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The Chronicle  

By Alice Loyd (through February 12, 2014) with additions by Herman Greene (through 
February 28, 2014) 

 

INEQUALITY  
 
CES shares a growing concern about the increasing economic inequality in the US and the 
world. We included The Earth Charter among the foundational statements of our organization 
when we first began our work—at about the same date as the publication of the Charter in 
June 2000. The Charter was created in a decade long, worldwide, cross-cultural conversation 
about common goals and values. Because the gap between rich and poor continues to grow 
and is such an important issue in any attempt to reverse environmental degradation, with this 

issue of The Chronicle we will begin regular coverage of this topic. This issue primarily concerns 
inequality in the United States. Subsequent issues will cover global inequality and poverty. 

Story 1: World Economic Forum’s “Global Risks 2014 Report” Prioritizes Income 
Inequality and Environmental Issues 

Each year in January, Davos, Switzerland, is host to some of the planet’s wealthiest people, who 
gather for the World Economic Forum (WEF), an annual meeting of global political and business 
elites often referred to simply as “Davos.” This year wealth inequality was the focus of the five-
day event featuring closed-door seminars and public keynote speeches. Outside the forum, 
participants seemed to agree that the need of the hour is to reshape the world to ensure that 
every individual has equal access to an acceptable standard of living. A Reuters blogger 
reported the consensus: “The world of extremes in which we live today is not a sustainable one. 
The ever-increasing gap between the haves and the have-nots is unacceptable. More 
importantly, it is not conducive for socio-economic progress.” 

Prior to the meeting WEF published the ninth edition of its Global Risks report. The report 
features an analysis of a survey of over 700 leaders and decision-makers from the WEF’s global 
multi-stakeholder community on 31 selected global risks in five categories: economic, 
environmental, geopolitical, technological, and societal. For the first time, survey respondents 
were asked directly to nominate their risks of highest concern.  
 
Here are the top ten: 

1. Fiscal crises in key economies 
2. Structurally high unemployment/underemployment 
3. Water crises 
4. Severe income disparity 
5. Failure of climate change mitigation and adaptation  
6. Greater incidence of extreme weather events (e.g. floods, storms, fires) 
7. Global governance failure 
8. Food crises 

http://www.earthcharterinaction.org/content/pages/Read-the-Charter.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_Economic_Forum
http://blogs.reuters.com/india-expertzone/2014/01/31/reflections-from-davos/
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalRisks_Report_2014.pdf
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9. Failure of a major financial institution mechanisms 
10. Profound political and social instability 

 
Respondents were also asked to classify risks in terms of both likelihood of occurrence in 2014 
and in terms of impact. 
 
Five greatest risks in terms of likelihood 2014: 

1. Income disparity 
2. Severe weather events  
3. Unemployment and underemployment 
4. Climate change 
5. Cyber attacks 

 
Five greatest risks in terms of impact: 

1. Fiscal crisis 
2. Climate change 
3. Water crisis 
4. Unemployment and underemployment 
5. Critical information infrastructure breakdown 

 
It was encouraging to see climate change among the five most likely and most impactful risks. 
Among other environmental risks, extreme weather events are considered the second most 
likely, and water crises also appear high on the list. These rankings suggest a growing 
understanding of the physical state of the planet. 
 
The report stated that environmental and economic issues were “high impact” and “high 
likelihood”: 
 

The risks considered high impact and high likelihood are mostly environmental and 
economic in nature: greater incidence of extreme weather events, failure of climate 
change mitigation and adaptation, water crises, severe income disparity, structurally 
high unemployment and underemployment and fiscal crises in key economies.  

 
Female respondents perceived almost all global risks as both more likely and more 
impactful than did males, especially in the environmental category. Younger individuals 
gave higher scores for the impact of almost all of the risks, particularly environmental 
risks, such as water crises, greater incidence of natural catastrophes, the loss of 
biodiversity and greater incidence of extreme weather events.  
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 Story 2: Oxfam Briefing Paper, “Working for the Few” 
 
On January 20, 2014, the Oxfam issued a briefing paper, “Working for the Few,” and a briefing 
paper summary aimed at the Davos gathering. The press release for the report contains these 
quotations: 
 

The world’s elite have rigged laws in their own favour undermining democracy and 
creating a chasm of inequality across the globe. Inequality has run so out of control, that 
the 85 richest people on the planet own the wealth of half the world’s population. 

 
[The report] details the pernicious impact that widening inequality is having in both 
developed and developing countries, helping the richest undermine democratic 
processes and drive policies that promote their interests at the expense of everyone 
else.  

 
Policies successfully imposed by the rich in recent decades include financial 
deregulation, tax havens and secrecy, anti-competitive business practice, lower tax rates 
on high incomes and investments, and cuts or underinvestment in public services for the 
majority. 
 
Oxfam is calling on governments to tackle inequality by cracking down on financial 
secrecy and tax dodging, including through the G20; investing in universal education and 
healthcare; and agreeing on a global goal to end extreme inequality in every country as 
part of the post-2015 negotiations. 

 
Story 3: A Global Wealth Tax? 

As the focus at Davos and Oxfam have shown, inequality is indeed a big issue, with pain now 
being felt at both ends of the wealth spectrum. On December 3, 2013, Romain Hatchuel warned 
in his Wall Street Journal (WSJ) op-ed “The Coming Global Wealth Tax,” “From New York to 
London, Paris and beyond, powerful economic players are deciding that with an ever-
deteriorating global fiscal outlook, conventional levels and methods of taxation will no longer 
suffice. That makes weapons of mass wealth destruction—such as the “one-off capital levy” 
described in International Money Fund’s October 2013 Fiscal Monitor: Taxing Times publication 
(p. 49), Cyprus’s bank deposit confiscation, or outright sovereign defaults—likelier by the day.”  

The context for the IMF’s discussion of the wealth tax is, according to Hatchuel, “the IMF’s 
expectation that in advanced economies the ratio of public debt to gross domestic product will 
reach a historic peak of 110% next year, 35 percentage points above its 2007 level.” A wealth 
tax was listed by the IMF as one alternative among others to raise government revenue. 
Indirectly the tax would address inequality because the tax would be paid by the wealthy. 

 
  

http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp-working-for-few-political-capture-economic-inequality-200114-en.pdf
http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp-working-for-few-political-capture-economic-inequality-200114-summ-en.pdf
http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp-working-for-few-political-capture-economic-inequality-200114-summ-en.pdf
http://www.oxfam.org/en/pressroom/pressrelease/2014-01-20/rigged-rules-mean-economic-growth-increasingly-winner-takes-all-for-rich-elites
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702304355104579232480552517224
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fm/2013/02/pdf/fm1302.pdf


CES Musings – January-February, 2014  Page 5 of 47 
 

Story 4: “The Conservative Case for a Wealth Tax” 
 
Not all conservatives reject a wealth tax. Ronald McKinnon, economist at Stanford University, 
made “The Conservative Case for a Wealth Tax,” in his WSJ op-ed published on January 16, 
2012 . He argued that using highly progressive income tax rates had the effect of distorting 
work incentives and that a modest levy on the overall wealth of the very rich would be a more 
efficient way to tax the wealthy.  
 

Reforming the income tax system is commonly seen as the principal way to reduce 
inequality. But any attempt to impose higher marginal tax rates on even moderately 
high income earners—as President Obama wants for families earning more than 
$200,000 per year—can lead to losses in economic efficiency, and even to losses in 
sorely needed government revenue if high earners work less or reveal less of their 
income. Still there is a strong case for reforming income taxes—both the personal and 
corporate—to increase efficiency and generate more revenue. 

 
The basic problem is that defining “income” becomes progressively more difficult as 
income and wealth rise. Straight wage income is relatively easy to define and tax for 
middle–income earners—either through payroll taxes for Social Security or through the 
personal income tax. However, wealthy people live much more off returns from their 
asset holdings—both pecuniary and implicit (non-pecuniary). On the pecuniary side, 
they receive stock options, interest and dividends, and carried interest for owners of 
hedge and private equity funds, and realized capital gains. To avoid double taxation, all 
of these are taxed at lower rates than wage income. On the non-pecuniary side, asset 
holders receive imputed rental income from the houses (mansions) they own and major 
consumer durables such as automobiles, art collections, and yachts. And these non-
pecuniary returns are not covered at all by the federal income tax. Unrealized capital 
gains on any asset, including stocks and bonds, are missed by the income tax. 

 
McKinnon’s proposal?  
 

We should implement a new federal wealth tax in addition to the federal income tax. A 
wealth tax does not rely on how “income” is defined. However, it does require that 
households list all their domestic and foreign assets at some designated point in time—
say December 31 in the relevant tax year. Financial assets are more easily marked to 
market and can be netted out: assets minus liabilities, such as mortgages and other 
borrowing. The current prices of physical assets—houses, cars, yachts, and so forth—
would be somewhat more difficult to establish. But county tax records of the assessed 
value of houses are available, and real estate agents have current records of home 
selling prices. For one-of-a-kind assets such as yachts and art collections, historical costs 
would become more important as would owner self-assessment.” 

 
  

http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052970203462304577139232881346686
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McKinnon advises that wealth taxes should be kept low.  
 

Because wealth will generally present a much larger tax base than income, tax rates can 
be kept very low and still raise substantial revenue. Moreover, because the wealth tax 
rate is modest, the incentive for tax avoidance schemes is minimal—unlike a high 
marginal income tax rate of 40 percent or more for high income earners under current 
federal plus state income tax rates.” 

 
He adds,  
 

Another advantage of modest wealth tax rates, in contrast to high marginal rates for the 
income tax, is that it hits ‘old’ wealth along with ‘new’ wealth. Wealthy people living off 
their inheritances, and who don’t work so they are not touched much by the income tax, 
would be hit relatively harder; whereas ‘strivers’, with higher wage and salary income, 
would be hit less hard if marginal income taxes could be reduced because of revenue 
generated from a new wealth tax. 

Story 5: Joseph Stiglitz on The Price of Inequality 

Probably no economist has taken up the issue of inequality more than Nobel-Prize-winning, 
Columbia University economist Joseph Stiglitz. His magisterial book on the subject, published 
April 8, 2013, is entitled, The Price of Inequality: How Today’s Divided society Endangers Our 
Future.   Stiglitz focus is on the US economy and he says the United States has the most 
inequality and the least equality of opportunity of the advanced industrial countries. He 
forcefully makes the argument that there are policy reasons behind the growth in inequality 
and that an elite has promoted these policies to the detriment of the economy, democracy, and 
society generally. He says that the growing inequality will not end without changes in 
government policy and he proposes needed policy reforms. 
 
His book was a greatly expanded version of his well-known 2011 article published in Vanity Fair, 
“Of the 1%, by the 1%, for the 1%.” His lead paragraph is: “Americans have been watching 
protests against oppressive regimes that concentrate massive wealth in the hands of an elite 
few. Yet in our own democracy, 1 percent of the people take nearly a quarter of the nation’s 
income—an inequality even the wealthy will come to regret.” He ends this gripping article by 
writing, “The top 1 percent have the best houses, the best educations, the best doctors, and 
the best lifestyles, but there is one thing that money doesn’t seem to have bought: an 
understanding that their fate is bound up with how the other 99 percent live. Throughout 
history, this is something that the top 1 percent eventually do learn. Too late.” 
 
His ideas have been advanced in numerous op-eds and articles which are easily accessible. In 
“Inequality Is a Choice,” published by The New York Times on October 13, 2013, he emphasizes 
how unequal the United States has become:  

http://www.vanityfair.com/society/features/2011/05/top-one-percent-201105
http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/10/13/inequality-is-a-choice/
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Last year, the top 1 percent of Americans took home 22 percent of the nation’s income; 
the top 0.1 percent, 11 percent. Ninety-five percent of all income gains since 2009 have 
gone to the top 1 percent. Recently released census figures show that median income in 
America hasn’t budged in almost a quarter-century. The typical American man makes 
less than he did 45 years ago (after adjusting for inflation); men who graduated from 
high school but don’t have four-year college degrees make almost 40 percent less than 
they did four decades ago. 

American inequality began its upswing 30 years ago, along with tax decreases for the 
rich and the easing of regulations on the financial sector. That’s no coincidence. It has 
worsened as we have under-invested in our infrastructure, education and health care 
systems, and social safety nets. Rising inequality reinforces itself by corroding our 
political system and our democratic governance. 

And he extended his analysis to growing inequality globally: 
 

From 1988 to 2008, Mr. Milanovic found, people in the world’s top 1 percent saw their 
incomes increase by 60 percent, while those in the bottom 5 percent had no change in 
their income. And while median incomes have greatly improved in recent decades, 
there are still enormous imbalances: 8 percent of humanity takes home 50 percent of 
global income; the top 1 percent alone takes home 15 percent.  

Story 6: Piketty’s Capital in the Twenty-First Century Places Distribution at the 
Economic Center 

A new book by Thomas Piketty, Capital in the Twenty-First Century, was reviewed by Thomas 
Edsall, on January 28, 2014, in the New York Times (NYT), “Capitalism vs. Democracy.” The 
following sentences are quoted from that review:  

Capitalism, according to Piketty, confronts both modern and modernizing countries with 
a dilemma: entrepreneurs become increasingly dominant over those who own only their 
own labor. In Piketty’s view, while emerging economies can defeat this logic in the near 
term, in the long run, “when pay setters set their own pay, there’s no limit,” unless 
“confiscatory tax rates” are imposed.  

Piketty’s book—published four months ago in France and due out in English this 
March—suggests that traditional liberal government policies on spending, taxation and 
regulation will fail to diminish inequality. . . . 

Conservative readers will find that Piketty’s book disputes the view that the free market, 
liberated from the distorting effects of government intervention, “distributes,” as 
Milton Friedman famously put it, “the fruits of economic progress among all people. 
That’s the secret of the enormous improvements in the conditions of the working 
person over the past two centuries.” 

http://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674430006
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/01/29/opinion/capitalism-vs-democracy.html?action=click&module=Search&region=searchResults%230&version=&url=http%3A%2F%2Fquery.nytimes.com%2Fsearch%2Fsitesearch%2F%3Faction%3Dclick%26region%3DMasthead%26pgtype%3DHomepage%26module%3DSearchSubmit%26contentCollection%3DHomepage%26t%3Dqry632%23%2Fpikkety+review
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Piketty believes the rise in inequality reflects markets working precisely as they should. 
“This has nothing to do with a market imperfection: the more perfect the capital 
market, the higher the rate of return on capital is in comparison to the rate of growth of 
the economy. The higher this ratio is, the greater inequality is.” 

