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Abstract
(TBD)


Awed by Nature (Part 1: Justice for Nature)
“But justice is not only about just us” (Kopnina, 2016, p. 176).
The concept of justice within the context of scientific discovery is, fundamentally, that no group should bear the burden while another group reaps the benefit (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2016). In the words of a political and legal philosopher, the struggle to avoid injustice “. . . is not just another cost; it is something that must be avoided. . . it should not be tolerated, even if that means giving up things that may be very valuable in other ways” (Nagel, 1997, p. 303). A similar conclusion has been reached by some scientists about the impending extinction of most (if not all) the planet’s natural species; to avoid injustice to the planet and its once indigenous inhabitants, means giving up things we think too valuable to give up (Kopnina, 2016; Nocera, 2009). The human species is reaping all the benefit; all other species bear the burden. This relational concept is called “amensalism” in the natural sciences, when many species struggle to share a common environment, yet one species does not care what happens to the others.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Suggest sentence edit:
The human species is reaping all the benefit while all other species are bearing the burden.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: ok	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Is this the same citation?
Kopnina, 2016; Nocera, 2009)?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Good catch – no, I have much work to do on the needed citations. This is still very rough. I am hoping to get in touch with the PhD/author who did this CLEP chapter at Study.com – very close to biophilia view.
The taming of the planet has left very little landmass unexploited or fit for habitation by natural species. The rapid depletion of planetary resources needed for the rapid production of new humans (most of whom now live longer, more productive lives) is resulting in the inexorable extinction of everything else (Clark, 1973). Curiously, pristine wilderness (untainted by human industry) is rapidly disappearing—even though humans often flee industry to seek wilderness and its capacity to naturally restore much-needed well-being (Tucker, Norton, DeMille, & Hobson, 2015). 	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: for humans not for the wilderness …	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes, I will revise to clarify – the ecotourism might go here, which again may seem to treasure nature, but is still for people/business (resource-view)
Sadly, natural species are finding it more and more difficult to find a place anywhere on the planet where they can live out their natural lives and be safe from human encroachment[footnoteRef:1]. Humans, on the other hand, do not feel safe among their own kind[footnoteRef:2], and spend more money to safeguard themselves against human threats than natural threats. The proportion of the planet dedicated to undivided, untamed wilderness (for the survival of natural species) is much smaller than the proportion carefully divided up for human use (xxx, xx). The trend, paradoxically, is toward a great reluctance to give back any of what was freely taken. Instead, the trend suggests an unnatural, almost inverted drive to exploit what little wilderness remains—in order to remain viable in an intensely competitive global market. The call to give back a portion of the planet out of a sense of justice, seems to have been met with a call to keep every bit of what has been taken at any cost to any species, and to demand the rest as well.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Awaiting citation?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Oops - yes	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Cite Wilson’s “Half Earth”?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes – I have a bunch of notes about what to add, and just realized I removed them before sending this  [1:  It is interesting that this is also the complaint of displaced indigenous peoples with respect to colonialism]  [2:  i.e. our claim that civilization and technology improve life does not seem to be supported by the evidence; we continue to see other humans as threats (amensally) just as we once saw non-human nature as a threat (amensally); we might apply our excess to save/preserve all species (mutualism, codependency) vs. to save/preserve our holdings] 

This disregard for Nature and corresponding contempt for non-human life (not yet subjugated and domesticated by humankind), is often called Biophobia. In contrast, unconditional positive regard for Nature and reverence for all forms of life—whether human or non-human—is often called Biophilia (Schweitzer reference here, xxxx). Love of Nature (Biophilia) may not have been studied as a symbiotic relationship beyond mutualism toward reverence for Life of any kind. Biophilia may not have been studied as an alternative to the human attitude that perceives nature as either its enemy or its resource—a form of amensalism beyond simple prejudice or contempt. The concept of Biophilia (to adore Nature) may not have been studied as a love for Life that is so strong, that the thought of giving back the planet to Nature is not only received without hesitation or reluctance, but with a sense of long-awaited jubilee. Biophilia may be an attitude of grateful adoration and charity for Life—more endearing even than the continued thought of competent possession of, exploitation of, and sovereignty over the land, the sea, the air, and everything in them. 	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Cite and reference this concept
We might want to also include “Ecocide” in this section as well.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: What about Wilson’s original work from the 1980s?
O’Grady, 2016?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes – I only cite those in the method, but they belong here as well	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Suggest edit –
and everything within them?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: ok

