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    [bookmark: _Toc185695514]Foreword


    “The Roots of Evil” was first published as a series of articles in the Czech ecological magazine Nika, between 1988 and 1992. This period, which encompassed the “velvet revolution” and the fall of communism in the Czech Republic, influenced the articles to some extent. While at the beginning tthe articles were, of necessity, formulated as very general reflections, after the change of regime it became possible to be more direct in the examples given.


    Many readers, as well as the editors of Nika, encouraged me to publish these essays as a book. I am fully aware that despite corrections and additions the book may still show some of the characteristics of a somewhat haphazard collection of essays on the causes of destruction of the environment by humanity. I have removed most references attributable to the political situation at the time of the original writing, but kept those that remain pertinent, if only because the examples given will (or ought to) be remembered for a long time to come. At times I thought it blasphemous to even try to interpret the ideas of Lorenz, Fromm, Schumacher, Jung, and others simply because I am so enthralled by their wisdom and opinions. However, their works were often unavailable in the country and readers of the magazine essays have encouraged me to continue, for which I thank them.


    I am grateful to Dr. Ivan Makasek and his editorial team of Nika for their fearless support of the work in the face of political pressure to discontinue its publication, and for their help in turning the idea of a book version into reality.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695515]Introduction


    A brief explanation is in order at the outset. I am neither a psychologist nor a sociologist, and least of all a philosopher. In spite of that I shall dare to flirt with all these disciplines, and to venture into their field as an utter layman. I do apologise for it, but take the risk, nevertheless, because the problems to which these reflections are dedicated are, to my mind, of the utmost importance. They are pivotal, if indeed we are earnest in our striving to reinstate a partnership between man and the biosphere, between ourselves and other life forms, between mankind and nature. Besides, I suspect that sometimes it is the approach of a layman—unburdened by paradigms, dogmas, and axioms of prior specialist training—that may lead to unexpected, yet true-to-reality points of view. In our case, such points of view will have several things in common with the broader theme of so-called “deep ecology.”


    The untenable approach to nature that we see currently in the vast majority of humanity has deep roots. It is an outcome of a very definite chain of events. This causal chain, which reaches to the very roots of life itself, is a product of the evolution of Man as a species in general and of current regional human populations in particular. It has been conditioned not only by history but also by sociology. I shall try to unveil some of the reasons why people treat their environment so incredibly shabbily. For our purpose, I call “evil” everything that damages the underpinnings of life on Earth—all the abnormal, unnatural phenomena caused by characteristics that have been regarded by society as bad or wrong for nearly as long as mankind itself has existed. That encompasses virtually all unnatural, abnormal, dysfunctional, and pathological variations of behavioural patterns, sequences, and motivations. I relate this evil to its impact on nature and the environment because I am a zoologist and ecologist and because “The Roots of Evil” was originally written for the Czech magazine Nika, which is dedicated to ecology, conservation, and the environment.


    Once people become aware of those deformations of human thought and behaviour that are responsible for the ecological evils, making amends may become easier. Ecological disasters, plundering of resources, and indifference to the natural world are but symptoms of underlying causes that are rooted deep in the human psyche. To treat the symptoms without touching their causes would be about as effective as using cough drops to treat tuberculosis.


    Many people who have been brought up on the prejudices of the White race do not like to face the fact that man is an animal, one with its own specific set of behavioural, ethological mechanisms and inborn reflexes. I want to stress that the behavioural trends and elements discussed in this book all have a basically positive, adaptive function, having evolved through the pressures of natural selection since unimaginably long ago.


    In all species that are incorporated normally into the ecosystem webs, the functionality and usefulness of behaviour are controlled by environmental limiting factors and, as a result, are constantly being refined. The prosperity of populations of “wild” peoples, those at the level of hunters and gatherers, is maintained by the universal principle of negative feedback. The civilised, or rather, self-domesticated human beings managed to do away with nearly all the usual factors of natural selection. However, natural selection drives evolution, improves populations, and eliminates the harmful or antisocial variants of adaptive features. Civilised man has replaced the stability-inducing, negative-feedback system by intraspecific selection based on the principle of positive feedback. But positive feedback, when untempered by any negative-feedback controls, under natural conditions always leads to destruction of the system (avalanches or nuclear chain reactions are examples of positive feedback). It is likely that all dysfunctions of human ethology and ecology are rooted in this fallacy.


    It is really out of place to be too proud of the “White” culture. In the ecological sense, this culture is primitive. From a biological point of view, a primitive organism is one that is poorly or incompletely adapted to its environment. Conversely, a perfectly adapted species that lives in harmony with its milieu must be considered evolutionarily advanced. A primitive parasite hurts its host, often even kills it, itself dying with the host. Even if such a parasite ensures its continued existence through enormous fertility, such a strategy still represents a disadvantage in terms of survival. In contrast, a perfectly adapted parasite, at the apex of its evolutionary line, lives off its host in a manner that does not harm the host. Within any animal group, primitive forms experience periods of population explosion when they can seriously threaten their environment and consequently their own survival. Forms that are more highly evolved use the so-called K-strategy [relying on the negative feedback mechanism] and thus maintain balance with their environment. Using these ecological criteria, the cultures representing the highest peaks of evolution would be those of the Chuckchu, the Plains Indians, or the Australian Aborigines, who lived in steady balance with their environments and thus, but for external invasion, would be able to survive indefinitely. Compared to those cultures, the “white man’s” culture, which brings about the decay and destruction of the very foundations of its own existence, is the primitive one—as primitive as that of the parasite who destroys its host.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695516]1. Neophilia and Neophobia


    Our acts and deeds are deeply influenced by elements we share, if not with all vertebrates then at least with the majority of mammals. These are elements that have become fixed in the genome of our species.


    One of the serious causes of ecological evil is improperly applied neophilia.. Neophilia is the liking of new experiences, the preference for all things new. Anything that an animal has not encountered before elicits its interest at the expense of familiar phenomena. Neophilia is a typical characteristic of all young animals, including the human young. It evolved because it is very useful for gaining knowledge and experience important for survival. Curiosity, inquisitiveness, vacillation, and inconsistency are typical of the young.


    One of the evolutionary trends that shaped the human species is infantilisation of the development of certain organs and behavioural traits; in other words, the retention of a typically juvenile state till old age. Some authors go as far as to designate this phenomenon neoteny [retention of juvenile characteristics in the adult state]. The skull and its proportions can serve as our exhibit to demonstrate this.


    If we compare a human head with the heads of a juvenile monkey and an adult monkey of the same species, a surprising similarity in the proportions of the human head and the young monkey’s head is revealed, while adult monkey skulls are quite different. The skull of a young monkey resembles a human skull more than the skull of an adult of its own species. The relative proportion of cranium and face in adult human beings and young monkeys is similar: the face is relatively small, the braincase large. In adult monkeys, the face is relatively large, compared to the cranium. Human adults learn, play, and enjoy investigating their surroundings throughout life. Human learning, unlike that of most animals, is almost never limited to youth, although even in human beings the juvenile period is the time when they learn the most and the easiest.


    However, uncritical acceptance of everything new is harmful. “I have no doubt that the insensitivity to the needs our earth and of the animals that live on it is related to many similar attitudes, such as the frenzied acceptance and admiration of fast changes, the fascination with all novelties—technical, organisational, biological, etc.—and the insistence on applying such novelties far sooner than their eventual consequences have been at least vaguely grasped.”[bookmark: _ednref1][1] Many of those negative characteristics of the human disposition which all cultures had always considered to be “evil” derive, directly or indirectly, from excessively developed neophilia. For example, unreliability, instability, disregard of promises and obligations and, last but not least, unfaithfulness and divorce. Emotional poverty is an inevitable adjunct. How else could old friends get replaced by new ones; the life with an old, proven partner be given up for a jump into the unknown with somebody new; or the intimately known places and environments abandoned in exchange for something different? We should also realise the extent to which arguments based on neophilia are used in advertising of all kinds. Travel! Meet new friends and learn about new lands! Get yourself a new car, new clothes, new dog. Let’s raze the old building and build us a new one, a better one! No one seems to consider whether all these new things really are better, whether they may not be just a poor substitute, if that; no one considers what to do with the old stuff. Waste escalates, be it waste of natural resources, waste of the products of people’s labours, or waste of human emotions and values.


    Neophilic fashion pushes most people towards a certain generalisation that regards everything new as good or better, and everything old as bad, outdated, and dysfunctional. While true some of the time, it does not follow that the generalisation is correct. The opposite may be true at least as often. In reality, whether something is or isn’t good and functional is not at all determined by how long it has been in existence. Often very old phenomena and adaptations are good, precisely because they are old, because they have evolved through natural selection, been proven by making those who possess them prosper.


    Sometimes, objects or phenomena that are presented as “new” are not new at all, but have only been forgotten or did not find application during a particular evolutionary stage (usually a stage of decline). The hydrodynamic body shape, which evolved several times “anew” in insect larvae, fishes, sharks, ichthyosaurs, cetaceans, or seals, is a recurrent application of an old principle. The same applies to the so-called “new thinking” of today—what is positive is not its newness but rather its return to half-forgotten human values. What is new about honest work, responsibility, honest craft, or human honesty and reliability? Thinking can be right or wrong, or one can think or not think, one may think about goodness and beauty or think solely of one’s own profit. Even these alternatives are not new; we find them in writings as early as Zarathustra’s. Every honest and reasonable man must agree with such “new thinking” and support it, but not because of its newness (truly there is nothing new in “new thinking”, unless we are dating the beginning of the world just a few decades ago), but because of its worthy humanitarian content.


    The neophilic stage in the life of most animals is time-limited, and later compensated for by a period of opposing tendencies. This apparently ensures that a species can adapt within one generation, that it can learn to utilise new sources of food, build shelters in a different way, or colonise and properly use new environments. Without neophilia, there likely would be no evolution in higher animals. While in most animals neophilia is compensated for by adult neophobia and by environmental and selective pressures, human beings have an additional, specifically human test of its functionality. Human beings can evaluate whether what’s “new” is also “good” or right, using their feeling and reasoning. Unfortunately, they rarely do, despite having had so many negative experiences with the impact of various uncritically applied novelties, negative experiences that even species much lower on the evolutionary scale would have learned from.


    In human society, as in nature, everything is determined by seemingly contradictory principles. The counterweight of neophilia is neophobia, or conservatism. It is a behavioural element typical of adult and aging animals, i.e., those who are already fully adapted to the specific conditions of their lives.


    Once I rescued an abandoned young bunting. When Chic, as we called him, was young, he was adaptable. A few years later, when I was cleaning his cage, I mistakenly moved one of his perches two wires farther than what he was used to. It scared Chic into a panic followed by partial paralysis. I am often reminded of poor Chic and his horror of a moved perch when I meet neophobia in the world of human beings.


    Not only in buntings can a change in well-known conditions elicit exaggerated reactions that usually result in fear and stress, primarily from the inability to adjust to the new conditions. To any creature a deviation from common and well-known conditions signals potential danger. Neophobia, then, is a useful characteristic that ensures survival, especially in older individuals whose behaviour is to a large extent automated, based on past experience. Wariness and distrust of traps and snares stems in most animals from their fear of the new and the unknown, rather than from any understanding of the principle of the trap.


    However, when instinctive neophobia in a person overrules reasoned evaluation of a situation, it is wrong and undesirable. Many leaders of various enterprises who reject new, ecologically more appropriate technologies and cling to outdated old ones are certainly influenced by this behavioural element (apart from possible indolence or lack of education).


    [bookmark: _Toc185695517]2. Imitation


    Have you ever watched a flock of starlings feeding in a meadow? It is the very picture of cosy, peaceful, industrious activity. Then a field vole runs along his trail in the grass in front of one of the birds. The starling is startled and quickly takes off. With equal suddenness, the entire flock rises together with him, even though none of the other birds knows what’s going on. The starlings will circle for a while, the flock resembling a moving amoeba, before they descend to the ground again.


    This example demonstrates the principle and usefulness of the imitation instinct, which all social animals possess. This instinct synchronises behaviours ranging from feeding to sexual, and may even in this respect replace or supplement the chemically mediated (e.g., by pheromones) synchronisation of behaviour. Apparently, it is advantageous to begin nesting or rutting at the same time in the entire population, be it for the purpose of better mixing of the genes within the population, or creating a sudden “overproduction” of young that will feed their predators, so that a higher percentage of the prey population has a chance to survive. Finally, the imitation of a defence or escape reaction is, often enough, a matter of life and death. For those reasons, the imitation of other members of a group, or, in the case of the young, imitation of their parents, became established and fixed through natural selection as one of the most important behavioural traits.


    The instinctive urge to mimic others, often to no purpose, is known in primates as well (hence the saying “monkey see, monkey do”), and is also part of human behaviour. The imitation instinct is established in our lives so thoroughly that we are hardly aware of it. It has grown and branched out to an unbelievable extent under the influence of cultural and other specifically human social traits. Matters of fashion, whatever they are in dress or in liking for certain persons, cuisines, opinions, or scales of values are, basically, just manifestations of the imitation instinct. They are somewhat evolved and specific to human beings, yet mostly dysfunctional and, in many cases, out-and-out harmful.


    Instincts do not involve thinking, they simply work on their own. That is why nobody (or at least no average person) considers what advantage is afforded by, for example, wearing blue jeans that look as if they had been stored for a year under forest-floor litter, or why I must have the very same item as my neighbou. Yet it would help if people, having, as they do, so much grey matter in their brain cortex, used that matter a little more. It is probably fine to imitate someone who does something well, who achieves results, but it is also well to consider, at the same time, whether I am not harming someone or something else, whether I really need to imitate, or whether I may have other, higher-priority needs. A great deal of environmental stress results from thoughtless pursuit of the fashionable. Think of the fashion of owning a cottage, or of certain fashionable sports that turn mountainous national parks, established to protect their environments, into tourist traps and ski suburbs, or of changing lakes that supported coots and ducks into racetracks for motor yachts, surfboards, and jet skis. Hunting as a fashion functions exactly in accordance with the saying “too many hounds—too few hares.” Certain fur or feather fashions caused the extermination or near-extinction of dozens of bird and mammal species. The fashionable use of chemicals, and fashionable laziness in general, is at the root of the horrendous contamination of the biosphere, which now—finally—begins to hurt those who caused it, us. A particularly dangerous situation arises when thoughtless imitation combines with neophilia. For a cure, I recommend frequent visits to the zoo, to observe the monkeys and consider why they act like copy-cats, and what is it that drives me to covet everything that everybody else has.


    It pays, on the whole, to pause and ask “why?” over the simplest as well as the most complicated matters.


    One of the most despicable human characteristics that leads to evil is also imitation-related—envy. It arises, when, for some reason, a strong urge to imitate cannot be satisfied. Too often envy leads to the use of nefarious means to remove the difference—that is, to either acquire the envied object for oneself, or to denigrate and in extreme cases even destroy the object, if it is owned by another person. The sad joke about the little man whose greatest wish was for his neighbour’s goat to die illustrates a typical case. Although envy is mostly manifested at the level of ethics, concerning property and human relations, it is also a frequent cause of detrimental impacts on nature,.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695518]3. Imprinting and Ethological Tradition


    This theme relates to imitation and also ties into the problems of child raising on the one hand, and the sociological basis of culture and tradition on the other.


    Young animals learn in various ways how to live: from primitive trial-and-error to sophisticated adoption of traditions within a micropopulation. One way to learn such basic concepts as, for example, the abstract image of one’s own species or a sexual partner, choice of nesting location, or food preferences, is imprinting. The research into imprinting (in German, die Praegung) is inseparably connected with the name of a foremost ethologist, Nobel Prize winner Konrad Lorenz and his school. In principle, a young animal during imprinting perceives very intensively certain characteristics of its environment (parents, nest, food), fixes those irreversibly in its brain, and acts in accordance with them throughout its adult life. Imprinting usually occurs at a very early age—birds may become imprinted with their parent’s vocalisation while still inside the egg. Thus the mother becomes a model or prototype of a future mate; the birth-nest and all its details including location and lining become the pattern of the young bird’s own future nest; and food brought to the young by their parents will be preferred by them when they become parents in their turn. The imprinting period is usually short and sharply delimited and, as a rule, cannot be compensated for or caught-up with, once its time has passed. The higher nervous system of young animals develops during so-called sensitive stages. Thus a shrike only knows how to imitate those birds that it used to hear singing while still a nestling; a male finch must hear his father sing while still a chick, otherwise he won’t acquire the typical song of the species and will chirp away quite differently.


    We can learn about the vital importance of the imprinting period experimentally, if we induce abnormal circumstances. For example, mallard drakes raised under a drake decoy exhibit homosexual behaviour as adults. A gosling raised by a person tries to form a platonic pair with its foster parent and rejects partners of its own species. European goldfinches fostered by canaries sing like canaries. Astrilds raised by Bengalese finches do not nest by themselves, but try to form pairs with the finches. A linnet who chanced to successfully raise a brood in a pile of boards in a lumber yard becomes the founder of a micropopulation of lumber-nesting linnets. House martins that were moved from a fallen nest into a nesting box and were fed there by their parents have in the following year taken over chickadee boxes.


    Man, at least its “white” variety, likes to think himself made of different stuff than other creatures. That, of course, is just stupid conceit. Human beings possess very little more than the essential characteristics of life which they share with the rest of creation, from the metabolism of carbohydrates or DNA to such complicated matters as imprinting. A child also forms an image of its future life after his parents, his attitudes after their attitudes; a man often chooses a wife that resembles his mother. The established continuity is not absolute, of course. It is supplemented, strengthened, or weakened by a whole slate of specifically human factors. But it does exists. Let’s call this continuity ecological tradition—merely a working designation—distinct from traditions conveyed by words or letters. Just as any deformation occurring during imprinting in fledgling birds is irreversible, imprinting is basically irreversible in human beings as well and so it predetermines our characteristics, both positive and negative, for life. Strong, reasoning individuals may be able to modify these characteristics, of course, but most people never even think, let alone do anything about it. This ecological tradition can be beneficial, as long as the children grow up in a harmonious family, stimulated by positive influences and intelligent, sensitive parents who, by example rather than edict, teach them to revere life and so imprint them with their own tradition of regard for life’s values. If, however, negative elements prevail in their parent’s approach to nature and living beings during the children’s impressionable years, that model becomes imprinted on the children’s minds just as irreversibly as a nestling’s mother-image becomes its model of a partner. Lack of feeling or attention, or the parents’ inability to perceive beauty, be it in art or the natural world, will also be paid for dearly. Usually by five or six years of age the children’s imprinting is completed, for better or worse, and schooling can only slightly redirect that which the children have “soaked up” subconsciously from their family environment. Moreover, the authority of the parents, especially the mother, who to a child represents the ultimate in safety and comfort, enforces the effect of imprinting. In that way, a primitive man or a hysterical woman who acts or talks in front of her children in the manner of, “yecch, look at that ugly bug, stomp it out;” “throw away that old doll, I’ll buy you a better one;” “come away, that nasty dog will bite you;” or who, by their behaviour, demonstrate a panicky fear of ringworms or mice, will by their attitude irreversibly deform their children’s view of the world. Because if mom, that guarantee of safety, is afraid of something, it’s bound to be something really terrible. And so traditions of senseless superstitions, phobias, and prejudices continue; that’s why they are so incredibly persistent. As a matter of fact, next to genetic predisposition, imprinting is the strongest factor in determining an individual’s entire future life. Parents, think about it!


    [bookmark: _Toc185695519]4. Laziness and Energy Conservation


    Learning about principles that govern the lives of animals is usually easiest with creatures that are tame or in captivity. With those, however, we might also become side-tracked by many displays that are forced and unnatural, usually fixed by domestication. Let us compare the hunting strategy of a wolf with the behaviour of a domestic dog who races uphill and back, is “fit to be tied,” chases anything that runs, and expends energy to exhaustion. No wild animal can afford to do what that dog does; it is a luxury that may cost one’s life. Only a full dish and the master’s care make it possible to indulge in such expenditure of energy. The dog’s wild ancestor, the wolf, saves his strength almost everywhere. He travels along contour lines, stalks and tests his intended prey before giving chase, and expends large amounts of energy only when it really matters—to chase truly obtainable prey, to escape from serious danger, or to fight for territory, mate, or young. All living things behave in much the same fashion. Balance of energy input and output is one of the guiding principles of animal behaviour. Generally speaking, all that is alive instinctively tends to expend as little energy as possible and to use the path of least resistance in satisfying normal requirements. Only great fear or sexual motivation can goad an animal to abandon this principle. If we were to anthropomorphise, then laziness is a general, inborn trait of all living things. It is compensated by stimuli that elicit appetency and eventually active, purposeful behaviour. Hunger, thirst, sex drive, fear, and many other complicated motivations “release” appropriate responses. Under natural conditions, a balance is established and an animal behaves “normally.” However, a year-round full bird feeder is enough to turn a flock of industrious chickadees into a chorus of plump, sleepy little beggars, just as a garbage dump in the forest can change nearby bears from active, mobile omnivores into tourist-molesting vagabonds.


    Conservation of energy is a basic biological attribute. In human beings it has many nuances, from “somewhat less active” to “bone-idle.” I do not believe for a moment that a propensity for hard work is a universal human trait, rather the opposite. Wherever it does prevail, it represents an adaptive, selected for, necessity. Farming populations in the temperate zone or populations dependent year-round on their rice crops had to work hard to survive. The original “wild” human beings, the hunters and gatherers, reportedly needed only two hours of moderate activity to secure enough food; they could then spend the remaining hours of the day in repose and social interaction[bookmark: _Ref76551394][bookmark: _ednref2][2]. Still, enough is enough—of everything. The instinctive saving of energy is balanced by the need to replenish energy stores. The limits of “laziness” are set by the degree to which physiological needs are met. Human beings have been able to come up with ways to satisfy their physiological needs by substituting something else for their own activity, usually something unnatural—beginning with trade and ending with replacement of human work by a different kind of energy. During the period of settled agriculture and flourishing crafts in Central Europe, industriousness and the reverence for work became selected for and stabilised,. In present times instinctive “energy saving” is once more becoming prevalent, thus negating a positive trait evolved over many centuries. Modern man can no longer accomplish (or rather, refuses to attempt) anything that can be done by machines, chemistry, or self-regulating natural processes. Instead of taking pride in his ability to do something, he shirks from even attempting it, and speaks of hard work disparagingly. Reverence for labour has all but disappeared. For example, many traditional, very economical agricultural land-use methods that are so important for managing protected areas have practically vanished. Laziness leads to the introduction of scores of foreign, harmful methods that may perhaps provide instant gratification but always at the price of huge future losses. Not only losses of production in the cultural and semi-cultural ecosystems, but losses of those systems in their entirety. Nobody can farm land that had lost its soil to erosion, or an area whose water regime had been destroyed.


    Simultaneously, other losses are being incurred that are just as important: those in the human mind. A hard worker is regarded as a dolt; basic biological and human values of the populace are being subverted; and immediate, effortless gain is preferred over an enduring and positive hard-won result. Remember those overfed, bedraggled, apathetic birds at feeders and the panhandling bears in national parks? The similarity is no coincidence.


    On the other hand, the very same person who meticulously hoards energy where purposeful effort should be exerted on work is perfectly willing to expend a far greater amount of energy on fashionable activities considered recreational (see the Imitation chapter above). This also relates to the carry-over into adult age of juvenile traits such as playfulness and neophilia, mentioned before. I am convinced that if people devoted as much energy to work as they do to sports, for example, we would have far fewer problems.


