Outline for Biophilia Article

Goal: follow the dissertation format to make a simple, quality article. Near goal is to “seed” curiosity for more. Far goal is to grow the theory like a live plant, vs. to nurture “information”
(from rhizome to flower).
The Gap or Problem:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Our beautiful planet is dying.
The Question:
Why is it dying?
Why are we just now noticing our planet is dying?
Why do some folks angrily deny it’s dying, and demand more business as usual?
Proposal:
It’s dying because of business as usual.
It’s dying because, instead of a deep reverence for any kind of life, we hold only a deep reverence for human life, and not even that, but primarily for human works.
The Test or Trial:
Given a choice, would we sacrifice our own species to save our world? Do we love it this much? (enough to lay down our lives for our Companion, this planet we call home)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Check the archaic definition for “Companion” because I think at one time it was synonymous with “Spouse” which could make our biophilic perspective even more interesting.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Sure!
Literature Review:
· Body ownership studies (very current right now)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This could actually reflect back upon a woman’s right to abortion.
When I conducted the filicide research, I found that women and children were regarded as property who could not inherit or have rights. Therefore, killing them was not a crime which is the basis for bar mitzvahs at which point a boy becomes a man/human being and cannot be killed without it being considered a homicide.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thank you so much Prof. Yes, a quick search seems to confirm suspicions – various rites of passage seem mainly to be highly ceremonial events (see Oracle at Delphi) that human societies have ritualized in order to “consecrate” property (which once could aim itself at any purpose at any time in its lifespan). Non-living property ceremonies seem aimed at awing bystanders; living property ceremonies seem aimed at awing (pleasantly traumatizing?) the participant. I saw this in the Celtic/Halig rituals and in the historian’s book (Ingvild Gilhus).

My question – what does the female child get out of this? The male child surrenders his freedom, but gains status; but what does a female child gain (since she doesn’t gain male status)? https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bar_and_Bat_Mitzvah

So much of my studies are collapsing me, so to speak… our body must not be seen as our property, to do with as we will, else we will see any living thing weaker than our mind the same way (like a hand or foot of our own body). Life is no one’s property. This is the basis for the body ownership experiment I hope we can try with this first study? If we must ask our own body permission to do our bidding, maybe we will treat others with a similar reverence? … the mind is nothing, really, but a psychological demand made of biological things (B.F. Skinner saw it, years ago)
· Body innervation and rubber arm studies (both psychological and neuroscientific)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This would include the “phantom limb” and “phantom pain” experiments?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes – it has been my dream to somehow work with Ehrsson and Blanke and the psyche-based and neuro-based “patterning studies” which lead us to believe in a self concept. Imagine a study with Nasa, in which we send remote sensing units (instead of humans) and let folks patterned to feel like those are their body, feel like they are on another world? Ideally, the astronaut will be a quadriplegic. Having no other way to feel his or her extension, that person would be the most qualified! (Gattaca the movie). The most competent candidate, in a way, is the one we would least have thought of…
· Connectivity and attachment studies - aka “codependency” and mutuality (to social others, to non-human others, and how machine intelligence develops proprioceptive vantage (quasi-subjectivity) versus exteroceptive objectivity). Pentti Haikonen’s work. Jagdish Chandra’s work on plants. Companion animals and attachment. Harlow and Lorenz and imprinting (Bowlby a little too)
· Permission studies (who owns what and has access to whom)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This should also include the The Biophilia Theory copyright for the first time!	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes! I think we should title this:
Awed by Nature: A Theory of Biophilia. Part I: Connectivity

Or something similar	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: 
· Benefit studies (the Belmont Report justice principle applied preferentially to protect “higher mammals” (conspecific species) but permit “lower species” to be perceived as raw materials; this same view of forests, waters (dams), and high meadows (amensally beneficial only to the hominin species – why? On whose authority? Why must only “Man” survive? Noah.)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Who are the owners or gate-keepers of the Belmont Report? What biases might exist with regard to your comments here? How will our proposal to expand the Belmont Report impact them as well as any other stakeholders in research projects, funding, etc.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Super question prof: I think that, any time we have an extant belief system, we will find conflict. But these things are worth asking, if that report was worth accomplishing. Should we have stopped at the Magna Carta, imagine how little of our own species would have rights? Ultimately, if we speculate the idea of human rights as it approaches a limit (to phrase it as folks do in calculus), we must not distinguish between groups at all, or it will take us longer to traverse the distinctions than it will to apply them. (There is no end to species, and one must reach the end, to turn around and apply what we discovered)
Methods:
1. Connectivity (innervation/vascularization/sympathy/survival – why aren’t we connected to nature? Why doesn’t it hurt us when we hurt it?)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This could raise the question of where do we as humans begin and Nature ends which could be extended to all species. Are the so-called “lesser” or non-human species more connected to Nature that we are? Why? I would suggest that cognition is at the root of it.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Absolutely Prof – that was my conclusion as well. “Intellect” is nice, but it requires that we form units of comparison we are reluctant to question. As a result, the span of conclusion only prevents us from changing our minds until the span expires. (But Schopenhauer already said that, about “paradigms”). We rush to uphold our loss of options, and call it volition.
2. Permission (the principle of justice – who has the authority to distribute “benefit” unequally? Why can’t non-human things have the right to consent to being used as subjects? Maybe because we see them as food and labor and exploit them – same as people we dislike, whose permission we do not seek)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Permission is either assumed or granted as a correlation of power or ownership which should be questioned as I mentioned before in comments pertaining to the sale of real estate and the history of the ownership of a property. Who and how did they obtain it in the first place?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thank you – yes, I think so too. this falls under the odd homo sapiens’ pursuit of self-sovereignty – what does that even mean, if we are a colony of cells and any mental sovereign is taxing us (the biological pluribus) without representation? How can a “mental thing” remotely grasp the needs of its living people? It is much the same for “the Law” it seems, which helps in some ways, and ruins everything in most other ways. “Words” cannot comprehend what it means to be a living creature, a creature sometimes so blown away by life, we are at a loss for “words”… natural expression is constrained by language, not freed by it.
3. Sovereignty (this test will ask subjects, do I have you, or do you have me? (Which of us is sovereign?). Or, do we each have the other? (Neither of us need be sovereign over the other). Like the old Superman movie when super Clark catches Lois, and he says “I’ve got you” and she replies “But who’s got you??”	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This could raise some very interesting questions with regard to gender, culture and societal norms.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thanks! And there are lots of scales and studies on this too (SDO, for one). The idea that extant living individuals must have a mental master somewhere or we should fear what they might do next, is “absurd” as Spinoza phrased that. Mental plans are what harm us. Living things do not plan things. If we do not vow to obey no matter what (as in Milgram’s now forbidden study), no one can stop us from practicing an imprescriptible compassion and an endless amnesty for Life.

