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1. Planetary-Induced
Environmental Catastrophes

The international press has extensively reported, that on
June 14 of this year, we survived a “near miss’; A small
asteroid missed the Earth by only 100,000 kilometers (asmall
distance from the planetary perspective), and the object was
only detected three days after its close approach.t

Such asmall asteroid could, nonethel ess, cause quite seri-
ousdamageto anation andto somebiol ogical habitats. Bigger
objects, i.e., with a diameter greater than 1 km, pose a very
serious threat to the entire human and biological system of
our globe, and the possibility of such an event, indeed materi-
alized itself some weeks ago.?

The probability that such a catastrophe could indeed hap-
pen, is not so small,® and for this reason, NASA has been
asking the American government to improve both the power
of detection and provide a better definition of countermea-
sures to destroy or divert the path of such objects. At the
present level of knowledge and technology, only measures
linked to mastery of space flights and the eventual use of
nuclear explosions could have some chance of being ef-
fective.

| cannot but endorse the following declaration of the
American Institute of Aeronauticsand Astronautics: “ If some
day an asteroid does strike the Earth, killing not only the
human race but millions of other species as well, and we
could have prevented it but did not because of indecision,
unbalanced priorities, imprecise risk definition, and incom-
plete planning, then it will be the greatest abdicationin all of
human history not to use our gift of rational intellect and

1. Asteroid 2002 MN, with adiameter of 120 meters, aspeed of 36,000 km/
h, passed at 119,000 km from the Earth. By comparison, the Moon’sorbit is
at 380,000 km.

2.0n July 9, NASA announced the discovery of Asteroid 2002 NT7, witha
diameter of 2km, with some probability (Torino scale=1) that it could collide
with the Earth in the year 2019.

3. Theexpectation of acollision of abigasteroidwiththeEarthhasastatistical
frequency of 100,000 years, according to NASA.
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Dino de Paoli: “ The only way to conserve lifein our planetary
system depends on the constant increase of the survival power of
lifeitself, by the contribution of our scientific and technological
discovering power. It seems asif we are doomed to be creative!”

conscience to shepherd our own survival, and that of all life
on Earth.”*

It is clear that a policy concerned only with ecologism,
fiscal austerity, speculation, and the “New Economy,” isin-
tentionally sabotaging the few possibilities that we would
have to prevent such amassive “environmental” catastrophe
here on Earth. | would like to cite here what | wrote as a
conclusionto an articlein 1997:

“A collision with an asteroid, the evolution of the Sun,
etc., can dramatically change, or destroy, biological life on
our planet. Inany of such events, no animal could do anything
to help; only man could do something, but not a man domi-
nated by a culture which has reduced itself to the technology
of wind mills, nor by an economicideology which could have
animaginary President declaring on CNN: ‘ Dear citizens, we
know abig comet is going to hit the Earth, you can follow it
onthelnternet! We have the technology to stopit, but we are
not allowed to incur any more debts; we have no money to
deploy to stop the comet!” ”

We may laugh, and think that such a foolish President
does not exist, but in reality many governments today are
implicitly operating under such assumptions. Now, | want to
push the example of a planetary catastrophe to its own limit,
so that the contradictions of the presently dominant way of
thinking are even more clearly exposed.

Colonization of Other PlanetsAsaHorizon
Our present knowledgetellsusthat in someremotefuture

time, the Sun will evolve, increasing the temperature of the
Earth to a level where life will be practically impossible.

4. “Response to the Potential Threat of a Near-Earth-Object Impact.”
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Thereisonly oneinfinitesimal chance that life, as we know
it, can be conserved, and that small chance depends entirely
upon our morality, our creative powers, and our will. We
can survive if we already today start orienting R& D toward
assuring the means to progressively colonize the outer plan-
ets, and even to go outside the planetary systemitself. At the
sametime, we haveto pursue the understanding of the fusion
reactionsinside the Sun and see if we can stabilize such pro-
cessesfor alonger period.

How? | do not know, but it is wrong to think about the
futureonly by linear extrapol ation from today’ stechnol ogical
capacity. All wereally know is, that thereisno law of nature
which statesthat it isimpossible to do something and that we
should not even try. What we know is, that the only way to
conservelifein our planetary system depends on the constant
increaseof thesurvival power of lifeitself, by thecontribution
of our scientific and technological discovering power. It
seemsasif we are doomed to be creative!