Method
A survey will be conducted asking participants how much of the planet they would be willing to give back to Nature, knowing that the more they give back, the greater the chances that the planet will survive (while the human race will now have a lower chance). Participants will also be given the opportunity to state how much of the planet they realistically think can be given back, along with any comments they might have.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: of survival).	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: ok	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: I like this!	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Am so glad  This is Peter Ubel’s and George Loewnstein’s design for scarce livers – Dr. Ubel replied to me which was so cool.
Participants (TBD)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Online recruitment and random assignment of the Ss?
We might use MTurk, LinkedIn, etc. to recruit?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes – MTurk would work great, although Scott Plous’ SPN network would also be great. I already contacted Scott and know how to use MTurk based on a famous researcher’s advice in San Diego. Lots of options here.
Materials and Procedures
	In the first study, the Give Back the Earth Survey (GBES) will be given to participants representative of a Western worldview, and the results analyzed. The free recall responses will also be analyzed using discourse analysis to gather the most common responses.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This will be a mixed methods then?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes – I will need your expertise Prof! I thought you might like this part 
	In the second study, the Give Back the Earth Survey (GBES) will be given to participants representative of an Eastern worldview, and the results analyzed. The free recall responses will also be analyzed using discourse analysis to gather the most common responses. These results will be compared to the first study, to see which point of view is more willing (or more reluctant) to give back some of the planet out of a sense of justice for Nature[footnoteRef:3].	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: I wonder whether the religious aspect will impact the results depending upon Ss who are Buddists for example who might be categorized as having an Eastern Worldview? If we collect demographic data at the same time, we could use it for future research.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Yes – good one. We will do that too. Folks would ask us, in any event. [3:   Idea is to do an international study in which there is a competition for unconditional altruism, not human happiness or regional status.] 

	In the third study, we will follow Dr. Phil Zimbardo’s lead and solicit participants who will expect to win some neat prizes (like a shopping spree), as though they had won something. Participants will enter a room full of desirable items, and be allowed to freely collect as many items as they can pick up and carry in the allotted time. They will then be told that these items freely belong to them (from now on), and they can be redeemed at the conclusion of the experiment for cash as part of participating in our study. The “catch” is that, at some point, some confederates (from an outgroup with respect to the participants) will enter the room and state that these items belong to them and not the experimenters. They will make an appeal for all of the items (or a share of the items).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This would appear to have to be conducted in person not online which would have to be addressed to comoare apples to apples with Study I and Study II.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Very true – we may need to shuffle this to a follow up depending on how things turn out? It seems very key though.	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Will these items be related to Nature in some way to ensure that we can generalize the results to Nature and the biosphere?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Great idea!	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Belong to the researchers to give away to the Ss or participants?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Guess we will need to clarify and keep aligned for sure…
This will allow researchers to gauge the shift in attitude from one of:
(a) Affectionately: perceiving things as free resources and unpossessed objects (or gifts, initially)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: See previous comment regarding examples of these free resources/gifts.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thanks – yes, this will keep away the Confound Fairy 
To:
(b) Jealously: reluctantly considering giving them up. (This study has a presence in child psychology studies, and the famous Princeton seminary study, and is being extended to explore the same jealous shift of affection about the planet).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: We have to be able to link these reactions from the Ss regarding the free “gifts” to the planet.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: We will – thanks!
Observers will carefully monitor the amount of items freely acquired by participants expecting to win free prizes, versus the number freely given back to the indigenous owners (the confederates). During the debriefing, participants will be informed of the entire study design and asked to share how they feel about both the study design and its import with respect to possibly opening human attitudes toward the planet as a gift and not a resource. (This will be followed by later studies to see if, as in Kim Costello’s design, attitudes can be changed).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: Here’s where conflict resolution is likely to come in…	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Terrific! I happen to know an expert in that - what was her name?	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: This could take the form of an interview with open-ended questions conducted by us and/or a survey instrument that we can analyze and incorporate into the research results.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Sounds perfect Prof
Results (TBD)	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: At first, I thought that an Eastern worldview might be more empathic toward the planet than the Western worldview due to the collectivistic versus individualistic societal norms. However, if we look at the pollution that exists in China for example, that may not be the case.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Exactly – thank you Prof. The driving force is the need to keep up with the Joneses. Even if you are more “nature-minded” Sheena Iyengar suggested that “other mindset” may still not be what you think. To care about the planet, we must put its health first – not ours.

