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Abstract
(TBD)


Awed by Nature (Part I: Safety and the Nature of Love)
	The conclusion of most scientists is that the best producer of all (this planet) is dying (Nocera, 2009). The production of new humans, however, is doing very well (Cohen, 1977). The production of human goods is also doing very well. Those goods are made by depleting planetary resources; the rapid production of new humans who live longer and more productive lives is resulting in the inexorable extinction of everything else (Clark, 1973). Sadly, natural species are finding it more and more difficult to find a place where they can be safe from human encroachment. Humans, on the other hand, do not feel safe among their own kind, and spend more money to safeguard themselves against human threats than natural threats.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: The concept of “productivity” could raise some issues since population growth and life expentancy has been supported but the contributions or productivity of these humans could be called into question.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes – thank you. One of the best starting points for that, I think, is the work of French philosophers (e.g. Deleuze and Guattari). These thinkers challenge our thinking… that “production” is a good thing. They call it “the production of production” which fits Baudrillard’s take pretty well (a gradual trend away from the real toward the idea of reality). Nature is not a producer; there are no consumers either. Our thinking is pretty strange. We exhibit an “instrumental perception of life” (how can I benefit from this?) – not a deep everlasting gratitude for all this majesty (I am so lucky already, wow).

For me, the very next thing to question is our definition for “survival”. If what we must do to survive makes our consciences themselves unsurvivable, have we actually succeeded? This heralds back to a sort of mental hibernation to survive the winter without  actually being awake… I called it “surviving the cognitive winter” in an old paper at GCU on hoarding disorder.
Curiously, pristine wilderness untainted by human industry is rapidly disappearing, even though humans often flee industry and seek wilderness to restore their much-needed sense of well-being (Tucker, Norton, DeMille, & Hobson, 2015). Oddly, the successful conquest of nature (to make Life safer) has become a search for safety . . . among both the human species and the whole of nature. The prior concept of seeking safety from the unpredictable intentions of wild things (chaos) has become the search for safety from the all-too-predictable intentions of human things (order).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: We may have to differentiate between “safey” and “security” in this article. Perhaps it is both?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Good catch… I will check out the etymological and current connotational divergences of these. My gut instinct is not to look upon “security” as favorably as we do “safety” for one main reason: security suggests a defiance against anything that might threaten our safety – whereas safety makes no such threatening (or having been threatened) stance. It is simply being with someone or something you trust. Not the determination to be jealously protective of it. “Disaster responses” may help us separate these meanings (we can chat about that today?). As we can see, folks are not nice to one another when they are more concerned about their security than anything else (this is how we once viewed nature; now we view each other this way; finer and finer mistrust – a view of life as “property to manage”).
The need to return to nature to find inner healing and to discover missing meaning, is often called Biophilia. The concept of Biophilia (love of nature, reverence for Life) has been studied as an attraction to or affinity for non-human works and creatures such as lakes, forests, mountains, and non-human animals, as though exposure to these natural objects offers a cure from exposure to human objects (Gullone, 2000). However, Biophilia may not have been studied as a natural need to seek safety when overwhelmed by threat. Harlow (1958) studied neonatal macaques and found that those infants sought safety in the cloth mothers (which had no food resources) when under threat, instead of the wire mothers—even though the latter seemed to offer a better chance for survival. Like small mammals caught up in the struggle for sparse resources, even new world monkeys, though they may have their basic needs met by society, run toward a kind of comfort and safety which approximates living warmth rather than reliable resources. Perhaps the need to seek out wilderness, among the human species, is a similar seeking of safety from civilized threats. The wilderness does not offer much in the way of refined produce to sustain life. Yet, for some reason, the hominin species runs there for relief from societal stress, not deeper into society.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Italicize the term	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thanks! Will do!	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Contrast this with Susan Fiske’s bidimensional framing of “earning warmth” – what about this same axial correlation, as either/or - instead of one of obligate transaction (please see the terms obligate and facultative in biology for reference)? Now the two axes go parallel to one another (but in opposing directions, much as Newton suggested), not perpendicular… we may choose to be competent/successful and expect others to be that too… or we may simply exhibit charity without regard for competence. That is what sets us apart from “this world”. Warmth regardless of competence, not in exchange for it. (For Life, and only for Life, do we do these things!) am I rambling again?

