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The concept of ecological peace will be discussed here in the light of a theory of living
systems.

"System" is a typical multiple concept word having different denotations in different
contexts. Here we shall use it to denote something that can be recognized as "itself" in
spite of undergoing extensive changes. For instance, the solar system is perceived as
"itself" in spite of continuously changing positions of the planets. A method of therapy can
be regarded as system, being a set of procedures that remain the same as the identity of
the physicians and of patients change. The same criteria apply to "American spelling," a
"set of differential equations," or "a fugue”. No employee or officer of the Bank of England
alive a hundred years ago is alive today. Yet, the Bank of England remains recognized
as "itself”. Note that our examples stretched over astronomy, medicine, linguistics,
mathematics, music, and finance. Thus "system" turns out to be an interdisciplinary
concept par excellence”. In this sense, "organism" (a living system) is a clear example.
Probably every molecule in our bodies is replaced by another within a few months. Yet,
you and I are certainly recognizable as "ourselves”.

A system typically consists of subsystems. Thus, in the biological sphere, an organism
contains tissues and organs, and these, in turn, contain cells as subsystems. The
organism can be, regarded as a subsystem of a species, which is subsystem of a genus,
family, class, phylum, etc.

In the case of persons, we observe a hierarchy in the social dimension: families, clans,
tribes, nations, alliances, civilizations, humanity. The hierarchy continues on the biological
path - ecosystem, biosphere.

Longevity

We can reasonably assume that each living system has a characteristic longevity span.
In the case of human individuals and familiar animals, we have fairly reliable knowledge
of it. On the basis of fossil research and archeological investigations, longevity of species
and civilizations can be estimated. In the case of our species, we are denied a reasonable



estimate, obviously because humanity is still "alive”. And should it die, our time on earth
is not likely to be recorded.

Nevertheless, in recent decades prognoses have been made of our demise as a species,
ranging from a few decades to some centuries or millennia. Some maintain that if certain
measures are taken, humanity may go on living indefinitely, whether as such or as some
evolved descendent. Assuming a finite life span, such prognoses are based on assumed
probabilities of certain events, for example a sudden onset of a nuclear holocaust, or
exhaustion of irreplaceable life-supporting resources. These probability estimates are
certainly not derived from frequencies of observed events as in statistics. The terminating
event can occur only once, hence estimates of probabilities are no more than intuitively
suggested guesses - reflections of personal belief..

Fitness

The notion of longevity of a species clearly presupposes a more or less precise definition
of the term. A common one is based on the ability of members to produce fertile offspring.
The number of offspring surviving to reproductive age determines "fitness” in the context
of "survival potential”. It is the corner stone in the Darwinian theory of evolution and a
remedy against ideologically or metaphorically suggested conceptions of a "struggle for
existence, survival of the fittest", "the law of the jungle," "nature red in tooth and claw," or,
"survival of the most ruthless," as in politics or "of the most efficient," as in market
economics. These simplistic conceptions detract attention from results of investigations
of actually functioning survival potential of particular species in particular environments.
This has a bearing on a main theme of this paper, namely an investigation of factors
determining the survival potential of our species or, perhaps, of its evolutionary
descendants.

Language

On the basis of directly observable gross components, human anatomy is not
characterized by highly specialized features. We can run but not nearly as fast as a
cheetah. We swim, but not nearly so well as dolphins. We are predators, but our teeth
and "claws" are practically useless for killing prey. Our phenomenal evolutionary success
can be reasonably ascribed to the scope of communication with our co-specifics, that is,
to special characteristics of human language.

Many species of insects, mammals, and birds have been found to have "languages”. that
is, systems of gestures, sounds, or emitted odours that transmit information. These
languages have been called "signal vocabularies”. In this context, a "signal" carries
information of a situation occurring here and now. Thus, a cloud can be regarded as a
signal of approaching rain, a whistle of an approaching train. The referent of a symbol, on
the other hand, may be a situation that occurred in the past or about one expected in the
future. It can also refer to something that never happened, nor can happen.