In particular, Piketty’s research refutes the Kuznets curve presented by Simon Kuznets in 1954 
which showed that there was a widening of inequality in the first phases of economic growth in 
the transition from preindustrial to industrial economies and then narrowed in later phases. 
Emerging economies, such as India and China, justify their present wide inequality in part on 
this basis and even in industrial economies, such as the United States, this theory supports the 
view that rapidly growing inequality is a temporary phase. Given this economists lost interest in 
inequality and concentrated on economic growth and business cycles. 

Piketty foresees a world in which inequality through capital accumulation will continue to grow 
in the 21st century and reportedly does not offer a scenario where this will change. His book 
places distribution back in the center of the economic debate. 

Story 7: In North Carolina 80,000 Protest Inequality 

On February 8, 2014, North Carolina was the setting for one of the strongest statements we’ve 
heard regarding economic inequality. It was sent forth by an estimated 80,000 people gathered 
in front of the state capitol building for what the Rev. William A. Barber, Chair of NC NAACP, 
called “The Moral March of the Forward Together Movement.” Common Dreams published this 
appraisal by Isaiah Poole: “The scene was Raleigh, N.C., but for many of the people who were 
there the message and its impact was intended to be national: There is a growing populist 
resistance to the conservative extremist agenda, and the tens of thousands of people from 43 
states who converged on the North Carolina state capital on Saturday is just the beginning.” 

Jaime Fuller wrote in a Washington Post blog, “Here is a list of the main reasons those tens of 
thousands of people were mad and marching—and why Barber’s breed of activism—using the 
Christian right’s favorite political ammunition for progressive ends—is starting to pop up in 
state capitals all across the South.” Fuller’s list includes “Outside spending” in the state to 
influence policy; “Redistricting” to assure Republicans are elected; “Voting rights” that were 
quickly curtailed by the recent legislature, which produced what has been called the most 
sweeping anti-voter law in the nation in decades; “Education,” pushing North Carolina almost 
to the bottom in pay for teachers and spending per student; and “Income Inequality” made 
worse in July 2013 when the state cut unemployment benefits and in January 2014 when North 
Carolina became the only state to completely eliminate the Earned Income Tax Credit. 

The Forward Together Movement leadership is firm in saying this is not a Democratic vs. 
Republican movement. The Fuller blog quotes Barber as saying, “This is a moral versus immoral 
battle.” Fuller continues: He finished a 16-city tour in North Carolina shortly before the Moral 
March, and there were more than a few Republicans and Republican groups who were willing 
to join him. The reason? “We found common ground,” said Barber. “The Republicans who have 

http://www.commondreams.org/view/2014/02/10-3
http://www.commondreams.org/author/isaiah-poole
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/wp/2014/02/10/why-tens-of-thousands-of-people-were-rallying-in-raleigh/
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joined us, they’ve said ‘we’re not extremists, we’re Republicans.’ They know you can’t kick 
people when they’re down.” 

Here is the Moral March “5-M” Plan for 2014 as presented at the rally: 

 Motivate every citizen to fight against these extremist policies. 

 Meet every challenge to suppress the right to vote. 

 Mobilize all North Carolinians to the polls regardless of party affiliation. 

 Make every effort to fight in the courts against voter suppression and for the restoration 
of the Voting Rights Act. 

 Move every obstacle that could keep people from voting. 

CLIMATE CHANGE  

 Story 8: Industry Awakens to Climate Change 

Increasing attention to climate change in the business community is shown in a January 23, 
2014 NYT story, “Industry Awakens to the Threat of Climate Change,” which reports there is “a 
growing view among American business leaders and mainstream economists who see global 
warming as a force that contributes to lower gross domestic products, higher food and 
commodity costs, broken supply chains and increased financial risk. Their position is at striking 
odds with the longstanding argument, advanced by the coal industry and others, that policies to 
curb carbon emissions are more economically harmful than the impact of climate change.” 

The coal industry position is expressed in a report, The Social Costs of Carbon? No, The Social 
Benefits of Carbon, released by the American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity that was 
released the same week as the NYT’s article. The report states: “The bottom line is that the 
policies will increase the cost of carbon and electricity,” said Roger Bezdek, an economist. “Even 
the most conservative estimates peg the social benefit of carbon-based fuels as 50 times 
greater than it’s supposed social cost.” 

The NYT’s article continues, “At the Swiss resort of Davos, corporate leaders and politicians 
gathered for the annual four-day World Economic Forum will devote all of Friday to panels and 
talks on the threat of climate change. The emphasis will be less about saving polar bears and 
more about promoting economic self-interest.” See Story 1 above. 

Companies mentioned as climate-concerned include Coke and athletic clothing manufacturer 
Nike. Coke “has embraced the idea of climate change as an economically disruptive force,” the 
story continues, and then cites comments by Jeffrey Seabright, Coke’s vice president for 
environment and water resources: “Increased droughts, more unpredictable variability, 100-
year floods every two years. When we look at our most essential ingredients, we see those 
events as threats.” 

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/01/24/science/earth/threat-to-bottom-line-spurs-action-on-climate.html?google_editors_picks=true&_r=1
http://www.americaspower.org/sites/default/files/Social_Cost_of_Carbon.pdf
http://www.americaspower.org/sites/default/files/Social_Cost_of_Carbon.pdf
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Nike “which has more than 700 factories in 49 countries, many in Southeast Asia, is also 
speaking out because of extreme weather that is disrupting its supply chain. In 2008, floods 
temporarily shut down four Nike factories in Thailand, and the company remains concerned 
about rising droughts in regions that produce cotton, which the company uses in its athletic 
clothes.” 

World Bank president, Jim Yong Kim, is reported as putting climate change at the center of the 
bank’s mission and cites global warming as the chief contributor to rising global poverty rates 
and falling GDP’s in developing nations. “In Europe, the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development, the Paris-based club of 34 industrialized nations, has begun to warn of the 
steep costs of increased carbon pollution.” 

Story 9: America Sleeps on Climate Change, or Is There a “Pause”? 

While the report of greater awareness in industry on climate change is encouraging, the results 
of a survey released on January 16, 2014, by the Yale Project on Climate Change 
Communication, “Climate Change in the American Mind: Americans’ Global Warming Beliefs 
and Attitudes, in November 2013,” are discouraging. According to the survey “the number of 
Americans who believe global warming isn’t happening has risen to 23 percent, up 7 
percentage points since April 2013.” 

A report published on January 16, 2014, on Yahoo’s LiveScience website, “Climate Change 
Disbelief Rises in America“ gives these additional results of the survey: 

 The majority of Americans—63 percent—do believe in climate change, and 53 percent 
are “somewhat” or “very” worried about the consequences. 

 The proportion of people who do believe in climate change has been steady since April 
2013, but the proportion of those who say they “don’t know” whether climate change is 
happening dropped 6 percentage points between April and November 2013, suggesting 
that many “don’t knows” moved into the “not happening” category. 

 “People who [previously] said don’t know are increasingly saying they don’t believe it,” 
said Anthony Leiserowitz, the director of the Yale Project. 

Leiserowitz gave one explanation for the increasing disbelief: “Media coverage surrounding the 
release of the IPCC report in September may be the explanation for the shift of more previously 
uncertain people into disbelieving climate change. While the report made a strong case for 
human-caused climate change, most media coverage focused on the question of whether there 
has been a ‘pause’ in global warming.” 

Matt McGrath has an article in BBC News: Science and Environment discussing the “pause” 
issue, “Global Warming Pause “Central” to IPCC Climate Report.” 

A study in the November 2013 Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological society suggests 
that the “pause” may be an illusion, “Slowdown in Global Warming Is Apparently a Mirage.” 

http://environment.yale.edu/climate-communication/article/Climate-Beliefs-November-2013
http://environment.yale.edu/climate-communication/article/Climate-Beliefs-November-2013
http://news.yahoo.com/climate-change-disbelief-rises-america-180339949.html
http://news.yahoo.com/climate-change-disbelief-rises-america-180339949.html
http://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-24173504
http://www.livescience.com/42435-slowdown-in-global-warming-a-mirage.html
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 Story 10: After Falling, US Carbon Emissions Increase 

CO2 is only one of the greenhouse gases, but it is the most important because of the magnitude 
of CO2 emissions. From 1990 to 2005 US CO2 emissions increased then, according to the 2011 
report from the US Energy Information Administration (EIA), beginning in 2005 US energy-
related C02 emissions declined each year, with a very large 7.1% decline from 2008 to 2009. 
The report states, “The decrease in US CO2 emissions in 2009 resulted primarily from three 
factors: an economy in recession, a particularly hard-hit energy-intensive industries sector, and 
a large drop in the price of natural gas that caused fuel switching away from coal to natural gas 
in the electric power sector.” Another factor was the continuing decline in energy intensity of 
the economy, which has been declining, according to the report, at an average rate of 1.9% per 
year since 1990. 

From 2009 to 2010 US energy-related CO2 emissions increased and then declined again from 
2010 through 2012. A preliminary report by the EIA on January 13 forecast that from 2012 to 
2013 US energy-related CO2 emissions rose by 2%.  

Once all data are in, energy-related carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in 2013 are expected 
to be roughly 2% above the 2012 level, largely because of a small increase in coal 
consumption in the electric power sector. Coal has regained some market share from 
natural gas since a low in April 2012; however the impact on overall emissions trends 
remains fairly small.  

Emissions in 2013 are slightly more than 10% below 2005 levels, a significant 
contribution towards the goal of a 17% reduction in emissions from the 2005 level by 
2020 that was adopted by the current Administration. This level of reduction is expected 
to continue through 2015, according to EIA’s most recent Short-Term Energy Outlook.” 

Story 11: China Very Nearly Laps the United States in CO2 Emissions 

China surpassed the United States in 2006 to claim the dubious title of the world’s largest CO2 
emitter, and in just seven additional years has almost lapped the United States (which still holds 

the title of being number 2). 
According to Trends in Global 
CO2 Emissions: 2013 Report, 
“The largest CO2 emitting 
country by far was China, 
which share of 29% in 2012 
was much larger than the 
second largest, the United 
States, with 16% and the 
European Union with 11%. 
(Figure 2.2) 

http://www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/ghg_report/ghg_overview.cfm
http://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=14571
http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/steo/report/renew_co2.cfm
http://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/cms/publicaties/pbl-2013-trends-in-global-co2-emissions-2013-report-1148.pdf
http://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/cms/publicaties/pbl-2013-trends-in-global-co2-emissions-2013-report-1148.pdf
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C02 emissions in developed countries are declining, but are still substantial, while CO2 
emissions in developing economies are rapidly increasing. (Figure 2.1) 

 

Story 12: Status of Keystone XL Pipeline 

On January 31, 2014, the long-awaited environmental impacts review regarding the Keystone 
XL pipeline was released by the State Department: no significant effect on greenhouse gas 
emissions. Brad Palmer’s analysis in the Washington Post, “Five Takeaways from State 
Department’s Review of the Keystone XL Pipeline,” states: “Bottom line: The report concludes 
that blocking or approving the northern leg of the Keystone XL pipeline would not have a 
‘significant’ impact on overall greenhouse-gas emissions and future tar-sands expansion. That’s 
because, it argues, most of Alberta’s oil will likely find a way to get to the market anyway—if 
not by pipeline, then by rail.” 

The analysis continues: “More specifically: The 830,000 barrels of oil that the pipeline would 
transport each day would add an extra 1.3 million to 27.4 million metric tons of carbon dioxide 
to the atmosphere each year. That’s a whole lot of carbon—it’s like putting an extra 250,000 to 
5.5 million cars on the road. But the key question is how much of that oil would get burned 
anyway, even if the pipeline is blocked. And the State Department believes most of it will get 
produced regardless.” 

The State Department will allow a 30-day comment period, and other federal agencies have 90 
days to weigh in with their own considerations. Because the pipeline crosses international 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/wp/2014/01/31/four-takeaways-from-the-state-departments-review-of-the-keystone-xl-pipeline/
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/wp/2014/01/31/four-takeaways-from-the-state-departments-review-of-the-keystone-xl-pipeline/
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borders, President Obama has the final word, and he says he will determine whether the 
pipeline is in America’s national interest.  

The pipeline is clearly in the interest of Congressional Republicans, the US Chamber of 
Commerce and labor groups, according to an article published in USA Today, “With Report, 
Keystone XL Pipeline Clears Big Hurdle.” That article quotes Senate Minority Leader Mitch 
McConnell as saying, “The Keystone XL Pipeline is the single largest shovel-ready project in 
America, ready to go, but for years President Obama and his hard-left allies have stalled these 
jobs in a maze of red tape. But if the president meant what he said this week about ‘a year of 
action,’ he’ll act now on this important project that won’t cost taxpayers a dime to build but will 
bring thousands of private-sector jobs to Americans who desperately need them.” 

For additional analysis following the announcement, see “Report Opens Way to Approval for 
Keystone Pipeline“ in the New York Times. 

Story 13: Leaked Draft of the Third Segment, “Mitigation of Climate Change,” of the 
IPCC Fifth Assessment Report 

“Nations have so dragged their feet in battling climate change that the situation has grown 
critical and the risk of severe economic disruption is rising,” according to a leaked draft of the 
third and final segment, “Mitigation of Climate Change” of the Fifth Assessment Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the UN panel of climate experts that won the 
Nobel Peace Prize in 2007 for its efforts to analyze and communicate the risks of climate 
change. The paragraphs shown here come from a January 16, 2014, NYT article, “U.N. Says Lag 
in Confronting Climate Woes Will Be Costly,” on the leaked draft. 

Another 15 years of failure to limit carbon emissions could make the problem virtually 
impossible to solve with current technologies, experts found.  

A delay would most likely force future generations to develop the ability to suck 
greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere and store them underground to preserve the 
livability of the planet, the report found. But it is not clear whether such technologies 
will ever exist at the necessary scale, and even if they do, the approach would probably 
be wildly expensive compared with taking steps now to slow emissions. 

The report said that governments of the world were still spending far more money to 
subsidize fossil fuels than to accelerate the shift to cleaner energy, thus encouraging 
continued investment in projects like coal-burning power plants that pose a long-term 
climate risk. 