Therefore, the ultimate resource is not located in some
raw material here on Earth, but in our own mind, and we can
maximize the chances and activate the necessary means only
by gaining the support of entire societies and the active coop-
eration of more and more people.

Such alevel of planetary cosmic catastrophe may appear
to some of you to be science fiction, but these are very red
possibilities—in a sense, even more rea than some of the
catastrophes imagined by the simple use of mathematical
models based on data correlated according to imprecise the-
ories.

Naturally, this does not mean that we should ignore other
short-term natural or man-made catastrophes, but | think that
we have to relocate the existence and the activity of man
inside abigger notion of “environment” than the one used by
ecologists. We have learned to locate events on atime-space
scale that would have been impossible even to dream of only
500 years ago, and we have learned that we can master fire
and not panic like any animal does—although | am sure that
the first man who tried to do so, burned himself!

It is from the standpoint of such an expanded notion of
“environment” that | seethe dangerous shortcomingsof dom-
inant environmentalism. With the excuse of “defending the
Earth from man’ stechnology,” we are cutting or eliminating
programs for the colonization of other planets, programs for
further research in “hard energies,” programsto search more
deeply into particle physics, etc. If such policieswereimple-
mentedtill theend, thenwewould createanirreversiblesitua-
tion, where man would have no real power to react to terres-
trial and planetary catastrophes, and, therefore, it would be
like deciding in favor of collective suicide, probably of the
entirety of life on Earth.

The fact that otherwise intelligent people refuse to see
such obvious contradictions, tells me that behind the hysteria
about “over-population” and the “ negative effect” of techno-
logical progress, there are people with an agenda which is
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different from their stated environmental concern. To show
that thisisprobably true, let meexposehow theissueof “ over-
population” was used long before the words “environmental
concern” had even been conceived.

2. A Short History of the ‘Over-
Population Threat’

Let usfocusfirst on the policies presented by afew rep-
resentatives of the British Empire in the 18th and 19th
Centuries:

SR The British economist
: ~ Adam Smith (1723-90), the

.~ so-caled father of modern
market economy, wrote: “Ev-
ery species of animals natu-
rally multiplies in proportion
to the means of their subsis-
tence, and no species can ever
multiply beyondit. . . . Incivi-
lized society it is only among
the inferior ranks of people
that the scantiness of subsis-
tence can set limits to the fur-
ther multiplication of the hu-
man species; and it can do so in no other way than by destroy-
ing agreat part of the children which their fruitful marriages
produce. ... The market would be so overstocked that it
would soon force back its price [wages]; in this manner the
demand for men . . . necessarily regulates the production of
man, . . . stopping it when it advancestoo fast.”®

Smith uses here one of the main laws of animal ecology,
which today is called “carrying capacity”: The level of re-
sourcesfunctionsasan absolutelimiting factor for the popul a-
tion level of an animal species. In the case of human beings,
according to Smith, it is the manipulation of wages that will
induceascarcity of resourcesand thereforereducethepopul a-
tion by starving the children of the poor.

Thomas Malthus (1766-1834), another employee of the
British East India Company, having in mind the booming
populationin America, formulated his so-called law:

“The population when unchecked . . . increases in geo-
metrical ratio . .. while the rate of increase of the natural
productsis not so. . . . When all the fertile land is occupied,
theyearly increases of food must depend on the amelioration
of land in possession. Thisisastream which, from the nature
of all soils, instead of increasing, must be gradually dimin-
ishing.”®

Malthusdid not believeinthepower of themarket; There-

Adam Smith

5. Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations, Chapter 8.
6. Thomas Malthus, Essay on the Principle of Population, Vol. 2, 1826.
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fore to reduce the population, he asked the state to actively
intervene by preventing marriages of the poor and by cutting
their social welfare.

Itisimportantto note herethat Malthus, after Smith, intro-
duced another key axiom of modern ecological theories, an
axiomthatistoday called* the necessary increaseof entropy.”
Malthus, above, clearly saysthat “natural fertility” hasto be
considered as astream of energy continuously and gradually
losing its power to do work. Thus, farmers will constantly
experiencethe so-called “law of diminishing returns.” But, if
such alaw isrealy absolute, then there is no lower limit to
population reduction, and itisonly aquestion of timeuntil no
population at all would be able to drink out of this constantly
diminishing stream.

The German economist Friedrich List, acontemporary of
Malthus, in hisNational Systemof Palitical Economy, imme-
diately exposed the inherent contradictions in Malthus. List
explainsthat if onewereto search for an optimum population
level only inrelationto afixed “ diminishing natural fertility,”
then one would discover that the 1 million hunters of the
Paleolithic erawere already over-populating!