There are consequences of this difference between signals and symbols:

(1) Signals denoting particular situations "here and now” tend to be the same or nearly
the same for all members of a species. Therefore, a non-human species typically
"speaks one language”.

(2) Symbol systems denoting past or expected events, imagined situations, etc. have
evolved into different languages, typically not mutually comprehensible. What an
Englishman calls "cloud”, a German calls "Wolke," a Russian "oblako".

(3) Words of a symbol language can be combined into clusters that carry much more
information per unit time than can be carried by a signal.

Many a bird can say, "Watch out! Predator”! Or "Off we go, follow me”! Or "Ready to
mate”! A dog can say, "Hark! Some one is coming”! Or "Give me a bit of what you are
eating”. Or "I love you”! Or even "I'm sorry”. But no dog can say, "While you were out,
some one tried to break in, but I scarred him away by my barking”. Or "Give me
something of what you are eating, or else I shan't love you any more, and then you will be
sorry”?

Time Binding

While offspring of some species can be "taught" how to behave in a given situation,
symbolic language makes possible accumulation of experience over generations.
Invention of writing has made accumulation over millennia possible.

Alfred Korzybski called this accumulation "time binding”. He characterized plants as
"energy binders" (citing their ability to utilize solar energy directly) and animals as "space
binders" (able to explore space for edibles). He assumed that time binding is the principal
survival feature responsible for the evolutionary success of our species. Note that
presently homo sapience is on top of the food chain of the biosphere, animals in the
middle and plants on the bottom.

Survival of the Fittest and Longevity of Species.

From the point of view of general system theory, the so-called "struggle for existence" is
understood as competition between systems on the same rung of the subsystem- super
system hierarchy. Here we are concerned with the time span of our own species -
humanity. Knowledge accumulated by time binding reveals a relatively consistent
process - expansion of the range of cooperation between among groups of persons.

The earliest such group was very likely a "family," individuals bound by the closest blood
relationship - parents, offspring, siblings. In fact, we observe such groups among our



closest relatives - primates. In scanning our history as a species, we discern increasing
span of cooperative groupings. Families merge into clans, then tribes; these into nations,
states, confederations, alliances. Throughout the whole process, cooperation within a
group or population is coupled with competition between the integrated systems. Indeed
inter-system competition frequently nurtures intra-group cooperation.

A crucial question related to the theme of this paper is whether this process can lead to
the integration of humanity into a fully cooperative system; that is, one in which
competition among systems on higher levels among subsystems is replaced by
cooperation. Further, it suggests the conjecture that this sort of integration has a bearing
on the probable longevity of our species or beyond of the biosphere itself. In particular,
what are the consequences of cooperation or competition among species as systems,
and, in the light of the suggested answers, how is "ecological peace" to be defined?

Increasing Mortality in Human Conflict

In the evolution of social systems, we observe that confrontation with a rival (competing)
system is typically accompanied by integration (cooperation) within each. Patriotism,
chauvinism, racism are expressions of both internal solidarity and external enmity. We
observe also the accelerating rate of mortality in such confrontations. The number of
dead in the two world wars of the twentieth century exceeded the mortality in all wars in
human history. Let us see why.

Trauma induced by the rapidly growing death rates in modern warfare induced attempts
to identify "causes of war," doubtless inspired by the successes in modern medicine
resulting from discovering demonstrable causes of diseases. One line of investigation
concentrated on evolutionary inheritance of a so-called "aggressive instinct”. Evidence of
this conjecture was offered by E.O. Wilson.

Throughout recorded history, the conduct of war has been common among
tribes and nearly universal among chiefdoms and states. The spread of genes has
always been of paramount importance. For example, after the conquest of the
Midianites, Moses gave instructions identical in result to the aggression and
genetic occupation by male langur monkeys. Combinations of genes able to
confer superior fitness in contention with genocidal aggression would be those that
produce either a more effective technique of aggression or else the capacity to
prevent genocide by some form of pacific maneuvering.1)

However, the anatomy of some wild mountain sheep throws doubt on genocidal
aggression. The horns of these sheep bend sharply backwards, so that it is difficult to
cause serious damage by these weapons. A wolf defeated in combat with another
"surrenders" by baring his neck, as if inviting the rival to give him a coupe de grace,
whereupon the victor leaves the defeated adversary alone. Can it be that besides the
"aggressive instinct" something akin to mercy is manifested in these "struggles for
existence"?