    Under natural conditions, conservation of energy is a positive trend, a life necessity, and a safety valve that allows the coexistence of different life forms as predator and prey. That is why predators hunt only (or mainly) the ill and the biologically inferior individuals. Naturally, they have no intention to selectively cull the prey population, but they achieve the same effect simply because they are inherently lazy. Under the unnatural conditions of domestication (and let us not forget that the most mercilessly domesticated species are human beings), energy conservation may grow into freak, monstrous and perilous forms—fatal to the environment and ultimately to the layabouts themselves.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695520]5. Aggression and its Variations


    Just as we can see in animals the evolution of sociability and emotional ties based on kinship, and friendship in connection with altruistic behaviour, we can also observe the evolution of increasingly hostile behaviour toward those members of the same species who are not objects of friendship or a kinship relationship. An absolute altruism actually cannot evolve even within a species, because any individual too much endowed with this wonderful characteristic would likely be doomed. Many ethologists as well as evolutionists explain the altruism within a community, which is based mainly on kinship, as furthering an individual’s own genes. However, like two sides of a coin, day and night or birth and death, so do altruism and aggression, love and hate, and good and evil weave through the entire evolutionary line of animals. I am deliberately mixing together ethological and philosophical terms in this case, to emphasise how they blend into one another and how difficult it is—at least in the higher animals at a certain sociogenetic level—to discern where unconscious, instinctive behaviour ends and behaviour that is conscious of certain social traditions or norms begins. Conscious behaviour that begins to include recognition of transgressions against such norms. Let me also emphasise that in no case can one equate “aggression” with “evil.” Everything that has become proven and stabilised through evolution is, first and foremost, functional and useful to the survival of each particular species and therefore, by definition, “good.” That applies to aggression as well. Something natural becomes “evil” only if it becomes dysfunctional. Consider this comparison: the liver in itself cannot be “bad,” but can become bad if cirrhosis sets in or a malignant tumour develops. The image of an “evil liver” is absurd and ridiculous, yet analogous images of “evil aggression” are incorporated into most human ideologies. While it may appear to be a paradox, it really is logical and legitimate that animals connected by bonds of friendship and self-sacrifice within their own community will, in contrast, direct severe and often cruel aggression against the “stranger,” against an outsider.


    Much interesting stuff can be written about aggression and agonistic behaviour in general. Konrad Lorenz’s classic, Nobel Prize-winning book On Aggression[bookmark: _ednref3][3] clarifies the evolution, function, and various forms of aggressive behaviour, up to and including human beings.


    To briefly define some of the terms, first of all it is necessary to define aggression in the ethological sense. Aggression properly applies only to those forms of agonistic (i.e., hostile) behaviour directed against a member of an individual’s own species. In no case can a hawk be aggressive toward a dove, or a cat toward a mouse. Theirs is normal foraging behaviour that has nothing in common with aggression. Stretching the definition a bit, we could also designate as aggression some behaviour connected with interspecific competition between closely related, sympatric [occurring in the same area] species, such as coal tit vs. blue tit, or pied flycatchers against collared flycatchers, which may occur during territorial defence or when fighting over a nesting cavity. Later on I will mention a certain exception to this rule in human beings.


    Aggression is an important component of the behavioural spectrum and, under normal, natural conditions it represents a basically positive contribution. Otherwise it could not have evolved at all. A number of behavioural mechanisms control and limit aggression, so as not to lose individuals from the population unnecessarily, yet secure for them life’s basic necessities. If its positive aspects did not outweigh its negative ones, aggression could never have become genetically stabilised, because it would not offer any evolutionary advantage. In nature—as opposed to civilised human society—it would simply be impossible. Thanks to aggression, a population becomes evenly distributed throughout its range, optimally utilises but does not destroy its environment, and its fittest individuals reproduce. Aggression even aids the development of positive social ties within a group.


    In social animals there seems to be a barrier that separates a certain group (nearly always a kinship group, such as a family or a clan) from other conspecifics. Within the group, altruism rules; agonistic behaviour comes into play only during changes in the social hierarchy, and arguments are usually settled through ritualised, hinted aggression only. Undiluted aggression is directed toward the outside. However, even within such group an individual who becomes “estranged” may also become a target of aggression—this happens to individuals whose behaviour no longer conforms to the norm for some reason, such as illness or advanced age, for example.


    Most animals evolved behavioural elements that restrain aggression. These elements always function reliably within a group; more rarely, they can restrain aggression aimed at a stranger. Where duels between males are concerned, such restraints almost always work; the more emotional females sometimes don’t respect them. Male duels resemble the tournaments of knights, survived by both the victor and the defeated. Female fights are often battles to the death. Aggression is motivated by hatred, that is, by emotion. Thankfully, the nonsensical concept of Descartian philosophy that denied animal emotions has been abandoned as false. It is now generally accepted that emotionality in animals, especially social animals, is a major motivating force in their lives. Unrestrained by reason, emotions tap directly into instincts. An animal can sacrifice its life out of love, can expend unbelievable energy to gain its goal out of hatred, and can die of grief.


    Aggression-inhibiting behaviour usually includes either overt gestures of unconditional surrender (such as exposure of the neck in some birds, a bull sinking to his knees, a wolf exposing his throat), or ritualised female pre-copulatory behaviour, or infantile behaviour (exposure of the posterior in monkeys, tail vibration and digging motions in lizards, begging for food). Such behaviour in most cases stops the opponent’s aggression immediately. The gesture which a torero makes when he kneels down is a base trick played on the chivalrous bull who accepts it as a gesture of surrender and stops his attack. It is of no advantage to any species if its members kill one another; the purpose of aggression is not self-annihilation of a population but rather its dispersal—ensuring food for all, positive selection and, as a result, overall prosperity.


    In human beings, aggression originally served the same purpose. Nevertheless, as much as man is an exceptional animal in many other respects, he is also exceptional in his aggressive behaviour. We made it clear at the outset that aggression means hostile behaviour toward a conspecific. This is not unambiguous, though; few things in nature are. If, for example, a female canary hatches a goldfinch from an egg, that goldfinch will be imprinted to consider itself a canary. It will exhibit aggression toward other canaries, the same as it would have done toward goldfinches, if raised among them. A dog who became a member of the human pack can be aggressive toward people. For ages, man did and often still does live in a close patriarchal relationship with domestic animals, and so he sometimes turns his aggressive behaviour against them as well. And don’t think the term is misused here! Moreover, owing to their imagination and higher nervous activity in general, human beings are capable of consciously re-directing such behaviour—normally directed at conspecifics—against other species of animals, even against inanimate objects. Just remember how attached children became to their toys, treating them like live partners. Or how some lonely people “adopt” animals as surrogates for a partner or a child. A little boy may wield his stick over a stand of weeds on a rubbish heap, but in his inner reality, he is beheading a host of enemy soldiers. I could go on and on, to show that the concept of aggression is somewhat broadened when applied to human beings, although it is generally defined as only intra-specific agonistic behaviour. It can be said without exaggeration that human beings are capable of aggression toward any kind of object just as intensely as toward an arch-enemy. And, as an excuse, they invent all kinds of reasons to turn such an object into the enemy. We should also be aware of another important factor: the more highly evolved a species is, the more important is the role of aggression in its behavioural repertoire. Since human beings undoubtedly represent the apex of mammalian social evolution, they also—regrettably—possess a leaning toward aggression that is quite natural and probably inextinguishable. Add the many other psychological/psychopathological manifestations, such as sadism (which is almost incredibly wide-spread), rapacity, or the acts elicited by fears and phobias, and we have a dragon of many heads to battle. Notice all the things that we human beings fight for or against: for peace, justice, religion, positions, points, or goals; against pests, against disease, against all. The aggressive part of man’s ambivalent social make-up pops up constantly. Unable to “fight,” man might languish to death.


    And how does human aggression have an impact on nature? First of all, directly, by transfering “personal hatred.” As soon as something is set up (often as a result of biased, commissioned research) as “our enemy,” i.e., the enemy of myself and my community, a wave of aggression wells up, often indiscriminate. Here we find the motivation underlying the various control campaigns: against plant and animal “pests,” poisonous animals, trees (trees cast shadows and leaves), birds (they poop on someone’s car), and so on. Characteristically, as long as any species positively benefits human beings, it is taken for granted, if considered at all; but the least complication elicits aggression to excess.


    Another form of impact can be described as venting one’s aggression on surrogate objects. Some people will vent their anger (i.e., their aggressive mood) on their dogs. Others will grab a gun and head for the great outdoors. Shameful, yet real and frequent. Even such seemingly innocent comments as one hears at nearly every shoot (“pheasants, be afraid!” or, “those rascally rabbits are gonna get it today!”) have aggressive overtones. Let’s be reminded that this is an exclusively human trait—other predators hunt with zest, but without the aggressive emotional charge. Theirs is about the same emotion as that of a squirrel opening a nut, or of someone who picks mushrooms. In contrast, in human beings this innocuous zest can turn into something that is simultaneously entertainment and an aggression relief valve. It should be evident how dangerous it becomes for the environment, especially considering our ever increasing human overpopulation.


    Aggression among human beings themselves represents an indirect threat to the environment, but only until it grows into an armed conflict or a war. Then the land and its living things suffer as much as the people. They can be temporarily damaged or permanently destroyed. Moreover, this kind of aggression drains society of resources that could instead be devoted to more ecological husbandry, care for protected areas, or research and rescue programs, not to mention the obvious use for humanitarian aid. (Of course, conservation and research programs also benefit humanity, maybe more than the various drives aiming to feed the hungry at all costs—but most people are unable to realise that.)


    If this basic element of social behaviour has, in human society, lost all the positive aspects that it has in other animals, how can we escape its monstrous power? Here we won’t be able to avoid a “fight,” either. However, it should be humane and civilized: a fight for all that is worthwhile—for peace and justice, for clean air and water, or against extermination of threatened species. But always from a position of a friend and helper first, not a rival. Violence breeds violence and conversely, in negotiations, an apparently naive overestimation of an opponent may sometimes manoeuvre even an unscrupulous shyster into the role of a serious partner.


    Child rearing is tremendously important here. We must teach our children, from an early age, that they must not destroy flowers, because flowers are alive and beautiful; that they must respect all life; that strength should be used only in defence; and that to abuse one’s power is wrong. We must steer their healthy competitiveness and drive into work and sport. We have to make them aware that primitive manifestations of aggression will only debase them instead of leading to worthwhile achievement. Most of all, we must lead them by consistent example. Our goal should not be to eradicate aggression altogether, which would be impossible in any case, but to redirect it into outlets that would not harm other people or other organisms and their environment. Only then can aggression become as beneficial to human beings as it is beneficial to the natural populations of other animals.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695521]6. Altruism and Xenophobia


    In our previous reflections on changes in animal and human behaviour, we have been faced several times with the fact that man managed to “outsmart” and “reform” useful, positive mechanisms in ways that changed them into features that are pathological, dysfunctional, and harmful to their bearer and his environment alike. This paradox is also significant when we consider something as positive, good, and noble as altruism.


    But first, let’s introduce the subject with some specific examples. Such behaviour in animals (including human beings) has fascinated me since childhood. In fact, from this fascination grew my interest in animals and ethology, and later my conviction of the indisputable truth that lies in the words of Kipling’s Jungle Book: “We be of one blood, ye and I.”


    Morning dawns over the plains of the Serengeti, and a pack of Cape hunting dogs is busy with their hunt. An exemplary altruism rules the members of such a pack—a comradeship, togetherness, and devotion to a common goal that borders on suppression of individuality. The order of the day is to obtain food for a nursing female and her brood of cubs. It looks as if the pack will succeed, as it has just managed to cut out from a herd of zebras one mare, together with her tiny new foal and her last season’s yearling colt. As the herd disappears in a cloud of dust, the mother and the older colt try to shield the foal from the dogs, who are ready to take decisive action. They have surrounded the little zebra group and one of the dogs tries to grab the mare’s nose to pin her down. The Van Lawicks, who described this scene in their book Innocent Killers[bookmark: _ednref4][4], did not say what caused the subsequent sudden upset of the tableau—the desperate cry of the mare in fear for herself and her young, or just the fact that the dust had settled and the herd, which ran away out of reach of the dogs, has noticed the predicament of three of its members. But suddenly, ten zebras led by a young stallion sweep in, scatter the dogs, surround the little family and, tightly bunched, the entire herd vanishes in the dust of the open plain.


    In another place in the African savannah, by a grove of tall acacia trees, an elephant female shot by poachers is dying, surrounded by members of her clan. She lies down on her side, tired out by loss of blood and the long trek from the place where she was ambushed. At least ten other cows and calves touch her tenderly with their trunks, a sister and two adult daughters try to lift her up and support her, and her three-year-old calf caresses her eyes and mouth. The old female rises momentarily, but then sinks back down. One of the males who joined the matriarchal herd (because of several females in heat) approaches the dying one and mounts her lightly, feigning copulation, as if he were trying to return her to life by this loving gesture. As the temperature rises with the rising sun, the female finds it harder and harder to stay conscious, and finally she dies. But her clan stands on guard by her till nightfall, keeping the waiting vultures from their sexton duties. From time to time one of the elephants breaks off a branch or tears out a sheaf of grass to place on top of the dead one. The group leaves only after sunset, leaving behind the partially covered cadaver and a trampled area. Two younger females have difficulty getting their three-year old brother to leave the dead mother and must resort to force to lead him away.


    As we hinted in the chapter about aggression, altruism is basically founded on emotional ties, between partners or within a family. In many cases, it is a component of parental behaviour, which includes defensive behaviour. Though fascinating, altruism is not all that common, except in species higher up in the evolution of sociability. Manifestations of altruism occur regularly in elephants or in Cape hunting dogs, but the zebra case described by the Van Lawicks is exceptional. It is much more common for a zebra mother to sacrifice her offspring in order to escape herself. That is because—in weaker species and in those individuals who cannot rely on the help of their social group—altruism carried to the extreme of self-sacrifice would constitute a dangerous luxury and threaten the very existence of a species. From a purely biological point of view, a small youngster is the most expendable individual in the population; it has no experience, is not reproductively active, and mortality among small young is always high anyway. In contrast, the mother has already passed all the tests of natural selection and thus can be expected to live a longer life, in the course of which she can bear many more young, many of whom will survive in their turn. Undeniably, her death would be a greater loss to the population. But no mother thinks this way, whether she is motivated by a feeling at the level of instinct or by conscious motherly love. The only question is whether that feeling proves stronger than the fear.


    Most likely, had not some of the herd rushed back to aid the zebra mare, she and the yearling would have perished, as well as the foal. In that case, one would expect that, over time, selection mechanisms would eradicate such selfish behaviour from the population. On the other hand, if help from the herd were a regular occurrence, it would indicate the greater evolutionary success of altruistically endowed individuals. Mothers fighting for their young sometimes win simply because the predator does not expect having to face their courage. A mother hen can chase off a hawk when protecting her brood (sometimes even kill the hawk by a well-aimed peck to the head), yet without the motherly motivation she is an easy prey. Ernest Thompson Seton, a keen observer whose data are taken seriously by many eminent ethologists, described how a mother cat saved her kittens by driving away a grizzly bear. Nature and life favour the brave.


    Since altruism can be traced to the common bond of parents and offspring, it mainly occurs in those species whose social organisation is founded on blood kinship. The behaviour is sometimes reduced to an almost mechanical, automated instinct, as in rooks who are willing to “protect” not only a flock comrade, but even a mere black rag that a dog carries in its mouth. In other cases, we are dealing with a conscious, targeted action that mobilises all reserves, including some that are never used otherwise. I recall a pair of whitethroats who, by the way they acted, made me and my mother aware of a threat to their nest. The behaviour of birds during the reproductive season is nearly exclusively instinctive; but an instinct for bringing human beings to the aid of young in danger doesn’t exist, could not have evolved. I am still convinced that the behaviour of our whitethroats was the result of conscious, desperate thought.


    In human beings, at the apex of evolution in vertebrate sociability, altruism—both instinctive and conscious—plays a prominent role. It is valued as a positive trait and held as one of the foremost virtues by all cultures. However, as with many other elements of behaviour, altruism unrestrained by other mechanisms does not benefit the species unequivocally. Altruism invariably and always benefits the family, but often the family or clan only, to such an extent that it may actually put the species at a disadvantage. In the chapter on aggression I have said that altruism and intra-specific aggression are but two sides of the same coin. However, even without aggression, altruism transformed into family selfishness can hurt society or the environment. This is not limited to family, either: other “clans” form, such as workplaces, various clubs, political parties, organisations, and sects. Age groups also form such pseudo-altruistic clans, striving to make gains at the expense of others. It is not without interest that elements of near-noble altruism sometimes appear even among members of downright criminal gangs. Here we are dealing with pathological or dysfunctional altruism, ranging from simple nepotism to organised mafias. (When this essay was first published, it was not possible to highlight the extremely detrimental perverted altruism of the ruling-party “clan.”)


    Nature and environment are especially threatened by the “altruism” of organisations that have outlived their usefulness but still strive to keep alive by carrying on with activities both useless and harmful to nature. Self-serving and unnecessary “improvements” of watercourses, amelioration of dry slopes, or megalomanic building projects result not only from profiteering interests or pathological mental processes, but also when intra-group altruism overrides ecological and general community interests.


    Xenophobia, as an extension of altruism and aggression, manifests itself as behaviour overly aggressive toward individuals who are not members of one’s social group. To a large extent it is motivated by fear of the unknown. Xenophobia is in fact a variation of neophobia. In her book Gorillas in the Mist[bookmark: _ednref5][5], Dian Fossey describes two successive attempts by a nearly grown-up gorilla girl to join a group of other gorillas. Two different groups were involved. The first attempt elicited a shocking wave of exaggerated, cruel aggression toward the strange youngster; in this case the group was a homogeneous family clan in which all members were closely related. The second attempt succeeded, because the group she was joining began as a random alliance of loners and individuals from various different groups. Xenophobic aggression often occurs in connection with territorial behaviour. It is displayed most brutally by mothers of small young. The mothers can tell their own from someone else’s young perfectly well, and they may savagely attack, sometimes even kill, a stranger’s offspring. Yet even this behaviour is, under natural conditions, primarily functional. First, the female is barely able to nourish her own young, and if she were to adopt additional ones, all would be undernourished and may not survive. Second, such behaviour is the exception rather than the rule because of territoriality, which is one of the mechanisms of reducing numbers back to normal in times of overpopulation.


    Xenophobic aggression is evoked by differences from certain customary schemes. Brown rats are capable of killing one of their own family clan, if we perfume him with the odour of a neighbouring, enemy clan. People, too, can be excessively hostile toward individuals who differ too much from the norm. This is most easily observed in children, as their behaviour usually retains much of the impulsive and the subconscious, unrestrained by societal convention.


    At the same time, a striving is seen in human beings to identify with the social unit to which one belongs. Regional costumes, profession-prescribed and often ritually adhered-to types of dress or weaponry, coats of arms, even the odd hairdos and dresses of some youth groups— all these are meant, above all, to emphasise an individual’s membership in a group and the group’s difference from all other groups. This is but one step removed from an altruistic bias in favour of the members of one’s own group and a xenophobic attitude toward others. Such bias is evidenced by a wide spectrum of behaviour, from innocent rivalry between two groups of neighbours in a village to full-scale racism. This behaviour is sometimes referred to as pseudo-specific, because individual sub-populations or groups behave toward each other like competing species. It is not quite as directly related to adverse impacts on nature, even though its secondary impacts can be significant, as discussed in the chapter on aggression.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695522]7. Fear and Phobias


    I will begin again by referring to animals. Everybody has seen film clips of lions walking among grazing herds of zebras or gnus, with hyenas and smaller predators hanging on; or pictures that show how wolves follow herds of migrating caribou, while the “defenceless victims of the blood-thirsty beasts of prey” show no inclination to worry about the predators’ presence, let alone to run away in panic. Certainly all living things experience fear, but only in specific, hopeless situations. In such situations, many of which have become common metaphors in human speech (cornered rat, wounded beast, etc.), fear evokes defensive (not aggressive!) behaviour. However, if there is a chance of escape, most normal animals chose flight. No living being—except man—exhibits the before-the-fact fear of distant, even non-existent, potential dangers.


    It would be wrong to say that mammals and birds are devoid of imagination. Anyone who ever kept at least a dog or a cat is sure to have encountered situations when these animals showed instant recall or re-lived some vivid scenes while dreaming. Nevertheless, animal imagination is somewhat different from human imagination, and environmental factors, as selection mechanisms, probably prevent genetic fixation of its pathological variants. An animal whose imagination produced constant nervous strain would not survive very long. But in human beings, with their highly developed mental and social faculties, fear became an inseparable component of development and culture.


    Human evolution has been shaped by both internal (more accurately, intraspecific) and external factors. The external factors never significantly limited human population but people had no power to control them. Climatic variations, large predators, diseases, natural catastrophes, and other phenomena often regarded by human beings as supernatural, in all likelihood have never been as dangerous or perilous as intraspecific aggression, yet they always engendered greater respect and fear, probably because people were much less able to cope with those than to deal with other people. Faced with natural limiting factors, human beings in many cases were, and remain, completely helpless. Herein lies the apparent origin of human antagonism toward the environment. This antagonism probably reached its peak among pastoral nations and primitive agricultural people. The Hebrew myths at the roots of Christianity and the entire white civilisation are directly founded on this pastoral antagonism. Yet many other human cultures, especially the so-called primitive ones, lack such fear of natural limiting factors, at least in the exaggerated form that it takes in our culture. They regard the sporadic effects of those factors as something entirely natural. To some extent they have even learned to cope with them, wisely and effectively. Often those ethnic groups also know how to humanely regulate their populations, by herbal contraception or with minor surgical procedures on the male genitals. Their populations then do not disturb the environment and remain in harmony with it.


    It is also appropriate to point out that external limiting factors usually function as a means of positive selection. In the past, as long as the impact was not limited to biologically or otherwise sub-standard individuals, their local character usually made little difference to the overall population. In contrast, intraspecific forces usually acted as factors of negative selection, at least with respect to able-bodied men who kept killing one another. The defeated often found themselves in a situation comparable to that following large-scale natural catastrophic events when the entire population perished. (In accordance with the Old-Testament concept of herem, not only all the people, but also all their animals were killed by the victorious.) In later, more “civilised” conflicts, a considerable proportion of inhabitants would survive, but their highest-quality segment, those who rejected the often ignominious conditions imposed by the victors, would in the course of time become eliminated anyway. The selection pressure on adult males thus remained similar—healthy and strong individuals with a warrior’s sense of honour perished, while the less able, the ill, or the fearful and timid survived and continued to reproduce. Certainly, this is a gross oversimplification, schematising a complex and case-specific subject. Nevertheless, the principle of negative selection resulting from human intraspecific conflicts runs like a curse through the entire history of mankind. Among other things it affords a certain survival value to timidity. No wonder, then, that human beings are always so afraid of everything; after all, they selected themselves for it during their evolutionary history. Yet the paradox remains—that fear of natural phenomena is always, inappropriately, stronger than fear of the (unquestionably more important) self-induced impacts of such phenomena as intraspecific aggression or, most recently, the various ecological crises.


    As always, there are exceptions. Again most of them are found among the so-called “primitive” cultures, where relative values of valour and cowardice are perceived so keenly that those who show signs of cowardice become socially isolated and so excluded from reproduction. The notion that a yellow-livered warrior could gain recognition within his social group is quite absurd.