 Story 14: Die-Off of Penguins in Punta Tombo, Argentina 

Let’s let wildlife have the last word on climate in this issue. On January 30, 2014, National Public 
Radio carried a story about penguins located on the coast of Argentina that conservation 

http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2014/01/31/keystone-xl-state-environmental-impact-study/5084299/
http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2014/01/31/keystone-xl-state-environmental-impact-study/5084299/
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/01/us/politics/report-may-ease-way-to-approval-of-keystone-pipeline.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/01/us/politics/report-may-ease-way-to-approval-of-keystone-pipeline.html
http://www.ipcc.ch/
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/01/17/science/earth/un-says-lag-in-confronting-climate-woes-will-be-costly.html?smid=tw-share&_r=1
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/01/17/science/earth/un-says-lag-in-confronting-climate-woes-will-be-costly.html?smid=tw-share&_r=1
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biologist Dee Boersma has been studying for 30 years,. NPR first interviewed her ten years ago, 
when she had lived among the penguins of Punta Tombo for 20 years. At that time, Boersma 
said, “One of the things that I certainly didn’t anticipate when I started this is that these 
penguins could tell us as much as I think they are . . . about the environment.” 

According to the program’s transcript, what they were saying was: Things weren’t going well. 
The colony had shrunk and Boersma didn’t know why, though electronic tags she’d put on 
some of the penguins told her they were swimming farther than normal to find food.” 

In the 2014 broadcast, Boersma traced her progress in understanding the causes. Sea surface 
temperature of the Atlantic had gone up over the past few decades, with the potential to 
change weather patterns. In 2010 Boersma figured out that Punta Tombo was experiencing 
bigger, stronger and wetter rainstorms, causing chicks to die of hypothermia.  

But, the broadcast asked, “Why would water and cold temperatures be a problem to 
penguins?” Penguins swim. They love the water. They live in cold places, like the Antarctic. And 
now they’re after a heavy rain? How can that be? 

“You have to really know penguins to understand why,” said Boersma. “Chicks are covered in 
down. Their juvenile plumage doesn’t even really come in to protect them at all until they are 
older than 40 days. So until they get some of their juvenile plumage, they’re not waterproof—
at all.” 

In addition, for reasons Boersma doesn’t yet understand, the birds are hatching over a six-week 
period. So the period of time when chicks are vulnerable to storms has stretched out. 
Moreover, the hatch is now taking place later in the year—at a time when there are more 
storms in Patagonia. 

“The penguins are struggling with this new climate. In one year, half the hatchlings died in 
storms. On a few occasions, chicks have also died from heat waves.” And Boersma pointed out 
that even as storms are getting bigger and more frequent, summertime heat waves are more 
common too. She noted that “these effects are predicted by climate scientists. Warmer air 
temperatures mean not only hotter weather but more evaporation from the Atlantic, which 
puts more moisture in the air and thus creates wetter storms.” 

“It’s these climate change events that penguins didn’t have in the past,” said Boersma, with an 
urgency born of living with these creatures for almost half her life. “And it’s not like penguins 
can adapt.” 
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POLLUTION  

 Story 15: Premature Deaths from Air Pollutions Worldwide 

In The Chronicle of November-December 2013, we mentioned the increasingly serious problem 
of pollution in China. (See image)  A NYT blog of January 27 offers additional information, 
publicizing a NASA Earth Observatory map created to show rates of premature deaths from air 
pollution around the world. The map is based on data collected by a research team led by Jason 
West, an earth scientist at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. It indicates that 
northern China has one of the worst rates, which is attributed to the density of a deadly fine 
particulate matter known as PM 2.5 that often results from coal burning. 
 

 
 
The blog continues,  
 

The map also showed that the rate in northern China—what appears to be about 1,000 
or more deaths each year per 1,000 square kilometers, or 386 square miles—is matched 
by that of northern India (see image), in a diagonal belt stretching from New Delhi 
southeast to Calcutta. Those acutely polluted areas are colored dark brown on the NASA 
map. (Europe was perhaps surprisingly colored a deep brown too, though the rate was 
not as bad as that of the two Asian nations.) 

Various recent studies and data suggest that air quality in Delhi is worse than in Beijing, 
though India’s air pollution problems do not get nearly as much attention on the world 
stage as those of Beijing. One study shows that Indians have the world’s weakest lungs. 
The World Health Organization says India has the world’s highest rate of death caused 
by chronic respiratory diseases, and it has more deaths from asthma than any other 
nation. 

Dark brown coloring marks the most polluted areas, but viewers will also see on the map a very 
small number of blue areas. The Southeast US is perhaps the largest. 

https://www.google.com/search?q=air+quality+in+china&espv=210&es_sm=122&tbm=isch&tbo=u&source=univ&sa=X&ei=b4_pUumfJ62-sQScvYKYDg&ved=0CD4QsAQ&biw=1280&bih=939
http://sinosphere.blogs.nytimes.com/2014/01/27/india-and-china-besieged-by-air-pollution/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0
http://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/IOTD/view.php?id=82087
https://www.google.com/search?q=air+quality+in+india&espv=210&es_sm=122&tbm=isch&tbo=u&source=univ&sa=X&ei=mZHpUt6qM-uzsATY5YDQAw&ved=0CDsQsAQ&biw=1280&bih=939
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Story 16: Smog from China Affects the United States 

Some US cities are getting an extra day of smog per year due to pollution from China, according 
to a January 21, 2014, Reuter’s article, “China Pollution Wafting across Pacific to Blanket US: 
Study.” According to the article: 
  

Pollution from China travels in large quantities across the Pacific Ocean to the United 
States, a study [by the US National Academy of Sciences] has found, making 
environmental and health problems unexpected side effects of US demand for cheap 
China-manufactured goods. 

On some days, acid rain-inducing sulphate from burning of fossil fuels in China can 
account for as much as a quarter of sulphate pollution in the western United States.” 

The report continues, “Trans-boundary pollution has for several years been an issue in 
international climate change negotiations, where China has argued that developed nations 
should take responsibility for a share of China’s greenhouse gas emissions, because they 
originate from production of goods demanded by the West.” 

The report says its findings showed that trade issues must play a role in global talks to cut 
pollution. 

Story 17: Elk River Chemical Spill, Charleston, West Virginia 

On January 9, 2014, a chemical leak in Charleston in the US state of West Virginia at a facility 
maintained by Freedom Industries dumped an estimated 7,500 gallons of a dangerous coal-
washing chemical called 4-methylcyclohexane methanol into the Elk River less than two miles 
from a water-intake facility that provides drinking water to 300,000 West Virginians. The poison 
is used by the state’s coal miners. Little is known about the precise hazards that it poses, but it 
has sickened hundreds of people. See Wikipedia, “2014 Elk River Chemical Spill.” 

An Associated Press article of January 24, 20914, W.Va. Official: Spill Company Knew of 2nd 
Chemical,”  the drum also contained something that they call stripped PPH. Stripped PPH was 
mixed in with the other chemicals in the drum at a concentration of about 6 percent. A material 
safety data sheet (MSDS) provided to state officials says stripped PPH contains a complex 
mixture of polyglycol ethers. “The specific chemical identity is being withheld as ‘trade secret,’” 
the company wrote in the safety document, which was dated Oct. 15, 2013.  

Freedom Industries filed for bankruptcy after the spill. The Associate Press article states, “On 
Jan. 21, Freedom Industries reached a bankruptcy court deal for up to $4 million in credit from 
a lender to help continue operations. The bankruptcy filing freezes dozens of lawsuits against 
Freedom Industries. Many are by local businesses owners who say they lost money during a 
water-use ban that lasted several days. Under state orders, the company still needs to relocate 
almost 1 million gallons of other chemicals at its Charleston plant.” 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/01/21/us-china-usa-pollution-idUSBREA0K0EN20140121
http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/01/21/us-china-usa-pollution-idUSBREA0K0EN20140121
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2014_Elk_River_chemical_spill
http://bigstory.ap.org/article/wva-official-spill-company-knew-2nd-chemical
http://bigstory.ap.org/article/wva-official-spill-company-knew-2nd-chemical
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The West Virginia Gazette reported on January 23, 2014, “Chemical-Related Hospital Visits Still 
Rising, “Days after all water service has been restored, and with the immediate water crisis 
beginning to fade, the number of West Virginians seeking treatment in relation to the Elk River 
chemical leak continues to rise. As of [January 16], 533 West Virginians had been evaluated at 
hospitals with symptoms they report as being associated with the chemical spill, according to 
the Department of Health and Human Resources.” 

The New York Times ran a story on February 9, 2014, “One Month After Toxic Spill, West 
Virginians Face ‘Crisis of Confidence’” that said, 

 Weeks after health authorities had told West Virginians that their water was safe to 
drink again following a toxic spill, schools in Charleston sent students home abruptly last 
week when students and staff members detected the telltale licorice odor of the leaked 
chemical. Officials have repeatedly backtracked since lifting a tap-water ban about a 
week after the Jan. 9 spill, first advising pregnant women not to drink the water and 
then resuming the distribution of bottled water. Around Charleston, the capital, 
restaurants advertise that they cook only with bottled water. 

What began as a public health emergency after chemicals contaminated the drinking 
water of 300,000 people has spiraled into a crisis of confidence in state and federal 
authorities, as residents complain of confusing messages and say they do not trust 
experts. The spill continues to arouse fear and outrage, and it threatens a political crisis 
in a state where lawmakers have long supported the coal and chemical industries.” 

Story 18: US’s Third Largest Coal Ash Spill in Dan River, North Carolina 

On February 2, 2014, another serious toxic spill took place. A coal ash pond owned by Duke 
Energy failed in Eden, North Carolina, and sent contaminated water into the Dan River, which 
provides the water supply for people in the region, including the town of Danville, Virginia. 
Duke Energy, located in Charlotte, North Carolina, claims to be the world’s largest electricity 
provider. The following information is from an Associated Press story of February 10, 2014, “NC 
Dumps Coal Ash Deal with Duke,” 

On the afternoon of February 2 2. The company reports that up to 82,000 tons of coal 
ash mixed with 27 million gallons of contaminated water drained out, turning the river 
gray and cloudy for miles. The accident ranks as the third largest such coal ash spill in 
the nation’s history. 

The public was not told about the breach until the following day. The Post says, “Initial 
reports provided by Duke and the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
(DENR) did not make clear the massive scale of the disaster. McCrory made no public 
comments on the issue for five days, after the spill had grabbed national attention.” 

http://www.wvgazette.com/News/201401230122
http://www.wvgazette.com/News/201401230122
http://bigstory.ap.org/article/apnewsbreak-nc-delays-coal-ash-deal-duke
http://bigstory.ap.org/article/apnewsbreak-nc-delays-coal-ash-deal-duke
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Duke Energy has 31 coal-ash waste ponds in North Carolina. An article published in Salon.com 
on February 9, 2014, “NC Regulators Shielded Duke’s Coal Ash Pollution,” covers efforts by 
citizen groups to advance practical solutions to the problems posed by these large, often 
unlined storage systems. “ 
 

Over the last year, environmental groups have tried three times to use the federal Clean 
Water Act to force Duke Energy to clear out leaky coal ash dumps like the one that 
ruptured last week, spewing enough toxic sludge into a North Carolina river to fill 73 
Olympic-sized pools.  

 
Each time, they say, their efforts have been stymied—by the N.C. Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources. The state agency has blocked the citizen lawsuits 
by intervening at the last minute to assert its own authority under the federal act to 
take enforcement action. The state proposed settlements where the nation’s largest 
electricity provider pays modest fines but is under no requirement to actually clean up 
its coal ash ponds. 

The February 10 Associated Press story further reported,  

Lawyers for the state Department of Environment and Natural Resources asked a judge 
to disregard their proposed settlement with the nation’s largest electricity provider. 
Under the deal, Duke would have paid fines of $99,111 over groundwater pollution 
leaking from two coal dumps like the one that ruptured February 2nd.  

The state’s letter came one day after a story by The Associated Press in which 
environmentalists criticized the arrangement as a sweetheart deal aimed at shielding 
Duke from far more expensive penalties the $50 billion company might face under the 
federal Clean Water Act 

The federal government has now taken an interest in the case. According to a February 13, 
2014 story in The Raleigh News & Observer, “Feds Launch Criminal Probe of NC Agency After 
Coal Ash Spill,” “The US Justice Department has opened a criminal investigation into the state 
environmental agency tasked with regulating Duke Energy after a coal ash spill left the Dan 
River so polluted that people were advised to avoid contact with the water. The probe, 
environmentalists say, might also open a window into the relationship that state regulators 
have with the country’s largest electricity provider, a company that also was a 28-year 
employer of Gov. Pat McCrory.” 

FOOD 

 Story 19 – Food Cultivated in Toxic Soil in China 

It is hard to know where to place a report about growing food crops in polluted soil. We will 
classify the problem as a food issue, because in this case the situation pertains to a large area 

http://www.salon.com/2014/02/09/nc_regulators_shielded_dukes_coal_ash_pollution/
http://www.newsobserver.com/2014/02/13/3619273/feds-launch-investigation-into.html
http://www.newsobserver.com/2014/02/13/3619273/feds-launch-investigation-into.html


CES Musings – January-February, 2014  Page 19 of 47 
 

and involves many people who have little choice about what they eat. The subject is toxic soil in 
China. There is rising concern that the rapid industrialization of the countryside is creating an 
agriculture that creates disease.  

A NYT story, “Pollution Rising, Chinese Fear for Soil and Food,” states, “In recent years, the 
government has conducted widespread testing of soil across China, but it has not released the 
results, adding to the fear and making it more difficult for most Chinese to judge what they eat 
and pinpoint the offending factories.” 

What the story calls “an alarming glimpse of official findings” happened at the end of 
December, 2013, when a vice minister of land and resources announced that eight million acres 
of China’s farmland had become so polluted that food should not be raised on it. Earlier, 
officials in Guangdong Province, a major rice producing region, reported discovery of excessive 
levels of cadmium in batches of rice they had collected from various retail and wholesale 
outlets. 

The NYT article continues, “One-sixth of China’s arable land—nearly 50 million acres—suffers 
from soil pollution, according to a book published in 2013 by the Ministry of Environmental 
Protection. The book, Soil Pollution and Physical Health, said that more than 13 million tons of 
crops harvested each year were contaminated with heavy metals, and that 22 million acres of 
farmland were affected by pesticides. But the government has refused to divulge details of the 
pollution, leaving farmers and consumers in the dark about the levels of contaminants in the 
food chain. The soil survey, completed in 2010, has been locked away as a state secret.” 