Environmentalism and Social Darwinism

Charles Darwin in 1859
used Malthus' idesas to elabo-
rate his famous The Origin of
the Speciesand. . . the Preser-
vation of Favoured Races in
the Sruggle for Life, and later
expressed more explicitly the
brutality of histhinking about
over-population.” For exam-
ple: “ Thus the weak members
of civilized societies propa
gate their kind. No one who
has attended to the breeding of
domestic animals will doubt
that this must be highly injurious to the race of man. It is
surprising how soon . . . care wrongly directed, leads to the
degeneration of adomestic race; but excepting in the case of
man himself, hardly anyone is so ignorant as to allow his
worst animalsto breed.”

“A most important obstacle in the civilized countries to
anincreaseinthe number of men of asuperior class, hasbeen
... that the very poor and reckless . . . produce many more
children. Thus the reckless, degraded . . . tend to increase at
aquicker rate. . .. In the eternal ‘struggle for existence,” it
would betheinferior and lessfavored race that had prevailed
by virtue of itsfaults.”

Charles Darwin

7. Darwin’squote comesfrom The Descent of Man and Selection in Relation
to Sex, 2nd ed. (London: J.Murray, 1874), pp. 46, 133, 138, 140. For more
guotes see Dino de Paoli, “The Real Darwin,” 21st Century Science & Tech-
nology, Fall 1997.
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“If the specified checks . . . do not prevent the reckless
... and other inferior members of society from increasing at
a quicker rate than the better class of men, the nation will
retrograde, as hastoo often occurred.”

Darwin, like Smith and Malthus, seems to be less con-
cerned about the environment than about conserving the
power of the aristocracy, which was notoriously inbred.

But itissuch reflectionswhich directly shaped theaxioms
of the “science of ecology,” which was then founded. It is
Ernst Haeckel, a German biologist and, later, Nazi sympa-
thizer, whoin 1869introduced theterm Ecology as. “thestudy
of the economy . .. of animal organisms. This includes the
relationships of animalswith the inorganic and organic envi-
ronments, above all the beneficia and inimical relations
Darwin referred to as the conditions for the struggle of exis-
tence.”

Haeckel’ s ecology, and modern ecology thereafter, fully
incorporated the fundamental axiom of Darwinism: Natural
evolution does not recognize any notion of “ progress,” but
onlyof “ variation,” thatis, only quantitativedifferentiations.
Thismeansthat scienceisnot allowed to attribute any special
status to man. Therefore, human beings operate “naturally”
only whenthey operatelikeanimals, and any divergencefrom
this “natural” behavior must be considered a danger for the
natural environment and the equilibrium of nature. For exam-
ple, if medicine helps the weak to survive, thisis an action
against natural law. If technology allows more people to eat,
thisalsoisagainst natural law.

Neo-Social Darwinism

Now | want to jump to the period after the Second World
War, to see theimplications of this hatred of man’s* specific-
ity.” Malthus' argument about the declinein natural land fer-
tility was proven to be wrong—especialy in the U.S.A.—
through the introduction of fertilizers by Justus Liebig, and
the use of mechanization. As a result, Malthusianism was
reformulated approximately in the following way: Techno-
logical progress can momentarily increase natural fertility
and therefore can allow for population increase. But, in the
longrun, industrialization, by increasing the transformations
of energy-matter, will accelerate the overall entropy or the
overall degradation of the environment and the exhaustion of
resour ces. Therefore, population growth must be controlled,
and this can be done only with the old ideas of Smith-
Malthus-Darwin.

Two very famous people associated with this reformula-
tion of Malthusianism are worth mentioning here. Thefirstis
Bertrand Russell, who, in 1951, wrote against technological
progress, saying that he hoped that mass starvations and fam-
inein the Third World could help solve the problem of over-
population.? That these were not abstract wishesinthe British
Commonwealth, has been reveal ed by recent declassification

8. Bertrand Russell, The Impact of Science on Society, 1951.
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of top-secret filesfrom the Na-
tional Archives of Australia,
which have revealed that the
Nobel Prize winner for bio-
technology, Sir Macfarlane
Burnet, recommended (in ase-
cret report for the Australian
Defense Department in 1947)
the spread of controlled infec-
tious diseases to target food
crops of other Asian countries,
to stop the over-population
which could threaten Aus
tralia