    Humanity is beset with paradoxes, but one of the strangest is the incongruous imbalance between the measure of fear afforded to natural phenomena in contrast to specifically human, anthropogenic influences. Most people take considerable risks every day just by going to school, to work, or out socially; by smoking or unhealthy eating; by participating in sports; even by being active sexually. The consequences of many such activities can be lethal (from flu infections contracted at work or school to work- or sports-related injuries, from heart attacks to car accidents or AIDS). These risks are, statistically, orders of magnitude higher than, for example, the risks of rabies, poisonous snake bites, tiger kills, or shark attacks. Despite all that, it is considered normal, even praiseworthy, to kill snakes or hunt down sharks and other “man-eaters” and to suspect any animal that behaves the least bit atypically (or even normally) of being rabid and full of the wilful urge to attack someone. If someone took to wrecking cars, attacking drivers, or demolishing factories that spew toxics and carcinogens, or if someone were to refuse to go to work in order to care for her children (like any normal mammal) and protect them from infections against which they do not and cannot yet possess immunity, such a person at best would be considered insane, if not designated a saboteur and undesirable element. Yet such a person would be doing something entirely logical. In fact, to be commensurate with the statistical significance of such factors, the intensity of her fear and the corresponding defensive reaction ought to be even greater. Since thousands of people die on our highways every year, while less then ten individuals contract rabies and none of them die of it, we must consider our attitudes toward these two factors almost pathologically out of proportion.


    Many people would object, saying that we have to produce, we have to use cars, that in modern times it simply cannot be otherwise, and that these deaths are just a kind of inevitable toll that humanity pays for its civilisation. But I believe that it is entirely possible to live without cars and without ever-increasing production. For proof, just look to history and to the example of some existing societies. In contrast, it is impossible to live without clean air and water, without natural beauty and harmony (which do encompass even those sharks, poisonous snakes, and rabies). I am afraid the time is near when people would gladly give up all the comfortable shackles of civilisation in exchange for bare existence. I only pray that it will not be too late by then.


    If we are willing to accept lower life expectancy, increasing allergies, deaths on the roads, cancers, and AIDS as the mandatory cost of the advantages of civilisation, we ought to accept just as readily the few isolated cases of death from natural phenomena—as a similar cost of living in a healthy environment, an environment as healthy for the human population and as beneficial to the human species as a hawk is beneficial to the partridge population. In both cases it is probably OK, for ethical and humanitarian reasons, to try to control those factors in some way, but certainly not by wrecking cars, stoning drivers, or exterminating sharks and snakes. Fear is always a bad counsellor; after all, even the most gentle and tolerant animal is capable of killing when threatened and crowded past its flight distance.


    While the disproportionate, pathologically exaggerated fear of “the wild” is, so to speak, almost normal in people, or at least in the white culture, it can reach such abnormal proportion in some individuals that it becomes a case for the psychiatrist. In cases when some form of fear exceeds many times the average norm, we talk about phobias.


    Phobias can be congenital. Many people, for example, suffer from claustrophobia, a pathological dread of enclosed spaces, such that even an elevator trip is a traumatic experience for them. Yet they may never have had any traumatic experience of being trapped in a close space, as when buried in a mine, under an earthquake-collapsed building, or in an avalanche. Other types of phobia can be acquired, through one’s own experience such as those mentioned, or can be transferred. Fairly often, the apparently “inherited” phobias are, in fact, transferred by imprinting, and so imitate the attitudes of parents. Into this category often belong, for example, fear of snakes or spiders, hysterical dread of mice, or abhorrence of insects. Most everybody knows of someone who gets in a rage when a fly buzzes around the room, or who becomes a borderline heart-attack victim at the sight of a spider. Yet those “cases” can be in all other respects entirely normal, amiable people. Their kinds of phobias are so irrational and unmanageable that it is difficult to denounce the sufferers. Rather we should condemn the combination of mechanisms that bring about the phobia. I can offer myself as example, because I am burdened by an inexplicable arachnophobia. I like spiders; as a boy, I never hesitated to catch them by hand, even when I got painfully bitten a few times. My mother, while not exactly fond of spiders, was never afraid of them either. In her heart, open to every living thing, she found a place even for these eight-legged hunters. So I really don’t have any reason for the phobia. Consciously, I admire spiders and their interesting behaviour. They have taught me a thing or two, several web-spinning spiders and house spiders share our apartment unpersecuted, and a furry wolf spider from Cuba is a family pet. But! If, walking in the woods, I happen to get tangled in a spider’s web, with its owner parading all over my glasses, I feel myself turning inside out and have to run for open spaces. And should somebody drop a cherry pit inside my collar and tell me it is a spider, I am likely to scream and collapse. I have worked on myself for decades, but cannot change this fact, even though, when I brace myself for it in advance, I can manage to hand-feed a spider, or pet our wolf spider on the back.


    I would like to ask folks who are similarly afflicted to kindly acknowledge that, in the man-spider or man-snake relationship, they are the unnatural and disharmonious element, and to try and work on themselves as well. But to accept their condition as normal, to present it as an interesting peculiarity, to feel and act upon a hatred toward the object of their phobia, is wrong. Doubly wrong, because when they proclaim their abnormality as something positive and destroy harmless living beings because of it, they also harm their children, deforming them by their bad example.


    With regard to healthy attitudes toward both nature and people, the evoked phobias that border on mass hysteria are even more pernicious. Sadly, even some scientists have been guilty of promoting such phobias, as they strive to further their own interests by exaggerating the importance of their work to the economy or public health. If an influential group becomes interested in the results of such scientists’ work, absurd situations abound: a half-truth about a tiny negative impact gets grossly overrated, while indisputable facts about the positive impacts of the same phenomenon, activity, or animal are ignored. Ensuing actions are both ethically and ecologically flawed. In the recent past, “solving” such pseudo-problems was a popular means to divert people’s attention from real problems and to direct public outrage to a substitute object, in order to create an impression that the party and the government held the health of their citizens foremost. Unfortunately, because of economic pressures, some agencies or unethical consultants owe their continued existence to their role of catering to the economic sector and providing their “expert opinion” to order. Then the simplistic, half-correct, or entirely false judgements and evaluations lead to exaggerated reactions and phobias.


    In recent years, zoophobia has become somewhat fashionable, especially among city dwellers. Despite conclusive evidence to the contrary, people have been fooled into believing that every animal poses a deadly threat to them and their children. Yet the truth of the matter is the exact opposite: children who grow up in the country, surrounded by nature, messing about in the muck and playing with the dog in its kennel, are usually physically and mentally healthy, while the zoophobically deformed, sterile-raised city population is much worse off psychologically and physically. Despite all that, zoophobic nonsense has found its way into a number of public health guidelines and regulations. The situation can become so absurd that people object even to the smell of flowers or the calls of songbirds, not to mention the begging cries of young crows or the rooster’s crowing. Meanwhile, they consider it normal and proper to live, work, and play along busy city streets with all their traffic, emissions, and noise. Similar thinking underlies the periodic “witch hunts” (disguised as control measures) that target, for example, city pigeons, dogs, or foxes. Always the common element is a half-true argument, difficult to defeat because it is never entirely false and because it exploits the element of fear in human mentality. Consequences of such phobias directly negate ecological as well as ethical and humane principles of relating to nature and animals. They deform the human psyche and shift focus away from other, truly serious phenomena that people ought to fear. Thus it comes to pass that—instead of learning about true causes and rates of mortality and thus be able to judge and act rationally in matters of public health—people spray their living space with toxic pesticides, busy themselves with destroying swallows’ nests, eradicate bats from apartment blocks, repeat exaggerated assertions about the dangers of city pigeons, and complain that the neighbour’s dog barks.


    Yes, we are all a little crazy.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695523]8. Manias and Maniacs


    Each one of us has certain aspirations that we strive to achieve in an effort that becomes the driving force of our lives. Apart from the basic needs of all living beings—those concerning food and procreation—social animals have further needs that have to do with the social order of a group. Because man, the zoon politikon, possesses arguably the most complex social structure of all animals, the natural social needs that he strives to realise are complex and colourful. Except for some people, that is, whose life aspirations amount to nothing higher than to fill their belly and satisfy their sexual urge.


    It is evidently normal that people aspire to certain social rank and acknowledgement (i.e., a certain kind of dominance), that they strive to achieve perfection in some field of endeavour in order to secure enough means and resources to make life as pleasant as possible for themselves and their families or extended social group (see Altruism). It is hard to define the point where behaviour that seeks to fulfil such aspirations crosses from normal to pathological. A lot depends on each individual’s hierarchy of values and on how the individual subordinates such aspirations to his principles and morals. However, excessive, burgeoning needs and attempts at their fulfilment can definitely be classified as psychological disturbances. Some of those are designated as manias. A mania basically means an unhealthy preoccupation with one particular need to the exclusion of everything else, so that the urge to satisfy that one need suppresses all others. Certain manias are of key importance because they damage the environment by distorting people’s attitudes toward nature.


    When I started to work for the Nature Conservancy, a program to curb the yearly burning of old grass had already been running for several years. Such burning is irrational, as it disrupts grassland plant communities and kills most invertebrates as well as many vertebrate animals. Since my time, additional research has amassed further arguments to prove how harmful this activity is in the conditions of Central Europe. Yet twenty years later, the situation has not changed appreciably, at least not in the Central Bohemia District. Whether fires will rage all over the slopes in early spring depends more on the weather and on how much the grass grows than on any amount of enforcement, conservation education, punishment of the perpetrators, or co-operation with the police and the firefighters. That’s because the motivation to start the fires is not based on rational thought—it has its origin in a psychological disruption called pyromania. Its deepest roots reach far back to the time when our early ancestors first trembled in terror before a lightning-struck tree, and later when they learned to enjoy the warmth of the life-giving, sacred fire. The predilection with starting wildfires and the bewitchment by fire may, in certain individuals, crystallise into a sexual deviation: some pyromaniacs experience an orgasm when they are near a destructive conflagration. Against this kind of motivation, arguments that fire kills insects or lizards, or that a plant community is being degraded, hold no sway. They never even enter a pyromaniac’s mind. In addition, a deceptive phenomenon is involved here as well, namely, an optical illusion that burning helps new grass grow. That is just because new shoots are more noticeable on the burned ground. Other elements involved include tradition, which motivates many old arsonists (who always know better than everyone else), a certain laziness, or inability to remove the old growth by other means. People afflicted with incorrigible pyromania sometimes pay for it with their lives—dying in the flames along with the ladybugs, bumblebees, and hedgehogs. It may seem heartless, but when I read about them in the papers, I think to myself, “serves them right!”


    Another type of mania is extreme acquisitiveness. If this mania were pursued at a shopping mall, it would be called kleptomania, but in the context of attitudes toward nature, such a designation would be somewhat narrow and inaccurate. The pitiable scrooges who are thus affected try to squeeze out of their environment every last thing they can. The problem is, acquisitiveness is often regarded by society as something positive, because taking one’s needs from nature, utilising natural resources, has been the basis of human existence since the beginning. Acquisitiveness is, after all, just a variation on the common theme of energy transfer within ecosystems. Since time immemorial, people ate what the Earth offered and built their houses from natural wood or stone, and so on. However, doing just enough to adequately meet the needs of myself and my social group (as all animals do) is a far cry from doing the same at an accelerated, senseless, and many-times-higher rate. The complexity of resource utilisation does not allow us to draw any kind of arbitrary line between normal and pathological behaviour in this respect. The determining factors are, evidently, the existential needs and the measure of specialisation. A berry-picker whose livelihood depends on her job probably acts with normal motivation, unlike, say, a well-off tourist who picks the same berries in huge amounts, way above that which her family may consume (and does so in a protected area, to boot). Let us look at some examples of this “kleptomania towards nature.”


    A character flies to Cuba for a fortnight’s vacation and manages to catch there a few dozen anolis lizards. Ecologically, this doesn’t have much of an impact; anolis is a common, abundant synanthropic species. But the vacationist doesn’t know how to care for these reptiles, so many of them die. He takes the survivors to a flea market in an attempt to recoup his losses—here we see that the relation of his low earnings to the high price of the vacation package also plays a role. As a layman, he does not know that all of his catch are males, of no interest to anolis breeders. The upshot: he had stolen and manhandled to death nearly a hundred little lizards, and sold none. Nevertheless, next time he will try the same trick with something else.


    Another, similarly “resourceful” individual may catch a hundred butterflies of a single, rare species. A third person, an agronomist employed by a co-operative, may try to plough under grassland and small woodlots and channel the flow of creeks into pipes and culverts, all for the smallest gain in crop yield. A fourth character, a researcher or a decision-making official, comes up with a method, policy, or regulation which, when followed, will lead to unsustainable exploitation of a natural resource, usually accompanied by destruction of yet another component of the environment. Sometimes such actions stem from a wrong interpretation of the words of the famous gardener and plant breeder of genius, V.I.Michurin, who said that, “We cannot expect any favours from nature – our task is to wrest them from her.” In general, however, the attitudes reflect an underlying pathological rapacity, a drive to have more, and yet more; and it is immaterial whether the afflicted individual wants to benefit personally, or if his “altruistic” goal is the enrichment of his social group (such as his employer or his company).


    Even an overdeveloped passion for a hobby such as hunting, collecting natural artefacts, gardening, or keeping animals may be classified as mania when pursued heedless of consequences. While basically positive in their essence and motivation, when taken to extremes they can transform a normal, positive attitude and interest in nature into manic deformation.


    The one mania I consider most detrimental to nature (which is why I address it last) is megalomania. People who suffer from megalomania usually feel somehow cheated by life, and carry an inferiority complex along with an unfulfilled hunger for power or social rank. They compensate for these problems by a ferocious drive to action, and often there is literally nothing they would not do in their attempts to “build themselves a memorial.” Mostly they manage to do so, albeit somewhat differently from what they had in mind. Years later people walk by such an ego-monument, saying, “Who was that damned...?” Mixed in with this psychopathic motivation are vestiges of a once well-intentioned attempt to raise the self-esteem of oppressed and humiliated masses through some truly great, “proud” accomplishment. Happily, the megalomanic monuments represented by gigantic construction works, levelling of mountain ranges, creation of artificial seas, or reversing of river flows are no longer fashionable, although they are still being built in some places, despite scientific proof of their hazardous nature and lack of common sense. I acknowledge that, in certain cases, large-scale human projects in the environment can be useful to people without harming nature and the biosphere. But such projects must receive comprehensive evaluation by qualified (and primarily, biologically and ecologically educated) experts, and be designed by learned and humble professionals, in harmony with the real needs of society as a whole, as opposed to serving the special interests of any particular sector. It is important to publicise the information about the secondary effects of such “gigantic” projects as widely as possible, because often the secondary impacts are of a scale even more gigantic than the primary impact of the construction. Since many such projects arise due to the megalomania of their proponents and are approved because of the ecological illiteracy of technocrats and agency bureaucrats, any opposition mounted by ecologists tends to be overlooked, derided, concealed, or even unscrupulously suppressed. Inevitably, the negative effects of these “daring projects” can many times exceed their original cost as well as any positive contribution—because of resulting cultural, ecological, and sometimes even financial losses, and also because of the often irreversible human costs.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695524]9. Frustrations and Complexes


    This subject is closely related to the issue of manias discussed above. There we have addressed their manifestations and consequences; now let us look at their causes and examine further how they affect human attitudes and behaviour.


    Frustration arises as a consequence of deprivation, that is, partial or complete absence of specific phenomena, activities, or stimuli. For example, children who grow up in broken homes are often classified as socially deprived. In addition to the frustration caused by the lack of positive social contact with both parents, the deformation of their personality is affected by imprinting and by missing out on learning during the pre-programmed and age-dependent sensitive periods of development. Frustration is a state in which an organism cannot achieve fulfilment of some of its life requirements. Social frustration arises when a social animal is forced to survive in complete isolation (a bee or a wasp away from its hive, a dog abandoned in an empty flat, a person in solitary confinement). Frustration can be lethal—for isolated bees, for example, death is inevitable. Sexual frustration arises when a healthy young animal, at the peak of its sexual form, is deprived of an opportunity to mate. But other things can also be classified as frustration: a failure in the social sphere, inability to use one’s knowledge or talent, one’s partner’s lack of understanding of one’s interests, inability to bear and care for children, and so on. In all higher vertebrates, and even more in human beings, of course, long-term frustration deforms both mind and behaviour, often irreversibly. The frustrated individual, animal or human being, becomes angry, suspicious, and overly aggressive, and may adopt difficult-to-unlearn habits to substitute for the unrealisable activity. Specifically in people, the intensity of jealousy increases. The attitude that “if I can’t be fulfilled, then no one should be,” is very common, and often the person thus frustrated develops into a psychopath, like an evil gremlin. This, of course, is not an absolute rule, just as nothing else in life is absolute; some noble minds can even become purified by frustration and deprivation—an exception that proves the rule. However, when an entire segment of the population becomes frustrated, perhaps because its members cannot satisfy some simple and just needs, their frustration can, and usually does, greatly influence their norm of behaviour and is reflected in their attitudes towards nature. If people would not need to waste their time on trifles, if they were not frustrated by various bureaucratic nonsense, constantly shocked by the chasm between theories and proclamations on one side and practice and reality on the other, I imagine they would find more time and be in a better mood for normal interpersonal contacts as well as introspection. Their attitudes toward one another as well as toward nature could then change for the better. All things are interrelated, not only in nature per se but also in that specific component of nature represented by human society.


    Quite naturally, many people try to compensate for the heavy toll of frustration by working it off in some way. One way, primitive yet common and effective, is aggression. A well-aimed, properly directed aggression can be very satisfying, as most of us have experienced first-hand. If I were unable to buy some necessary, common item, for example, I would gladly vent my frustration by having a go at the person responsible for its absence from the market. But many people direct their aggression improperly, onto substitute targets, often penalising their friends and families or the environment. In such situations, one character may find a pretext for beating up his dog. Another, to “work it off,” will grab a gun and go “hunting.” That no good can come of it, for the environment or game management, goes without saying.


    In addition, an unending stream of tiny frustrations takes up an inordinate amount of people’s attention. It is the nature of human beings (and other living things) to be interested in one’s own affairs first, and in everything else after, in a definite hierarchical order. “Near is my shirt, but nearer is my skin,” as the saying goes. People who have to waste too much time and effort to barely scrape up some semblance of normal living, who have to wait in interminable queues or negotiate a maze of purely bureaucratic obstacles, naturally are unable to devote their energies to less immediate tasks. In consequence they become indifferent to wider societal and environmental issues. For such people to become involved, the issues must touch closely upon themselves, their children, or their health; but by then it is usually too late to make a difference.


    A specific type of frustration arises from imagined deprivations: cases of people who, afflicted by certain pathological phobias or manias, perceive themselves frustrated, though in reality they are not. This condition most often involves some aspect of social life or behaviour and persons with persecution or inferiority complexes, who strive to compensate for these complexes by excessive activity. Even the very common case of people always driven to prove themselves strong, competent, educated, etc., probably has an underlying pathological motivation. A truly strong, competent, or educated person usually feels no need to prove it, and invests his energies into achieving meaningful results rather than outward effects.


    Individuals compensate for such fictitious frustrations in different ways, depending on their moral and intellectual standards. Their pathologically motivated activities can even be beneficial, as long as those who carry them out find their self-realisation in useful work for which they are properly qualified. The worst consequences are the actions of those pathological, complex-ridden individuals who crave power and social recognition, yet lack the necessary checks and balances supplied by ethics, knowledge, and common sense. The megalomanic construction projects mentioned in the previous chapter exemplify the detrimental effects of such motivation.


    Sometimes the results are only sordid and ridiculous. A tiny man buys a Great Dane, or at least a German Shepherd, in order to feel bigger and more powerful. In one of his books on the conservation wildlife of the African plains[bookmark: _ednref6][6], professor Bernhard Grzimek stated that many of the “passionate hunters” of African big game were men who were impotent. On the one hand, they strove to prove their “manliness,” on the other hand they vented their frustrations and apparently derived satisfaction from being able to kill healthy and—unlike themselves—normally sexually active males of the wild species. Those who are pathologically power-hungry often acquire a household pet for the sole purpose of wielding power over another live being. Others exercise their “power ”over hares, hawks, or stray cats in their hunting area, literally exercising the power to decide about life or death. “When I am out with my gun, I feel like a king,” a man of my acquaintance once said; and it was someone whom I would never have suspected of such motivation.


    Sometimes I am shaken and depressed to discover that even actions otherwise quite positive and admirable arise from motives that are pathological, regrettable, or worthless to the point of ridiculous. I am a great fan of keeping animals, have kept all kinds of beasties myself, and would consider my life barren without them. Thus I would expect similar motivation in all animal lovers, and yet... What is one to think about a situation when the goal becomes only the means, as evidenced at so many animal shows? I can’t understand the mentality of someone who will discard his dog just for failing some show criterion. I know the depth of sorrow and the feeling of betrayal that the dog suffers in such case. Shows of exotic birds used to be—originally—the means by which their keepers showed the general public how beautiful and loving their birds were, how great it was to get to understand them, and what it was like sharing one’s home with them. Nowadays, way too many breeders have degraded this hobby to a way of showing themselves off to gain social recognition (at least among other breeders). Could another inferiority complex be at work here? Suddenly the birds become unimportant, and never mind any emotional attachment.


    Consider another example, of two ladies, each immensely kind and amicable, who further the same, respectable, positive, and generous goal: the recovery of a certain animal species. Yet they become implacable rivals, capable of unbelievably underhanded acts of spite against one another, instead of being happy that someone else is also willing to do something for their favourite cause. Another situation that can be regarded as pathological is the long-time rivalry between two agencies devoted to the recovery of some threatened species of birds of prey. In theory, the separation of such agencies is positive, from the point of view of the rescue of a species, because it diminishes the risk of genetic drift, incest, and the spread of disease. But co-operation between the establishments would have been useful and logical. The more regrettable, then, that the Nature Conservancy itself or, more accurately, one member of its staff, was responsible for the above situation. Evidently, conservationists are not free of such deplorable motives either. In addition, those who worked for the agency were understandably frustrated by the lack of enforcement powers, the disparity between official proclamations and reality, the fact that the results of their work seldom corresponded to the amount of expended effort, and the lack of social prestige which their work deserved. Little wonder that they would sometimes take out their frustrations on individuals with whom they ought to co-operate instead. To regard breeders of threatened or protected species, entomologists, amateur zoologists, or photographers as villains, and to exercise regulatory powers against them instead of using them in really serious cases, certainly must also be considered dysfunctional and pathological. This is especially true when elsewhere entire populations are going extinct and entire ecosystems and the refugia of threatened species and communities are being devastated, without any objections from the very same bureaucrats. These days, for example, the Conservancy must very carefully test those who volunteer for guard duty in protected areas, and strictly reject persons more interested in throwing their weight about than in the cause. If the above-mentioned situations are approached responsibly, it won’t be possible to accuse and insult—rather than invite to participate in the recovery program—a breeder who acquired his animals entirely legally, without hurting the population of the species, and who discovered and practises a successful method to reproduce them. Or, merely because of an unconfirmed allegation by a jealous “friend,” It won’t be possible to accuse a photographer of endangering his subjects when, for decades, he has been respected by conservation organisations and contributed to the popularisation of conservation ideas as few others did. Nor will it be possible to block a very favourable import of a vulnerable bird species just because it was arranged by a “competing” organisation. It saddens me to the point of crying to think of how much further conservation could have progressed, had it been able to keep free of such pathological motivations (that is, free of those burdened with them) and to work in harmony with everyone willing to further the good cause.