Story 20: New US Farm Bill Approved 
 
After almost three years of debate, a Farm Bill passed both houses of the US Congress on 
February 4, 2014. This legislation, which is due to be revised every five years, runs nearly 1,000 
pages long and will cost taxpayers over $500 billion dollars. The new bill features the following 
changes: 
 

 Cuts $8 billion from the food stamps program over ten years. The reductions trim $90 a 
month from food stamps for 850,000 recipients. The cuts are made through changes to 
a heating assistance program used by some states to determine whether an individual 
qualifies to receive food assistance. 

 Eliminates a $5 billion-a-year crop subsidy to farmers who received the payments 
whether they grew crops or not. It ends direct payments to farmers for planting crops 
and replaces them with a beefed-up crop insurance program that will cost $7 billion 
over a decade. Farmers will now be able to choose between subsidies that pay out when 
revenue drops or when prices drop. 

 Creates new subsidies for rice and peanut growers that will kick in when prices drop. 

 Establishes new soil conservation measures and saves $6 billion by reducing the number 
of conservation programs to 13 from 23. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/12/31/world/asia/good-earth-no-more-soil-pollution-plagues-chinese-countryside.html?_r=0
http://www.amazon.cn/__/dp/B00B7T792A
http://money.cnn.com/2014/01/17/news/economy/food-stamps-cut/index.html?iid=EL
http://money.cnn.com/2014/01/17/news/economy/food-stamps-cut/index.html?iid=EL
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 Moves catfish inspections out of the Food and Drug Administration and into the 
Agriculture Department. 

 Continues to require beef, lamb and poultry producers, among others, to stamp their 
products with the country of origin. 

 Places a stricter cap on the overall amount of money an individual farmer can receive—
$125,000 in one year. 

 Attaches a new 15-cent tax to the purchase of live cut Christmas trees, in order to 
create a board that will promote Christmas trees. 

 Ensures that the federal government will avoid re-implementing a 1940’s era subsidy 
program that could have caused the price of milk to double to $7 a gallon from the 
current national average of $3.50. 

 
For more information see USDA-2014FarmBillHighlights, rafiusa.org-2014FarmBill, 
nytimes2014FarmBill and reuters2014FarmBill. 

Story 21 – Organic Farmers Lose Protection from Suits If They Inadvertently use GMOs 

On January 13, 2014, the US Supreme Court declined to hear an appeal by organic farmers and 
others seeking to require Monsanto not to sue farmers if their fields inadvertently have plants 
containing the company’s patented genetically modified traits. The Organic Seed Growers and 
Trade Association and a group of dozens of organic and conventional family farmers, seed 
companies and public advocacy interests brought the suit in March 2011. A company lawyer 
said Monsanto had not sued for inadvertent use of its biotech seeds and did not plan to do so, 
but that it would not make a blanket promise to that effect. Lower courts had held that none of 
those who sued had been injured and therefore they failed to present a sufficient controversy 
to warrant adjudication by the courts. 

Monsanto has genetically engineered its specialty seeds to withstand glyphosate, the main 
ingredient of the company’s Roundup herbicide. The company charges a premium to farmers 
for use of its seeds and prohibits unauthorized plantings. 

For additional information, see OSGATA et al. v. Monsanto 
 
ENERGY  
 
 Story 22: The NAACP Takes on Just Energy Policies as a Civil Rights Issue 
 
At the end of 2013 the NAACP published its first energy report, Just Energy Policies: Reducing 
Pollution and Creating Jobs. The press release says that the report assesses energy policy in all 
50 states from a civil rights lens, assessing states on five different criteria: Renewable portfolio 
standards, Energy Efficiency Resource Standards, Net Metering Standards, Local Hire Provisions, 
and Minority Business Enterprise provisions. 
 

http://www.usda.gov/documents/usda-2014-farm-bill-highlights.pdf
http://rafiusa.org/farmbill/farm-bill-2014/?gclid=CNvui5barb0CFYt9OgodPTQALQ
http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/subjects/f/farm_bill_us/
http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/02/04/us-usa-agriculture-farmbill-factbox-idUSBREA131HX20140204
http://www.osgata.org/osgata-et-al-v-monsanto/
http://action.naacp.org/page/-/JustEnergyPolicyCompendium%20FINAL%20DECEMBER%202013%20UPDATED.pdf
http://action.naacp.org/page/-/JustEnergyPolicyCompendium%20FINAL%20DECEMBER%202013%20UPDATED.pdf
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Jacqueline Patterson, NAACP Environmental and Climate Justice Director,  said, “[The report] 
lays out a vision, supported by practical data, of the path to transitioning from energy 
production processes that are harmful to our communities, to energy efficiency and clean 
energy policy landscape that reduces pollution and creates new jobs. 

An article in Grist, “Rebel Smell: In the Deep South, Dirty Energy and Disenfranchisement Go 
Hand in Hand,” supports the assertion that energy is a civil rights issue: “Most states (29) have 
renewable portfolio standards that guarantee that they will draw a significant percentage of 
their energy from renewable sources, and even more (43) carry a ‘net metering’ policy allowing 
households to privately produce wind, solar, or geothermal energy, and then sell part of that 
energy to utility companies. Twenty-eight states have mandatory or voluntary energy efficiency 
standards, most of those mandatory. And then you have states that have little to none of the 
above: Mississippi, Louisiana, Tennessee, Arkansas, Georgia, South Carolina, and Alabama. Two 
of them, Georgia and Louisiana, have net metering policies, though with paltry limits, and 
Arkansas calls for a 0.75 percent reduction in energy use this year. All of them register among 
the top 10 states whose populations have the largest shares of African Americans.” 

 Story 23: Incremental Advance in Controlled Fusion Energy 

According to a February 12, 2014, report in the Washington Post, “Fusion Energy Milestone 
Reported by California Scientists”: 

Scientists are creeping closer to their goal of creating a controlled fusion-energy 
reaction, by mimicking the interior of the sun inside the hardware of a laboratory. In the 
latest incremental advance, reported in the online journal Nature, scientists in California 
used 192 lasers to compress a pellet of fuel and generate a reaction in which more 
energy came out of the fuel core than went into it.  

There’s still a long way to go before anyone has a functioning fusion reactor, something 
physicists have dreamed of since Albert Einstein was alive. A fusion reactor would run 
on a common form of hydrogen found in seawater, would emit minimal nuclear waste 
and couldn’t have the kind of meltdown that can occur in a traditional nuclear-fission 
reactor. 

LANGUAGE OF CHANGE 
 
 Story 24: Liberals Need to Communicate Values 
 
In an interview with Zoe Williams of The Guardian on January 31, 2014, “George Lakoff: 
‘Conservatives don’t follow the polls, they want to change them . . .  Liberals do everything 
wrong,’” George Lakoff, professor of cognitive science at the University of California, Berkeley, 
gave a lively kick in the pants to the usual detached arguments of liberals trying to protect the 
planet.  
 

http://grist.org/climate-energy/rebel-smell-in-the-deep-south-racism-and-dirty-energy-go-hand-in-hand/
http://grist.org/climate-energy/rebel-smell-in-the-deep-south-racism-and-dirty-energy-go-hand-in-hand/
http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/health-science/fusion-energy-milestone-reported-by-california-scientists/2014/02/12/f511ed18-936b-11e3-84e1-27626c5ef5fb_story.html?wpisrc=emailtoafriend
http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/health-science/fusion-energy-milestone-reported-by-california-scientists/2014/02/12/f511ed18-936b-11e3-84e1-27626c5ef5fb_story.html?wpisrc=emailtoafriend
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/vaop/ncurrent/full/nature13008.html
http://www.theguardian.com/books/2014/feb/01/george-lakoff-interview
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Williams quotes Lakoff’s well-known explanation of the difference between liberals and 
conservatives: “This goes back to the Bible. You have two views of God: You have the strict 
father God and the nurturing God. You have Christ the warrior and Christ the saviour.” 
 
She summarizes his view on what it would take to  
 

refashion the progressive mindset: the abandonment of argument by evidence in favor 
of argument by moral cause; the unswerving and unembarrassed articulation of what 
those morals are; the acceptance that there is no ‘middle’ or third way, no such thing as 
a moderate (people can hold divergent views, conservative on some things, progressive 
on others—but they are not moderates, they are ‘biconceptual’); and the understanding 
that conservatives are not evil, unintelligent, cynical or grasping. Rather, they act 
according to the moral case as they see it. 

When Williams gave Lakoff the example of a politician opposing abortion rights even for rape 
victims and asked him to counter that stance, he responded: “You have to go up a level, to the 
moral level. You have to say, this is somebody who’s interested in male domination. That’s 
what liberals are afraid to do.” 

Williams concludes the interview report by writing, 
 

The urgency of his speech ramps up as he talks about monetising nature. ‘What we get 
from nature is remarkable. And then you get the people who want to monetise that. If 
it’s valuable, what’s the value? What’s it worth? Which is the wrong question to ask, 
because, first of all, much of its value has to do with what is visceral to you. What does it 
mean to you if you hear the birds singing, or the birds all die? Second, as soon as you 
monetise something in nature, a cost-benefit analysis will come in. Nature always loses, 
because nature goes on forever.’ 

 
It is, plainly, the longstanding failure to protect nature that powers Lakoff’s exasperation 
with liberals. “They don’t understand their own moral system or the other guy’s, they 
don’t know what’s at stake, they don’t know about framing, they don’t know about 
metaphors, they don’t understand the extent to which emotion is rational, they don’t 
understand how vital emotion is, they try to hide their emotion. They do everything 
wrong because they’re miseducated. And they’re proud of that miseducation. Oxford 
philosophy reigns supreme, right? Oxford philosophy is killing the world.” 
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THE MULTIPLE FACES OF SCIENCE IN ETHICAL ENVIRONMENTAL DECISION-
MAKING 
By Herman Greene 

 
This paper was originally presented as a plenary lecture at the “Bounds of Ethics in a 
Globalized World” conference held at Christ University in Bangalore, India. There were 
over 500 participants in the Conference from 47 countries. 

 
This is an essay on the multiple faces of science in ethical environmental decision-making. 
Environmental crises pose existential threats to human and non-human life. Science is essential 
to any meaningful response to these crises, but science as it is conventionally understood and 
practiced is not adequate to the task. Drawing on the work of Bruno Latour in his 2013 Gifford 
Lectures on “Facing Gaia: Six Lectures on the Political Theology of Nature,”1 I will critique this 
understanding and practice in relation to four faces of science--(1) capacity builder, (2) informer 
and guide, (3) philosophy, and (4) institution—and I will propose reforms. 
 
We of the late-modern period, tend to think of science as a discipline that looks objectively at a 
world out there, in other words that there are human subjects, scientists, who examine 
external objects and phenomena characterized by facts and laws. A corollary to this is that 
science is not political because it is concerned with the discovery of factual truths about the 
world. We also tend to think that all scientific truths are part of a larger truth—while science 
examines the world from multiple perspectives, each partial truth fits into the whole truth like a 
piece in a jigsaw puzzle, and in this way science leads us nearer and nearer to a comprehensive 
understanding of nature. And finally we tend to think that science provides factual knowledge 
of what is right in relation to the environment and clear instructions on right action. 
 
These premises, developed in the modern period as science yielded spectacular insights into 
nature, are no longer warranted and they hinder science in relation to ethical environmental 
decision-making. 
 
I serve on the Environmental Satellite Cooperation Circle of the United Religions Initiative (URI). 
One of our members, Monica Willard, who is the URI UN representative, recently brought Carol 
Wolman, MD, of Fukushima Response to one of the meetings of this cooperation circle. 
Wolman informed the circle of a threat to all of Earth related to the Fukushima nuclear plants. I 
wasn’t at the meeting but when I heard of Wolman’s report, it surprised me. Since the 
earthquake that damaged the plants occurred in March 2011, I thought everything was under 
control.  
 
To the contrary, there remain 1,400 fuel rods in a damaged pool at Fukushima 4 containing 
many times the radioactive cesium that was released in the bombing of Hiroshima. These rods 

                                                           
1Bruno Latour, “Facing Gaia: Six Lectures on the Political Theology of Nature,” (Gifford Lectures on Natural 

Religion, Edinburgh, Scotland, February 18-28, 2013), http://www.bruno-
latour.fr/sites/default/files/downloads/GIFFORD-SIX-LECTURES_1.pdf (accessed December 15, 2013).   

http://www.bruno-latour.fr/sites/default/files/downloads/GIFFORD-SIX-LECTURES_1.pdf
http://www.bruno-latour.fr/sites/default/files/downloads/GIFFORD-SIX-LECTURES_1.pdf
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would be at risk were another large earthquake to occur. Over six thousand rods sit in a 
common storage pool, which because of radiation at the site cannot be continuously cooled. In 
November 2013, a delicate operation began to remove the rods and move them to a safer 
storage facility. If the rods touch or are exposed there is a risk of an uncontrollable nuclear 
reaction and the release of large amounts of radiation.2 This operation is still going on and 
there are other grave risks associated with Fukushima. 
 
In late September 2013, Indigenous Elders and Medicine People of North and South America 
united for four days in sacred ceremony in Green Grass, South Dakota, and out of that 
gathering came a “Council Statement.” Rebecca Gonzalez-Tobias, another member of the URI 
cooperation circle who is close to many indigenous groups, worked with these leaders to have 
this statement presented at the United Nations in November 2013. It read in part: 
  

The Creator created the People of the Earth into the Land at the beginning of Creation 
and gave us a way of life. This way of life has been passed down generation-to-
generation since the beginning. We have not honored this way of life through our own 
actions and we must live these original instructions in order to restore universal balance 
and harmony. We are a part of Creation; thus, if we break the Laws of Creation, we 
destroy ourselves. . . .  
 
We speak on behalf of all Creation today, to communicate an urgent message that man 
has gone too far, placing us in the state of survival. We warned that one day you would 
not be able to control what you have created. That day is here. Not heeding warnings 
from both Nature and the People of the Earth keeps us on the path of self destruction. 
This self-destructive path has led to the Fukushima nuclear crisis, Gulf oil spill, tar sands 
devastation, pipeline failures, impacts of carbon dioxide emissions and the destruction 
of ground water through hydraulic fracking, just to name a few. In addition, these 
activities and development continue to cause the deterioration and destruction of 
sacred places and sacred waters that are vital for Life. 
 