.
Millennia have passed since human males engaged in physical combat for the
possession of a mate. Perhaps, an "aggressive instinct" has been subject to attrition. If
so, principal sources oaf aggression in man must be sought elsewhere. The role of this
instinct in war becomes questionable.

Investigations on "causes of war" are a major concern in "peace research," a discipline
reflecting increasing awareness of dangers to our species generated by accelerating
development of genocidal weapons. At times, peace research is seen as an analogue of
medical research, concerned with uncovering necessary and sufficient causes of
diseases. Note that from a practical point of view, discovery of necessary causes
contributes more to control or elimination of major diseases than the search for sufficient
causes. For example, presence of tubercle bacilli in the human organism is a necessary
but not a sufficient condition of contracting the disease. Hence preventing or curing this
disease is assured by the elimination of the bacillus. The same principle applies to the
elimination of war. Discovery of a necessary, (not necessarily sufficient) causes of war
should make its elimination possible. We see, however, that it does not. Why?

When a definitive cure of a disease is discovered, elimination usually follows promptly.
Let an inoculation against, say, leukemia, be discovered. Elimination of the disease will
follow promptly. Within a relatively short time institutions concerned with the disease
(clinics, hospitals, etc.) will have the vaccine it on hand. We have witnessed virtual
elimination of small pox and polio in this way. In the case of war, sufficient causes are
many, and moreover, change with time. For example, a dynastic war is inconceivable
today. A necessary "cause" of war, on the other hand, is weapons, in the sense that in
absence of weapons a serious war could not occur. However, there are no institutions,
empowered to enforce global disarmament, which would make war impossible. On the
contrary, every state has a "subsystem," in the form of a military establishment, which is
usually quick to incorporate every advance in homicidal technology into its structure.

Other evidence against ubiquity or the "aggression instinct" as an instigator of war is the
rapid change in attitudes toward war, specifically in the West at the close of World War I.
In the last years of the nineteenth century, political scientist H. von Treischke wrote

What a disaster for civilization it would be if humankind blotted its heroes from
memory. The heroes of a nation are the fighters, which rejoice and inspire the
spirit of its youth, and the writers whose words ring like trumpet blasts become the
idols of our boyhood and our early manhood.

And here is what A.J. Balfour wrote in his foreword to the English translation of
Treischke's book on the eve of World War I.

Political theories, from those of Aristotle downward, have ever been related; either
by harmony or contrast, to the political practice of their day; but of no theories is
this more glaringly true than of those expounded in these volumes. They could not
have been written before 1870. Nothing quite like them will be written after 1917.



Evidently, Balfour identified glorification of war with the ideology of the Second Reich, and
anticipated its defeat in 1917.

Half a century later, General W. Westmoreland wrote

On the battlefield of the future, enemy forces will be located almost
instantaneously through the use of data banks, computer assisted intelligence
evaluation, and automated control. With the first round ill probabilities approaching
certainty, and with surveillance devices that can continuously track the enemy, the
need for large forces to fix the opposition physically will be less important.

Hundreds of years were required to achieve the mobility of the armoured
division. A little over two decades later, we had the air-mobile division. With
cooperative effort, no more than 10 years should separate us from the automated
battlefield.

These remarks suggest technolatry rather than aggressiveness. Along with technolatry,
business acumen and ubiquity of completion (as in sport) play a prominent part in
American mainstream ideology. The following is taken from an article on efficiency of
deterrence in the nuclear arms race of the sixties. The author evaluates the importance of
different targets of a nuclear strike. After dismissing the number and weight of offensive
weapons for a given budget as "too crude" as a criterion of efficiency, the author
considers the number and value of enemy targets that can be destroyed (for a given
budget).

This is a criterion that makes a little more sense. It takes into account not
only the numbers of our offensive bombers and missiles but also their operational
effectiveness... It is still, of course, an ambiguous criterion and require more
precise definition. For example, what target system - population, industry, or
military bases - should we use to keep score (!)...