    These examples show that, in addition to the causes we have discussed, those in power may also derive some pleasure from obstructing, tormenting, and frustrating others. Those who are frustrated themselves like to frustrate others. But that encompasses yet another group of issues.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695525]10. Sadism


    This chapter was the first one written after the fall of the communist regime in mycountry, and so the first one that I was able write entirely free of worries that publishing the various facts and my opinions about them might result in unpleasant consequences for myself and my family. However, as stated in the original magazine publication, the despotic wilfulness that my country and its environment had to endure, unfortunately is not limited to just a handful of people or to one political party. It has many historic precedents and rears its ugly head whenever a society with a power monopoly replaces the biological principles of competition and natural selection. Regrettably, we are dealing with very common human characteristics and inclinations that are probably impossible to remove from the population entirely, and that can only be suppressed and controlled through appropriate sociological mechanisms.


    On to sadism, then.


    Sadism, in its pure form, is defined as a sexual deviation through which one person needs to torture another, usually a sexual partner, to achieve sexual fulfilment.


    Among animals, there is a fairly close tie between dominance and sexuality. Dominant individuals often express themselves through ritualised, active, male-like sexual behaviour, such as “mounting” in dogs or cattle, or ritualised mating in some birds. Submissiveness, in contrast, is usually expressed by the—again, ritualised—female-like invitation to mating (e.g., in monkeys or birds). Let us also remember that display behaviour, which is designed to impress, is practically identical, whether it precedes a reproductive ceremony or an aggressive encounter. In short, sexual behaviour, especially in males, always contains some element of aggression, of violence. This gives us a hint of the origins of sadistic deviation. Within the normal range of variability in any one species, human beings included, the degree of violence can play a greater or a lesser role; exaggerated violence is typical of sadism. The etymological origin of the name, derived from the Marquis de Sade, is sufficiently well known.


    The expressions of sadism do not necessarily remain limited to this distinct form of sexual behaviour, though. The taste for any form of violence toward a living thing can and must be called sadism, whether it involves painful punishment, mental torture, or (especially) actual physical violence. Such taste is often the real motive for various actions that are subsequently justified, ostensibly rationally, as control of “pests,” “undesirable species,” “overpopulated species,” “potential disease carriers,” and so on.


    I believe that to any normal person the sight of violence and pain is something hurtful, insulting, and nauseating. But if we define as “normal” the behaviour of the majority of a random sample, a relatively high rate of sadistic tendencies appears to be the norm in human beings. How else to explain why so many people are fascinated by the tragedies of traffic accidents; attracted by the sight of blood and pain when they can’t and don’t want to help; that kids’ favourite games are all of the “bang, bang! - you’re dead!” variety; or that so many people’s spontaneous attitude toward anything alive is to kill it?


    I don’t reject all killing, nor classify it as evil or sadistic. We are all part of the food chain, just like any other predator. For myself, I had to learn, albeit reluctantly, how to kill rabbits, and now I can do it so quickly that the rabbit hardly notices. I am also acquainted with several affable and very humane butchers, who carry out their trade without any misgivings (same as the furry and feathered predators do), and with perfect skill, from quickly killing an animal to the boning of the carcass to the preparation of sausages. When I speak of sadism, I have in mind people like those who amuse themselves by shooting sparrows; cannot wait to take part in the “control” of city pigeons; knock down live bird nests; help “control predators” by any available means; or carry out unnecessary animal experiments. In short, those who use (more or less rational) reasoning to cover up the pleasure they find in killing or torturing. When one learns about cats with slit abdomens dumped in dust bins, about dogs hanged or burned to death, and about other such manifestations of how “civilised” some people are, one is no longer surprised at the extent of bullying of the weak that goes on in residential schools or military barracks. No wonder then that there are monsters capable of attacking peacefully demonstrating youth with kicks and clubs. No coincidence that for 45 years we were unable to update and proclaim a new animal protection act in Czechoslovakia, no coincidence that sensitive attitudes toward animals were called “bourgeois and outdated” during the communist rule. As long as I live I will never forget how I felt, as a boy, when I saw an old lady cry over the dead body of her little dog, run over by three drunk communist officials who drove their government-owned car up onto the sidewalk to hit it, on purpose. It happened in 1954, in Prague, on the avenue named at the time after Josef Stalin.


    I am deeply convinced that anybody who vents his sadism on any lesser being would find even greater delight in exercising it on people. A surprisingly high percentage of the population harbours these perversions.


    Yet I still hope that a reform and a change toward nobler attitudes is possible. Just as a cat who lacked the opportunity to learn how to hunt may completely lose the hunting instinct and transform it into play behaviour, human beings could lose the sadistic element of their attitudes toward animals—and members of their own society—through learning and imprinting. Similarly, in various residential schools of earlier times, people influenced by the tenets of Christian morality, for example, would never torture anything, simply because it was considered sinful, i.e., society had emphatically condemned it. On the other hand, even moral people were turned into sadistic monsters through special training, often with animal torture as a compulsory component.


    Good films, TV series, and books can have a profound positive influence. No one who has children can have any doubt who they side with—the engaging, likeable animals, or those who persecute or kill them? An education that rejects cruelty, violence, and killing (excepting when done by professional butchers, hunters and similar necessary occupations and carried out humanely and not from blood-thirstiness) will benefit not only the environment but also relations between people. By the same token it is essential to curb the calls “to fight for” various causes (see the chapter on aggression), because the causal relationships between aggression, violence, and a green light to sadism are evident. The sadistic massacres of November 1989 in Prague, or in Tianamen Square, were far from inexplicable. Rather, they were the logical expression and outcome of the general attitude to life which totalitarian regimes espouse and teach. As far as sadism per se is concerned, its manifestations, be they tearing legs off flies and bugs, torturing a lover, or beating defenceless people with a truncheon, differ only in the degree of expression or the choice of object. Its essence and principle are the same, and equally reprehensible and detrimental in their impact on societal and moral values.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695526]11. Necrophilia According to Fromm


    While our previous themes drew on a great variety of sources, many of which I could no longer properly reference, the following reflections have a single, perfectly convincing source of information: The Heart of Man - Its Genius for Good and Evil[bookmark: _ednref7][7], written by the psychologist, psychoanalyst, philosopher, and very wise man, Erich Fromm. The book was published [in Czech] in 1969, but later on communist officials condemned its author as ideologically unsuitable, accusing him, among other sins, of “bastardising psychoanalysis and Marxism.”


    The publication, heartily recommended, addresses three major pathological orientations of the human mind which lead to negation of life. As we search for the roots of evil, we would be remiss not to pause and examine these orientations.


    One is the so called necrophilic orientation. Like sadism, necrophilia originally was defined as a sexual deviation based on a desire for erotic gratification with a corpse. Fromm, however, interprets necrophilia much more broadly and regards the narrow definition (of necrofilia as sexual deviation only) as merely one specific manifestation of the broader concept, which he defines in relation to one's general scale of values and “view of the world.” He designates as necrophilic anything that makes a person prefer inanimate objects, power, and other characteristics that obviously do not benefit life, over the interests of nature, life per se, and life’s manifestations and needs. Necrophilic individuals may kill an animal, or a person, without compunction, just to show how strong and skilful they are; they get intoxicated with speed and become ecstatic over technological achievements, entirely ignoring that such achievements may negate life itself (immaterial whether the life involved concerns people, other animals, plants, or the entire planet). For them, hoarding money or other objects often is an end in itself, satisfying an in-grained urge. This contrasts sharply with the motives of biophilically oriented persons, who may collect otherwise useless items because they see them as “silent friends,” because they have a high regard for the work of those who created them, or because they simply cannot abide waste. Necrophilic people tend to be excessively orderly, frugal, and clean, to the extent of becoming pedantic, bureaucratic, and parsimonious; they place the letter of the law unconditionally above positive functionality and service to life. They are often capable of giving preference to impersonal, abstract principles over individual life and happiness, thus, in effect, negating those very principles. They pay disproportionate attention to defecation and excrement. This orientation results in a passive and consumerist way of life, and in a tendency to impose “order” on the natural ways of life and laws of nature: to replace the natural by the artificial, the living by the inanimate, and to subjugate the magnificent, unfettered, and unpredictable flow of life to some rigid, unyielding programme or agenda.


    In contrast, a biophilically oriented person finds the greatest satisfaction in positive phenomena: the beauty and harmony in nature and in people; the love for a partner, family and friends; the pleasant aspects of life. Such persons place functionality above schematic and regulated order. They regret any destruction of life and beauty, even when such destruction becomes necessary and cannot be avoided. They value objects for their beauty or functionality, according to how they themselves, or those near to them, feel about those objects. A biophilic person often personifies various objects. Such a man usually is generous, likes a horse better than a car, a live hamster better than a mechanical toy, a good-looking woman better than a career. He puts the contentment of his children or of an old and infirm family member ahead of mere profit. As for work, such a person is usually concerned primarily with meaningful fulfilment and a friendly atmosphere. It is interesting that most children are usually spontaneously biophilic. Any “technocratic” orientation they may acquire arrives later in life.


    Just as everything in nature (people included) is related to everything else, and just as there are two sides to most issues, there is both good and bad in the necrophilic and biophilic types of orientation. The positive or negative impact of such orientation on the mental health and character of an individual and a society depends on the degree of its manifestation and on the extent to which other trends compensate for it. An absolute lack of necrophilic orientation probably would not benefit an individual—it would likely characterise a rather unprincipled, sybaritic and disorderly person, incapable of planned, purposeful action, even if that person were basically good and well-meaning; a bohemian personality of sorts. On the opposite end of the scale we would find unscrupulous dictators who reduce people to mere pawns in a game of chess and nature to a mere stage on which to establish their own rule and order. The outcome of this extreme form of necrophilia is a predilection with death and the introduction of an absolute order through elimination of life itself—life being a source of variability, chaos and disorder. Naturally, most people fall somewhere in-between, near some average that is probably optimal for successful existence, with the various above-mentioned aspects evolved to varying degrees. The necrophilic orientation may have either a neophilic or neophobic character: the former finds expression mainly in the favouring of technology, chemicals, and the mechanical establishment of “order” by the use of so-called “modern,” artificial methods; the latter in bureaucratic conservatism.


    It is hardly necessary to dwell in too much detail on the impacts of necrophilia on nature and fauna. The striving for artificial, often simplistically utilitarian “order” creates same-age monoculture tree plantations instead of forests, animal concentration camps instead of breeding establishments, and human drones instead of a democratic society of free beings. It pigeonholes products of nature as “useful,” “harmful,” or “indifferent.” Necrophilic people dislike trees because they shed leaves and twigs; reject household pets because they shed hair or feathers, scratch furniture, or scatter seed shells; detest city birds because they poop and build their nests on houses and monuments; and would banish dogs from streets and parks because they urinate and defecate. They hate all these things which make a mess and cause disorder. Biophilically oriented persons, in contrast, practically never mind any of these things; for them the strongest argument in favour of trees, birds, and dogs etc. is that they are beautiful and alive.


    The hoarding instinct, so symptomatic of necrophilic orientation, overburdens natural resources: the overuse of mineral resources, pillage of primeval forests, or slaughter of whales, elephants, rhinos, or baby seals are just some examples. Excessive cleanliness releases into the environment wastewater loaded with detergents, and diverts disproportionate amounts of clean water from its natural functions. The ambition to show off power and technical prowess has an impact on the objects chosen for that purpose, beginning with the killing of “live targets” to prove marksmanship, and ending with the detrimental environmental impacts of magalomanic projects. A bureaucratic hydra rules above it all, endeavouring to entangle all manifestations of life in its rules and regulations as tightly as a fly in a spider’s web. I know a state Conservation agency office which, thanks to this orientation of its manager, boasts of perfect documentation and beautiful, orderly filing system. But the unique nesting sites of curlews and bluethroats in their region are no longer alive; for all its bureaucracy, the agency never got around to protecting them.


    Taken to its extreme, necrophilia leads to the worship of death, because the act of killing can demonstrate both strength and technical competence, as well as power, and inanimate objects then can be, without problems, subjugated, classified, and ordered.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695527]12. Fromm’s Concepts of Narcism and Incestuous Orientation


    This chapter is also based on the previously cited book of Erich Fromm. Here we pick up the threads from some of the earlier chapters, particularly those on necrophilia, altruism, aggression, and manias, primarily megalomania. All those subject are closely related to the issues of narcism and incestuous orientation.


    Again narcism (originally, more correctly, narcissism) is defined in psychiatry as a specific perversion, namely, falling in love with oneself. It derives its name from Narcissus, a character of Greek mythology. Although in its Freudian conception it retains this characteristic, in essence it encompasses (as in the case of an oedipal fixation on one’s mother, discussed later) a far broader range of issues concerning the overall attitudes and conception of life, in which the sexual components are secondary, not primary. Narcism arises from the instinct of self-preservation and from a child’s unconscious selfishness. Clearly, a certain measure of self-love and self-esteem is normal, healthy, and necessary, probably even a prerequisite to a positive attitude to others and to life in general. The tenet of “loving thy neighbour as thyself” could never be followed if human beings could not love at all. Here the limits of what is “normal” are defined subjectively, based on the ethology of our species and on tradition, culture, and morals.


    A person afflicted with narcism is unable to accept that his or her own uniqueness is of the same kind as the uniqueness of every other human being (and, if projected objectively, the uniqueness and non-replicability of every individual animal as well). Such narcism leads to immoral relationships and to actions whereby people excessively put their own interests above everything else.


    A baby’s self and feelings represent his first perception of reality. Only later will he perceive and direct his interest and attention to his surroundings, parents, and other people. At the outset he will still interpret all of it as existing only for his own sake. He sheds this infantile selfishness only gradually, through natural development of his faculties and through education, confrontation with reality, and acceptance of certain rules of behaviour and life within a society. Should such development be disturbed (and we will have something to say about that later, when we address the upbringing of children), he may retain this infantile egotism and become a narcistic personality.


    Such a man fancies his own interests, plans, and conceptions as his own things, creations, etc., not only because (as for most people) he considers them useful and functional, not because he expended time and effort on them, or simply because they give him a feeling of accomplishment, but primarily because they are his own and therefore incomparably more valuable than anyone else’s. He regards other people with their own interests as mere insignificant stage settings for his own, unique existence. Often he extends his narcism to a particular group (party, church, race, profession, family, etc.) with which he identifies himself, and he usually seeks out groups that have similarly narcistic leaders or representatives. Fromm calls this a group narcism, or social narcism. Any criticism or, God forbid, attack on his “clan” is viewed by the narcistic person as an unforgivable insult to himself, and avenged, disproportionately, by any and all means. Such a person is wholly unable to even consider whether the criticism or attack may have been justified. Narcism rules out objectivity, because it respects only its own subject.


    Narcistic persons abound; indeed, they may well be in the majority. Otherwise, such pronounced narcistic psychopaths as Hitler, Stalin, Ceaucescu or Saddam Hussain could never have prevailed. Themselves narcistic, they became symbols and objects of narcistic idolisation by their peers.


    Incestuous fixation may lead to similar consequences, albeit by a somewhat different mechanism.


    One gets the impression that psychiatrists are going a bit overboard about the importance of various indecencies when they derive everything from perverted sex—but here, too, we are dealing with a generalisation of a sexual deviation, namely, an oedipal attitude toward mother. And the designation is again somewhat misleading here, because a truly oedipal, incestuous relationship is in itself but one manifestation of an overall orientation that develops during an entirely asexual stage of a child’s ontogeny. It is based on an inborn need to feel protected, safe, and loved, to feel that someone can, and unconditionally wants to, satisfy all desires of the child’s archetypal narcism. Assuming a normal family, childhood is, indisputably, the most happy phase of an individual’s life, and not just in people. To me these thoughts always bring to mind the behaviour of a tame cat at a time of complete contentment and happiness. During such happy moments, the cat purrs—producing one the of basic voices by which kittens communicate with their mother—and shuffles from one paw to the other in one spot. This is a ritualised form of the so-called milk-step, the motion of kittens’ front feet as they massage their mother’s nipple. It is by no means a coincidence that a happy adult cat instinctively does what it did as a small kitten nursing off its mother.


    Childhood is a time of contented dependence, when a child needs to make no decisions, is not responsible for anything, and is the object of loving care simply because it exists. Only with the passage of time does Freudian libido enter the child-parent relationship, especially concerning the mother. This takes place quite naturally at a certain stage of the child’s development. As the child grows up, develops, and enters other social relationships than those within the family, he progresses from this infantile dependency to adult self-sufficiency. At certain stages such progress takes the form of a revolt. If this development becomes arrested at one of the earlier stages, because of some internal or external factors, the child may become incestuously oriented. Such a person, incapable of acting on his own, needs to remain dependent on mother (or parents, or a substitute object) to make decisions and take responsibility. In other words, that person cannot behave as an adult. If his development was arrested at the stage of revolt against parental authority, he will “get his kicks” mainly from non-constructive criticism—of anything.


    Incestuously fixated individuals need a “mother” to lead successful lives. Mother church, motherland, or a “mother” represented by a club, a Mafia, a sports team, a political party, and so on. They need to fear her, obey her, depend on her, love her. They need her to think, act, be responsible, and decide for them instead of doing so themselves. As in the case of group narcism, such people are capable of committing anything for the sake of their clan, even destruction and murder. If they are also afflicted with a bit of narcism, some sadistic leanings, and enough aggression, the results can be horrific. For an example in recent history we may to recall the “Ceaucescu’s children,” who were manipulated through an incestuous attachment to adoptive parents.


    Impacts of these psychopathic disturbances on the environment and society are diverse, and everybody is sure to know some example from their own experience. The impacts can be both direct and indirect, and affect practically anything. The ecological crisis in the Persian Gulf, caused by the eruption of pathological aggression in Hussain’s Iraq, provided a shattering example. The meaningless aggressive attacks and retaliations which we can see all over today’s world, from nationalistic and racist excesses to mid-eastern Islamic fanaticism, supply a grossly naturalistic proof. It seems to have always been that way in human history, and apparently only very few “normal” adult and objective people were able to learn from it; it leaves one at a loss for words.


    There is one explanation for this depressing fact. Today’s humanity, despite its senseless and egregious conceit (seen even in some of its best individuals), still represents only an evolutionary very young, hectically developing primate species, a kind of current experiment of nature, an animal that gambled its existential strategy on the trend of infantilisation and the ensuing development of brain, communication, exploratory behaviour, and learning. We have touched upon this subject in our first chapter on neophilia. Human beings thank their infantilisation for the development of a central nervous system that is unprecedented in the animal kingdom, but also for some other consequences that represent the flip side of the coin. Along with the infantile behaviour occurs the discussed “adolescence,” manifested by the persistence of childhood narcism and dependence on parents and, to some extent, by neophilic necrophilia as well. In “reasonable” amounts, these three orientations contribute to the individual and the society positively—nobody can reject such characteristics as patriotism, national pride, love and honour for one’s parents, or inquisitiveness and playfulness that persist till old age. But who can determine the exact point where what is “normal” and “good” changes to pathological and evil?


    In their extreme manifestations, elements of necrophilia, narcism, and incestuous fixation often combine in the same person. Fromm calls such a combination the “decay syndrome” and regards it as particularly dangerous and pernicious.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695528]13. Indifference


    Most structures in animate nature appear “layered,” with organically developed newer characteristics and manifestations added to preceding ones. More advanced forms of behaviour, for example, do not negate older forms but rather grow out of them and functionally assimilate them. The process is something like adding floors to a building in which the lower levels remain occupied.


    To understand the causes of indifference in human society (particularly under the conditions of big urban centres) we have to recall the adaptive mechanism which ethology calls habituation. Habituation exploits the fact that a living organism can adapt even to those external stimuli that normally bring forth certain automatic responses, and over time may become so used to them that it ceases to heed them at all. No matter whether they induce flight, fear, stress or, conversely, pleasant sensations. In the Prague Zoo, the cages of stock doves that were to produce fledglings for experimental reintroduction were placed along the elephant-enclosure road that was much used by heavy gravel trucks. At first the birds panicked, then they kept to the far corners of their cages, but in the end they became used to the traffic, nesting even under those circumstances. During my work for the Conservancy I knew of at least two nests that eagle owls built in active quarries, one of them quite close to a stone-crushing mill. Habituation is one of the mechanisms that serve life and survival and earn nature the name of “great sorceress.” And the saying that “one can get used even to the gallows” attests to the fact that man is an especially adaptable animal.


    Thus habituation is a state (or rather, the process leading to a state) whereby, if a stimulus is repeated too often, the organism ceases to react to it appropriately, or ultimately ceases to perceive it altogether. Simply put, the individual becomes inured, used to it. It is a self-preservation mechanism that prevents in the organism serious stress-related physiological changes that would otherwise inevitably occur, resulting in exhaustion or even death.


    Under favourable conditions, human beings, as a social animals with a strong inclination to exploratory behaviour (read: inquisitive and curious) respond to the slightest adequate stimulus with a tendency to initiate social contact. Any person with whom one comes into social contact is regarded as a potentially interesting partner. The more “hungry” for social contact an individual is, the greater is this tendency. However, an optimal situation also requires a balance between social contact and privacy and solitude, i.e., some inviolate personal space. The relative importance of these seemingly contradictory needs varies by individual (e.g., between extroverts and introverts) and by circumstance. It is different in health and illness, for example. This situation is essentially similar in all social vertebrates. At one end of the scale, oversaturation brings about habituation-induced indifference, at the other end, frustration leads to extremes in the search for social contact.


    When you ride a bus in a big city, note how people seat themselves. Given a choice, everybody will occupy a free double seat, passing over seats next to those already occupied. Tired of too many social contacts, people try to insulate themselves from others. They take a dim view of any “invasion” of their individual space by another person. Yet, if you ever travelled in a sparsely populated area, perhaps taking a bus at some lonely outpost, your experience would have been just the opposite. A local would climb onto the near-empty bus and take a seat next to you. Then, after a decent interval of feigned indifference, your neighbour would start talking and eventually pry into your affairs or your health in an ever more friendly and bold fashion. At times such contact may have overtones of xenophobic aggression, but in all cases we observe an active opening of social contact, not a barrier raised against it. As an aside: it really is too bad, ethologically and psychologically, that when people return to their homes and families, where they ought to eagerly seek sociability the most, they often arrive already sick and tired of social contact of all kinds, yearning instead for a little peace and quiet.


    A surfeit of social contact due to overpopulation increases the need for privacy and incites escalating aggression against those who breech it. In the end, exhaustion from constant aggressive defence leads to habituation—the organism simply ceases to perceive the disturbing stimulus. This can happen even in such solitary animals as hamsters. During the tremendous population explosion of hamsters that occurred as one of the consequences of the ecological collapse caused by the “reclamation” of East Slovakia lowlands, even these normally fiercely territorial animals learned to live literally in herds. In social animals, such habituation occurs much more easily.