Powerful technologies are out of control and are threatening the future of all life3 

 
While I care deeply about environmental issues, Gonzalez-Tobias lives them in an interior, 
passionate way more than I. Reflecting on the role of science in relation to the Fukishima crisis 

                                                           
2Harvey Wasserman, “Pandora’s Atomic Box Score,” November 10, 2013, 

http://ecowatch.com/2013/11/10/pandoras-atomic-box-score/ (accessed December 15, 2013); Charles Perrow, 
“Fukushima Forever,” The Blog on Huffington Post, entry posted September 9, 2013,   
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/charles-perrow/fukushima-forever_b_3941589.html (accessed December 15, 
2013); and “Fuel Rod Removal: Fukushima’s Most Dangerous Operation Yields First Success,” RT, November 21, 
2013,  http://rt.com/news/fukushima-nuclear-fuel-rods-072/ (accessed December 15, 2013). 

 
3Spiritual People of North and South America, “Council Statement,” http://caretakersofmotherearth.com/ 

(accessed December 15, 2013). 
 

http://ecowatch.com/2013/11/10/pandoras-atomic-box-score/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/charles-perrow/fukushima-forever_b_3941589.html
http://rt.com/news/fukushima-nuclear-fuel-rods-072/
http://caretakersofmotherearth.com/
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and the Council Statement, Gonzalez-Tobias surprised me again when she said, “We don’t need 
objective science anymore, we need science to go out and deal with these problems.” 
 
Intuitively I knew she was right, but I was still taken aback by what she said because, while I 
shared her concerns, I was trained to think of objective science as good science. 
 
Bruno Latour in his 2013 Gifford Lectures on “Facing Gaia” made a similar point as Gonzalez-
Tobias in regard to science, but in a different way. He argued that the objectivity of science 
today is a pretense, that science is highly politicized and reflects the viewpoints of various 
scientists and institutions. It is therefore up to scientists, indeed of all humanity, to accept the 
reality of the Anthropocene and get to work on living within Earth’s means. To do so means to 
abandon the idea of Earth as limitless resource, and to accept that we are Earth bound—
“Earthbound” he suggests is the new word for humans. (P. 3)4 
 
In his lectures, Latour, critiques the premises regarding the objectivity of science that I 
discussed above. While he acknowledges that science does discover objective truths about 
nature, it places these truths at risk by projecting them into the status of universality and not 
acknowledging that science is situated—situated in institutions, in viewpoints, in the 
formulation of problems and experiments, in the selection of data, and so on. Science that 
accepts it is situated, he believes, is better science. (P. 87)  
 
With regard to the ability of science to progressively build up a unity of truth, instead science 
gives us a bewildering array of disciplines, tests, results, causes and effects, and entangled 
feedback loops that are unable to be unified. Hence science finds itself in a “post-
epistemological phase” where prevailing “truth” is decided through a political process. (P. 131) 
Science no longer acts as a neutral, third-party referee and the common world must be 
continuously composed by agreement. (P. 8) 
 
Latour calls attention to other premises that no longer hold. Here are just a few: 
 

 We no longer live in history but in geostory, Earth understood not as a system 
but as a narrative in which we must locate ourselves. (P. 3) 

 There is no environment anymore because humans are entangled in all of Earth. 
Hence we have no more need of environmentalism, we are post-natural. (P. 125) 

 Rather than science being undisputable, almost every topic in science is a field of 
contention. (P. 19) 

 Science is no longer the referee in complex matters such as climate change 
because of the multiple loops that have to be established. (P. 102) 

 We have a development model that calls for modernizing Earth, but we cannot 
do so because we do not have five planets to live on, we have only one. (P. 126) 

                                                           
4Page references in the text of this article are to Latour. 
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 The power of invention and surprise has shifted from humans to non-humans. 
Human institutions, laws, customs, even science, do not keep pace with the 
accelerating change of Earth. (P. 129) 

 
The largest area where new understanding is needed concerns the former separation of 
humans and nature, and the shift to the new dynamic mixing bowl of the Anthropocene. Earth, 
which has been the stage for human history, has now become the central player. (P. 3). Once 
indifferent to human affairs, Earth is now very sensitive to them (p. 96), and it imposes 
boundaries and conditions. To make clear that in the Anthropocene we are not dealing with 
Mother Earth anymore, for “Earth,” Latour substitutes “Gaia” as presented by James Lovelock. 
Gaia is an organism, which is self-regulating and nurturing, but also one that may turn against 
us and kill us.  
 
We have known about the potential for an eruption of Gaia for a few decades, but we have 
thought we should be concerned about this for the sake of future generations. Events, 
however, have moved more quickly that we had imagined. Now the adverse changes we 
anticipated in a distant future may occur by 2020 or 2050, within the lifetimes of present 
generations. To live authentically in the Anthropocene is to embrace a secular form of 
eschatology, the sense that we are living at the end of time. We do this, not so that we may be 
carried away into an other-worldly realm, but so that we may survive on Earth. (P. 112) 
 
Latour illustrates the difficulty science has in adapting to the Anthropocene by relating the story 
of how the question whether we have entered the Anthropocene epoch was dealt with at the 
34th International Geological Congress held in Brisbane, Australia, in 2012. At that Congress, the 
determining body, The Sub-Commission on Quaternary Stratigraphy, reported the issue was still 
under review and additional funding and study would be needed with the hope that consensus 
could be reached by 2016. (P. 75-76) Latour questioned this reticence given that human 
consumption of energy may soon approach the energy generated by plate tectonic forces; 
humans are the main agent in the production and distribution of the nitrogen cycle; and 
humans are complicit in the termination of species that may be the sixth mass extinction in the 
history of the planet. (P. 76) 
 
Taking effective action in the Anthropocene is difficult because the success of any one person 
depends on actions taken by many other people and entities. We labor under the domination 
of “The Economy.” We are affected by our own fear and denial in facing the threats coming at 
us. We are caught in a welter of data and analysis. We don’t have models for effective action 
sufficient to the challenge. Ecologists look forward for a practical vision of the future, 
modernists, Latour says, look backward. They revel in the escape from the bondage of the past 
and move to a Utopian future without realistic content. (P. 106) 
 
The mistake made by many, let us call them ecologists, who have recognized the situation and 
have acted is that they have acted on the assumption there is some transcendent truth, moral 
obligation, or spiritual attraction that will call forth global environmental responsibility. They 
invoke these transcendent powers with the hope of bypassing politics, but they cannot. (P. 114)  
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Challenging agricultural practices, limiting coal emissions, measuring declines in ice packs or the 
rise of sea levels, ecologists are puzzled that they encounter resistance. They call for reason and 
seek to prevail by improved data sets and arguments. The resistance, however, comes not 
because they are not reasonable, or objective, or because their data sets are not good, it comes 
because they are “changing everybody’s world.” (P. 116)  
 
Latour likens the situation to that of war. We have entered a new state of nature, a Hobbesian 
condition of a war of all against all, with the protagonists now including tuna, and sea levels, 
and carbon emissions, as well as the various human factions. This time though it is not a 
condition before people enter into a social contract, it is a present condition. (P. 103). It is a 
world war—“the Two Hundred Years World War.” (P. 115)  
 
Given this, Latour looks to an unlikely source for guidance: Carl Schmitt, a German political 
theorist who was a leader in the Nazi party during the time of Hitler, and whose work has had 
much influence on American Neoconservatives. In doing so, Latour embarks on the perilous 
advocacy of political theology and political ecology.  
 
Schmitt’s notion of the political begins with the definition of the enemy.   
 

The political enemy need not be morally evil or aesthetically ugly; he need not appear as 
an economic competitor, and it may even be advantageous to engage with him in 
business transactions. But he is, nonetheless, the other, the stranger; and it is sufficient 
for his nature that he is, in a specially intense way, existentially something different and 
alien, so that in the extreme case conflicts with him are possible. These can neither be 
decided by a previously determined general norm nor by the judgment of a 
disinterested and therefore neutral third party.5 

 
Schmitt anticipates engagement with the enemy, while ecologists dream of a pacified Earth 
united by a State of Nature. Latour writes:  
 

[This Utopia] is still the horizon of those who hope to manage, engineer or re-engineer 
the planet; of those who wish to get by with ‘sustainable development’; and of those 
who claim to be the good intendant, the earnest butler, the clever gardener or the 
careful steward of the Earth. In brief it is the dream of those who would prefer to do 
‘without politics’ altogether.  
 
The great virtue of dangerous and reactionary thinkers like Schmitt is to force us to 
make a choice much starker than that of so many wishy-washy ecologists still swayed by 
unremitting hope. Schmitt’s choice is terribly clear: either you agree to tell foes from 
friends, and then you engage in politics, sharply defining the borderlines of real enough 

                                                           
5Carl Schmitt, Concept of the Political, expanded ed., trans. George Schwab (Chicago, IL: University of 

Chicago Press, 2007), 27, quoted in Latour, 105. 
 



CES Musings – January-February, 2014  Page 28 of 47 
 

wars — ‘wars about what the world is made of’ —; or you shy away from waging wars 
and having enemies, but then you do away with politics. 
 

Not being bellicose, Latour says he would prefer not waging wars and doing away with politics. 
But to take this common sense approach, he says, is criminal. Either our reliance on this 
common sense will do away with politics by vanquishing civilization, or politics will “resuscitate 
nature.” (P. 105) 
 
Within this context, he reluctantly but unflinchingly offers these observations on what is 
needed: 

 Like Gonzales-Tobias, he says we don’t need objective science anymore, ecologists 
should be explicit about their war aims and who their friends and enemies are. (P. 116) 

 A political ecology is needed. For this to occur we need to accept that the human race is 
divided into collectivities in conflict with each other. (P. 116)  

 A political theology of nature is needed.  In this theology, we are not drawn by a 
transcendent God or even a transcendent Cult of Nature. Rather we are drawn to Gaia 
which commands and orders.6 Our congregation is a political community. Our 
disciplines are natural history and biology. (P. 133) Holiness is to be solemnly and 
definitely bounded. (P. 136)  

 We need to locate ourselves through geostory. We do this by cocooning ourselves in 
the loops and feedbacks of thermohaline circulation, carbon, hydro and nitrogen cycles, 
deforestation and biodiversity loss, greenhouse gas emissions, ecological footprint, 
acidification of oceans, erosion, overgrazing, soil fertility, methane production, and 
climate change, so that “progressively, thread after thread, the knowledge of where we 
reside and on what we depend . . . can gain greater relevance and feel more urgent.” (P. 
95) 

 It is necessary to occupy a space or territory but this is not land in a geographical, 
national or bioregional or local sense, it is a series of other responsible agents necessary 
to survive in the long run. (P. 119) 

 Non-humans must be recognized as actors in our associations. (P. 125) How strong their 
voices will be must be composed. There is no arbiter. (P. 137) 

 Geostory must be brought together with geopolitics. The laws of the new polity have to 
be invented and be self-imposed. (P. 136)  

 Plus ultra, always something more, is the maxim of the modernists, but for the 
Earthbound it is plus intra, inside Gaia, inside limits. The limits have to be decided from 
the inside of people, in the body politic. (P. 133) 

 Science is connected to soil by instruments. (P. 120) By its monitoring and datasets, it 
renders us sensible to Gaia, and thus science becomes the new aesthetics. Without 
science our sensibility dims and disappears. (P. 130) 

                                                           
6Regarding Gaia, Latour says the accumulation of loops of responses implies an agency, Gaia—“a power 

that does listen and answer,” to which we must become responsible. To personify Gaia is not to imply an 
integrated person, but an entity like a nation that is “politically assembled.” Latour, 135. 
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 Yet art too has its place. While science is the primary collecting agent by which we 
become sensible to Gaia, future rites and rituals to hold us conscious to our new 
vocations is another story. This is for playwrights, curators and composers. (P. 142) 

 In geostory every loop has to be narrated, lamented, and collectively ritualized. (P. 134) 
 

While not given as a conclusion by Latour, I found his statements about the social contract to 
serve as one. He said we should not be alarmed that the controversies arising as ecological 
concerns or from disturbance of planetary life will destroy the social contract, but rather that 
we have never yet conceived of a social contract that will hold together in the encounter with 
Gaia. (P. 104) Arriving at such a contract has to be assembled bit by bit. It has to be composed. 
The task of building the new Republic is a long way off. It has to be decided from within the 
people. “Without decision, there is no body politics, no liberty, [no] autonomy.” (P. 133) 
 
With this as background, let us look at four faces of science in ethical environmental decision-
making: science as (1) capacity builder, (2) informer and guide, (3) philosophy, and (4) 
institution. 
 
 First Face: Science as Capacity Builder 
 
The first face of science I will discuss is that of capacity builder. What role should science as 
capacity builder play in the future? 
 
Paul Raskin and his co-authors of Great Transition,7 being well-informed on the environmental 
and other factors shaping the world, see three ways of thinking about the global future: 
Conventional Worlds, Barbarization, and Great Transition with two variants in each. 
 
In Conventional Worlds, the future proceeds without major interruptions. Some focus on 
Market Forces as driving world development, and others focus on Policy Reform to address 
issues such as poverty and environmental issues. This is business as usual with ongoing 
improvements. It is the scenario out of which business and governments operate as, to some 
extent, do each of us in our daily lives and in our places of work. 
 
Barbarization anticipates that Conventional Worlds will not be able to manage the problems of 
the future. Economic and social institutions are disrupted leading either to Breakdown and 
conflict and crisis, or Fortress World where authoritarian control and defensive measures are 
applied to establish security.  
 
In the Great Transition scenario there is also movement away from Conventional Worlds, but in 
the direction of a positive transformation. There are two variants, Eco-Communalism and New 
Sustainability Paradigm. Eco-Communalism focuses on localism, bioregionalism, participatory 

                                                           
7 Paul Raskin et al., Great Transition: The Promise and Lure of the Times Ahead (Boston, MA: Stockholm 

Environment Institute – Boston, 2002), 14-16. 
 