The number and value of enemy targets that can be destroyed (for a given
budget) after an enemy fist strike... is much closer to what we want. It requires us,
in allocating our given budget, to reduce the vulnerability of our force whenever
money spent on reducing vulnerability ... will increase are "strike-second"
capability more than the same money spent on additional bombers or missiles and
the personnel to operate them.

In contrast, to Treischke's conception of war as a manifestation of heroism, idealism etc.,
those of American strategists conceives it as a challenge to technical ingenuity or "bottom
line" criteria. These are symptoms of loyalty to an institution in which one is a member,
specifically a military establishment. The same can be said of Clausewitz's letter to his
fianceé written two days before of the battle of Iena, in which he was taken prisoner.



My country needs war and - let us admit openly - the war only can bring me to the
happy goal. In whichever way I might like to connect my own life with the rest, the
world, my way always takes me across a great battlefield, without entering upon it,
no permanent happiness will come to me. The day after tomorrow... there will be a
great battle, for which the entire Army is longing. I myself look forward to this day
with joy as I would to my own wedding day.

It is this institution, in our time a subsystem of almost every nation, that stands in the way
of the final unification of humankind, that is unification not conditional on a confrontation
with an external enemy. Let us take a closer look at this institution.

If we conceive a human being as a system in the biological sense, its subsystems
being tissues, organs, cells, chromosomes, etc., we observe each of these being allotted
a portion of resources available to the human organism and "paying" for them by
performing life-sustaining functions. It is generally assumed that the same exchange
occurs on the level of a nation with regard to its military establishment. In return for its
typically huge share or resources allotted to it by the nation in which it is embedded, the
military establishment supposedly reciprocates by protecting it from its enemies. A closer
look at this "protection”, however throws doubt on the justification of this exchange.

Throughout the decades of the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union
were not engaged in an actual war. Thus, "protection," in this case, did not involve
defensive military action against invasion or the like. It was "protection" not against an
actual attack or invasion but rather against a hypothetical attack, which involved (however
vaguely) a probability factor. This probability, in turn, depended on the military presence
of the "enemy's" perceived "enemy," which, in turn was supported by own military
establishments - a vicious cycle. Thus, the mirror image model of U.S. - U.S.S.R.
relations leads to the conclusion that the military

Establishments of the two powers were cooperating rather than competing. What
benefited one of the establishments benefited the other. Following the end of the Cold
War this relationship became apparent as the American establishment energetically
engaged in a search for a new "partner" or "partners" in milking the resources of their host
system. The word "host" is used deliberately to suggest the parasitic role of military
establishments in our time.

The currently debated issue related to advertising of noxious products presents another
example of cooperation masquerading as competition. Opponents of smoking pressed for
prohibiting advertisements of alcoholic drinks in sport stadia on the ground that they
stimulate smoking.
The tobacco companies protested that the advertisements were only weapons in the war
of competition between the companies. It could be pointed out, however, that each
company would preserve its position in this "war" if both stopped the advertising
("disarmed") and moreover would serve both (or all) companies money. Needless to say,



this was unacceptable to the tobacco companies. By competing, they did not only keep
their edge against each other but also encouraged consumption of tobacco products. In
this sense, therefore, they would be cooperating, just as military establishment cooperate
in an arms race, as they "compete”.

The World's Greatest Military Establishment

The most distinctive feature of the American military establishment was aptly described
by one of its prominent members.

Only in the United States is it possible for individuals with relative ease to have
"mixed careers" involving occasions occasional periods of official service,
university teaching (or affiliation at least), "think tank" research, private consulting,
and possible employment in the defense industry.

Besides creating prestigious careers, the military establishment nurtures a vast scientific
research empire. The research is by no means confined to areas directly relevant to
military technology.
High-level "pure science" research is also supported. Aside from the possibility of
discovering important applications to military matters, this program attracts serious and
talented scientists, a certain number of which are expected to acquire a taste for the kind
of research directly relevant to the needs of the military.