    In people, as in all animals, this basic mechanism of indifference is supplemented by a species-specific “superstructure” that depends on the ability to perceive specific conditions and feelings, to consciously react, and to follow certain traditional norms of behaviour. For example, social custom limits aggressive displays (at least in civilised individuals) or forces a person to at least pretend an interest in social contact. Various negative experiences, personal or vicarious, can turn many a person away from even the most basic act of altruism common to all social animals—to aid a conspecific in need. Yet people are increasingly guilty of complete indifference that stems from plain laxity, without any prior negative experience. I refer particularly to what one might experience when trying to help someone against a bully, giving lift to hitchhikers, testifying in court or during police enquiries, or offering first aid. The underlying reason is not just uncouthness or selfishness, but primarily a habitual oversaturation with social contacts to an extent that becomes ethologically and physiologically unbearable. This oversaturation is actually one of the first stages of the natural process that cuts animal numbers from overpopulation down to normal density.


    But as we said before, conscious action in human beings is beholden to the principles of ethics, morals, articles of faith, and other “categorical imperatives” that play at least as great a role as the subconscious behavioural mechanisms. A truly cultured person, one worthy of that name, will always gladly assume the risk inherent in offering altruistic help to other to needy individuals, even those of other species, and won’t look idly on at any suffering. Within the norms of decent behaviour he simply obeys his own conscience. Actually, the “voice of our conscience” to some extent represents a subconscious ethological drive to behave in a manner that benefits one’s species. Such norms of behaviour follow the laws of imprinting and thus give rise to various traditions that are specific to groups, from families and populations to entire nations.


    It is highly important to establish and follow traditions of altruism and compassionate help in our attitudes toward individuals and populations of plants and animals; in fact, toward the entire biosphere. Without such a responsible attitude of active and friendly partnership, we can hardly claim to be cultured at all.


    In connection with habituation and the ensuing indifference toward various objects and phenomena, we must also mention habituation to disorder, litter, various social and ecological vices, and information overload. I recoil in horror from the form of habituation whereby people begin to feel overloaded by information about ecological threats and risks, about the need to change their habits and attitudes, about the need for conservation, and about other things that are vitally important for the continuation of life itself, in much the same manner as they had begun to feel overburdened with information (and disinformation) about threats to world peace or various horrendous events taking place in other countries. Information overload, especially the stressful kind, should be avoided. Imagine how you would feel if your life partner asked for help that was quite out of the ordinary and not too pleasant. If that happened once, surely you would oblige, if not with a leap of joy; but if you were asked again and again, you might find it hard to hold your temper.


    The shocking extent of indifference that haunts our time and society is not only a self-preserving, physiological consequence of population density that has far exceeded the optimal, but also a manifestation of moral decline and a triumph of primitivism. Which brings us into the realm of sociology.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695529]14. Primitivism


    Many people delude themselves into thinking that the European is the pinnacle of civilisation, all cultured and polished, and that primitives live somewhere out there in the forest or tundra. That is a fundamental error, at least in my opinion. I am unwilling to designate any human culture as primitive; there are only different cultures, each responding differently to their environmental conditions and holding to different traditions according to the mentality of each respective ethnos. Primitives are scattered among all cultures and nations and, in contrast to other humans, distinguish themselves by their absolute lack of any desires beyond the alimentary and the sexual. To a limited extent they may show some liking for simple amusements, usually games dominated by brute force or vulgarities aimed at someone else. Their life necessities, then, are roughly the same as those of, say, coelenterate invertebrates. Apart from their gastrointestinal wants, they usually show neither interest in, nor respect, for anything else.


    A short time before I began to write this chapter, I saw a well-made, eye-opening TV sitcom about the sojourn of a German officer and his batman at a lonely house in the mountains, with an old man and his granddaughter. The batman character was the archetypal primitive: sybaritic, inconsiderate, vulgar, envious, cowardly, and cunning.


    It is of course normal and proper to eat and relish tasty food. Just as normal is sexuality. While at my age I do not indulge very much in this pleasurable activity any more, far be it from me to underestimate, let alone disparage, the importance of sex. Yet, even in my younger days, the vulgar, unfeeling sex of primitives repulsed me. I do not intend to promote here any ascetic tendencies, although I can honour and understand them. But I do believe that men ought to eat in order to live, not to live in order to eat—as somebody has wisely said before. The primitives who elevate food above all else are, to me, at a lower level, mentally, than a dog or cat who will refuse food when grieving over the absence of their human friends, or a wild goose or swan who will mourn the death of a mate, sometimes to self-destruction.


    I also believe it is important to emphasise that vulgar, pleasure-seeking primitivism must not be confused with the high value placed on food by people who have experienced real hunger. Those who have survived disasters involving long-term famine, persons who have been starvation-tortured, or those so poor that they have never been properly sated, quite naturally view enough food as vitally important (which it is, indubitably). That does not mean, though, that concepts like friendship, honour, or consideration of others have to occupy a lower place on their scale of values than a full stomach. I also don’t want to give the impression that I am equating vulgar primitivism with any particular social class or stratum. It is true that primitivism often is more prevalent in some strata, but the relationship is not such that one social group would lean to primitivism a priori. If anything, the reverse is true: vulgar primitives, because of their disposition, gravitate toward certain strata or classes (for example, because of easy work or little work, high earnings, potential for self-realisation). In principle, the occurrence of primitivism is independent of class or race; primitive as well as noble individuals occur (the latter, sadly, much less often) in widely diverse social and ethnic groups. I have met primitives among classmates during my studies, among fellow soldiers during my army service, among labourers, and among university teachers. Remarkably, I met practically no primitives at the state Conservancy; probably because the lousy pay and high demands on qualifications, responsibility, and character selectively eliminated the primitive types from the ranks of conservationists at the very beginning. It is not customary for primitives to work because of conviction, for little gain, and with high risk—and all that for what, something called nature?!


    There is a certain inverse relationship between vulgar primitivism and intelligence. This is understandable, because the very ability to think about ourselves and our surroundings is foreign to the gastrointestinal narcism of the primitives. However, there are also intelligent and smart primitives (note smart, never wise!). Those can be the most dangerous, having learned how to manipulate the public by attractive argument.


    Narrow-mindedness, physical and mental laxity, sybaritism, uncontrolled narcism, and ignorance of higher principles and motivations are common among primitives. Thus a primitive neither can nor wants to understand anything outside the framework of his own small mind; he will derogate and denounce, because of always suspecting in others a motivation as mean and primitive as his own. Anything pure and noble he will defile and smear like a snail. Work he considers a waste of time (except when rewarded by “a bundle”), it never enters his mind to see work as a mission or a calling. In the eyes of a primitive, a lonely lady with a doggie for her only companion obviously has the dog only to commit acts of bestiality. The head of the state sought his post only “so he could come into money and traipse all over the world.” An altruist who selflessly helps someone else is either an idiot, or else a clever schemer for whom “there’s bound to be something in it” (perhaps a hope to inherit, or a chance to steal something; at the very least, some prestige). Naturally! Why do it otherwise? Any unfortunate animal kept by a primitive is not a beautiful, sentient living being, let alone a friend. It is only either (a) a living food can, (b) a mechanism to catch mice or guard the house (cat, dog), or (c) a suitable target of primitive diversion. Love does not mean responsible, emotional, fulfilling partnership, merely sexual intercourse. Beauty is of no account unless edible or marketable. Nature is to serve, to be made maximum use of (to be exact, maximally exploited through conversion into food and money). Hog factories harm the environment? “So what? Everyone likes to pig out on pork” (forgive this vulgar quote from many an official meeting).


    I could go on an on. I met many primitives, I am sorry to say, and had many a heated discussion with them during my ten years with the Conservancy. To this day it makes me sick even to think about them.


    A primitive is usually also intolerant, incapable of exchanging ideas, inconsiderate, and aggressive. And never willing to inconvenience himself for anybody else.


    Of course, almost nothing in nature—or among human beings—occurs in its absolute, crystalline form. Happily, there are few primitives quite like the above-mentioned batman from that TV show, but a great many people show some characteristics of primitivism in one way or another. Among decent people, primitives’ characteristics have always been scorned, if subconsciously, but I believe that to scorn vulgar primitivism ought to become a general, binding moral creed.


    Primitives are not too much trouble, as long as they are not in power. Just as “birds of a feather flock together,” primitives consort with one another because of common interests. When they posses a modicum of tolerance and good nature, they remind one of more-or-less harmless animals, fond of the pleasant side of life and, except in crises, even useful to society at large. However, things begin to fall apart when primitives are given the opportunity and the power to interfere with the environment, the social fabric, and the lives of others. With no understanding or regard for anything beyond a full belly and sexual gratification, lazy and often unthinking, they shape everything “to their own image.” They reduce life to the level of pure consumerist existence and, aware of their own inadequacy (more subconsciously than consciously), can’t bear criticism and will suppress it by force. If they also happen to be aggressive, they will force their own creed on the wider society, derogate and desecrate everything that conflicts with their purely materialistic ideology, and through sophistry and demagogy will gradually destroy all cultural, ethical, and moral customs, scruples, and values. When they happen to be good-hearted and at least a tiny bit altruistic, their idea of advancing the common good is to provide their people (at any cost) with food, drink, and simple amusements. Panem et circenses. When aggressive primitives rule, they may even force such benefits onto their subjects—after taking care of themselves first, of course.


    Closely related to primitivism is the enjoyment of violence and brutality; primitives are most easily manipulated into mob violence and so may become the main supporters of various narcistic and necrophilic Führers.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695530]15. Urbanisation, Ugly Environment, and Morals


    Among the main characteristics of primitivism is the yearning for an easy life and preference for external, superficial values. In societies world-over these desires and preferences have been attracting people into cities, where they give up the freedom and proud independence of a rural existence, if only that of a poor peasant farmer, for the dependence and vulnerability to manipulation that is brought about by life in the city, especially in the slums. People thus give up a natural for an artificial environment, and their own personality for the anonymity of one of a crowd. Undeniably, city life does offer advantages beyond the purely material and sybaritic, but so does life in the countryside, in a small settlement, or in unspoiled nature. People ought to have a right to choose, and to base their choice on informed comparison, or at least on objective information, not one-sided and purposely slanted propaganda. Least of all should they be forced to accept changes against their will. No one should have a right to “urbanise” any area without a thorough examination, full evaluation, and discussions with those primarily concerned, as well as with biologists and ecologists.


    The urbanisation and concentration of people in cities lead to alienation from the natural environment, yet they also bring about a certain yearning for what was lost. Unfortunately, that yearning is often uninformed and consumerist, so the mass character of this hunger for unspoiled nature becomes as destructive to the environment as any other exploitative and consumerist tendency. For example, the explosive growth of tourism, cottage building, and various kinds of recreation and sport tied to the natural environment together contribute to overuse of recreation areas. Often such areas are, on paper, under legal protection. Volumes could be written about the “recreational use” of the mountain national parks; the “downtown-like” traffic on some of the main trails can turn one’s stomach. Dysfunctional and pernicious, all this arises from one fateful misunderstanding. People who seek peace in nature fall over one another there. As they try to escape the city, they congregate in cottage subdivisions, taking along all the trappings of civilisation as well as the city-produced deformations of mind and relationships that subconsciously they were fleeing.


    Another aspect of the problem is ignorance of natural processes and a loss of contact with them. Those without the required knowledge often attempt to interfere with, or worse, to change and direct the processes. As B. de Jouvenel[bookmark: _ednref8][8] wrote: „Since the world is ruled from cities, where people are cut off from all life forms other than human, the feeling of being part of the ecological system is not being renewed. This leads to crude and imprudent use of those resources on which we ultimately all depend, such as water or trees.”


    There is another reason why the presence of at least some domestic animals and synanthropic species [associated with man or with human dwellings] in the cities is so tremendously important. Their positive influence on the psychological, emotional, and aesthetic development of our children, and on the continuation of the above-mentioned ties with nature is indispensable for the development of a positive, biocentric, altruistically oriented personality. Lamentably, much too often this positive effect of their presence goes unappreciated, or is essentially negated by prejudices, uncritically exaggerated emphasis on the few negative aspects, and intolerance by opponents who are, in effect, necrophilic psychopaths. Hysterical witch hunts directed at pigeons or dogs, for example, tend to continue, as if to cover up the truly important health effects of environmental contamination and create an illusion of societal concern for the city people and their milieu. This may taint even otherwise sensible views and trends. In a proposal (circa 1990-1991) that sought to declare a low-noise zone, I recall one section stating that “outside a built-up area of the zone it is prohibited to … let dogs run loose, pollute the area.” The imprecise formulation about pollution, and its placement right after the point about loose dogs, invites the interpretation that the pollution is by the product of the dogs’ metabolism—ridiculous to any sensible person, but easily misapplied by the omnipresent psychopaths. Besides, I knew of no meaningful argument for a blanket prohibition of “loose dogs” over the entire area, since any possible effects on wildlife were sufficiently covered by the hunting regulations, and in protected areas or places where they would indeed be a disturbing factor, dogs were already banned anyway. I am using this nonsensical ban to demonstrate how a mental deformation can affect even fairly enlightened persons and also to point out how the effects of past pseudo-arguments, official lines, and crusades can persist.


    Closely connected with the urbanisation-caused deformation of human mentality and our value hierarchy is the pernicious attempt to degrade natural laws and phenomena that occur on a biological level to the level of processes that manipulate inanimate matter, i. e., to a purely chemical or physical platform. “In our times the greatest threat to the soil and, as a result, not only to agriculture alone but also to civilisation as a whole lies in the decision—taken by the urban man—to apply industrial principles to agriculture,” wrote Schumacher. Once it becomes the official policy of a ruling party under a totalitarian regime, the ignorant disregard of the exclusiveness and specificity of biological phenomena and ecological and ethological principles in the use of biological technologies can have grave consequences.


    One such unfortunate consequence hopefully unintentional, of using the terms animal and plant production, is to reduce animals and plants to products at the same level as, say, socks or hammers, with the resulting loss of any scruples or humane feelings in their handling. Let those who do not believe me look at the large-capacity cowsheds or the poultry “concentration camps,” let alone the stockyards. We must remember that living organisms are qualitatively different from things like bolts or cars, and that one simply cannot “produce,” in the sense of “manufacture,” a living being. Man can manufacture excellent and tasty sausage, liverwurst, or headcheese from pork meat and various other ingredients, but cannot manufacture a pig or a potato.


    Nearly all cities have some harsh, unpleasant looking areas, built without imagination and serving only the most basic of purposes. Yet there are also many examples of aesthetically pleasing, well-thought-out and well-built, beautiful buildings of faultless craftsmanship that we continue to admire, no matter whether they were little houses of artisans, big palaces of aristocrats, or edifices serving culture or religion. Many such creations incorporate natural elements: trees, parks, and picturesque nooks. However, none seems to be found in our so-called “modern” high-rise housing developments, particularly the suburban apartment block complexes. I have long sought an accurate designation for such developments before coming up with one that would fit: “breeding batteries for utility people.” Some years later, I was stunned to discover a very similar designation for this type of development in one of the works of the well-known ethologist and philosopher Konrad Lorenz. I couldn’t get over the fact that this great man used the designation, at very nearly the same time. Yet I can swear that I did not plagiarise Lorenz; I only knew his work from difficult-to-obtain reprints and samizdat [self-published] translations, unavailable till much later.


    These pre-fabricated modular housing developments and similar city environments that lack all imagination, beauty, or personality insult or smother our appreciation of beauty and bring about frustration. Unfortunately, it is possible to get used even to this milieu and to lose the need for beauty. The mechanism for it is the same old, unfailing, widespread principle of imprinting (see Chapter 3). The deformation of people’s aesthetic sense is yet another detrimental consequence of urbanisation. Lack of time, emotional barrenness, and a number of other circumstances, all conspire to rob our life of the appreciation of beauty. Ugly surroundings that project their creators’ laxity, mental and physical laziness, supercilious attitude, and lack of interest in their future inhabitants are among the prime culprits. My beloved professor Konrad Lorenz says in his “Civilised Man’s Eight Deadly Sins”9 that: “Aesthetic and ethical emotions are apparently closely related, and people forced to live in the described conditions [the breeding batteries for utility people] undoubtedly suffer an atrophy of both.” It seems that beauty—natural as well as that of man-made, cultural environments—is essential to human mental health. The near-complete blindness to all beauty, so common in our times, is a mental illness which must be taken seriously, simply because it goes hand-in-hand with ethical insensitivity.


    It must be obvious by now that this chapter, despite its separate title and slightly different focus, addressed what is basically just another aspect of the problem of primitivism.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695531]16. Considerateness and Inconsiderateness


    Let me start with a few reminiscences from the animal world.


    A female hawk has for the first time left her nest with her newly hatched young, to clear her bowels and properly clean her feathers. Now she is perched at the edge of the nest, her terrible talons, the hunting weapons that are the instruments of her survival at the cost of the lives of her prey, grasp only a branch at the moment. Attentively she watches the occupants of the nest, who huddle in the cold like a single bunch of fluffy white down. The mother hawk knows they are cold and that it is up to her to warm them. And so she raises her wings, just enough to keep balance against the wind, opens the sharp talons, then bunches them into something resembling a fist, and shuffles on those little fists into the middle of the nest. Placing her feet lightly and carefully apart, so as not to touch a nestling even with a closed talon, she hovers over the young and then slowly, with utmost care lowers herself, having first parted her breast feathers to bare the hot skin underneath.


    To prevent talon injuries is one of the first rules in raising hawk young. This basic consideration is essential for survival; any female who lacks it will inevitably lose her young and eventually receive the ultimate punishment for her inconsiderateness—there will be no descendants and her genes will not be passed on to the next generation. I am not ordained to judge whether the hawk's action is consciously thoughtful, or only instinctive. It may even be just mechanical; after all, noble souls do act with consideration instinctively, without having to think about it, as it simply becomes a habit like any other. Still, since even females nesting for the first time perform this as routinely as the more experienced mothers, it is probably a behaviour that became instinctive.


    I can imagine haughty espousers of human exceptionality taking umbrage that I would dare to compare “mere” instinct with a noble human characteristic. But the classification or justification is not as important as the function and the consequences of this type of behaviour. Besides, even the instinctive behaviour of animal mothers leaves room for variations and for conscious behaviour, including considerate, thoughtful regard. Females of domestic dog breeds sometimes smother their whelps. It never happens in wild animal species. Unlike selection by a breeder—for exterior ‘beauty’ or results of show trials—theirs is guided by the uncompromising, implacable natural selection, for functionality.


    In truth, we encounter manifestations of considerate behaviour only in the higher vertebrate animals, and even then usually only within the framework of family altruism. But there are exceptions. Some time ago I read an authentic account of a man who, as a child, was “run over” by a herd of stampeding horses. He remained alive and unharmed, unlike an unfortunate little girl who stumbled in the midst of a mob of panicking people. But hoofed animals other than horses probably wouldn’t have swerved to miss the fallen boy. In colonies of walruses, sea lions, or sea elephants, young pups are often trampled to death when harassed animals try to escape to sea, a testimony to the fact that pinnipeds behave in such situations more like people than like horses.


    In normal, non-emergency situations, people show varying amounts of consideration for one another. How much depends on many circumstances, including their mutual relationship, past experience, custom and tradition, whether the person in question is a cultured individual or a primitive lout, and on a certain amount of imagination that allows one person to “walk in another’s shoes.” Disregarding the aforementioned louts and primitives, human thoughtfulness is of two kinds, as a rule. One kind is automatic, the result of one's upbringing and respect for social norms; the other kind is a conscious considerateness that arises from awareness and knowledge. In either case, considerateness or thoughtfulness rules out narcism and presupposes a tolerant, loving, and objective approach. The first type is more or less a component of certain rules of behaviour, can be rather formal in character, and does not tell us much about the real, internal, altruistic considerateness. The other, conscious type, reveals much more about personal qualities. This type presupposes interest, experience, imagination—all of which is implied in the simple expression, “thinking of others.” To think of others, because they are as near and dear to me as my own self. Several noble religions of the world aspire to this type of relationship. And while the first, social type of consideration is exclusively inter-human, often shown only toward fellow members of a certain class or race, the second, true, conscious type generally does not discriminate between people of different groups, and often includes the “lower” forms of life as well. It springs from an ethic that honours life, unconditionally. Considerate, moral persons pose questions for themselves, whenever they try to satisfy their own requirements: “Am I doing this at someone else’s expense?” “Could I be harming someone or something? Do I have a right to do this? Isn’t the price of my action too high, that is, won’t its negative effect on some other life outweigh its positive contribution to my own well-being?”


    Ideally, all people would think and act in this manner, but such is not the case. Even in those most civilised of societies founded on honouring moral and spiritual values, this type of considerateness is often the exception rather than the rule. When travelling on the underground, I am always frustrated by its crowds of indifferent, mentally lazy people who absolutely refuse to heed anyone else. They block the escalators, would run over everyone, obstruct entrances and exits, and in general behave like sheep jostling at a water trough. To see a person who moves briskly, yet with consideration for others, who gives his seat to, or holds the door for an older person, brightens my day. Sadly, it rarely happens. The indifference goes hand-in-hand with narcistic egotism and mental laziness, because no one has taught such people to think of others; moreover their experience probably taught them that decent and considerate people are at a disadvantage, handicapped, like a winged hawk. Contrary to the assertions of various totalitarian rulers, children who, knew only nurseries, kindergartens, boy’s homes, and residential schools when they were growing up did not become team-spirited and altruistic but extremely selfish. They could not otherwise hold their own against competition within the juvenile group.


    How then, can we expect someone to behave with consideration toward nature, when even the basic considerateness among human beings, the social animals, does not seem to work? Especially when primitive, consumerist motivation prevails. Who cares that some bird's nesting area is threatened here; that in those poplars over there survive the last few beetles of a species no longer seen anywhere else; that a pool, about to be wiped out by a landfill, represents an early-spring food source for insect-eating birds, and later becomes a cradle for young frogs and newts? These things make absolutely no dent in the inconsiderate consumer's immoral, plundering attitude. Given the current human material, the only way to ensure that nature is given some consideration, here and now, is to establish mechanisms that would operate as automatically as the natural selection and adaptation mechanisms in the environment. Mechanisms that would put inconsiderate action at a disadvantage and, conversely, give an advantage to acts that respect natural processes and phenomena. Also, such mechanisms would have to be established by iron-clad regulations and enforced by inspections and sanctions.


    The worst of all this is that inconsiderateness is like magnetism—it induces corresponding, or greater, inconsiderateness all around. (Thankfully, at least tolerant considerateness and decency do work the same way.) Inconsiderate people provoke similar attitudes not just against themselves, but also against other, uninvolved people or other creatures, according to the formula “nobody pampered me, either!” That is another reason for the mass occurrence of inconsiderateness, because adaptability and imitation are also characteristic of all life.


    In our times we are experiencing a flood of hard commercialisation on the one hand and a wave of spiritual revival on the other. This raises serious concerns among conservationists and nature lovers. Consider the well known (if ignorant) pronouncements of some economists, such as, “First we must make money to be able to afford environmental protection.” Certainly, but not through further destruction of the environment! Let us always try, then, to think of others; and not only our partners, colleagues and friends, or the blind, the paraplegic, or demented children. To me, as a biologist, disregard of the existential needs of species, whose function on this planet is as evident and legitimate as that of the human species, is an atrocity and perversion far worse than neglect of the special interests of some minority faction within the human population. In practice, the application of a truly humane attitude toward people and toward elements of the natural environment would vary from case to case, but its foundation would be the same, just as all life on Earth shares common mechanisms of sugar metabolism, genome encoding, or the ability to reproduce.


