for not only me and him, but others he knows of my team who work so hard in this field.  I only represent their efforts.  

Many thanks…Carl

Participant 
I have enjoyed this conference immensely, and learned so much, I certainly cannot do justice to it in one comment.  But I will mention a couple of important changes in my thinking, brought about by this discussion.  

When using the term "community" I have always thought of the human community.  No more. Now I have a new appreciation of our relations with the life around us, our interdependence with it, and the opportunity for our improvement as we embrace that non-human community.  

Fred's observations about the potentially valuable role of the arts and poetry in creating a model for our thinking and action will be with me forever.  And evidence for that idea from both Janes in how their experience in theater led them to think more clearly and to gain the personal strength to undertake projects, such as Biosphere II, that at first seem very remote from theater, just confirms it.  

While I have a renewed appreciation for the larger political, economic and religious context of any community, and recognize the enormity of trying to bring about positive changes in the way we live, I have been inspired by the writing in this conference to raise my sights beyond survivability to abundance, from coping to improving, maybe even transcending.  

Participant 
A message from Frederick Turner:  

Apologies for my silence—I have been at two very intense conferences.  

I think what emerges from the discussion as the key to solving the environmental puzzle is appropriately an ecological one.  That is, it finds ways to involve all the species of discourses, from religious to secular, left to right, scientific to humanistic, artistic to technological, economic to idealistic, natural to cultural, without scapegoating and in a spirit of humility.  Practically, what is needed is a way of describing the problems and their possible solutions in a way that will win the support of both the winners and the losers of future elections.

Anthony L. Rose
In many ways each of us has offered an apology, if not an apotheosis, to the forces of evolution that molded us into a creature with the inventive intellect and artistic brilliance of gods and the selfish desires and fearful delusions of demons.  

Jane Poynter has realized that our technology is in the hands of adolescents who have a sense of immortality and do not contemplate the outcomes of their actions.  

Could Carl Hodges have the answer that we who come from the science/ technology area, who have had some real world experiences addressing environmental and ecological issues, can offer solutions for specific problems which inspire the leadership to a broader context action?  

But Doug Carmichael has warned us that any part of nature we see or intuit is filtered through our own humanness.  

Jane Alexander confirms that we are in trouble, and that there is very little we can do about it. What she is thinking now is to find joy and success in some idea of community and not mourn the loss of the world as we know it today.  

And yet, Dick Farson has experienced an expansion of the concept of "community" which goes beyond the human community, an appreciation of our relations with the life around us, of our interdependence with it, and of the opportunity for our improvement as we embrace that non-human community.  While he has a renewed appreciation for the larger political, economic and religious context of any community, and recognizes the enormity of trying to bring about positive changes in the way we live, he has been inspired by the writing in this conference to raise his sights beyond survivability to abundance, from coping to improving, maybe even transcending.  

The acknowledgement of the importance of broad inclusiveness and integration is pervasive. Donald Straus recognizes that although the ideas in this discussion are many and seemingly unrelated, the truth is that they are all related.  Mankind will only survive on this beautiful but stretched planet if we find ways to consider and act upon all of them.  

Fred Turner affirms that the key to solving the environmental puzzle is appropriately an ecological one.  That is, it finds ways to involve all the species of discourses, from religious to secular, left to right, scientific to humanistic, artistic to technological, economic to idealistic, natural to cultural, without scapegoating and in a spirit of humility.  

This call for inclusiveness is reinforced in John Cushman’s answer to the tale of Cain and Abel.  Yes! We are each other’s keepers. We are parts of a world of interdependent systems, and overlapping biospheres. We cannot win, at the expense of our brothers and sisters. Civilization and nature cannot be separated. Both need their champions; both need their heroes.  

Ray Alden is reminded of the twist on the Genesis story given by Daniel Quinn in his novel Ishmael.  He attributes our difficulties in creating a sustainable life style to two things: 1) The idea that mankind has dominion over all the earth (Genesis again); and, 2) the consequent success of agriculture run amok the idea that we can take over for our own use the food chain resources of any and all creatures.   Quinn's twist to the Garden of Eden story is that the minority group of subsequent generations those who chose to live with the earth rather than dominate it made up the Eden story to explain how the dominant group came to be as they are.  Later the dominant group We liked the story so much we adopted it.  

Ironically, it is Quinn’s twist on Genesis that initiated my ‘last word’ for this discussion, written five days ago.  While long ago the dominant group–the Takers –adopted the story of Eden as a metaphor for their life of conquest and suffering, the modern voice of the subjugated group the Leavers  begs for a revision of the story so as to reunite humanity and nature.  

                                 *  *  *  

It is said that upon eating the fruit of the tree of knowledge, our earliest human ancestors were banished from Eden and made to wander in a world of hardship and toil. This fruit that caused us to be banished has been described as the knowledge which enables us to differentiate good from evil.  Believing that we alone know what is good and what is not, we came to believe that we could decide who should live and who should die, who should conquer and who should serve.  And as a matter of course, we began to think that we were better and more important than the other life-forms on Earth.  We decided that we must live apart from crass Nature, and we began trying to construct societies which would manifest our superiority.  Thus we banished ourselves from Eden.  

It is our addiction to the fruit, to the drugged exhilaration of our discerning minds, which deludes us into thinking that each new social experiment will work better than the earlier social disasters, and that in the end we will create human civilizations that are as heavenly perfect as the Eden which we have left behind.  Sadly, as exploiters and as conservators, our projects, among all the failed schemes for harvesting or preserving nature for the good of man, will not succeed.  

Nothing done for the good of one person, one community, one nation, one region, or one species no act of kindness or conceit performed in righteous self service will succeed in returning us to the Original Eden or in creating the Eden of Man.  

Albert Einstein wrote that the enlightened person "looks upon individual existence as a sort of prison and wants ...  to feel the sublimity and marvelous order which reveal themselves both in nature and in the world of thought."  It is the transcendence beyond self and self-serving community to communion with all life that will allow us to return to and to revitalize Eden.   Only in Nature, as Nature, will humankind restore itself and this biosphere to an optimal reality.  

These worlds where we evolved, that primordial ooze, the sea, the beachhead, the swamp and savanna, forest and desert, are home to us and to all our common ancestors.  From the fleshy tunnels and watery caves where we are conceived to the mud holes and mouths where we die, all forms of glory on this planet blend in mysterious ballets and symphonies, all minds and voices contribute, all senses are tuned to the numinous interplay of life.  

The biota of earth is interwoven in an ever-changing biosynergy, like threads on a multidimensional loom, the tapestry of nirvana.  Tortoises, monkeys, and men—we are all strands of blood and bone, spirit and feeling, informing the dance of many, calling out in the voice of all.  

And in that voice which echoes the songs of indiscriminate faith, the wisdom of earthworms and astronauts shall emerge unified to lead us back through time and forward into a future which is not of our design.  Tomorrow is the dream of Life becoming.  
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