The need for some kind of safety signal after being conditioned to anticipate unpredictable shocks to well-being has been studied (Seligman, 1967). Attachment formation and a sense of safety are a part of the literature on basic human needs. Perhaps the overwhelming stresses of civilized environments also spawn a vestigial need (in erstwhile biological creatures) to return to a sense of safety and consolation amid the nonjudgmental and pleasantly reinforcing stimuli of untainted nature.
Method
	This research will use a bystander’s view of an actor in need of a safer environment, because the current situation is too stressful. By using a third person perspective, the participants will not be directly exposed to the imagined stressors, but will only attempt to identify with the actor in the scene. This will also make it more of a social psychological experiment. The participant will simply indicate in which direction safety seems to be. (Dolls and stuffed animals will be used as actors to allow very young age cohorts to be included, and no written text will be used).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Are you suggesting eliciting empathy from the Ss or possibly investigating the manifestation of “Theory of Mind” for younger Ss?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thanks Prof – yes on empathy, but theory of mind is more problematic as you can tell, since most of us do not think nature cares what we do with it.

ToM remains a problematic expectation, just as the idea that a person must possess intellect to discover his or her compassion does not seem to make sense. But as Dr. Haikonen said, if we do not imbue anything with a mind first before we can feel what it feels, then now we can feel it directly. Our body is like that – and we treat it just like nature – in the way of our mental aims or as a reluctant resource for them.

Setup
	The Choices of Safety will be: (a) a civilized, walled city (e.g. Damascus – on the edge of civilization), and (b) the wilderness beyond the city (e.g. beyond Damascus). The Experimental Actors will be: (a) someone civilized (rich or homeless, to match the Stereotype Content Model dimensions), (b) something domesticated (dog or cat, to represent more or less tame, but both domesticated), (c) something wild (wolf or bobcat, for the canine versus feline wild equivalents of #2). The Threat Stimulus will be: (a) an Auditory Threat - annoying sounds (obsessions/broadcasts/motors) or natural sounds (non-stressful like birds, wind, leaves, water), (b) a Visual Threat (too much bustle and bright lights or too much darkness but with  stars overhead), and (c) an Invisible Threat (a sterile setting setting symbolizing hygienic/wildlife fear or a biologically rich setting such as outdoors among insects or bacteria).
[image: ]
Figure 1: Where is “safety”?

This method will be followed by standard scales (Biophilia scale, Biophobia scale, Social Dominance Orientation scale, Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale, Interspecies Model of Prejudice scale, and perhaps standard scales of human phobias versus standard “philic” scales (of affinity/pride in human achievements). These scales will allow the analysis of the method results and further alignment with known attitudinal outcomes.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: How are you suggesting combining the factors delineating either safety or threat? Or, are you suggesting testing one pair of factors at-a-time?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thanks! Yes, this part is still in progress. Your email helped me see that we must operationalize safety as distinct from security. Safety appears to be a “good feeling” - which is not the absence of any “bad feelings”. Security is the sense of safety because of the constant management of bad feelings (that good is here because bad is kept away). TBD. We can do this – thank you for pointing out its importance.

Hopefully we will “iron this out” – and I will look for existing studies so we can have a solid basis.
Participants (TBD)
Materials and Procedures (TBD)
Results (TBD)

Discussion (TBD)

Implications for Further Study
This study sought to highlight the difference in affinity between human environments and natural environments, depending on the individual and the situation. This affinity was framed as a response to threat followed by the need for safety, much as in Harlow’s seminal work (1958). The suggestion of an equivalence between non-human phenomena and human phenomena during a response to survival threat may allow the sharing of well-studied terminology in the natural sciences with equivalent studies within the behavioral sciences. Two such concepts are tropism and taxis. Tropism is the apparently volitional turning behavior of a living organism toward a source more favorable than its present orientation, to reduce the angular distance between them (toward influence). Taxis, like tropism, is the movement of an organism toward a source more favorable than its present locus, to reduce the linear distance between them (toward contact). However, among the human species, these same behaviors are viewed exceptionally, by attributing that only certain things should be attractive or unattractive to humans in need of safety or consolation, even though not all humans find consolation in the same sources of comfort.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Sentence fragment
Italicize terms	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Okay
The Theory of Biophilia by O'Grady (2016) posits that Biophilia is a form of attitudinal mutualism in a natural symbiotic system (attraction due to common benefit), whereas Biophobia is a form of attitudinal amensalism in the same system (repulsion due to differential benefit). The current study explored the concepts of safety and primary attachment between humans and nature, or what Harlow called “the nature of love” (Harlow, 1958, p. 673). This possibility can be further studied by exploring the presence or absence of connectivity, sovereignty, and mutuality between humans and nature in subsequent studies (Costello here or my dissertation lit review). These concepts may help explain why humans are flourishing while the planet they inhabit is withering and even dying as a result. These concepts may help explain why humans tend to express empathy and reverence for their species and their social ingroup, while expressing antipathy or aggravation toward outgroups such as the natural environment and its species which are viewed as either resources to exploit, or nuisances targeted for extinction (Clark, 1973). This part will align well with the SCM model as well as the Industrial Stereotype Model).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Possibly both 	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thanks
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