    So let us always be thoughtful and considerate, to everything around us, and our meaningful, noble attitude will brighten our own lives and, maybe, lengthen them, too.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695532]17. Tolerance and Intolerance


    Despite few opportunities and little money, I always liked to travel, and in my younger days I once had the opportunity to visit Georgia and the Caucasus. High above the city of Tbilisi stands a huge, stylised statue of a woman: the Mother Georgia. She holds a wine goblet in one hand—for friends, and a sword in her other hand—for foes. In this, she symbolises the ageless wisdom of a differentiated approach to different people or, in general, to all external factors. Looking at nature around us, we see that most living things adopt easy-going, successful ways to fit in with their milieu and its other inhabitants. Most living organisms tolerate other individuals of their own species as well as the presence of other species. Here I am using “tolerance” not in the ecological sense (i.e., the range between acceptable environmental extremes) but in its usual “human” sense, as something akin to an amicable, or at least neutral, attitude toward the acceptance of others. As a rule, aggression, which is an intolerant reaction, is encountered only when certain rules are disobeyed, such as in close-quarter competition, encroachment on the territory of another, or a threat to personal safety. In no circumstances would a stork, for instance, mind the sparrows that nest in the bottom layers of her large nest. Antelopes don’t mind zebras or ostriches grazing peacefully alongside. They do not even mind lions or hyenas, as long as they don’t perceive them as stalking. Tigers don’t mind the voices of birds and monkeys above their dens, and bees tolerate other insects that visit the same flowers as they do. All living things exist within associations with other species; social animals also, with their own species. They limit hostile manifestations to serious disputes—about food, territory, or mate, and to the defence of oneself, one’s young, or one’s social group. In any case, it is a risky luxury for any wild creature to expend energy in pointless conflict; therefore, such behaviour never becomes entrenched by natural selection, as it always leads to the failure of those engaged in it. Conversely, relationships marked by peaceful coexistence or mutually advantageous symbiosis lead to prosperity and become fixed through the mechanisms of selection. From the broader perspective of ecological dependencies, even the predator-prey relationship can be seen as a kind of symbiosis, as it definitely benefits both species, predator and prey, albeit at the cost of the death of individuals.


    Excessive intolerance and aggression is found only in some domestic animals, where it is usually a result of selection by man, and often from special training as well. Only human beings object to all kinds of other beings: from commensal animals, that are harmless to those that live on or in other species, trees that shed leaves, birds that sing too loud, and crickets that chirp, to grass in bloom (it may cause allergies!), to the neighbour’s noisy rooster or barking dog, and the neighbour himself.


    Many others have written on this subject, moralists above all, and I do not want to moralise or preach. Yet my innermost wish does sound like a moralising plea: In all those seemingly adversarial situations of ‘man against nature,’ let us always strive to correct the fault with ourselves first. Instead of removing natural obstacles, pests, and so on, let us learn to come to terms with them. Let’s behave like animals— to one another and to our environment—which means, let us be tolerant.


    Still, I have the unpleasant suspicion that in our times we must also stand up to the dangers of misplaced tolerance: tolerance of the evil among ourselves. I am shocked that in some countries even criminals of the worst kind have the right to beget children, and what’s more, that within the populace there are those, especially women, who fall all over themselves in their eagerness to help them to do so. If no more than a third of the various criminal characteristics were to become genetically fixed through such breeding, it would be a grave and dangerous matter, even disregarding the perversity of the whole thing. I hold it wrong that such absurdly conceived “human-ness” and all-embracing tolerance is willing to accept evil. That is why I spoke of that Georgian statue in the introduction. People who have known me for years think of me as almost too tolerant. But I get aggressively intolerant of stupidity and primitivism, of brutality and violence, of deliberate malicious lies, of human knavery and, paradoxically, of general intolerance. To tolerate evil is to become an accomplice; to apply the same standard to the evil as to the good or the “average” is an injustice and a wrong. So I am enraged by news about the doings of the “poor, unhappy” repeat offenders who kill and rob innocent people, demolish jails, and terrorise the more decent inmates; and I get mad about laws with sections on “excessive defence,” which in effect restrict the self-defence of those who are attacked or threatened. In the communist-ruled era, the Marx-Leninist teachings told us that the laws always serve the ruling group. Little wonder then, that totalitarian laws served the criminals at the expense of others. But laws in a democracy ought to protect and serve the ordinary, more-or-less decent, non-violent citizens and disadvantage or punish the thieves, robbers, and other unscrupulous criminals. The abolishment of the death penalty for murder or cruel violence to children or defenceless seniors I regard as a regrettable and naive mistake, on a par with trusting the humanity and objectivity of Hitler, Stalin, or Saddam Hussain. It turns humaneness on its ear and creates a system that abets evil.


    How does all that relate to conservation? Surprisingly closely. It is very hard to further the causes of common good, including conservation, in an atmosphere of constant fear or under the threat from criminals who, one is sure, will get off scot-free. It is even more difficult to promote ethical and humane programmes, including ecological ones, in a society burdened by perverts and brutal primitives, a society from which the belief in the usefulness and merit of altruistic deeds is disappearing, a society no longer convinced of the necessity of a causal relationship between crime and punishment. The hapless cormorants and diving birds that died in thousands along the Persian Gulf coast because of the oil slick released, criminally, during the Iraqi attack on Kuwait amply demonstrated how all things are interconnected, and how tolerating, not to say favouring, evil will be paid for dearly.


    And so I, too would follow the example of Mother Georgia. Or the wisdom of old fairy tales, where good is made to prevail and evil is punished, most often by irreversible liquidation. And we are not talking about vengeance here, but about justice and prevention. We human beings do liquidate, without scruples, any animal afflicted with rabies. We are ready with a rational justification for this action: to prevent and limit the spread of a dangerous disease. And yet it is possible—at least in the early stages—to treat and cure those unfortunate creatures. In contrast, no one can cure or rehabilitate a person who has lost all the inhibitions imposed by reverence of life. Such a person, if not sentenced for life, will unconcernedly repeat the offence after the jail term is over. When that happens, the forbearing, pseudo-humane, inappropriately tolerant representatives of such a skewed justice system will have become accomplices of that person, and should carry the responsibility for his deeds, just as an owner of a rabid dog would be answerable for letting the animal loose in the streets. All of us, and those naive humanists among us most of all, should seriously consider this responsibility, because life is at stake here—our own, our environment’s, and our planet’s.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695533]18. Waste


    The first dusting of snow has covered the frost-burnt grass. Against this white background, an old rowan on the hilltop has turned into a flaming tree, the red clusters of its berries glowing from afar. Suddenly the quiet of this winter landscape is shattered by a distant noise that reminds one of a roaring wood-fire, squeaking of wheels, and rattle of a toy clapper. Then a flock of birds appears on the horizon. These are fieldfares, those big thrushes who were forced by hunger from their northern nesting grounds and now wander the countryside like nomads in search of food. Here food is plentiful so far. The birds descend on the rowan tree. After a frosty night, this loud host is in a hurry, and the flaming berries are quickly harvested. Within half an hour the tree is bare and the fieldfares are on their way again.


    If we could watch those birds from a well-concealed blind, we would see that, despite their hunger, they are quite extravagant. Pecking here, pecking there, time and again dropping a berry, they consume hardly two thirds of the fruit, leaving the rest strewn below. They don’t bother to pick the berries on the ground, feeling safer high in the branches; and there are many more trees with edible berries still around. The squandered berries won’t go to waste, though. That very afternoon, a family of partridges can be seen filling up on the fallen berries under the tree. In the evening, a doe arrives, then a late-born, skinny hedgehog, and toward morning, a marten.


    In the end, the fieldfares have fed many other hungry customers through their wasteful way of berry harvest, so all is well. It is quite possible that only thanks to the birds our little hedgehog will be able to put on some fat before going into hibernation. Nature is seldom wasteful, usually everything gets used.


    However, all arboreal (tree) animals are naturally wasteful. There is usually a surplus of food in the canopy, especially in the tropics, and arboreal animals dislike leaving their trees, for many good reasons. Whatever falls is lost to them. This is why most such animals, when kept as pets, never become “house trained.” In the wild they do not need to deposit their scats or urine in one place. Canopy birds such as parrots, or the fieldfares mentioned above, and monkeys among the mammals, are typical in this respect. When we list all the behavioural traits that we have inherited from our four-handed relatives, we must not forget this tendency to wastefulness during times of plenty.


    This inclination to waste is also very common in certain ethnic and social groups, probably quite unconsciously, at the level of instinct. It becomes strengthened by tradition, unthinking primitivism, snobbery, or dubious bon ton. On the other hand, in other social strata and in areas where nature usually is none too generous (at least during the harsh seasons), opposite traits became selected for in the human population. We call the sum of those traits thriftiness or frugality. Few people doubt that those characteristics have a direct line to the pocketbook, and in economically difficult times, frugality gets dusted off and is again considered a virtue. However, there are much more important arguments than just monetary ones, namely, the negative impacts of wasteful consumerism on the biosphere, species diversity, natural resources in general, and the overall stability of ecosystems. Wastefulness dramatically increases consumption; to satisfy disproportionate consumption, exploitation of natural resources is necessary; logically, then, less space and fewer resources are left for wild plant and animal communities. We then replace natural systems and the diversity of wild species with unstable agricultural systems, genetically uniform (and so inherently more vulnerable) animal breeds, plant cultivars, and tree plantations.


    We should always remember that for every bun or every potato we eat, some part of the natural world was destroyed, that for every piece of meat on our table an animal has died, an animal who, too, had enjoyed its life. I don’t advocate that we should live as ascetics, or that we should not kill animals for food. After all, we did evolve as omnivores, and our organism is developed to utilise both plant and animal foods. But we ought to curb our consumption demands and also regulate our numbers sufficiently to keep us from destroying the variety and harmony of life. Otherwise, we might end up like the lemmings that, at the peak of their population on the tundra, will graze down everything they can and then walk to drown themselves in the sea. And, if we also want to regard ourselves as thinking, moral beings, we should pursue this course not just for self preservation but also from a sense of responsibility for the life around us.


    Professor Jiri Janda, the renowned Czech ornithologist, founder of the Prague Zoo, and a noble-minded thinker, wrote in the foreword to one of his books many years ago: “Over the dead bodies and destroyed homes of animals, the chariot of humanity rolls ahead on blood-splattered wheels...” We must remain conscious of our culpability and our duty arising thereof. When my grandmother used to say that it was sinful to squander God’s gifts, it reflected her human and ecological ethics, without a trace of stinginess or acquisitiveness. In her day, the products of nature were indeed understood to be a gift, a gift worthy of reverence and of being used in a way that would not offend the giver. Wanton waste represents not only a criminal lack of respect for nature and life but also an equally amoral lack of respect for the work of people who took part in the production or manufacture of the items concerned.


    For all those reasons I like and even revere some of the characters who pick up stuff from waste bins and scrounge at waste grounds to recover useful items of food. They are usually older persons, and while some may be motivated pathologically, I believe that for most of them it is only a manifestation of natural thrift and an aversion to “squandering the gifts of God,” a dislike for letting usable food or useful items be wasted.


    What I do consider pathological is to throw out such items, or food, in the first place. One old lady who takes food scraps out of dustbins cuts them up small to feed them to the birds; she can’t abide the food going to waste when crows and pigeons go hungry in the wintertime. To me, hers is an admirable act of morality, altruism, ecological sense, and economy. She stands out in honourable contrast to the masses of superficial, consumerist beings who fill the bins with uneaten loaves of bread and throw out perfectly good furniture just because they got a notion to get themselves a new set. It begs a question from what strata are these wastrels recruited, and where do they get the means? After all, ordinary people’s resources are, as a rule, much more limited.


    Despite the hypocrisy of the former regime, fairly favourable conditions for limiting waste developed in my country, not only because of a generally lower standard of living and the down-averaging of most people’s incomes, but also through a system of resource utilisation that was well on the road to recycling of wastes and packaging. It pains me that we did not manage to take advantage of it and bring it further along. On the contrary, formerly uncommon wasteful practices found their way to us, such as the manufacture of single-use, disposable items, often serving only as advertisements. Items basically useless, yet consuming materials and energy.


    Ecological ethics presupposes, among other outcomes, reasonable and economical utilisation of natural resources. If we fail in that, we will differ from troupes of marauding baboons that pillage plantations only in the scale of the devastation that we leave behind—ours being much worse.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695534]19. Generalisation


    When our little dog Edys was still a pubertal, gangly pup, he had a nasty run-in with a sour old boxer bitch, an experience that he never forgot. Ever since he has been extremely mistrustful not only of all boxers, but of all other short-nosed breeds, especially bulldogs, pugs and Pekinese, and even chows. He thus provides an example not only of the fact that he is perfectly capable of generalising (an ability of dogs which many tried to deny), but also of the fateful mistake that generalisation and stereotyping bring along. Because, among all those doggies with “pushed-in” noses, surely the majority were friendly, amiable individuals, playful and non-aggressive. But that first impression of the nasty boxer is too strong.


    The fact remains that despite their ability for abstraction and generalisation, animals are mostly staunch realists and evaluate each case specifically, rather than at its generalised level. They often perceive the sum of specific circumstances at the expense of the generalisation. For example, when a falconer trains a kestrel to fly back to him, he constantly has to change the conditions, allowing only the reward (meat given to the bird on return) to remain the same. Otherwise he would teach the kestrel to return perfectly—say in the attic room, from the window to the door, landing on the leather-gloved hand attached to an arm clad in a blue sweatshirt. But if he tried to call the bird from the door to the window, or forgot to dress in his blue sweats, the kestrel wouldn’t come, because it would be suspicious of the changed circumstances. Human beings, in contrast, thanks to their central nervous system, can distinguish the general substance from unimportant externalities much better. Here those philosophising anthropologists who tried to separate man from all other animals at any cost had it more or less right.


    For most creatures in nature, generalisation is a useful aid to survival. It reinforces the innate reaction to their natural enemies, for example, but it can also backfire. Small birds recognise a kestrel well, and because they know that it does not hunt birds, the appearance of one evokes in them neither fear nor the escape reaction. But some kestrels do learn to catch birds, and then regularly exploit the birds’ trust.


    In spite of my great admiration for the straightforward and uncomplicated processes of a dog’s or a bird’s brain I must point out that the human ability to generalise is unequalled in the animal world. Unfortunately, people can also generalise so much that it becomes counterproductive. As we boast of the excellence of our central nervous system, we should also learn how to temper our inclination to generalise by engaging logical thought.


    Mistakes that arise from generalisation sometimes become not just personal and individual, but common to the general public, thus resulting in prejudices that can worm their way into tradition, create negative emotion, and incite outbreaks of aggression, often excessive or misdirected. I can, for example, boldly assert that Sano Lakatos is a primitive, a thief and a ruffian—if I can prove it. If, however, I begin to claim—based on my experience of Sano Lakatos—that all Romanies are primitives, thieves, and ruffians, I am at fault and may be guilty of triggering a chain of negative consequences, starting with injustice and unfair judgement. I can be sure that the hooligans who accosted our president during his visits to a neighbouring country were aggressive, fascist louts, as the mob gathered at that time was so motivated—but I must refrain from asserting that all their compatriots are the same. By the same token, I must not fool myself into believing that all, say, Germans or Englishmen are gentlemen and my friends—I could be badly “taken in.” Misapplied generalisation results in a double evil—fixation of objectively wrong, untrue information, and reprehensible ethical impacts.


    Generalisation can be just as pernicious and dangerous, if not more so, where it concerns attitudes toward the environment. I recall a conversation with an honest, albeit somewhat simple-minded hunter, on the subject of owls and birds of prey. That good man held forth somewhat like this: “Yeah, I used to protect the owls myself, even hung out nest boxes for them. But then, one time [let me emphasise, one time] I found where a tawny owl had hidden four headless little pheasant chicks in its nest box—so I broke up all those nest boxes, shot the tawnies out, and ever since then I don’t want to see a single one of them in my hunting area any more.” I asked him, how did he think that a night-hunting tawny owl got hold of the chicks, because at night they should have been asleep under their mother hen? Turns out the man was not all that simple-minded after all, because he did figure it out, that those chicks must have been orphaned and, as such, were already “lost” anyway. Alas, he figured it out too late. Had he asked himself “why and how” right away, he could have avoided a mistake that proved fatal to the owls.


    By now it must be obvious that mistaken generalisation often leads to a faulty perception of a collective culpability and to arbitrary, unjust, wholesale revenge. Yet such misguided, nonsensical generalisation is typical of human attitudes toward biological phenomena. Man makes quick work of everything. He is startlingly certain who is a pest and who is “useful,” how this or that species behaves, what the dog does and what the cat does, instead of properly considering what Fido is doing (when in a good mood) or what Mia, the neighbours’ cat, is doing (in stormy weather and when she’s hungry). Generalisation wipes out the individuality, truth, and uniqueness of a specific moment, creating instead an unreal, imaginary schematic. It is dangerous even when correct, that is, when it establishes an average of true values. C.G. Jung, the psychologist, said about this: “The statistical method shows us facts in light of an ideal mean, but does not depict them as they are in reality. It can capture an indisputable aspect of reality, but may entirely distort the actual state of affairs. That applies especially to theories based on statistical data. However, the distinguishing factor of real data is their individuality. We might say, somewhat inaccurately, that a true picture is composed of nothing else than all the exceptions to the rule and that, in consequence, absolute reality is overwhelmingly irregular in character.”


    If a basically “correct” generalisation can mislead, then how much worse and senseless are generalisations made on the basis of one exception, as in the case of the above-mentioned hunter, or in the case of our dog.


    So let us try to avoid such mistakes, and let us take objects, phenomena, and living beings in particular as they are and not as we imagine them. Let us not try to make them fit our prejudices or biased expectations. Let us try not only to know, but to understand. Let us question the reasons and ask about the circumstances when something happens, and most of all, let us steer clear of wrongly condemning whole groups or species on the basis of a few exceptions.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695535]20. The “Tough Guy” Model


    One reason I like animals is that they do not lie. They feel and act according to their nature and instincts and never pretend to be anything they are not. I know of no mammal or bird (let alone any lower creature) that would fake love or hate, or try to cover up these emotions. The transparent, childish little “deceptions” perpetrated by our house pets are the only exceptions—like the dog who, still damp from the rain outside, tries “to tell” his master that he hasn’t had his constitutional yet. The other “pretence” in the animal world, the mimicry (when a harmless insect, for example, closely resembles a poisonous one and so “fools” its predators) is purely instinctive, inborn, and fixed by natural selection.


    People, using their intelligence coupled with evil intent, are able to deceive convincingly. Lying, fraud, and other deceptions are more of a subject for ethics or criminology, and as such are of less interest here. But I would like to mention one particular type of behaviour that probably has its origin in pretence, and which is fundamentally important for our attitudes toward the environment.


    To some extent, it also represents a kind of mimicry. Undeniably, sensitivity and emotionality show a modicum of vulnerability and therefore a handicap. Because of this, in many ethnic groups and cultures hiding these traits was counted among the male virtues. Certainly it is good and useful to be able to control oneself and to prefer the objective view over an emotionally subjective one, but it should not degenerate into emotional numbness, insensitivity, or cruelty. To show emotion and empathy, or a dislike for killing or causing trauma, is entirely natural and normal. Yet there have been, and still are, groups among whom it amounts almost to adisgrace. Even in societies where such is not the case, many sensitive people feel their emotions as a handicap and try to suppress or cover them up, often by pretended heartlessness or by talking and acting tough. Thus arises a regrettable, often paradoxical social phenomenon, whereby a norm is created which favours ruthlessness, egotism, and indifference to everything, including the lives of our fellow beings, human and otherwise. It brings about a utilitarian, dehumanised, disconnected “society” based on down-averaging and disregard of the individual. A lot of it is related to narcism, primitivism, imprinting, and the previously mentioned pretence.


    A number of generally decent and perceptive people would tell me, in private, that they like animals, are willing to sacrifice a lot for their animal friends, and are annoyed and hurt by some of the cruel, immoral treatment that animals or their habitats receive. Yet in public they behave the same as those whom they have privately denounced. When forced to take a stand on such issues, they would, at best, resort to pseudo-rational clichés. In the 70’s, one very well known and well-liked lady on the Conservancy’s staff in Moravia made history. For the reasons that I am trying to analyse in this article, one of her pronouncements became re-told as a joke, as an example of something strange, pathetic, and sentimental. However, those who gave it that interpretation have shown a lamentable lack of good judgement and understanding. Here’s what happened: During negotiations on the destruction of a stretch of natural habitat by a planned self-serving sectoral project that was, as usual, billed as ‘needed, useful, and beneficial,’ the lady objected, “But you can’t do that, don’t you know that snowdrops grow there?!” I concede that, in that time and place, hers may not have been the best argument in the face of a gang of insensitive, biologically illiterate technocrats. To save those snowdrops, a more experienced fighter for conservation, even feeling as she did, might have used arguments better tailored to the narrow minds of her opponents. Nevertheless, I felt then, and after all those years I feel even more strongly today, that the “snowdrops argument” is not only quite sufficient, but biologically and ethically entirely proper and justified. Paradoxically, during that communist era, had someone else contended that, say “the comrade Secretary for Ideology lives there,” or “there’s a clearing where the underground communist cell had been meeting,” the project would have been killed. Yet a snowdrop habitat is certainly incomparably more valuable. Even if someone had argued that “people live there” or “but, there’s a such and such castle, a rare cultural monument,” probably nobody would laugh or view it as an amusing story, despite the arguments running along the same lines as the one about snowdrops. Our sense of values is warped here. Even dandelions could make a valid cause, but snowdrops, being rare, are actually a protected species by our own declaration—so they really ought to carry that much more weight.


    It is but a step from the flippant, cynical view of the snowdrop case to similar indifference to statements like “the water will never again be drinkable there,” “the last known nesting grounds of curlews will be destroyed,” or “people live there.” Surely the time has come to do away with arrogant, narcistic anthropocentrism and its disastrous consequences?


    Still, we are faced over and over again with statements that are perhaps meant as some kind of defensive excuse, statements such as: “We can’t be concerned only with the little flowers and birdies; we cannot protect every frog puddle; we cannot refuse people’s rightful demands.” In these situations I feel like a visitor to an annual meeting of vegetarians who finds their executive committee feasting on steak. We definitely must be concerned about the little flowers, the little birdies, and also the little beetles, little butterflies, little ringworms, little fishes, little mice, and little people along with them. I am using the pejorative diminutives on purpose, to keep with the silly trend. We definitely must at least try to save every frog puddle, and certainly we must thwart people who damage and destroy the environment for all living things (including themselves), whether they act from malice or ignorance. If we don’t at least make an attempt, we may as well gather all our acts and regulations about conservation and environment, and nail them to the wall in the outhouse. In my view, anyone who professes to be a conservationist and still lets loose with those “little birdie” and similar statements (or acts accordingly) should not work in this field at all, because he will do more harm than good.


    But let’s get back to the tough guy model. It annoys me that people who took up the study of zoology or botany for their love of nature, plants, or animals can change so much—under the combined pressures of their own weakness, wrong ideology, mob psychology, or warped public opinion—that they become ashamed of their emotional ties to the subject of their field. They seem to believe that they would lose face if they showed any sensitive and responsible attitude toward living beings, and so in public they talk about them as “material,” and in the end often become willing to treat them like inanimate matter indeed, like something of the same order as coal or socks. If these people have not become truly hardened cynics and made such attitudes their own, they certainly do a good job of concealing their true feelings. Maybe they are afraid that any feeling toward the subjects of their study could preclude objective evaluation—which is nonsense, of course. Surely no one can doubt that people like Lorenz, Schaller, or the van Lawicks contributed significantly to our knowledge of the animals they studied, yet their love for them is evident in every sentence of their works. A pretentious facade of cynical clichés may sometimes be raised to protect a sensitive soul of a devoted lover of flowers or beasties. I know of such people; some of them are friends of mine.