Notes: I have the methods mostly figured out, and they will be very simple to accomplish. One question I have is if we should do all 3 in the first article, or should do these like the old TV shows (to be continued) to keep curiosity high? (We will have them ready but roll them out like a serial in the old days, when they were in print, on the radio, or on TV). I would like us to challenge /the way/ we test these things along with what we are looking for. Let us, maybe, try and make science available to the masses (like French cuisine by Julia Child). We can “crowd study” and also use “cliffhangers” instead of conclusions for further study. Make it fun.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Using a serial strategy is a very good idea. The only question would be how to guarantee that each chapter of the serial would be published on-time and in-sequence. Could we get this guaranteed by the publisher?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Good thought Prof. I was thinking something similar. I think of the “Back to the Future” trilogy for a possible solution. We request permission for 3, and get all 3 mostly ready (permitting changes post publication of the first 2, if needed). Its’s a sort of spinoff of Glaser and Strauss – structured, but not preventing the illumination of systematic changes (researcher variability) needed along the way (team learning)

Examples:
For #1:
How much is “me”? Where do “I” end?
When I asked Dr. Haikonen, he replied “Injure it. If it hurts, it’s you”. So, if we hurt anything living, and it does not hurt us back, something is wrong with our innervation. Everything is connected.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Would this also correlate with one’s ability to emphasize and possible “Theory of Mind”?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: I will try and explain better later and ask your guidance… it’s about needing the complete idea before determining that what we can grasp is all we need to grasp, to grasp the complete idea…. goes way back, before the westernization of thought. “Favor” is also evident in using a sample to guess the population’s diversity. This is kind of odd (but information compression explains it best, I think).
For #2:
We have to ask our favored hand permission before we compel it to do something (we sort of do this with our unfavored hand now). How we treat our own body seems highly correlated with how learn to see and treat other people (and the planet, which is “others” too)). What we dare not use without asking its permission, we cherish.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This RQ then suggests:
Is there and to what extent exists a positive correlation between what we cherish and seek permission from that individual?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Pretty close! Man, these RQs are really hard to phrase – we really need our RQs to act like agents that can answer questions after the are written! That way we can be succinct, and if folks remain unclear, they can ask the Question for the specifics. LOL
For #3:
Put a desirable object within reach of the subject.
Ask them, “do you “have” it?” (this is the principle of sovereignty, to say you have a thing when you are not holding it, that is, it needn’t be here for you to claim possession over it, even after you die. This is to know, not to feel). See non-knowing growing.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This is an interesting premise as well since we would have to operationalize/define “have” and “hold” for the purposes of our study since “having” does not necessarily constitute “holding” something in our hands in the literal sense.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thanks
Now put a desirable object into the favored hand of the subject (so they are holding it and can constantly feel they are holding it).
Ask them, “Do you “have” it? (this is the principle of feeling for something, not owning something).
Lastly, have two people hold one another in such a way it is hard to tell whom is holding whom (for example, in a situation in which both need one another in the darkness, to know they exist and are not alone).
Ask them, “Who is holding who? Do you “have” this other, or does he/she have you?	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Including “darkness” in this experiment is very interesting as well since the individuals are being deprived of one of their sense.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny:  I’m thinking now that we should do all the “grasping” experiments in darkness. There is a great study by (Ramachandran and Hubbard?) in which you can discern that, lacking an avenue of one type, we use another avenue more avidly. Keller and Sullivan: Helen was asked if she wish she could see, and she replied, Oh no! then I would miss the chance of discovering Anne and all I learned by not being able to see.

Susan Savage-Rumbaugh also made this clear: it is what we cannot imagine not reaching for, which is that dimension we utterly trust. There are no conventional modalities at all. It’s all an urgency between living things. This too, as I keep struggling to say, is beneath the congress” concept. When you and I are the only reason we came together, we have no reason to doubt what this other sees in us. One another is that reason.

Consider the old verse, “When two or more…” (because this is not about sovereignty; this is about a union of spirits)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Could we paraphrase this to suggest that when two more more individuals or representatives of a species interact, Nature is indeed present …	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes! That’s lovely!
Summary:
I think this may help us bring a start toward the Theory of Biophilia (when we do all we do for mutual benefit, not for the benefit of less than everything (amensal benefit). Reverence for life is not also reverent for mental things, since whatever margin is withheld for an idea, is not also being expressed as an overwhelming reverence. All of nature is needed to express that idea.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Well said!	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: 

Additional Example for Participation by Subjects:

Ask each individual to submit a photograph or an audio file that epitomizes “the awe in Nature” for them, and entitle the research project your “Awed By Nature” which could be posted as an album online.