CES Musings – January-February, 2014  Page 30 of 47 
 

democracy, organic agriculture, crafts and autarky. In the New Sustainability Paradigm, the 
complexity and globalism of Conventional Worlds continues, but the character of civilization is 
changed by new values and there is a greater role for civil society. The authors of the Great 
Transition favor the New Sustainability Paradigm and do not see Eco-Communalism on a large 
scale without first passing through some form of Barbarization.8  
 
Elements of the New Sustainability Paradigm are given in numerous documents. Moving into 
this paradigm requires transforming energy production to make energy available in greater 
quantities and on a wider scale and yet without greenhouse gas emissions. It also requires a 
new transportation system and redesign of cities, suburbs and even rural areas. It requires 
greatly increased resource efficiency and greatly reduced toxicity. Goods need to be more 
durable, repairable and recyclable. Other species need protection and in a way that augments 
and is coherent with the functioning of natural systems. Further, this paradigm calls for 
increased social equity and reduced conflict and operating within planetary boundaries.  
 
The New Sustainability Paradigm has an appeal because it preserves the benefits of modernity 
while extending them to more people and, by definition, it operates within planetary 
boundaries. It has a Utopian aspect to it, however, and, like sustainable development, it is 
relatively easy for a broad range of people to be for it, without any real agreement on what it 
entails.  
 
Personally I think we should strive for the New Sustainability Paradigm, but only if we take 
some of the Utopianism out of it and come to agreement on parameters. For example, living 
within planetary boundaries must mean that we actually do so with the technology that we 
have developed and reasonably expect we can develop and not with fantastic technology we 
speculate will be developed. Further, the paradigm should not assume that the relatively 
wealthy will maintain present lifestyles with a miraculous reduction of ecological footprint. The 
paradigm must provide for sustainable sufficiency for all people and for protection of 
biodiversity and natural systems. The paradigm should not be seen as being in competition with 
Eco-Communalism, because resilient, relatively self-sufficient, local communities will be 
needed. 
 
Achieving the Great Transition will not be easy. It will not happen without taking into account 
Latour’s realism about the Anthropocene. Science will have a critical role to play. We are far 
from knowing, for example, how to produce abundant energy for all without harmful emissions. 
Further, if we are to achieve a standard of living for all humans like that of the middle-class in 
advanced industrial nations, we will have to find those missing four planets in this planet and 
not by exploiting this planet four times as fast. 
 
Not just any science, however, is needed.  For the New Sustainability Paradigm, some science is 
enemy and some is friend. As I shall discuss in the science as institution section of this paper, at 
present most of science is for Conventional Worlds or Barbarization.  

                                                           
8Great Transition, 15 
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Second Face: Science as Informer and Guide 

 
The second face of science in ethical environmental decision-making is that of informer and 
guide. With regard to informer, Latour makes a powerful statement that when dealing with 
Gaia everything depends on our monitoring instruments and analyses. He says when we have 
instruments our sensibility increases and when we don’t it dims. This is where he introduces the 
idea of science being in the Anthropocene the new aesthetics, that which makes us sensitively 
aware. (P. 130) 
 
He makes a somewhat contrary observation, however, when he attends to the deluge of 
scientific information that we receive, information that may be contradictory and is almost 
always incomplete. So rather than science providing clear, objective information, what science 
provides is a jumble of intertwined interpretations. Reigning interpretations emerge not as 
unified, widely held and established truths, but more in the way legal precedents are developed 
through a long winding process and many court cases. They are never final—the precedents 
reign only so long as they continue to receive attention and are commented upon. (P. 130) 
 
Further, as Latour points out, science emerges out of institutional, political and personal 
interests. This is exceedingly clear in the field of climate science, and it is true in other fields as 
well. Consider pharmaceutical research. Here the science indeed resembles that of a legal 
process as scientists for pharmaceutical companies marshal evidence to support a drug, and 
other scientists for regulatory agencies, NGOs or competitors marshal contrary evidence. A 
newspaper or magazine strives to provide scientific information of interest to its readers to sell 
copies. A journal prints peer-reviewed articles that reflect the politics in a field of study, politics 
that bear on funding of research and the prestige of authors and university departments.  
 
The standard critique of this returns to a notion Latour rejects, which is there is a pure science 
out there and that ethical science should be done in a disinterested, dispassionate, and 
objective way without regard to conflicting influences of politics, prestige, group affiliation and 
money. Latour will not, however, rescue scientists from the dilemma of living in a world of 
contested, imperfect information, or the people they inform from having to decide and act 
based on such information.  
 
Latour admonishes scientists not to hide behind the objectivity of Knowledge with a capital “K,” 
but he is not saying for scientists to do bad science. Rather he is calling scientists to identify 
their interests and who are their friends and enemies. He is especially calling those who will 
accept the context of living in a world of planetary transformation to stand their ground and 
argue, with their allies, in the marketplace of ideas to establish their case. By speaking of a 
post-epistemological period, Latour is saying that scientists are advocates—they cannot appeal 
to an uncontested truth and remain above the fray. Every “truth” will be contested, indeed that 
is already the case. 
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And for those who would be informed by science, they must become scientifically literate to a 
degree and they too must enter into the fray of determining their truths based on imperfect, 
contested knowledge. To not do so is to lack sensibility to Gaia. One also has to name enemies 
on the side of being informed by science. On school boards and boards of universities around 
the world, the kind of science information students will receive is being contested, so too on 
the editorial and production boards of the various media. 
 
When we consider science as guide in a world of planetary transformation, this raises many 
other issues. In the standard view, science doesn’t draw conclusions, at least not until the 
evidence is overwhelming, it only informs. Further the view is that science does not have a 
stake in the implications or outcomes of the information being provided, nor do scientists have 
a social obligation to act on the information they provide. For Latour the standard view on 
science as guide is morally wrong.  
 
In an article published in Nature Climate Change, climate scientists Kevin Anderson and Alice 
Bows took a position that I take to be fully aligned with Latour’s. Anderson and Bows argue 
there is no way that humanity can meet the target of keeping global warning below 20C and 
stay within orthodox political and economic constraints. They write 
 

Scientists often assume that the most effective way of engaging is by presenting 
evidence, without daring to venture, at least explicitly, broader academic judgment . . . 
particularly when such judgment raises fundamental questions about the viability of so-
called real world economics. . . . We [scientists] need to be less afraid of making 
academic judgments. Not unsubstantiated opinions and prejudice, but applying a mix of 
academic rigour, courage and humility to bring new and interdisciplinary insights into 
the emerging era. . . . Ultimately decisions on how to respond to climate change are the 
product of many constituencies contributing to the debate. Science is important among 
these and needs to be communicated clearly, honestly and without fear.9 
 

Anderson and Bows made these comments out of convictions that economic growth is 
incompatible with keeping global warming within acceptable ranges and that few scientists 
disagree with this, though they couch this at the microphone and in publications. This is what 
they find unacceptable and dangerous. 
 
If science is to be a guide in environmental decision-making, it must make judgments and enter 
the fray. 
 
  
  

                                                           
9Kevin Anderson and Alice Bows, “A New Paradigm for Climate Change,” Nature Climate Change, 2 (2012): 

639–640. 
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Third Face: Science as Philosophy 
 
The third face of science is that of philosophy. Most scientists probably don’t think of science as 
philosophy or that they are practicing or teaching a philosophy. Yet as any student of religion or 
philosophy knows, issues concerning science and religion or philosophy have been paramount 
throughout the modern period.   
 
Science has been so successful in explaining nature that the subject matter and method of its 
study have come to be understood as descriptive of existence (ontology) and the results of its 
findings as explanatory of the universe (cosmology). Prior to the modern period scientific 
questions were addressed through natural philosophy and cosmology, both of which were 
branches of metaphysics. Beginning in the 18th century, science, as a body of knowledge based 
on empirical observation and experiment, was separated from philosophy, and cosmology 
came to be understood primarily as physical cosmology rather than metaphysical cosmology. 
 
While not fully realized, there has been a movement to explain everything from atoms, to stars, 
to geology, to biology, to the humanities by the limited causal categories of science. That we 
have not yet been able to explain everything based on these categories, people of this 
persuasion say, is because we have not yet gone far enough. In contrast to the old philosophical 
and religious cosmologies, which saw meaning and purpose in the universe, materialistic 
science espouses a universe having neither. This anti-philosophical message of science is itself a 
philosophy. We do not know how far it has penetrated until we hear our neighbor say, “I am 
happy because I have exercised and exercise releases favorable chemicals in my body.” We are, 
and all of nature is, as it were, physics and chemistry. 
 
Rupert Sheldrake in Science Set Free states these core beliefs of materialistic science: 
 

1. Everything is essentially mechanical. 
2. All matter is unconscious. 
3. The total amount of matter and energy is always the same. 
4. The laws of nature are fixed. 
5. Nature is purposeless, and evolution has no goal or direction. 
6. All biological inheritance is material carried in genetic and other material structures. 
7. Minds and brains are one and the same. 
8. Memories are stored as material traces and are wiped out at death. 
9. Unexplained phenomenon, such as telepathy, are illusory. 
10. Mechanistic medicine is the only kind that works.10 

 
Physicist Stephen Hawking and his co-author Stephen Mlodinow in The Grand Design confirm, 
without qualification, these core beliefs by proclaiming that philosophy is dead because it has 
not kept up with science. Later they state that scientific determinism, the idea that “given the 

                                                           
10Rupert Sheldrake, Science Set Free (New York: Deepak Chopra Books, 2012), 7-8. 
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state of the universe at one time, a complete set of laws fully determines both the future and 
the past,” is the basis of all modern science.11 On the nature of biological processes and free 
will they state: 
 

Though we feel that we can choose what we do, our understanding of the molecular 
basis of biology shows that biological processes are governed by the laws of physics and 
chemistry and therefore are as determined as the orbits of the planets. Recent 
experiments in neuroscience support the view that it is our physical brain, following the 
known laws of science, that determines our actions, and not some agency that exists 
outside those laws. . . . It is hard to imagine how free will can operate if our behavior is 
determined by physical law, so it seems that we are no more than biological machines 
and that free will is just an illusion.12 
 

Thus, they explain away the very activity that is presupposed in their book writing, that they are 
engaged in a creative, intentional, decision-making activity. In addition, they explain away the 
cognitive, affective, decisional, moral and purposive activities that are required for humans to 
take up the challenge of facing Gaia in a time of global transformation.  
 
Such observations are not neutral, they have their effect on the conduct of science and also on 
conduct of life by all people.  This anti-philosophy philosophy removes moral culpability and 
responsibility and meaning and purpose as categorial features of the world. 
 
Such philosophy is not, however, required by science. Accepting materialism and determinism 
for the purposes of scientific investigation of limited domains of experience is one thing, to 
offer them as complete explanations of life, being and the universe in their totality is another. It 
is the latter that is the problem. There is still that which goes beyond physics, meta-physics, 
there is still religion, philosophy and the humanities, and biological processes, evolution and 
consciousness that cannot be explained by materialism and determinism, not because the 
science is incomplete but because these categories of explanation are incomplete. 
 
Though the problems raised by the application of materialism and determinism outside the 
limited domains of experience examined by science are important, Rupert Sheldrake argues 
that they are also damaging to science itself. They make science dogmatic and constrict it. 
Fields of inquiry are denied and with it knowledge is lost. 
 
It is commonly thought that science determines the categorial features of the world by 
empirical observation. E. Maynard Adams argued against this saying “The way we empirically 
investigate and think about any subject matter presupposes commitments about its categorial 

                                                           
11 Stephen Hawking and Leonard Mlodinow, The Grand Design, Kindle ed. (New York: Random House 

Publishing Group, 2010), locations 289-90. 
 
12Ibid., locations 308-313. 
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features and structures. These presuppositions govern the outcome of empirical investigations 
rather than being the products of such investigations.”13 
 
Science contributes to our understanding of the nature of existence and of the universe, but it 
is not an ontology or a cosmology in the philosophical sense. Thomas Berry said “When the 
science believes it is a cosmology, it is a danger, but when it functions within an adequate 
cosmology it becomes a wisdom. “ He could have said the same about when science believes it 
is an ontology.  
 
The cover flap review of Bruno Latour’s most recent book, An Inquiry into Modes of Existence, 
states: 
 

Though scientific knowledge corresponds to only one of the many possible modes of 
existence . . . , an unrealistic vision of science has become the arbiter or reality and 
truth, seducing us into judging all values by a single standard. Latour implores us to 
recover other modes of existence in order to do justice to the plurality of truth 
conditions that Moderns have discovered throughout their history.14 
 

In addition, to giving up the idea that there is a unified objective scientific truth, science must 
give up the imperial position as the standard for all knowledge. Further, what is needed now is 
a science of life, rather than an attempt to conform life to deterministic materialism.  
 
The overarching concern of our historical period is the ecological crisis, the need to provide for 
a viable human future within planetary boundaries. This is what Latour means when he speaks 
of the Anthropocene as the overarching context. This is what Thomas Berry means when he 
described the Great Work of our time as moving on from a terminal Cenozoic to an Ecozoic era 
in the history of planet Earth.15 

 
Science needs to become conscious of its unexamined presuppositions, presuppositions that 
are more in tune with a prior period of Newtonian mechanistic science. Science is not 
philosophy. Science has philosophical implications, but there needs to be a continuing 
reexamination of the categorial features and structures of existence that are implicit in science 
at any given time and how they need to be reformed so that science may be effective. For 
science to be the needed wisdom in this time of planetary transformation, it needs to operate 
out of an integral, animate, political philosophy.16 I use the term “political” here to capture 

                                                           
13E. Maynard Adams, “The Mission of Philosophy Today,” Metaphilosophy 31, no. 4 (July 2000): 356. 
 
14Cover flap review of Bruno Latour, An Inquiry into Modes of Existence: An Anthropology of the Moderns, 

trans. Catherine Porter (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013). 
 
15See generally, Thomas Berry, The Great Work (New York: Bell Tower, 1999). 
 
16Process philosophies, especially those based on the work of Alfred North Whitehead, may be 

particularly fruitful in examining and re-thinking the presuppositions of science. 
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Latour’s insight that we live in a post-epistemological period and that guiding truths must be 
established in public discourse including multiple modes of experience. 
 