    Loud “oughta’s”—pronouncements about what “ought’a” be done, usually by someone else—are always annoying. So I apologise, but most definitely we ought’a teach people that sensitivity and love are neither a handicap nor an outdated bourgeois concept. We ought’a teach people that those who lacks these feelings are condemnable and pitiable; that cynicism is mostly for criminals. We ought’a teach people that to demand respect for all life is fair, because such respect is an integral part of the ancient, historically repeated and re-discovered universal morals and ethics.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695536]21. Child Upbringing and the Lack Thereof


    In one of the introductory chapters of this book we discussed imprinting and the influence on children of the attitudes, behaviour, and example of their parents, especially their mothers. It may help to review the subject before reading on.


    Subjectively, I classify human young in two categories: child and brat. The dividing line is rarely clear-cut, but usually, a “child” is a product of the so-called German type of upbringing, i.e., one that imposes at least some discipline and restrictions. A “brat,” most often, is a product of the “non-frustrating” (non)upbringing of the French or American type. As a man and a biologist, I definitely prefer children and reject brats. Despite individual differences and the specific circumstances of the relationship of different people with their own offspring, this probably holds for any normal person. In nature, among the offspring of mammals and birds, “children” always win against impudent “brats.” A signal or warning from its parent is a categorical imperative for any normal young animal. How long would, say, a lapwing chick survive, if it refused to obey its mother’s order to “stay down and lurk,” like a child shrieking “I don’t want to?” When an antelope herd moves on, what would become of a young antelope that ran the opposite way or responded with a tantrum to its mother’s signal to follow? They would fare the same as a child answering “No!” or “Why?” when the parent shouted “Run, a ledge is falling,” or “Stop, this bank will collapse.” Selection mechanisms of the natural environment simply eliminate brats, without mercy.


    Some exalted (though rather stupid) people who think of themselves as defenders of animals are fiercely opposed to animal training, calling it cruel or sometimes “a violation of the animal’s nature.” These people do not realise that under natural conditions an animal is subjected to a much rougher “drill,” that it must correctly respond both to environmental stimuli and the social order among its conspecifics, because disobeying the rules and laws of nature carries a single punishment: losing one’s life. Regarding an individual animal’s welfare, consider how much better off is a disciplined, trained dog that is well-behaved and therefore liked by everybody, compared to a dog that is untrained, undisciplined, universally detested, constantly censured, and neurotic in consequence. With children it is much the same, as a rule.


    The first, one could say ‘larval’ stage of a brat is “such a lively child,” an expression much used by parents of unruly offspring. I have met lots and lots of children—and brats—and all of them were lively, when not physically sick or mentally unsound. The measure of their “brattiness” never depended on how lively they were, but on the degree to which they were willing to curb their liveliness—i.e., on their self-control and on how well they respected the reasons for self control.


    This by no means argues for blind obedience in everything, of drill for its own sake. Every child needs, above all, a surfeit of love and a permanent sense of being safe under parental protection, which means, among other things, not to be terrified of one’s parent. Reinforcement of this secure foundation of love and devotion (often achieved through various “family rituals”) is of primary importance. Inseparably linked to it, however, is recognition of the parents’ dominance and natural authority, not only for their knowledge, skills, intelligence, experience, and material security, but often also for mere physical superiority. Very often, children are “naughty” because, subconsciously, they feel compelled to assure themselves of their parents’ strength and fitness to protect them from potential danger. Because the angry reaction with which the parent may respond to a child’s misbehaviour is expected to be turned, just as forcefully, against any outside threat. Simply and bluntly put, a child will not mind a spanking for being naughty because of the resulting feeling of safety, rooted in the comforting knowledge that anyone who would want to harm it is in for a similar licking, or worse. Moreover, the child will gain a sense of justice when offence is followed by punishment, and an assurance about his own social standing within the family. As an aside—it is not just children who live most contentedly under the protective shadow of a benign authority. Naturally, any excesses or injustices in these relationships will bring about negative results, as will any imbalance between “reward,” in the form of sincere love and attention, and “punishment,” which could and should be naturally angry, but must not be hateful or, worst of all, coldly, pseudo-rationally impersonal.


    Professor Konrad Lorenz, whom I have quoted so many times already, has made some very wise observations on this subject: “Exaggerated fear of losing the love of their children if they were to punish them reinforces the inclination of some parents to believe the nonsense [that frustrating children by restrictive upbringing is harmful]. The result— intolerably aggressive children who ended up neurotic, in all cases that I had the opportunity to follow for some time. If we imagine ourselves in the place of that unfortunate child, it is very easy to see how bewildered we would be to find that we were unable to draw out from our social partner a naturally angry response and, instead of the instinctively expected, wished for, and well-earned cuff, would get only a restrained, impersonal reproach and smooth, pseudorational explanations. Clearly, this is like awful, tedious hitting against a constraining rubber wall.


    “... Even if a long-suffering host staunchly and politely endures this [cheeky aggressiveness of a brat visiting his household], the child can sense a bunched-up fist in his pocket. Children, as are dogs and horses, are very finely attuned to involuntary non-verbal communication. ... The despicable weakling who ... lets a two-year-old frighten him, will not be able to provide any kind of protection against the unknown. Moreover, the unknown must appear dangerously hostile to the ‘non-frustrated’ child whose tender parents do not understand the effect of their insufferable children on other people.”[bookmark: _ednref9][9].


    “… But no one will ever identify himself with a slavish weakling or allow such a person to determine his behavioural patterns. Much less will anyone want to concede cultural value to anything revered by such a weak person. Only if I love and respect someone with all my soul will I be able to accept his cultural traditions for my own[bookmark: _Ref163981950].”[bookmark: _ednref10][10]


    The brats’ tragedy is, then, that while seemingly unhampered and omnipotent, they suffer from loneliness, lack of love and normal partner’s interest, and a hostile atmosphere of loathing or even hatred that their behaviour automatically provokes wherever they go. Uncensored brats grow up neurotic and capable of almost anything to compensate for their inferiority complexes. They are a threat to the environment during every stage of their development. When little, they thresh flowers and torture animals. As youths they gang together like rats and revel in aggression, to compensate for their loneliness, the rejection of the values of their weak parents, and the neurotic frustration of their unfulfilled childhood. As adults, they welcome anything that would reduce the inferiority complexes of their earlier stages, and since they basically never acquired any true values, they will embrace the pseudo-values of the consumerist society. I won’t force my own or my parents’ child-rearing methods on anybody, but I must at least mention them. Apparently what works best is a kind of “basic obedience training” for the youngest children—up to 4 or 5 years of age. At that stage, we can hardly explain to a child the often complicated motivation and logic of our wishes and orders; but the method of “reward and punishment” is quite sufficient here. Where mutual love forms the foundation, the goal can be reached “simply” because a child wants to please the parents by fulfilling their wishes (or orders, although any order works best when formulated decently and more like a wish). If that does not work, the parent must, willing or not, use any adequate means to assert his authority and make the child defer to and accept the parent’s dominant role. I can feel only deep disdain for parents who worry that their children might, for example, break an aquarium with a hammer, should they get one, or repeatedly destroy curtains, flowers, or books. While it is remotely possible that by mischance these people actually did beget a monster, in the overwhelming majority of cases such parents are victims only of their own pedagogic inadequacy and lack of positive ties with their children. On the rare occasion when these parents actually do correct their children, they usually achieve wrong results anyway, as their pseudo-rational arguments only reinforce the primitive childhood narcism and inadvertently make a hero of the child. Instead of saying “Stop tormenting that dog, can’t you see he does not like it and that he’s afraid of you? Let’s see how you’ll like it when I do the same to you!” they may say, aloof, “Leave that dog be, he could bite you.” This makes the child feel brave for taking the risk of being bitten. He never even learns from his stupid parents that he did something wrong. Moreover, he will subconsciously absorb the false information that doggies are bad, because they could bite him. Some parents will complain, for other people’s sake, what rapscallions their kids are (even in front of those children!), but neither the strangers nor the kids can miss that the parents are actually proud of it. These people usually do love their offspring (albeit uncritically), their relationship with their children is positive, and since every normal child wants to do what a loving parent appreciates, the kid will behave ever wilder. The association of such behaviour with primitivism hardly needs pointing out. This kind of child upbringing fills me with anger and sadness.


    By 5 or 6 years of age, it already becomes necessary to treat the child as an equal, if submissive, partner (even though it does not and cannot reflect reality). Everything should be explained to him, in a manner appropriate to his age and intelligence. We must never lie or turn the child away, and if we don’t have time at the moment, we must promise to return to the matter as soon as possible, and must keep that promise. Consistency is paramount.


    The somewhat tiresome period when children keep asking their parents thousands of “whats" and “whys” is, in fact, the only stage at which they want to get information from us, absorb it into their minds, and accept it; a sensitive period that will never come back. It is the one and only, the last opportunity for wise, loving parents to pass onto their children their knowledge, attitudes and values. Uninformed parents and the school system strive to teach and educate children later; but by then, the kids usually do not care for the information, having already stopped asking “what” and “why,” and if they still do ask, then it is no longer of their parents. Often that is so because they were turned away or misinformed by their parents during that ontogenetically programmed questioning stage. In short, their parents betrayed them. I never lied to my kids, even in the most touchy situations. The answer to the question “How was I born?” was “Like the little guinea-pigs your Susie had, you came out of mummy’s belly, but she had to go to the hospital, because it hurt her a lot. And so she loves you that much more now, you know?” “And were you also mating before, like Susie and Joey (the neighbours’ male)?” “Sure, it is not possible without it, among living creatures. Although, actually... (here followed a brief aside about parthenogenesis in locusts and queen bees).” And so on. Despite that, or rather because of it, I daresay that our children became neither spoiled nor depraved, and their sexual ethics is better than average, too.


    I repeat that I don’t intend to mentor people or to force specific subjective concepts on anybody—even when they do reflect objective reality. I merely wish to point out the dangers of the non-upbringing that is becoming so fashionable, and that inevitably leads to narcistic inconsiderateness, with attendant dangers in people’s attitudes toward the environment. It is hardly necessary to emphasise the ancient truth that one’s own example is the best educational tool. Trying to imbue our children with principles that we do not follow in our own actions would be the same as lying to them, consciously and obviously.


    I also wanted to discreetly suggest that a sincerely meant fatherly slap can be taken as it was meant, while indifferent tolerance of bad behaviour shows a lack of love and interest such as can only widen the gap between a young person’s world and the world of his parents; the generation gap that inevitably appears at some point of the child’s development.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695537]22. Deformation by Culture and School


    It is a mistake to think that everybody is born a clean, unwritten sheet of paper destined to be written on by the specific circumstances of individual development. We are all born with a host of characteristics inherited from our parents and their ancestors, and we also share many features of our genome with other vertebrates, as shown in the previous chapters. Nevertheless, environmental factors and individual experiences do exert considerable influence. In vertebrates, that influence is directly proportional to the level of development of their central nervous system (CNS). No wonder then, that these factors and experiences are so important in the human race, given our highly developed CNS.


    In addition to imprinting, parental examples and family upbringing, the formation of a young person’s attitudes to life and scale of values is heavily influenced by culture and education. When education promotes various half-truths and personally flattering judgements and conceptions, we can’t be much surprised that those who were to be educated become opinionated, irrational, and self-centred. The demagogic teachings of totalitarian regimes are, lamentably, not the sole culprit. Also to blame are many far earlier deformations rooted in certain philosophical and religious orientations basically common to the materialistically “rational” concept of life of the entire White race.


    The origins of these deformations probably lie in the anthropocentrism that places human affairs above those of all other forms of life, sometimes above the entire biosphere. Even renowned natural scientists may not be immune to this deformed view. Not so long ago I read a statement—by an ornithologist, no less(!)—that “pelicans caused a plane crash.” Yet equally true would have been a statement to the effect that “an aeroplane caused the deaths of some individuals of a pelican flock.” A fully impartial judgement might find that “an unfortunate collision between an aeroplane and a flock of pelicans occurred, whereby part of the flock and most of the passengers perished.” One might even argue that pelicans, like all flying birds, are at home in the air, while human beings, evolved to a bipedal locomotion on the ground, had no business being up there!


    The glory of a conqueror still attaches to everyone who, for example, makes the soil grow a crop (regardless of how and at what cost), and in literature we find countless instances of protagonists who drained wetlands or cleared forests by axe and fire, killing wild animals that obstructed those virtuous efforts. Certainly, in the past it was impossible to farm other than at the cost of natural systems, but today I feel that to celebrate destruction of natural ecosystems and their replacement by unstable agricultural or forest monocultures is a misguided anachronism. No matter if it affects a wet meadow in Central Europe or an Amazonian rainforest. Alas, we have all been educated in this spirit and it is hard to get used to different ways of thinking. Literary works, too, are full of celebrations of hunting and killing as ends in themselves, elevated to heroism and gentlemanly virtue. Some years ago the description of fowling completely poisoned my enjoyment of Pagnolo’s best-selling The Scent of Thyme and to this day I recall the disgust with which I put away Hemingway’s Green Hills of Africa, when I got to read how amused the author was when he saw a hyena, which he wounded, bite its own entrails in pain.


    The White man seems to be able to justify just about anything if it is done “in the interest of humanity.” Under the spell of this vague formula, anything goes, despite the fact that many people know from the outset (and other people suspect or feel) that the matter is not right at all and that everything that hurts the biosphere hurts humanity as well. From the anthropocentric attitudes it is but a small step to the apotheosis of the human species and to placing any human pseudo-necessity, no matter how insignificant, above the real ecological needs of natural communities and landscapes. Understandably, this flatters human vanity, and we are all vain to some degree. And so the primitives whose life interests never rise above beer, sex and football enthusiastically accept the idea of man’s divine origin or, alternately, his arrival on Earth from space, just to avoid admitting to themselves the true state of affairs (particularly in their own case). Hundreds of learned people have wasted their talents justifying and emphasising the differences between “man” and “beast.” The origins of this conceit probably lie in the Judeo-Christian ideology which—in its better interpretation—considers human beings as the designated masters, wise custodians and stewards of the Earth, or—in the worse case—the lords of all creation, ordained to rule over life and death. The communist prattling about defeating and humbling nature or “giving orders to wind and rain” is a mere variation on the same old theme. Similar arrogance crops up even in relatively remote fields, such as sports. Instead of receiving the news that someone climbed a mountain or paddled a canoe down some river, we have to digest (and unhappily, absorb into our subconscious, with all the consequences) the clichés that somebody “conquered a mountain” or “vanquished a wild river.” I would like to believe that such horrendous nonsense is dreamed up only by various inferior scribblers, and that real mountain climbers are out rather to pay homage to the mountain and immerse themselves for a while in its eternal silence; or that the canoeist seeks to purify body and soul in the liquid silver of the wild waters. Were they indeed filled with wilful aggression and antagonism, set on overpowering and conquering, they would lose all my sympathy and, if I had the power, I would ban them from ever venturing out of doors. I wonder what kind of attitude is evidenced by the dumps of equipment and food cans at the mountaineers’ base camps in the High Himalayas?


    The phrases quoted above make about as much sense (and are as stupid) as if I were to say that I conquered (read visited) my brother in law, or that I overpowered the town square by crossing it (and had I been on crutches, the physical exertion would have equalled that of a healthy canoeist shooting a rapid), or that I defeated the University where I earned my degree.


    Antagonism toward nature and aggressive possessiveness are throwbacks to man’s early beginnings as an agriculturist and nomadic herder of animals. They persist in cultural tradition, are glorified in art, and are supported by biological ignorance and skewed education.


    It seems that biological education typically takes the back seat in young countries looking for self-determination, where knowledge of the nation’s history or cultural heritage will serve a national revival better than knowledge of its local flora or fauna, not to mention other, more general aspects of natural science. Natural science, as a realistic, international and supranational field may in fact be rather unwelcome, which may explain the caricatures of naturalists, portrayed with the inevitable pince-nez, butterfly net, and botanical case. Thus arises the paradox that anybody with a modicum of talent who tried his hand at art or literature is honoured as a nationalist, an intellectual, and a desirable representative of the national culture, while naturalists were demoted to a class of harmless oddballs. This deformed approach and ensuing narrowing of the concept of culture, almost exclusively to the arts and literature, tends to persist and carry over into the period when the nation has already gained its independence. Sadly, biological illiteracy often persists; an example of such deformed thinking is the assertion that “to afford ecology we have to make money first.”


    As a biologist, I regard as a somewhat related issue the strange inequity in how much respect is given to painting as opposed to illustrating. With the exception of a few knowledgeable, wise, and objective people, most of us (because we were taught that way) regard the divine idea of the Maestro as something wonderful and its actual real depiction as only the rather unimportant means to express it. The careful and precise work of a “mere” illustrator is accepted almost with disdain. Yet, apart from his art, an illustrator also must know where, for instance, a bird’s femoral bone attaches to the pelvis or which muscle shows under the skin during a certain move. According to such amisguided view, the likes of Michelangelo or Rembrandt would also be “mere illustrators,“ because they constantly studied and thus knew the anatomy of human beings and animals very well indeed. For myself, I am always pleased to see the beauty of nature, whether in the original or depicted by a person who knows how. On the other hand, I have little interest in the riven psyche of an artist whose colourful or graphic hallucinations and unintelligible allegories are supposed to convey some message to my straightforward soul. Even if there is a message in the work and not just in the accolades of a few snobs, or those who make a living from dissecting such art. A worthy idea can be communicated through faithfully depicted reality as well, but that is usually a much harder job than a stylisation of geometric patterns or a mishmash of lines and spots. As a biologist and a conservationist, I see Nature itself as the most perfect work of art; in other words, God’s work, to which the work of an artist may come near but which it cannot equal. I consider any refusal to acknowledge with humility and reverence the superiority of the primary natural aesthetics as something comparable to the “conquering and re-making of nature” by Stalinist “science,” an extreme expression of anthropocentrism.


    A specific deformation of the relationship between man and nature used to (and still does) begin at school. The education system of the former communist regime led—at the detriment of all—to great restrictions on biology in general and taxonomy in particular. Teams of people who as kids couldn’t learn the zoological or botanical system built their careers directing school reforms. As a result, young people who leave school today cannot tell a blackbird from a thrush or a beetle from a bug, oats from wheat or an apple tree from a plum tree. But, unless they have already forgotten, they can reel off the Krebs cycle of the metabolism of sugars, or the structure of deoxyribonucleic acid. My soul, once hurt and thus ever suspicious, can see even in this a part of a nefarious scheme aimed to degrade living, biological phenomena to mere chemistry and physics and so to remove natural and necessary human scruples and restraints. One can’t talk away the fact that the basis of biology is, first of all, knowledge of species and their relationships and interactions. Every educated person ought to know not only the geography of cities and towns, what is manufactured where, or which way the big rivers flow; not only who wrote this or that classic of music or literature, or what was is meant by Mycenaean culture; but also what one walks over when crossing a meadow, what crawls of flies around us in the forest, and what nourishes us. It is most depressing that so many children have never seen a live goat and that most of our population do not recognise even the main field crops. It can hardly be viewed as anything else than purposefully produced biological illiteracy, perhaps in the interest of easy biological manipulation. Naturally, ecological illiteracy ensues—those who do not know plant and animal species and take no interest in them cannot know their ecological relationships either. I find no joy in seeing the same people who a few years ago were instrumental in limiting the teaching of botanical and zoological subjects now enthusiastically promoting “ecologisation” of biology teaching. To talk ecology without knowing species is as idiotic as trying to speak a foreign language without learning the vocabulary.


    There are inevitable painful consequences. If we think about the old but still valid and meaningful motto, “learn and protect,” it becomes obvious that knowledge, intimate and detailed, is a necessary prerequisite to a targeted, effective, and loving protection and conservation. Unfortunately, the obverse is also true: ignorance, in this case, biological ignorance purposefully brought about, breeds lack of interest, indifference, supercilious disregard, inconsiderateness, and destruction. Sometimes (especially after having read the popular KGB instructions on “how to handle the natives”) I wonder whether all this is a random interplay of absurdities within the framework of general human stupidity and primitivism, or a calculated, diabolical scheme.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695538]23. Sectorism and Pseudo-Rationality


    With the ever broadening base of knowledge about our world and the laws that make it run, the amount of information we receive also increases. Because we cannot absorb it, let alone make sense of it all, of necessity we focus each only on a specific area of information, leaving out the rest. In short, narrower and narrower specialisation becomes the rule in all areas of human knowledge and behaviour. On the one hand, this specialisation enables one to master a single field perfectly; on the other hand, it keeps one ignorant of, or at best a mere dilettante in, other spheres of human endeavour. Basically, this development reflects the specialisation that occurs in the course of social evolution and does not hinder smaller, simpler social groups whose members co-operate rather than compete with one another and who pool and mutually complement their skills and knowledge. However, when very large groups of specialists begin to form, competition between them can lead to rivalry and uncritical preference of one’s own group (which is an example of misguided altruism). Then the risk increases that one-sided views and subjective judgements will prevail. As long as such a situation arises from mere ignorance, it is not hopeless and with good faith can be saved. But when it is the result of a deliberate intent to promote the views and interests of one’s own group or field and to discredit or ignore all other views, the situation is much more dangerous.


    Sectorism flourished under the totalitarian regime when it was fostered by inadmissibility of the slightest criticism of the ruling party, by a consumerist ideology, and by an economy in which the distribution of the bulk of government funds was handled by a rigid bureaucratic system. As a result, each sector ignored, almost as a matter of policy, not only the interests of other sectors but also any overreaching matters such as ecology and conservation, human health, or the development of science, culture, and education. In addition, the introverted sectoral economic evaluations of the regime never considered inputs and costs transferred between sectors.


    The “economists” working for individual sectors never attempted to avoid costly technologies destructive to nature and dangerous to human health, as long as their own particular sector would save some money by their use, while any damage or financial burden surfaced in another sector only. Sometimes it did not even matter if another branch of the same sector was affected: such as the time when the official line on the use of chemicals on beet and grain crops nearly wiped out bee keeping and game keeping, both of which belonged to the same sector, agriculture. In the latter example, the argument employed to push chemicals— the need to raise production to make the country self-sufficient—was also a deliberate lie. The true state of the matter became apparent soon after the fall of the socialist regime, when it transpired that Czech agriculture actually over-produced, albeit at abnormally high cost and unacceptable ecological damage.