Finally, the opulence and generosity of the empire built by the military provides it with
political clout and an opportunity to mould values of young scientists in ways that would
preserve and enhance the influence of the military establishment on its "host," the society,
in which it plays the role of a parasite.

Collectively, the military establishments of the world constitute the most serious obstacle
on the way to integrating humanity into a global cooperating system. As such, they
present the most serious threat to the survival of humanity through the coming centuries,
possibly only decades. The two main threats are total nuclear devastation and irreversible
exhaustion of irreplaceable resources. The former threat is maintained by the continued
existence of the world's nuclear arsenal; the latter by exhaustion of unreplaceable natural
resources by unfettered completion in a disunited world.

Beside dismantling of military establishments, unification of the world entails curtailment
of national sovereignty, in particular, abrogation of the right to make war. It does not
necessary entail the establishment of a world government modeled on present national
governments. It does entail the establishment of world governance that is procedures in
acting on issues of concern to humanity as a whole, such as population control or the
apportionment of available natural resources. The function of the former states would be,
accordingly, dealing with issues of concern to the populations of states and so on down
the line to municipalities, neighbourhoods, and communities. In short, the aim of this
unification would be to insure lasting peace within the human race regarded as a living



system. It remains to extend this condition to higher-level systems, such as ecologies,
and finally to the biosphere.

Basic and Instrumental Values

Clearly, a blue print of unification is useless, unless the steps undertaken can be
reasonably considered to be feasible. These steps involve essentially inducing agreement
on certain instrumental and certain basic values. The former refer to means of attaining
certain ends. The latter refer to final ends, desirable in themselves rather than as means
to "higher" ends. For instance, efficient agricultural practices can be regarded as an
instrumental value, if they lead to plentiful crops. These can be regarded as instrumental
values in the sense that they insure good nutrition, and through it longevity. The latter
may be regarded as a basic value if it is not regarded as means of attaining a still higher
end.

I will assume that the long-lived venerable trinity - the True, the Good, and the Beautiful -
represents three basic values. The first is the concern of science, the second of ethics,
the third of aesthetics. Further, I will pose the question of whether humanity can be
induced to agree on what is what is true, what is good and what is beautiful (or more
generally delightful). Finally, I will pose the question of whether full agreement on each of
these values is imperative, if unification is to be achieved.

The Bad as the Opposite of Good

To qualify as a basic value a principle must be regarded as such by practically every one.
However, acceptance of a principle stated as a slogan does not necessarily satisfy this
criterion. A definition like "Good is what is desirable" amounts to a tautology, and
conveys no information. To make sense, "good" must be defined extensionally, that is, by
listing specific examples of states, conditions, actions, etc., that are regarded as "good”.
Moreover, to qualify as foundations of basic "goods," these conditions must be regarded
as "good" by practically every one. In all likelihood, a list of this sort cannot be compiled.
On the other hand, a practically universally accepted list of "bads" is not hard to compile.
The situation is the same as in medicine; it is hard to give a rigorous and enlightening
definition of "health”. But reliable recognition of specific diseases ("bads")has been the
clearest feature of progress in medicine. In the same way, universal agreement on a list
of "goods" probably cannot be established, but a vast majority will agree on at least one
"bad" - being killed.

Note, further, that the commandments, which, according to a myth, Moses received from
Jehova were almost all stated as prohibitions: "Thou shalt not kill”. "Thou shalt not steal”.
"Thou shalt not covet”. They call attention to "bads”.



It is also interesting to note that Rabbi Hillel, a contemporary of Jesus of Nazareth, stated
the Golden Rule in the negative mode: "What is hateful to thee, do not do unto thy
neighbour" instead of "Do unto others as you would have them into you”.

I submit, that most evils can be subsumed under one fundamental evil, namely, using
people as tools, better said, turning them into tools. In czarist Russia, infantry units were
expressed not as numbers of men but as numbers of bayonets; cavalry units were
expressed as numbers of sabres. In England, in the early days of the factory system, a
working force was expressed as number of hands. In short, the image of a person as a
human being was dissolved; the person became a tool to be wrought or honed or
polished in order to be used for purposes that need have nothing to do with the needs or
aspirations of the person so transformed.