The second person isthe no lessfamous Norbert Wiener,
the founder of cybernetics, who, in 1950, in The Human Use
of Human Beings, attacked medicine for allowing too many

- people to reach old age, and
detailed how crucid it is to
eradicate the “myth” of prog-
ress, which causes only de-
struction of the environment,
and exhaustion of resourcesin
the following 50 years (more
than 50 years have passed!)
without being able to control
over-population.  Therefore,
the only functioning policy is
application of Malthus old
ideas of active population re-
duction. It is through Wiener
that ecology and sociology
were unified and transformed
into system analysis, that is, reduced to mathematical models
with emphasis on so-called cybernetic negative feedbacks,
i.e., policies able to counteract the perceived acceleration of
human activities.

The project to reduce industria output did not find much
resonance during the period of post-war reconstruction in
Europe, but it accelerated again in the 1960s.

In 1961, the World Wildlife Fund was founded by Britain
Royal Consort Prince Philip, who later said that hiswish was
to be reincarnated as a virus so as to be able to solve the
problem of over-population by killing human beings.® In
1967, the military organization of NATO itself started organ-
izing workshops on the issue of energy, environment, and
over-population. In 1968, the famous Club of Rome was
formed, with the explicit aim of lobbying for world policies
of zerogrowth and post-industrial or “technetronic” societies.
A technetronic society, in its essence, meant the following:
Africansdo not need to gothroughtheindustrialization phase,
instead we can give them the Internet; in this case, they will

Bertrand Russell

Norbert Wiener

9. Deutche Presse Agentur, August 1988.
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Prince Philip, who vowed that he would like to be reincarnated as
avirus so asto help solvethe“ over-population” problem.

not need to access any difficult know-how, but need only to
learn the use of akeyboard. In May 1969, the United Nations
published World Population, a Challenge to the United Na-
tionsand Its System of Agencies.

United States Adopts NSSM -200

Inthisclimate, in 1969 President Nixon sent to Congress
his “Special Message on Problems of Population Growth.”
Thus began the explicit commitment of the United States to
actively reduce the over-population of the Third World. In
1973, the so-called oil crises arrived conveniently to prove
that, indeed, resources are limited and that the Arabs would
abuse the power they had over fossil fuel. (Today we know a
bit more. The then-Minister of Oil of Saudi Arabia, stated in
an interview to the Observer of Jan. 14, 2001, that he knew
that Henry Kissinger had been pushing for an increasein oil
prices.) In 1974, Nixon's National Security Adviser, Henry
Kissinger, ordered the drafting of National Security Study
Memorandum 200, to determine the “Implications of World
Population Growth for U.S. Security and Overseas|nterests.”
This secret memorandum (which remained classified for 14
years) detailshow and why continued rapid world population
growth gravely threatens U.S. and global security.

Kissinger pursued the samepolicy under President Gerald
Ford who, according to National Security Adviser Brent
Scowcroft, “ believesthat United States|eadershipisessential
to combat population growth and to advance United States
security and overseas interests.” The same policy was fol-
lowed up with Zbigniew Brzezinski under Jimmy Carter in
1977, and expressed throughreportslike Project for the1980s
and Global 2000. With Brzezinski thereisastronger empha-
sisplaced on theissue of technetronics, the“ New Economy,”
etc.’® Since then, we have seen only an acceleration of the

10. Zbigniew Brzezinski had started suchrefl ectionsal ready in 1965, together
with Samuel P. Huntington (today famous for his Clash of Civilizations
thesis), under the project called “ Agendafor the Y ear 2000.”
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Henry Kissinger, with his National Security Study Memorandum 200, which denounced population growth in the Third World asa
“ national security threat” to the United Sates, and laid out a classified strategy for grabbing the raw materials of those nations, on behal f
of an English-speaking world empire.

policy of disinvestiment in R& D under the pretexts of ecolog-
ism, austerity, and fantasies about the “New Economy,”
while, inthe meantime, indeed the world popul ation has been
suffering famine, AIDS, lack of water management, etc.

| hope | have been able to make clear, with this partial
overview, that theissues of over-population and the“ danger”
of technological progress have been often used in the context
of asocial power struggle, more than for honest environmen-

Zbigniew tal concerns. The brutal paradox is that the implementation
Brzezinski in of such policies, diminishing scientific breakthroughsin the
1975, before last 50 years and sabotaging the technological development
?ﬁcnomg%rter,s of the Third World, is the rea cause behind much of the
Nati?rllaj environmental degradation and famines we observe today.
Security

Adviser.