    Consider a forestry operation. Anyone with a modicum of common sense must admit that it costs practically nothing to leave a few seed trees behind in a cut-over area, then in a few years thin out the coppice that grows up from their seed, thus growing a new harvestable forest without much work or mechanical and chemical inputs. This method will also propagate an ecotype of the respective tree well acclimated and adapted to local conditions, which is an additional advantage. A whole treatise could be written to emphasise other advantages: the solitary trees that were originally left behind will eventually turn into snags, so important to cavity nesting birds, yet in such short supply in the plantation forests, and the diversity (thus also stability) of the forest ecosystem will increase. Despite all that, some forestry economists still manage to justify the “advantages” of mechanised reforestation, deliberately overlooking the costs of nurseries, seedling transport and mortality after planting, chemical or mechanical treatment, wages and transport of workers, machinery and fuel costs, and many other incidental expenditures, not to mention ecological damage. Similarly, the socialist-era agriculturist was never interested in the advantage, economic or otherwise, of raising, per unit area, 5 tonnes of potatoes without fertilisers and chemicals, i.e., at minimal cost, when 10 tonnes could be raised with the help of fertilisers and various poisons. Yet in the first case the potatoes were free of chemical residues and good till spring, with no incidence of rot. The other potato crop was more suited for ethanol production than for food, was full of harmful substances, and half rotted within a month. Thus the amount of usable product was effectively the same, only much more expensive and of lower-quality. Our lives are full of such absurdities. Public health officials, backed by drastic, alibistic regulations and norms, are willing to wipe out everything alive; various technocrats would like to level out all mountains and valleys; and highway builders would design freeways, if not right across any and all cultural monuments, then certainly across forests and lakes, whether ecologically valuable and protected or not. The “best” corridor for an open sewer would run straight through the local zoo. Look at such examples and consider also that often certain sectors of a country’s economy are preferred over others, and that the sectors most important for the society’s overall health and well-being are usually among the least favoured. Little wonder that conservationists, regional planners, natural scientists, ecologists, or physicians had been fighting a quixotic losing battle with the technocratic primitivism of the “productive,” i.e., exploitative sectors, and that nature and the landscape show it. The perverted scale of values that originated in this inequity has, unfortunately, made its way into the brains of many, if not most, economists, like a parasitic mould. Even those who officially reject the socialist-type sectoral economy and try to replace it with something better do not seem immune to it.


    Related to sectorism is the “let-the-future-take-care-of-itself” attitude that stems from the short-lived character of the topmost jobs and posts. It used to be that a farmer who owned his land could be sure of being able to farm it all his life (unless he succumbed to gambling or drink, or was a really lousy manager) and have his son and grandson continue his work. He managed the farm prudently, both to make a living for himself and to ensure the livelihoods of his son and grandson—in other words, he used the land in such a way as to not harm the natural resources he was using. In contrast, a head of a co-op or the boss of a state-owned farm (with some honourable exceptions, of course) would strive to gain as much production as possible in the shortest time, because his position was temporary and subject to pressures from others, who were equally rapacious, unscrupulous, and able to exploit the ideological demagogy of the day. A competent leader had to hurry because his ability was like salt in the eyes of his competitors; an incompetent one was even more vulnerable. Rarely would anyone remain long at the trough, and then only because they were especially strong politically, or supported by some criminal brotherhood. Such a “leader” obviously would care nothing about his successors, his descendants, or natural resources. In many cases he wouldn’t even understand the consequences of his actions. The rare exceptions among these managers were pushed into the same rut by regulations, norms, and policies dictated from above; there really was no escape.


    This agricultural example is used here because it shows so well the resulting devastation of the environment—but other sectors were (and some still are) no better.


    Hand in hand with sectorism and its reckless plundering goes the attitude that I shall call pseudo-rationality. This attitude attempts to provide a justification or excuse for sectorist acts. A consumerist society, created by primitives, is inevitably devoid of emotions, ideals, and higher interests. Its creators eliminate from the outset all that is even partially motivated by such things as feelings, civility, responsibility, and respect for individual life, let alone aesthetics or a sense of beauty. Their necrophilic predilection for ideas of “revolutionary change” not only suppresses individual freedoms and destroys the lives of individuals, but also subverts the value system of entire societies, replacing it with a system of materialistic pseudo-values. Thus it disrupts the entire biosphere—all in the line with such infamous slogans as “you can’t make omelettes without breaking eggs,” “they can be either with us or against us,” and “love is an outdated bourgeois concept.” The powerful and effective formula “for the people’s sake” gets a lot of use, but in reality it is only used to justify the primitives’ interest in a surfeit of food and in those activities that the rulers accept as appropriate or useful to the state. The concept of “people” summarily becomes a substandard construct, an abstraction. The interests of humanity that are at odds with the decreed ones are unacceptable, ridiculed, or even punishable. This issue was addressed in the passages on primitivism and the tough-guy model, and need not be pursued here again.


    I have attended many meetings to fight for protected species, areas, rare plant communities, wetlands, and threatened nesting areas. As soon as the discussion turned to natural values, or, God forbid, ecological balance or scenic landscapes, invariably there a robot disguised as man would rise to hi s feet and offer the following incantation: “Comrades, let’s not get emotional. We are here to build... approve... improve... etc..” Or, “So go ahead and move those little flowers and birdies someplace else,” or, “Don’t try to play on our feelings.”


    I accept that all discussions should be conducted without affectation and maintain a certain standard. (Lamentably, the standards are lowered, often as not, by the loudmouths quoted above.) However, among normal people nothing happens without emotion. If we are to remain human, in the positive sense of this designation of our species, our actions will always be influenced by emotion. If anything elevates life above the level of simple metabolic exchange, burning of energy, and hormonal functions, it is the emotions. Emotions distinguish higher forms of life, and human beings in particular, from computers, for example. A machine made of tin, wires and electronics can function at least as rationally, or more rationally, than the human brain that created it. But it lacks emotion and conscience. The magic formula “Comrades, without emotions!” more accurately translates into “Without feeling and without conscience.”


    May we never again sink so low!


    [bookmark: _Toc185695539]24. Subversion and Abuse of Science and Philosophy


    We often hear that science must serve the needs of humanity and that “science for its own sake,” as science motivated “only” by the thirst for knowledge is deprecatingly called, is something of a luxury and a hobby for decadent cranks. Another variant states that science must pay for itself, earn its keep. This attitude—in either guise—has its roots in the profit-seeking primitivism and vulgar materialistic inclinations of the White civilisation.


    True science (that is, science motivated by the desire to learn) will, I believe, always pay for itself in the end, many times over, because knowledge and its wise application, based on the awareness of broader context, will always “pay off.” But that should not be regarded as its sole, especially short-term, goal. I have no objection to the application of science to benefit humanity. But I see the true benefit of science in such a profound understanding of the laws that govern life on Earth as would enable the human population to co-exist harmoniously, without destruction of the environment, with other components of the biosphere on this “blue planet” of ours. Sadly, the common interpretation is often different, with the utility of science seen as filling one’s belly or pockets, in the shortest possible time, with the least possible effort.


    Forgive me for dealing primarily with things that touch on the biological sciences, which are closest to my heart.


    Sensible people in the developed countries have long recognised that all research “pays off,” because so-called practically applicable discoveries, large and small, inevitably follow in the wake of its main contribution, which is knowledge of the world around us. The discovery of penicillin is a typical example—Fleming did not set out to discover antibiotics; he studied, with an absorbing interest and enthusiasm, the taxonomy and ecology of moulds. One of the interesting facets of his mould ecology was later utilised in human medicine. (And—as do all applied discoveries of modern science—even this contribution still created a number of secondary and tertiary problems.) The history of science has many similar examples. In comparison, discoveries resulting from targeted research are far fewer, and usually also require much greater effort and expense. Attempts to set for science goals that would favour just one particular sector, be it economy, health, or anything else, can be excused in children or uneducated primitives. In people at a certain moral and intellectual level, it comes as a sad surprise.


    In the so called “centrally planned” economies of totalitarian systems, “science” was only there to increase harvest, kill pests, and rebuild nature to order. Scientific institutions and their professional personnel, instead of learning about ecosystem processes and organisms, had to dream up outrageous artificial biotechnologies to raise the milk output of factory-farmed cows. Instead of studies of wild and threatened species or the laws of natural succession, science had to “give orders to the wind and the rain.” Science became a lowly servant of the sectors, andsectoral criteria replaced any objective overview, so that ‘science’ became just a moniker for sectorally manipulated technology. While much serious work was done even then, scientific research was a barely tolerated add-on to the sectoral technologies, instead of being promoted and celebrated as it should have been. A Russian writer, Rasputin, defined socialist science accurately as a “harlot of the sectors,” yet we have to emphasise and praise the many agencies and their individual scientists who managed to retain their objectivity, scientific integrity, and intellectual curiosity—even under those difficult circumstances. Thanks to them, Czech science is up to the world standards in many fields; they alone saved it from being left behind.


    In addition to “sectorism, other human motives, understandable even if not always excusable, played a significant role. Many people lived in constant fear that their research would be found to have no practical use and their positions made redundant (a state of affairs that has, lamentably, worsened rather than improved). Thus they had to try to justify the use of their research in the spirit of the day, by constantly preparing economic cost-benefit evaluations and giving priority to “important” species or groups of organisms as the only ones deserving of study. Various organisms were called pests, disease carriers, or weeds, which nicely harmonised with consumerist trends and the ideology of re-making nature. The greatest damage and destructive mistakes usually occur when a one-sided, anthropocentric sectoral evaluation actually has a modicum of merit, i.e., the evaluation is marked by half-truths. For example, the negative effects of insects, city birds, or even dogs were exaggerated and presented as important public health problems or economic dangers. It is sobering to consider how many otherwise decent and well-educated scientists let themselves be used in these witch hunts for the sake of boosting the status of their fields or their institutions.


    Certain philosophies align well with the anthropocentrism of the White man’s civilisation. Philosophy, the reputed queen of sciences, also can lead us astray sometimes, and it need not always be Marxist philosophy. Although it is supposed to synthesise the knowledge of all scientific disciplines, philosophy often remains in many ways at the level of unsupported theories and hypotheses. Perhaps the most destructive mark was left on the environment and on human attitudes toward nature by the views of Descartes and the Cartesian philosophy. Several knowledgeable treatises have been written on its principles and consequences. Sometimes it seems as if the Cartesian philosophy was invented for the sole purpose of justifying, by hypothetical and half-true arguments, all the atrocities committed on nature by man.


    It is becoming clear to increasing numbers of honest and objectively thinking people that of all the philosophic trends and disciplines, epistemology, the investigation of objective reality, is least affected by the “human point of view.” Naturally we cannot escape a certain amount of subjective evaluation and distortion by our own senses or through anthropomorphic interpretation, but this must always be seen as a drawback, not an asset, and accounted for as a bias. But it is hard and painful for the average person to abandon the pleasing and flattering notion of man’s unassailable, privileged position within the biosphere, and so the epistemological, biocentric, and deep-ecology views never lack adversaries.


    Thus far, not just in totalitarian regimes but in culturally and economically more developed countries as well (though the situation is somewhat better in those), the real scientific search for knowledge remains a distant second to the sectoral technologies and to the incomplete knowledge gleaned from applied research. The reason is the anthropocentric and consumerist motivation of most of society. That’s why the Czech Conservancy, for one, is always busy catching up, fixing, and “fighting fires” instead of engaging in preventive protection backed by scientific knowledge. Little is known on the ecology of free-living animals, except mosquitoes, blackflies, ticks, field voles, and the Japanese potato beetle; and even with regard to these so-called pests, research results are shockingly one-sided, generally lacking synecological views or data on entire communities, because the research was primarily aimed at finding out how to eradicate those animals, not at learning about their role in the ecosystem. So that even for these relatively very well known species, the ecological, epistemological, objective viewpoint is missing. When some economists talk about the need of science to pay its way, theirs is a short-term, commercial calculation which indicates that science will continue to fall behind the sectoral technologies. Such talk shows a lack of biological, not to say ecological education (if they talk about biological sciences) and, in effect, a lack of responsibility toward our planet and toward humanity at large. I suspect that the situation is not much different in other scientific disciplines.


    Another deformation, not only of science but also of public opinions and attitudes, relates to the necrophilic orientation mentioned earlier. It concerns the valuation of individual scientific disciplines. For some reason, their prestige and authority is in entirely opposite relation to their complexity and to the evolutionary level of their subjects. Konrad Lorenz provides an accurate characteristic in his Eight deadly sins9: “The general public today thinks less of a science, the higher, more complex and more valuable the object of its research ... Not only public opinion about science but also opinions within the scientific community itself tend to give pre-eminence to those sciences that are pre-eminent only from a point of view of a vulgarised society that has become alienated from nature, domesticated, cut off from traditional values... “Big Science” in no way implies a science concerned with the most important things on our planet, nor is it the science of the human psyche and intellect: it is exclusively that science which promises money, energy, or power, even if it is only the power to destroy all that is really great and beautiful. The main problem and one of the reasons for this regrettable state of affairs is that, because of the complexity of their subject, the life sciences are less advanced than, for example, physics, which has already passed through all the stages of methodological development.


    “Every science ... begins with description, goes on to classification of the described phenomena, and only then to abstracting their governing laws. Since the experiment serves the verification of the abstracted natural laws, thus it ranges last in the series of methods. ... The more complex and highly integrated an organic system is, the stricter we must follow that sequence.” One of the symptoms of this deformation is the designation of mathematics and physics as “exact” sciences; real scientific exactitude does not lie in the discipline but in the integrity and purity of methods of the researcher. But let me quote more of Lorenz:


    “The fashionable tendency to regard research on a lower integration level as more scientific leads easily to atomism, i.e., to examinations of ever narrower subsystems, without the obligatory consideration of the way in which these systems are integrated into the whole.... The methodical error called reductionism lies in the fact that in this attempt at explanation we fail to consider the immeasurably complex structure into which the subsystems are integrated, and by which alone the systemic properties of the whole can be explained.” Some branches of science “collect information instead of knowledge. It leads to overspecialisation, because the researcher loses sight of the interconnectedness in which lies the value of knowledge.”


    Another manifestation of the blind admiration of “exact” sciences is the still-fashionable demand for statistical evaluation, plugging of data into hypothetical formulas, calculations of means, and inclusion of graphics, even in those biological papers where it is entirely unnecessary or methodologically senseless. Many a study in the recent past was more or less disqualified (depending on the composition of the committee) if it did not flog Renkonnen or Jaccard indexes and did not include graphs. Herein lies also the source of the pernicious rise of the mathematisation of all levels of the educational system, which automatically and inexorably rejects talented young people who just “don’t have a head for math.” A frightening reduction of education in the humanities and aesthetics is another result. The blind admiration for technical sciences evidently arises from selfish, profit-seeking pragmatism. The discovery of the internal combustion engine or of DDT was, or unfortunately still is, considered a tremendous development, triumph, and contribution, in contrast to discoveries in, say, the taxonomy or ecology of insects, which seemingly bring no “benefit,” more exactly, no instant and immediate contribution to the belly or the wallet. The general public still does not “get it” that all knowledge, and knowledge of the life-governing laws most of all, contributes the very benefits that are most needed, including some purely material ones. Insufficient information and indoctrination by consumerist demagogy (“science must serve man,” “science has to earn its keep”) are partly to blame.


    Related to these deformations, by no means limited to socialist science and its legacy, is yet another dangerous phenomenon. Were biology, for instance, only a particular mutation of physics, all its data would be useless ballast and its study a waste of time. Once again, the words of wise professor Lorenz: “The deadly belief that painstaking study of morphology, comparative anatomy, phylogenesis and all the historic aspects of life [may I also include taxonomy and previous literature on the problem] could simply be passed over, offers an irresistible fairytale playground for the young, the self-confident and the impatient.”


    The need to base all decisions, in our specific case those in ecology or conservation, on objective scientific knowledge is indisputable; good will alone, unsupported by sound knowledge, can do a lot of harm. For example, many single-minded “greening up” efforts, carried out under the slogan of helping nature, irretrievably damaged various unique prairie habitats and refugia. The importance of objective knowledge to individual attitudes and judgements is similarly indisputable. Let us hope that the direction and purpose of science may eventually, hopefully soon, be guided by people of the calibre of professor Lorenz—that is, educated, first of all biologically educated, morally responsible, and wise.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695540]25. Civilised Man—a Mistake of Evolution?


    The evolution of all life, human included, has its laws and its logic. The effects of limiting factors, and the so-called environmental resistance through natural selection, favour all that is beneficial to the individual and the species, and eliminate mercilessly all those who carry bad genes and characteristics. Through this process, the harmony of a population with its environment and all its components becomes perfected.


    All these mechanisms, which are simple in principle, operate automatically, but in reality are enormously sophisticated, somehow seem to have failed in the case of one primate, the Homo sapiens, once this Homo species had risen to a certain evolutionary level. We will continue to use the word “evolution,” but it is a little misleading, because evolution normally implies a path to continuing prosperity and harmony with the system, which actually is not the case where humanity is concerned.


    The best explanation of the change in human ecology which brought about this departure from the order of the ecosystems that the species inhabited is provided by anthropologists. Especially useful are studies of human fossils or those extant human populations that I make so bold as to call “wild,” as opposed to those that have “domesticated” themselves, with all the painful consequences. My main source and inspiration for this concluding chapter was People of the Lake by R. Leakey and R. Lewin2.


    My inescapable conclusion from this and other sources is that the breaking point at which humanity was “banished from the paradise” occurred when people began to change from peaceful, social creatures into destructively smart beasts, from an integral component of a balanced ecosystem into its destroyers. We now call that period the agricultural revolution. Later came a number of other revolutions, most recently the technological or scientific ones. Each of these revolutions contributed in some degree to man’s drifting farther and farther away from nature, and each strengthened his destructive abilities as well as his pleasure in exercising them.


    First the nomads became semi-sedentary, then the crop growers began to protect their gains and comforts by all means available, even though those gains and comforts do not look so great, compared to the life of the hunter-gatherers.


    Our culture has often depicted the so-called primitive societies of hunters and gatherers in a deprecatory manner that denigrates them in the eyes of the “civilised” public and flatters the White civilisation. One of the worst delusions is the myth that these primitive peoples continually live in constant hunger and fear, expend great effort to stay alive, are cruel and aggressive, and die soon after reaching maturity. Quite the opposite is true. Only their mean life expectancy is low, mainly because of high infant mortality; but such high mortality is normal even among the most prosperous animal populations, as it relates to natural selection and the positive evolution of a species. Those hunter-gatherer ethnic groups that have not yet died out or been completely disrupted by the White civilisation and its missionaries provide a convincing proof that they are the ones with most of the characteristics that, since time immemorial, have been designated as “human.” They are sociable, tolerant, compassionate, playful and merry. They usually trust their ecosystem enough to lead a hand-to-mouth existence, do not lay in any stores—yet are never the worse for it, in contrast to the agricultural and pastoral populations that regularly suffered reduction by starvation caused either by climatic extremes or by self-induced ecological changes. These “wild human beings” spend, on average, just three hours a day finding food; the rest of their time is given to social activities, love, repose, and ritual and cultural pursuits such as song, dance, storytelling, or rock painting. It would be naive to thing that they view the vegetation and the animals they hunt as anything more than food, yet they still apply certain ethical rules, such as sparing fruit-bearing trees and females with young.


    Peacefulness and sociability come naturally to these “wild” peoples. The languages of some of them don’t even have a word for war and other forms of intraspecific violence. They live off the land without a care for tomorrow, trusting the ability of their surroundings to sustain them and confident in their ability to obtain that sustenance from those surroundings. Even when there is more than enough food available, they live modestly, without overburdening their environment.


    The agricultural revolution, along with the ownership of land, brought about and gave advantage to intraspecific aggression. In relation to the environment it led to the state of affairs whereby man constantly destroys all that is around him and replaces it with something else. The former disturbs natural ecosystems, the latter requires greater and greater energy inputs. A problematic contribution at best is our increased capacity to reproduce quickly, or more accurately, our propensity to unbridled procreation. In contrast, among the “wild” peoples women gave birth at four-year intervals as a rule, because they nursed their children until three years of age and became pregnant only after hormonal “un-blocking,” when their lactation ended. The agricultural revolution started a vicious circle of accelerating positive feedbacks.


    In one of the first chapters of this book we mentioned that most natural phenomena function on the principle of negative feedback, i.e., “the more, the less” and vice versa. For example, the fewer kestrels there are, the more voles survive to reproduce and thus the more plentiful becomes the kestrels’ food supply (this is just a gross simplification of a much, much more complex reality). Therefore the kestrels multiply, their greater numbers control the voles, which in turn limits the kestrels’ reproduction and forces them to hunt over bigger areas, so that in the end the ups and downs of the population dynamics of both species “even out” or oscillate regularly. In contrast, most phenomena in so-called civilised human society are based on positive feedback, i.e., “the more, the more.” Unfortunately, such relationships invariably lead to quick exhaustion and self-destruction of the system. Lorenz compares this mechanism to a prairie fire: the longer it burns, the hotter it gets, the greater the heat, the faster the fire burns, so that all is burned up quickly and irrevocably. The primitive wisdom of moderate demands held by the “wild” peoples is forgotten, replaced by unbridled, destructive demand and consumption. This malignant trend of ever-increasing demands, insatiable greed, and rodent-like over-reproduction of the “civilised” people hurts the environment and endangers the very foundations of human existence, especially when complemented by neophilic inquisitiveness and indiscriminate abandonment of time-tested customs, rules, faiths and ideologies.


    And so modern man, still thinking himself the pinnacle of creation and perfection, transgressed and broke every taboo, scorned everything that was great, functional and beautiful, opened every “thirteenth chamber” and every sealed bottle, to release the furies and genies whom he expected, in his smug conceit, to become his servants. In an apotheosis of his own laziness and greed, modern man has embarked on something that, indeed, no other animal of this world has accomplished—to irreversibly destroy his own environment (which, lamentably, does not belong to him alone). On top of all that, man has reached a level of intraspecific aggression more severe and cruel than in any other animal species. He constantly strives for power and material possessions, only to die without gaining anything positive from them. It is hard then to avoid the impression that within the grand, beautiful, bewitching flow of the evolution of life on Earth, something so self-destructive and dysfunctional could be anything else than a failed experiment in evolution.


    I don’t want this concluding chapter to evoke only scepticism, pessimism and disillusionment. The situation is serious but not desperate, as the saying goes. It may not take all that much to stop the trend: Learn from our own mistakes and faults, forswear our crimes and attempt to atone for them, synthesise and accept the real-world wisdom of the best human minds, learn how to live from other forms of life and the “wild” peoples like the Kalahari San, the Australian Aborigines, and the Inuit. Not to literally walk out into the desert to collect roots and lizards (for one thing, the desert could not feed us all), but at least learn to revere the ecosystem that sustains us, instead of abusing and violating it. There are many ways to rehabilitate both ourselves and the damage we have caused. The first step ought to be a critical look at ourselves both as individuals and as a society, a frank self-assessment without double standards or rose-coloured glasses.


    Were we just creatures at the level of ammonites or dinosaurs, we could probably abandon all hope of continued existence. But if the human intellect and social development are, indeed, the most advanced among all similarly oriented animals, and if our faith in human strength and power is justified, we still have a chance. It is a last-minute chance to stay on, just one of the myriad forms of life that this beautiful little ball of dung and its surrounding blue bubble of air support. To waste it would be fatal. For God’s sake, let us not waste it. There won’t be another chance.


    [bookmark: _Toc185695541]Epilogue


    This is the end of the series as it first appeared in magazine form, and now in this book. I am sure that many ecologists, ethologists, psychologists, or philosophers could have managed the subject better and more expertly than I have, from my own experience and fragmentary readings, from knowledge that gets more threadbare the farther it ventures away from zoology. Still, the urge inside me to express these feelings and to share these opinions with all who might be interested was so strong that I had to try. If the book furthers at least a few readers’ understanding of some of the motives of human actions in general, or their own in particular, or if it opens them to views different from conventional patterns, schemes, and dogmas, I shall be well rewarded.
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