Fourth Face: Science as Institution 
 
The fourth face of science I will discuss is that of institution. Science is a big business amounting 
to about 1.7% of world GDP and approximately $1.6 trillion17 in annual spending. Since the 
beginning of the 21st century, global annual spending on research and development has nearly 
doubled. There are over seven million research scientists and 1.6 million science 
publications.18The United States leads in spending at about $465 billion per year,19 but Israel, at 
4.3%, leads in percentage of GDP devoted to research and development.20  
 
In the United States, in 1965 more than 60% of research and development was funded by the 
federal government,21 whereas today private industry provides 65% of the funding.22 Academia, 
in the United States, performs 60% of basic research and total spending on research and 
development in academia is now in excess of $60 billion a year with most of the funding for 
academic research coming from the federal government.23 About 55% of all US government-
funded research is for defense.24 During the 2013 fiscal year, the US Defense Department spent 
over $80 billion on research and development,25 an amount that exceeded the defense 

                                                           
  
17Battelle Memorial Institute and Research and Development Magazine, 2014 Global Research and 

Development Forecast (2013), 16, http://www.battelle.org/docs/tpp/2014_global_rd_funding_forecast.pdf 
(accessed December 25, 2013). 

 
18 The Royal Society, Knowledge, Networks and Nations: Global Scientific Collaboration in the 21st Century 

(London: The Royal Society, 2011), 16, 
http://royalsociety.org/uploadedFiles/Royal_Society_Content/Influencing_Policy/Reports/2011-03-28-Knowledge-
networks-nations.pdf (accessed December 23, 2013). 

 
19 Battelle, 1. 
 
20 Ibid., 7. 
 
21Jennifer Washburn, “Science’s Worst Enemy: Corporate Funding,” Discover (October 11, 2007), 

http://discovermagazine.com/2007/oct/sciences-worst-enemy-private-funding#.UrgcmfRDvNl (accessed 
December 23, 2013). 

 
22Battelle, 8.  
 
23 Ibid., 11. 
 
24Binyamin Appelbaum, “A Shrinking Military Budget May Take Neighbors With It,” New York Times 

(January 6, 2012), http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/07/us/a-hidden-cost-of-military-cuts-could-be-invention-
and-its-industries.html?_r=3&nl=todaysheadlines&emc=tha23&pagewanted=all&&pagewanted=print (accessed 
December 18, 2013). 

 
25 Ibid. 
 

http://www.battelle.org/docs/tpp/2014_global_rd_funding_forecast.pdf
http://royalsociety.org/uploadedFiles/Royal_Society_Content/Influencing_Policy/Reports/2011-03-28-Knowledge-networks-nations.pdf
http://royalsociety.org/uploadedFiles/Royal_Society_Content/Influencing_Policy/Reports/2011-03-28-Knowledge-networks-nations.pdf
http://discovermagazine.com/2007/oct/sciences-worst-enemy-private-funding#.UrgcmfRDvNl
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/07/us/a-hidden-cost-of-military-cuts-could-be-invention-and-its-industries.html?_r=3&nl=todaysheadlines&emc=tha23&pagewanted=all&&pagewanted=print
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/07/us/a-hidden-cost-of-military-cuts-could-be-invention-and-its-industries.html?_r=3&nl=todaysheadlines&emc=tha23&pagewanted=all&&pagewanted=print
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spending, not just for research but for all purposes, of all countries in the world except China 
and Russia.26 This does not even take into account large expenditures for research and 
development by the US Department for Homeland Security. 
 
Insanely we arm ourselves as individuals and states to make us “safe.” Yet this does nothing to 
protect us against the environmental ruin we face. In 2013 the budget for the United States 
Defense Department was nearly $690 billion,27 for the US Department of Homeland Security it 
was $60 billion28  for the Environmental Protection Agency it was $8.3 billion, barely 1% of the 
budget for defense and homeland security.29 The US federal government spent $4.36 billion on 
non-defense energy research in 2012, about 3.6% of total federally funded research, a 
significant portion of which was for high efficiency coal, carbon capture and storage, and 
nuclear energy. Non-defense energy research will significantly decline going forward as 
stimulus spending ends and Congressional budget cuts take effect.30 Even at the 2012 levels, 
the research and development expenditures for alternative energy was significantly less than 
the International Energy Agency says is required to keep global warming below 2oC.31 
 
Performance of scientific research generally follows the funding for research and competition 
for that funding is intense. Academic researchers are expected to obtain extramural funding for 
their research, including money for their own salaries. They spend countless hours writing 
grants to obtain such money. Those who work for industry as employees or as contractors are 
under pressure to produce commercial results. Whether the work is funded by government or 
private industry, it is obtained in a highly political atmosphere in which the underlying tenets of 
neo-liberal, market, growth-based, globalized economics prevail and exert a dominant 

                                                           
26 See data from Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI Yearbook 2013: Armaments, 

Disarmament and International Security,  presented in Wikipedia contributors, "List of countries by military 
expenditures," Wikipedia, The Free 
Encyclopedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=List_of_countries_by_military_expenditures&oldid=5865
59166 (accessed December 18, 2013). 

 
27 Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, “Policy Basics: Where Do Our Federal Tax Dollars Go?” (April 12, 

2013), http://www.cbpp.org/cms/?fa=view&id=1258 (accessed December 18, 2013). 
 
28Department of Homeland Security, FY 2013 Budget in Brief, 

http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/mgmt/dhs-budget-in-brief-fy2013.pdf (accessed December 18, 2013). 
 
29 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of the Chief Financial Officer, FY 2013 EPA 

Budget in Brief (Publication Number: EPA-190-S-12-001, February 2012), 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/sab%5CSABPRODUCT.NSF/2B686066C751F34A852579A4007023C2/$File/FY2013_BIB.pdf 
(accessed December 18, 2013). 

 
30 Brad Plumer, “Four Charts that Show the U.S. Spends Too Little on Energy Research,” Washington Post 

(April 98, 2013), http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/wp/2013/04/09/three-charts-that-show-the-u-
s-spends-too-little-on-energy-research/ (accessed December 23, 2013). 

 
31Ibid. See generally, IEA Report for the Clean Energy Ministerial, Global Gaps in Clean Energy RD&D: 

Update and Recommendations for International Collaboration (Paris: International Energy Agency, 2010), 
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/global_gaps.pdf (accessed December 23, 2013). 

http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=List_of_countries_by_military_expenditures&oldid=586559166
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http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/wp/2013/04/09/three-charts-that-show-the-u-s-spends-too-little-on-energy-research/
http://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/global_gaps.pdf


CES Musings – January-February, 2014  Page 38 of 47 
 

influence. Scientists struggle to build and maintain their reputations and their networks and 
coalitions to support their kind of science. The cost of science rises, and scientists are 
dependent on institutional support for their work. 
 
The Economist, in a recent article on “Trouble at the Lab,”32 described some of the outcomes of 
this situation. Scientists seek to make breakthrough discoveries, and science publications like to 
publish them to interest their readers. Data may be manipulated to produce what seem to be 
promising results. Only a little over one in ten papers published document negative results. 
Studies confirming prior published results are regarded as old news and are poorly funded and 
less likely to be published. The article reports, “Amgen, an American drug company, tried to 
replicate 53 studies that they considered landmarks in the basic science of cancer, often 
cooperating closely with the original researchers to ensure that their experimental technique 
match the one used the first time around. [They] were only able to reproduce six.”33 Another 
pattern all too common is the withholding of data from sponsored research that does not 
support the goals of the sponsor, 34 or the publication of research that is deliberately skewed to 
support a sponsor’s goals.35 
 
This state of affairs is barely sufficient for, and reflects the ethos of, Conventional Worlds 
scenarios, it contributes to the Barbarization scenarios and is insufficient for the New 
Sustainability Paradigm. It is consistent with Latour’s observation that science is highly 
politicized, in that it is dependent for funding on entities operating out of conventional 
economics and politics. Courageous scientists step out of convention to challenge the status 
quo,36 but most are carried by the prevailing tide.  
 
Science cannot play the role it needs to play in ethical environmental decision-making without 
institutional reform. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, we are at a critical point in history, not just human history but the history of our 
planet. The actions we take now will affect all of life for generations to come. Ecological 
catastrophes we once thought distant are present realities. We cannot avoid all of the 

                                                           
 

32“Trouble at the Lab,” The Economist, October 9, 2013. 
 
33Ibid., 26-30. 
 
34Washburn, 3. 
 
35See generally, Naomi Oreskes and Erik Conway, Merchants of Doubt: How a Handful of Scientists 

Obscured the Truth on Issues from Tobacco Smoke to Global Warming (New York: Bloomsbury Press, 2010). 
 
36See Naomi Klein, “How Science is Telling Us All to Revolt, New Statesman, October 29, 2013, 

http://www.newstatesman.com/2013/10/science-says-revolt (accessed December 25, 2013). 
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consequences of past actions, nor can we bring about the changes to realize the New 
Sustainability Paradigm and return the planet to a normal state in a few years. This is a 200 year 
task and probably longer. Knowing this does not, however, remove the fierce urgency of acting 
now. 
 
Latour brings a needed realism to effective action and he highlights the importance of science 
while calling for dramatic change in it. He re-designates Earth as Gaia to give it a personal 
dimension so that it and other non-human entities can be understood as prominent actors in 
our networks, and also to hold before us both its benefactor and destroyer aspects. Gaia’s role 
in our human drama can no longer be taken for granted. 
 
Latour highlights the importance of science when he observes that we cannot even be sensitive 
to Gaia without science and all of its monitoring instruments and analyses. It is the new 
aesthetic. Then he puts science in a post-epistemological, post-natural setting and the 
overarching context of the Anthropocene. He proposes a political ecology which requires that 
science understand it is part of a public political discourse and prevailing understandings will 
not emerge because they are, capital “O,” “U” and “T,” Objective Unified (and therefore 
unifying) Truth. 
 
Following Carl Schmitt, Latour says that politics begins with identifying friends and enemies and 
recognizing that the human race is divided into collectivities in conflict with each other. We 
have entered a new Hobbesian condition of a war of all against all. There is a battle to be won 
to establish a new social contract that will hold in the encounter with Gaia. 
 
In the Anthropocene he says we shouldn’t worry about anthropomorphism.37 Further we 
should not worry about the environment because there isn’t any. While it is somewhat 
frightening to say, the future will not be decided by appeals to a natural order, the rights of 
nature, biocentrism, or, for that matter, the market or the American dream. The future will be 
what we decide for it to be in a political contest with each other and with Gaia.  
 
Ours is not a time to be polite. This is the Two Hundred Years World War and that changes 
everything. It most certainly changes the role of science in ethical environmental decision-
making. 

  

                                                           
37 Latour, 74. 
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What’s at Stake in Barbara Marx Hubbard’s Conscious Human Evolution? 
By Marilyn McNamara 

 
Barbara Marx Hubbard lectured on “Conscious Evolution” in Chapel Hill on February 21, 2014, a 
presentation co-sponsored by CES, the C.G. Jung Society of the Triangle, Emerson Waldorf 
School, the Fenwick Foundation, Pickards Mountain Eco-Institute and United Church of Chapel 
Hill.  The question she presented is what is the next stage of evolution for homo sapiens 

sapiens? 

 
Humans, she said, have always evolved and are still evolving. It’s a different kind of evolution 
than the evolution of species, i.e., genetic evolution. Human evolution is now primarily “exo-
genetic,” the evolution of human consciousness and capacities. This evolution is affecting 
everything. We may consciously improve this evolution-evolution by choice, not chance.  
 
Recalling our long and ancient history, Dr. Hubbard said that it took billions of years of Earth 
history before our early human (hominid) ancestors emerged some three to five million years 
ago. And it was only c. 50,000 years ago that our homo sapiens sapiens ancestors came out of 
caves with neither fur nor clothes nor much in the way of language, but as a self-reflexive 
species with two main purposes:  self-preservation and self-reproduction. 

 Australopithecus Africanus:  5 to 3 million years ago 

 Homo Habilis:  2.5 to 2 million years ago, using primitive tools 

 Homo Erectus:  1.8 million to 100,000 years ago, spreading all over the world 

 Neanderthal Man:  400,000 to 30,000 years ago, having advanced tools, language and 
complex social groups. 

 Homo Sapiens Sapiens: Anatomically modern humans dating to about 200,000 years ago 
and exhibiting modern behavior dating to about 50,000 years ago, for example Cro-
Magnons as an early form, settling in Europe c. 35,000 years ago, producing 
sophisticated flint tools, jewelry and the famous European cave paintings 

 

                                                           
 This article was originally written for the March 2014 issue of the C. G. Jung Society of the Triangle 

newsletter. 
 
 “Homo sapiens (Latin: "wise man") is the scientific name for the human species. Homo is the 

human genus, which also includes Neanderthals and many other extinct species of hominid; H. sapiens is the only 
surviving species of the genus Homo. Modern humans are the subspecies Homo sapiens sapiens, which 
differentiates them from what has been argued to be their direct ancestor, Homo sapiens idaltu.” Wikipedia 
contributors, "Homo sapiens," Wikipedia, The Free 
Encyclopedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Homo_sapiens&oldid=597249479(accessed March 8, 
2014). Homo sapiens sapiens, or “anatomically modern humans,” appeared c. 200,000 years ago. Wikipedia 
contributors, "Anatomically modern humans," Wikipedia, The Free 
Encyclopedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Anatomically_modern_humans&oldid=598468049 (acces
sed March 8, 2014). 
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Reminding us in this way that humans have always evolved, she referred to Teilhard de Chardin, 
who pointed out that the pattern in this evolution has been toward greater complexity, 
consciousness, and freedom.  Why, then, shouldn’t we expect to further evolve? 
 
She went on to explain that today each person is a contemporary expression of the entire 
evolutionary process, and that each person, therefore, is invited to be an integral part of 
furthering the human evolutionary process.  But how? 
 
In this context our speaker reminded us that Abraham Maslow studied and mapped human 
wellness.  Consequently, we have come to realize that what healthy people have in common is 
personally rewarding work characterized by service. The direction of evolution is with just such 
an understanding—to say YES to one’s vocation is to turn on the universe’s push towards 
further evolution inside of oneself!   
 
Crisis often proceeds transformation, but it also can lead to devolution such as Nazism in 
Germany. So along with feeling our present crisis, both its destructive potential and its hopeful 
possibilities, each person is to further his or her capacity of tuning-in to what might be called 
his or her innate spirituality, i.e., his or her own innate signaling system. The sooner more and 
more people do this, the sooner the walls separating the religions will come tumbling down 
triggering what she called a Planetary Pentecost. 
 