Brzezinski 3. Some of the Axioms Must Be
continued the .
Malthusian Revised

policies

introduced by The reason why policies based on reducing the “ specific-
Henry Kissinger — . . . .
during the ity” of man and imposing zero technological growth, will
Nixon cause only irreparable damage, lies primarily in the fact that
Administration. the axiomatic base of Social Darwinismisfalse. Inredlity, far
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from reflecting universal laws of nature as it pretends to do,
Social Darwinism reflects an attempt to stop a basic law in
our universe, which can be so formulated: Conservation is
possible only by progress through creative evolution.

Let me briefly elaborate this point as my conclusion.
Thereisnodoubt that growth processesareawaysconfronted
with relative limits, and that degradation devel ops when one
tries to overcome such limits with the wrong means, or if a
population tries to use the same type of resource for too long
aperiod. But there is no absolute law of nature that supports
the theory that such limits cannot be overcome by creative
transformations, thus avoiding the struggle for survival over
limited resources.

Aswe have seen, Malthus and Darwin used threeimplicit
axioms, which are till the backbone for modern modeling of
relations between man and nature:

1. The natural energy flow, or natural productivity, con-
stantly degradesitself.

2. Lifeisaproduct of the degrading energy flow, although
it seemsto follow its own law of growth against such degra-
dation.

Any interrelation of life and energy using the above two
axioms creates a contradiction: If life is an effect of energy,
how itispossiblefor lifeto expressatendency toward organi-
zation instead of degradation? The usual answer is approxi-
mately the following: An organism is kept alive only by a
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constant supply of energy, without which it would rapidly
disintegrate, and, therefore, respond to the universal law of
degradation of energy and matter.

Buttoexplainlifeinthisway islikesaying: If anairplane
consumesits fuel, it will fall, and, therefore, this proves that
an airplaneisalso subjected to the law of gravity. Indeed, but
the interesting issue was to study how and why such a piece
of metal that wecall an airplane could betransforming energy
fluxes so asto be able to fly and go against the gravlty field.

Theinteresting issueto de-
bate is not whether adead cell
respondsto thelaw of entropy,
but why and how our universe
allows for the existence of
“living cells” of such new
possibility and state of energy
organizations. Why does the
universe make it possible not
only to fall, but also to fly?!
One should admit the possibil-
ity that a few scientists ap-
proached the issue from the
wrong side. In order to make a
long story very short, let me quote the great French biologist
L. Pasteur: “Y ou put matter before life, and you make matter
eternal. How do you know that the progress of science will
not forceyouto affirmthat lifeis eternal and not matter?Y ou
go from matter to life, because your present knowledge tells
you that you cannot understand thingsin adifferent way. . . .
Who assures me that in 10,000 yearswewill not say that itis
impossible not to go from life to matter?’

Louis Pasteur

Lifeand ‘Energy’

| think that Pasteur’ sapproach,
the same as P. Curie’'sor V.I.
Vernadsky’s, could help solve
an otherwise seemingly im-
penetrable contradiction
which is misdeading science
and which is being abused to
define wrong and dangerous
social palicies.

It is around the contradic-
tion about life and energy—
lifethat grows and energy that
diminishes in quality—that
the basic model of population
dynamics, as we aready ob-
served in Smith and Malthus, is constructed. The growth of
the population of living organismswill reachimpassablelim-
itsdefined by the slower cycles of matter and the degradation
of energy.

Indeed, thisseemsto hold truefor isolated animal species

Viadimir . Vernadsky

11. Louis Pasteur, Pages choisies (Paris: E. Sociaes, 1970), p. 56.
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inlocal ecosystems. But if we move our attention to the com-
plex evolution of thetotal biosphere; then, asV ernadsky elab-
orated, we observe a continuous change in the limiting fac-
tors: We observe the formation and transformation of the
composition of the atmosphere, of the oceans, of the climate,
of the biogeochemical flux, etc. We have to admit that living
processes are based on actively adapting or transforming the
geochemical environment to their own biological needs.

Moreover,itiswrongto affirmthat lifeactslikeaparasite,
selfishly eating energy and minerals. | expect to see some
ecologist start protecting mineralsfrom the destructive activ-
ity of Lifel Living organisms, by transforming solar radiation
and producing organic material, not only construct the ele-
ments to sustain themselves and the next generation, but, in
so doing, they perform positive work for thewhole universe.