Another Trinity

The slogan of the French Revolution, culmination of eighteenth century Enlightenment,
can be similarly expressed as rejection of "bads”. Liberté is rejection of turning people
into tools. Egalité rejects concentration of power in potentates or castes. Fraternité is
essentially rejection of strife among humans.

These values can be regarded as the foundations of enlightened religion and equally
convincingly identified with the values underlying the ethos of science. Read liberté as
freedom of inquiry; egalité as rejection of monopoly of authority (a characteristic of
bureaucratized religion), fraternité as rejection of unfettered competitive pursuit of wealth,
prestige, or power, essentially replacement of competition by cooperation. Here we
discover the kernel of scientific ethos. -- Note that fraternité is synonymous with
unification of humanity.

The Three Questions and Answers

1a. Is universal agreement on what is true possible?

Yes. It is already realized in the global scientific community. The Iraqi and the Israeli
scientist, the Ukrainian and the Uruguayan, the Jordanian and the Japanese agree on
what is true. This is because the fundamental question in science is not "What we know”?
but "How do we know”?
1b. Is it necessary for the survival of humanity in the foreseeable future is to be unified on
the conception of the True?

Probably not. Some may still cling to the six-day creation or the tenets of Christian
Science without precipitating a nuclear holocaust.

2a. Is universal agreement on what is good (or bad) possible?



I don't know. The golf between those who regard violence as idealistic, heroic, etc. and
those who abhor it value may be unbridgeable.

2b. Is it necessary if humanity is to be unified it is to survive in the foreseeable future?

Yes.

3a. Is universal agreement on what is beautiful (delightful, inspiring) possible?

Probably not. I can't imagine myself ever enjoying eating termites or comparing the
Venus of Willendorf (35,000 B.C.) to the Venus of Milo.

3b. Is it necessary if humanity is to be unified?

No. On the contrary, rich mosaic of cultures, each with its own standards of beauty,
delight, etc. is an analogue to rich biodiversity, a positive factor in the survival of the
biosphere.

Extension of Human Peace to Ecological Peace.

I have argued that universal dismantling of military establishments is a necessary
condition for the survival of humanity in the foreseeable future. To put it in another way,
humanity (regarded as a living system) must be freed from power addiction. In recent
decades, a global movement has developed dedicated to protection of environment. This
goal amounts to freeing humanity from power addiction with respect to nature. That man
was given power over living nature is a biblical myth. That science actually confers power
over all nature has been an argument for unfettered development technology until the
conservation movement energetically challenged it. Thus the conception of "ecological
peace" was born.

Humanity's Role as a Subsystem of the Biosphere.

We assume that united humanity can be regarded as a "rational actor”. In particular, it is
assumed to be able to and choose and evaluate policies leading to the attainment of
instrumental goals, which, in turn, lead to the attainment of the basic goal. Here we
assume the survival of humanity as basic goal (value).

A research program aimed at describing a large number of "possible futures" was
undertaken by D. H. and D. L. Meadows, J. Randers and W.W. Behrens. It consisted of
computer simulated courses of five variables representing "states of the world" and four
representing material standard of living. The former encompassed resources, population,
nutrition, industrial production, and pollution substances; the latter life expectancy,
nutrition per person, consumer goods per person and service rendered per person.
Further, interactions (stimulations or inhibitions) were assumed between pairs of variables.



For instance, satisfaction of human needs was assumed to stimulate growth of population.
This growth, in turn, stimulated level of industrial activity, which stimulated emission of
polluting substances, which degraded the quality of the environment.

The courses of the nine variables from 1900 to 1990 were shown as they were observed.
(The study was published in 1992.) From then on they were projected to 2100 as they
would be under various assumed initial conditions (for example available resources) or if
various interventions were undertaken. At this time we are able to compare the projected
course of the variables with that which actually observed until 2000. To the extent that the
results projected to after 1990 match those now known, we can estimate the effects of
controls that can be exercised on some of the variables, for example, control of
population or of emission of polluting substances, on life expectation.