What is also needed for the next evolution is, however, not only personal transformation. We 
need a Peace Room as powerful and sophisticated as the War Room in the White House.  This 
needs to be a Global Communication Hub where people focus on what’s working and find ways 
to track, support and communicate these successes adequately so that no person or group has 
to go it alone.  In this way, knowledge to save planet Earth is and will be available to us. 
 
She praised the efforts of Occupy Wall Street, but said this could be improved by shifting the 
focus away from the selfishness of others to noticing and praising whatever and wherever 
people are furthering solutions to the human endeavor!  
 
Therefore, according to Barbara Marx Hubbard, HEART is central to the next phase of the 
human--HEART as an empathizing tool, a discerning tool, and an energizing tool.  As more and 
more people so develop, we will see the hundredth monkey effect. 
 
For those who remained to attend the day-long workshop with Dr. Hubbard on Saturday, 
February 22, she led them on a journey into their essential selves and their abundant 
possibilities of creation.   
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ACADEMIC COLLOQUIUM CRITICALLY ASSESSING THE WORK OF THOMAS 
BERRY, MAY 28-30, 2014, UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT CHAPEL HILL 

On May 28-30, the Center for Ecozoic Societies and the Relationality Seminar of Carolina 
Seminars of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC-CH) will co-sponsor a 
“Colloquium on the Work of Thomas Berry: Development, Difference, Importance, 
Applications.” To our knowledge it is the first academic colloquium critically assessing the work 
of Thomas Berry.  

There are presently 27 people who have agreed to present in the Colloquium, including five 
invited to present Douglass Hunt Lectures (see article below). 

The purpose of the Colloquium is to engage critically and creatively with Thomas Berry’s 
thought, as contained in his published and other written work, and to produce thorough 
assessments of it through scholarly and intellectual reflection and debate on the main 
dimensions of his work.  

The organizers believe this Colloquium offers the opportunity for a new initiative related to 
Thomas Berry’s work. The organizers ask presenters to move from straight commentary and 
appreciation of Berry’s work to the critical reception and re-articulation of his legacy as it bears 
on the real transitions needed. They see this process as a crucial ingredient in the very 
transition that Berry envisioned, from our current disastrous path to viable new life visions that 
make possible different organizations of society in the long run.  

The organizers call for contributions that will:  

 Situate Berry’s work within broader intellectual and social currents and contexts  

 Review his ideas critically  

 Assess his contributions to particular domains and establish conversations between 
Berry’s work and other fields or thinkers 

 Analyze the contemporary relevance and potential applications of his work 

 Develop further his key concepts concerning the main elements of the transition(s)  

Participation in the Colloquium should take the form of scholarly papers, presentations and 
analyses; other formats of presentation (e.g., performances, art work, and testimonies) will be 
considered if they conform with the overall thrust of the event, that is, the systematic and 
critical analysis of Berry’s contributions to understanding the needed societal transitions.  

The initial deadline for submitting abstracts for the Colloquium has passed, but the deadline has 
been extended to April 15.   

In addition, a limited number of people may participate in the Colloquium without presenting. 
Please let us know if you are interested in participating without presenting.  

http://www.carolinaseminars.unc.edu/
http://www.carolinaseminars.unc.edu/
http://www.carolinaseminars.unc.edu/dh_lecture.html
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Some of the presentations will be published as an issue of The Ecozoic (our print publication) in 
the fall.  

Here is the format for the Colloquium: 

COLLOQUIUM ON THOMAS BERRY’S WORK: DEVELOPMENT,  
DIFFERENCE, IMPORTANCE, APPLICATIONS 

Co-Sponsored by Center for Ecozoic Societies, Carolina Seminars Program of the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and the Douglass Hunt Lecture Series 

May 28-30, 2014, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 

 Session 2: The New Story or 
Stories 

Session 4: Reform of 
Institutions 

Lunch: Presentation on and 
discussion of Colloquium 

purposes 

Lunch: Discussion of the role 
of the classical religions 

Lunch: Presentation on and 
discussion of Colloquium 

outcomes 

Session 1: Berry's Historical 
Context, Philosophy, Sources, 

Impacts 

Session 3: Transition to the 
Ecozoic Era and Ecozoic 

Societies 

 

Evening: Public Lecture on 
Thomas Berry's Legacy 

Evening: Public Multimedia 
Program on the Universe 

Story 

 

For additional information, see “Call for Papers and Participation,” and “Update and Guidelines 
for Presenters and Participants.” 

DOUGLASS HUNT LECTURERS FOR THOMAS BERRY COLLOQUIUM 
 

The Douglass Hunt Lecture Series of the Carolina Seminars program of the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC-CH) has invited five distinguished lecturers to present at the 
“Colloquium on the Work of Thomas Berry: Development, Difference, Importance, 
Applications,” to be held on the UNC-CH campus, May 28-30, 2012.   

 
Christopher Key Chapple, PhD 

 
Christopher Key Chapple is the Navin and Pratima Doshi Professor of Indic 
and Comparative Theology at Loyola Marymount University. He is editor 
of the journal Worldviews: Global Religions, Culture, and Ecology. His 
books include Karma and Creativity (1986), Nonviolence to Animals, 
Earth, and Self in Asian Traditions (1993), Hinduism and Ecology (2000), a 
co-edited volume, Jainism and Ecology: Nonviolence in the Web of 
Life (2002) and Reconciling Yogas (2003). BA, SUNY Stony Brook; PhD 
Fordham University where he was a student of Thomas Berry. 

 
 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B9DkuXg1ngc9OUdMRG5ZTzVMNUU/edit?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B9DkuXg1ngc9bFVPdUpLLVpCcm8/edit?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B9DkuXg1ngc9bFVPdUpLLVpCcm8/edit?usp=sharing
http://www.carolinaseminars.unc.edu/dh_lecture.html
http://www.carolinaseminars.unc.edu/


CES Musings – January-February, 2014  Page 44 of 47 
 

 
Anne-Marie Dalton, PhD 

 
Dr. Dalton teaches Religion and Culture, Religion and Ecology, 
Religion and Gender, and Religion and International 
Development in the Department of Religion at Saint Mary’s 
University, Halifax, Nova Scotia.  She is the author of A Theology 
for the Earth: The Contributions of Thomas Berry and Bernard 
Lonergan, and EcoTheology and the Practice of Hope. She is a 
contributor to the soon-to-be-published The Intellectual Journey 
of Thomas Berry: Imagining the Earth Community, Heather 

Eaton, ed. At Fordham University she studied under Thomas Berry. BSc and BEd, 

Memorial University; MA, Fordham University; PhD, Catholic University of America. 
 

Heather Eaton, PhD 
 
Dr. Eaton is a Professor of Conflict Studies at Saint Paul University, 
Ottawa, Ontario. She teaches ecological dimensions of conflict; 
Religious aspects of conflict and peace; and gender/feminism, peace 
and conflict research. She is the author of Introducing Ecofeminist 
Theologies and has authored numerous book chapters and articles. 
She is the editor of a soon to be published (May 2014) book, The 
Intellectual Journey of Thomas Berry: Imagining the Earth 

Community. Christopher Key Chapple, Anne Marie Dalton, Dennis O’Hara, as well as Dr. 
Eaton have written chapters in that book. A flyer offering a 30% discount on the book is 
available here. 
 
Sheri Ritchlin, PhD 

Sheri Ritchlin is a writer, lecturer and dream worker who lives in 
Sonoma County, California and Ovando, Montana. She is the 
author of One-ing, Dream to Waken and editor and contributor to 
The Spirit of a Woman: Stories to Empower and Inspire by Terry 
Laszlo-Gopadze. She served as an editor for the Institute of Noetic 
Sciences and worked as assistant to Lauren Artress in the Labyrinth 
Project at Grace Cathedral, San Francisco. She received her PhD 
from the California Institute of Integral Studies. Her dissertation 
was The Return of the Sage: A New Cosmology Meets the Way of 

Heaven and Earth in the I Ching. She worked with Professors Yi Wu, Brian Swimme and 
Richard Tarnas on her dissertation and also with Thomas Berry. See 
http://www.sheriritchlin.com/ 
 

  

https://rowman.com/ISBN/978-0-7391-8590-2
https://rowman.com/ISBN/978-0-7391-8590-2
https://rowman.com/ISBN/978-0-7391-8590-2
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B9DkuXg1ngc9VDhlS1lVX1dQY1k/edit?usp=sharing
http://www.sheriritchlin.com/
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Dennis O’Hara, DC, ND, PhD 
 

Dr. O’Hara began his career as a chiropractor and naturopathic 
doctor. Since 2002, he has been a faculty member of the Faculty of 
Theology at the University of Saint Michael’s College in the 
University of Toronto and the Director of the Elliott Allen Institute 
for Theology and Ecology.  He is also an associate member of the 
graduate faculty in the School for the Environment at the University 
of Toronto where he has co-taught courses on the environment and 
health.  Since 2004, he has been a core faculty member of the 
certificate programme in Corporate Social Responsibility at the 

University of Saint Michael’s College. DC, Canadian Memorial Chiropractic College; ND, 
Ontario College of Naturopathic Medicine; MDiv and PhD, University of Saint Michaels 
College in the University of Toronto. 

PIEDMONT BIOREGIONAL FESTIVAL—THE ECOZOIC SHIFT: AN EARTH FOR ALL 
BEINGS, MAY 30-JUNE 1, 2014, CAMP NEW HOPE, CHAPEL HILL, NC 

For a period of around 20 years, Jim Berry, Thomas Berry’s brother, and his Center for 
Reflection on the Second Law in partnership with the Piedmont Bioregional Institute held 
annual conferences at the New Hope Camp & Conference Center near Chapel Hill, North 
Carolina. Several organizations, including the Piedmont Bioregional Institute (PBI), the Center 
for Reflection on the Second Law (now a division of PBI), the Center for Ecozoic Societies, 
Pickards Mountain Eco-Institute, and Emerging Ecology are now joining together to hold 
another conference in this line with the possibility that this will become an annual event. 

The speakers at this year’s event will be Anne Marie Dalton and Dennis O’Hara. Anne Marie will 
speak on spirituality and Earth and Dennis will speak on healing and Earth. Both will focus on 
the reciprocity involved in Earth’s care for us and our care for Earth. (See their bios in Douglasss 
Hunt Lecturers article above.) 

In addition to speakers, there will be many workshops and opportunities for fellowship and 
hiking in the woods.  

At the end of the Festival, there will be a ceremony remembering Thomas Berry. He was born 
on November 9, 1914, and he died on June 1, 2009. Thus, 2014 will be both the 100th 
anniversary of his birth and the fifth anniversary of his death. We believe there is no better way 
to honor him than to renew our commitment to the Great Work he has set before us. See 
Thomas Berry’s Great Work.  

 
  

http://www.cfrsl.org/index.html
http://www.cfrsl.org/index.html
http://www.cfrsl.org/conferences.html
http://www.newhopeccc.org/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B9DkuXg1ngc9c0xVLUJCb1AtQUk/edit?usp=sharing
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 Here’s the schedule for the Festival: 

 

Registration will open soon. If your group wants to co-sponsor this event or if you want 
additional information about this event, email Joanna Haymore at joannadave@frontier.com or 
Alice Loyd at aliceloyd@earthlink.net. 

  

Friday Saturday Sunday

7:30 AM

8:00 AM

8:30 AM

9:00 AM

9:30 AM

10:00 AM Break

10:30 AM

11:00 AM

11:30 AM

12:00 PM Conference ends

12:30 PM

1:00 PM

1:30 PM

2:00 PM

2:30 PM

2:45 PM Break

3:00 PM

3:30 PM

4:00 PM

4:30 PM

5:00 PM

5:30 PM

6:00 PM

6:30 PM

7:00 PM

7:30 PM

8:00 PM

8:30 PM

9:00 PM Day ends Day ends

Breakfast

Music,

Speaker - Anne Marie Dalton

and Q&A

Panel Discussion

Dinner

Greetings, Music,Speakers 

Introduce Topics, Recognize 

Sponsors and Nonprofit 

grous that have tables, 

Music

PIEDMONT BIOREGIONAL FESTIVAL

ECOZOIC SHIFT: AN EARTH FOR ALL BEINGS

CAMP NEW HOPE - CHAPEL HILL, NC

MAY-30-JUNE 1, 2014

Fire Circle, Remember 

Ancestors

Breakfast

Music,

 Speakers Give Final 

Thoughts 

followed by discussion

Break

Remembering Thomas 

Berry

Workshops

Lunch

Music,

Speaker - Dennis O'Hara

and Q&A

Workshops

Break

Registration

mailto:joannadave@frontier.com
mailto:aliceloyd@earthlink.net
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THE ECOZOIC ON “WHAT IS ECOZOIC?” IS AVAILABLE  
 

Our most recent print publication The Ecozoic on “What Is Ecozoic?” is now 
available. 
 
This is a book-length publication containing 41 essays, poems and 
statements about the meaning of “ecozoic.” It both informs and inspires. 
We believe it is the best and most complete treatment yet of the concepts 
“Ecozoic era” and “ecozoic.” 
 
New and renewing CES members will receive a free copy. A single copy for 

non-members is $12 plus postage. For multiple copies the prices are 2-10 copies, $10 each plus 
postage; 11 or more copies, $8 each plus postage. Email CES at ecozoicsocieties@gmail.com to 
order. 

RENEW OR BECOME A MEMBER OF CES FOR 2014 
 
Your support of CES through becoming a member is important. Benefits of membership include 
a subscription to our print publication, The Ecozoic, and discounts to CES events. Membership is 
on a calendar year basis. Memberships received after November 1 of a calendar year count as 
membership for the following calendar year.  
 
To become a member of CES, send a letter (or send this form) to CES at 2516 Winningham 
Road, Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27516, USA, with your contact information (name, address, 
email and phone) and dues. Dues for regular membership is US$35 (individual or family). You 
may become a sustaining member of CES for US$135 each year or by paying $5 or more 
monthly through an automatic payment service. Alternately you may become a member (and 
pay by credit card or PayPal) by contacting us at ecozoicsocieties@gmail.com. CES also accepts 
members who pay lesser dues or no dues.  

* * * * * 

Copyright 

Except as otherwise noted, the articles in CES Monthly Musings are copyrighted under 
a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 Unported License 

 

mailto:ecozoicsocieties@gmail.com
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B9DkuXg1ngc9dGRpUlNrQ0VoYmc/edit?usp=sharing
mailto:ecozoicsocieties@gmail.com
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/