Itisknownthat aplanet without lifereflectssolar radiation
totally and therefore spreads out heat, which is considered
in physics to be an indication of the increase in entropy, or
progress toward the so-called “warm death of the universe.”
The Earth’ s biosphere incorporates some of the Sun’s radia-
tion into organic matter and, therefore, in a sense, “cools’
down the system, reduces entropy, and keeps the universe
aliveabit longer!

Therefore as long as the interaction between living and
inert matter remains an open question, we should at least
abstain from deriving socia policieswhich abuse conceptsas
the universal degradation or life“eating” energy.

3. The third axiom of the Social Darwinism can be so
summarized: Manisonly thelast and most powerful parasite
inthechain of beings, inside that complicated parasite called
the biosphere.

Platonic philosophy, and especially the three monotheis-
ticreligions, have no difficulty in stressing what is obviousto
each man: that human beings have something specific and
unique. Not only that, but that such aunique quality, although
it may bewrongly used, isagift of God and not of the devil.

Cognition and Life

Modern science, for sociol ogical and methodol ogical rea
sons, has found it easier either to exclude man from the uni-
verseit studies, or to include a man robbed of his nature, his
essential qualities. Again, to render along and complicated
issue in brief terms, | think that the same reproach Pasteur
made to the materialist concerning the issue of life, is valid
concerning the existence and functioning of creative cogni-
tioninrelation to life and matter. Aslong aswetry to reduce
life to matter, and reduce the mind to the brain, we will have
difficulties in explaining life and human cognition except as
aberrations, as parasitisms or even as diabolical forces.

If we try to approach the issue from a different perspec-
tive—that the human mind isalawful, causal force acting in
thisuniverse, inthe sameway that lifeis—it seemsto methat
many paradoxes disappear.

The human species cannot be studied as if it were just
another animal species; it has in itself the same quality of
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power that lifeinitstotality had. What lifedid by coupling the
higher transformation of energy flows with different genetic
species, reappears in human history as the coupling of in-
crease in energy flows with new genetic forms of technolog-
ies. In so doing, man is carrying life’' sintentions further, and
through man’ s action, total populations can be increased and
supported at levelsnever seen before.2 Therefore, the concept
of environment, when applied to man, becomes continuously
bigger and more complicated, tending to include more and
more the entire planetary system.

‘We Are Doomed To Be Creative

If we think back to biological life on Earth, it is obvious
that it encounters a couple of limits which are hard to over-
come: thefiniteness of our planet and the fact that the Sun, its
main source of energy, cannot be directly transformed by
biological organisms—it istoo hot and too far away. But itis
also obvious that such limits are easier to overcome if we
include man asthe carrier of cognitive creative powersinside
the biosphere. This tells us that the concepts of limit must
change again and again.

The power of mind allowslifeto transcend itsown limits,
not with the selfish aim of satisfying the greedy needs of
a few; on the contrary, human creative power is the “life
insurance” of the Biosphere, and by increasing the Bio-
sphere’ santi-entropic function, it allowsthe universeto con-
serve itself. In this sense, science should not reject a priori
what religion says: that “human labor isaparticipationin the
creative activity of God . . . in the process of transformation
of the created.”®

Usually, the ultimate defense of the environmentalist is
to ask, “But, does man have the moral power to sustain his
intellectual power? What is the guarantee that he will not
abuseit?

| have no easy answer to such aquestion, but | know that
any serious team leader, if faced with the choice between a
road leading to a sure death, and arisky road which can lead
to survival, would take the second one. While in the case of
biological evolution, we can visualize some kind of inner
necessity; inthe case of man, therecognition of such necessity
ismoredifficult. Man hasafreewill, hecanawaysfall prey to
“thefearsthat heoften hasof hisown scientific discoveries.” *?
And a culture of death and existentialism is there, ready to
manipulate such fears, by insisting that we should be a bit
more animal and abit less man.

Therefore, scienceisnot apurely analytical debate, but it
isahard fight, afight for truth even when amajority seemsto
think differently: a struggle to go back to our responsibility
and to move out in the open frontiers of our cosmos.

12. Inthis section, | am using essential conceptsfrom Lyndon H. LaRouche
Jr.’ snotion of physical economy, elaborated for thisconference by Dr. Jona-
than Tennenbaum.

13. From the speech of Pope John Paul 11, “ Science Must Serve Men,” 1991.
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