From the extrapolated courses, we observe that if no measures are undertaken, projected
individual life expectancy, which had risen sharply from 1900 to 2000, drops precipitously
from about 2010, until in 2100 it is below its level in 1900. On the other hand, if population
and industrial activity were stabilized in 1995, extrapolated life expectancy would be have
been firmly is firmly stabilized at a level far above that of 1990.

The Biosphere As a System

The biosphere, regarded as a system, is seen composed of a hierarchy of subsystems -
phyla, classes, families, genera, etc. in mutual interactions. In what sense can we speak
of competition or cooperation among these? That is, in what sense can we speak of an
integration of the biosphere, analogous to the integration of humanity into an internally
cooperative living system? Can we imagine such integration as pictured in the bible: And
the lion shall lie down with the lamb, and a small child will lead them? Hardly.

Specifically, consider a pair of interacting populations, say wolves (predators) and rabbits
(prey). Assume that at certain stage wolves are more successful in catching rabbits than
rabbits are in escaping from wolves. The population of wolves will increase, while that of
rabbits decreases. Eventually there will be too few rabbits to nourish the large population
of wolves, and the wolf population will decrease, in consequence of which the rabbit
population will increase. Accordingly, the large rabbit population will provide plentiful
nourishment to the wolves; so the process will be reversed. In the long run, we may have
an oscillating system, which, taken as a whole, will be in dynamic equilibrium. The
equilibrium reflects competition functioning as cooperation.

Recall that we perceived interactions between military establishments as cooperation
rather than competition, since each gained by the growth of the other. We emphasized
cooperation to point out the parasitic role of a military establishment with respect to its
own state in the role of a host. In general, however, on the level of species and above,
competition and cooperation act together. It appears that this merging of opposites
(competition and cooperation) underlies the "stability" of he biosphere, hence the



maintenance of its life expectancy, in other words, what constitutes ecological peace. We
now turn to the possible role played by humanity in contributing to this stability.

Maintenance of Biodiversity As the Foundation of Ecological Peace.

We cited the venerable "trinity," The True, The Good and the Beautiful, as representing
the assumed basic values of humanity. The True is the domain of science, the Good of
ethics, the Beautiful of aesthetics. It is this third member that is manifested in the ideal of
biodiversity, emphasized by the advocates of ecological peace. It is the very antithesis of
the nineteenth century ideal expressed in "the conquest of nature" as the heritage of
science.

Nurturing biodiversity is the analogue of disarmament on the level of the biosphere. It
marks the end of the presumed Hobbsean "war of every one against every one" waged in
the biosphere.

To be sure, conservation has its "practical" advantages. Greedy devastation of forests
turns fertile land into a dustbin. On a larger scale, it may destroy the "lungs" of the planet.
More directly, maximizing the "efficiency" of commercial fishing in the long run deprives
us of fish and fisherfolk of their livelihood. Rich biodiversity has also a positive bearing on
the longevity of the biosphere in the sense of insuring survival following catastrophes
wiping out whole classes, possibly phyla.

Aside from these links to material advantages and survival potential, preservation of
biodiversity nurtures spiritual needs. It makes human life more delightful and binds the
idea of peace not only to security but also to empathy.

Why did a woman dedicate her life to saving a small group of gorillas from extinction
threatened by poachers and peddlers of presumed aphrodisiacs? One answer is obvious:
she empathized with them. They knew her as she knew them. Empathy is the ability of
put oneself into the situation of another, that is to say, to blur the boundary between self
and other, or, to put it in another way, to recognize the correspondence, perceived as an
identity between what is one's own and what is the other's. This ability must be
embedded genetically in the human psyche since it is clearly observed in our nearest
relatives, the primates.

A human baby is already aware of the correspondence of body parts. I clap my hands,
my one-year old grand daughter claps hers. I close my eyes, she does the same.
Evidently, long before she learns to recognize things by their names, she somehow
knows that my hands and eyes correspond to hers. Emancipation from addiction to
"power over nature" (the damaging side effect of time binding) promotes biodiversity to a
basic value in the aesthetic dimension. It is an extension to the biosphere of
multiculturism on the level of humanity, a population policy Canada can be justly proud of.
It is a vital component of ecological peace.
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