Discussion (TBD)

Implications for Further Study
This study sought to highlight a curious change in attitude, from the first sight of things (which belong to no one), to learning to believe those things belong to their group[footnoteRef:4]. What is freely given often becomes reluctantly given back. It is this same attitude with respect to the planet and its inhabitants that the theory of Biophilia hopes to explore and perhaps allow a challenge to extant thinking (that the planet is a free resource to divide up between human beings, without regard to the planet simply owning itself – like a National Park).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: I am hoping that the perspective will divert completely away from the perspective of the planet being a resource for humans into a collaborative mindset of co-exisitng with the planet.	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: My hope too. Today I stumbled on the work of Nagel and Rawls too. This is getting super interesting. Imagine application of our dearest principles to peoples we don’t even think are peoples? Justice for all, on steroids? [4:  This may be better – to use a group acquisition and not personal acquisition (more in line with Sherif’s study). Group defense seems far stronger and a diffusion of responsibility for what is being withheld.] 

The Theory of Biophilia by O'Grady (2016) posits that Biophilia is a form of attitudinal mutualism in a natural symbiotic system (one of common benefit), whereas an attitude of amensalism permeates human thought (one of personal benefit). The current study explored the concept of “love at first sight” (affection for natural objects before they are seen as belongings/resources), and the odd shift in attitude toward reluctantly giving up what had initially been freely received (jealousy).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: There have been numerous studies in EP regarding jealousy in humans, so I am wondering whether they could be generalized to our research?	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: Thanks! Sounds like a good idea.
 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 feel so jealous and reverent with regard to their own kind, while seeing all other things so irreverently—as freely acquired resources there to be exploited in order to elevate their wealth and status among an immortal human society (Clark, 1973).	Comment by Dr. Mary Ann O'Grady: and squandered resources	Comment by Meinecke, Lonny: very true. Question – should it matter if they are squandered or used “wisely”? This is in both the Belmont and our ethics – to go ahead and do unthinkable things if the cost/benefit analysis seems in our favor… one thing I noticed, is that folks who can see the commercial potential of a natural setting, look it as a waste… How can Majesty be a waste? It is overwhelming- so beneficial to the eyes and the spirit it has become beyond price..
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Appendix A
[bookmark: _Hlk485302561]Giving Back the Earth Survey
We are going to ask you about an issue that affects us all. There are no 'right' or 'wrong' answers to these questions.

As you may know, there is a shortage of unclaimed and unexploited wilderness. This shortage is resulting in the extinction of almost every species except the human species (because there is no place left for them to live).

Suppose that we could save the Earth and these wild species, if we just give some of the planet back to its inhabitants. The problem is, the more we give back, the harder it will be for our own species (we are already overpopulated) to maintain our industrial and social prosperity (it may even get hard for us to survive). Now that you know this, please answer the following questions as openly and as honestly as you can.

a) What percentage of the Earth do you personally feel we should give back to the planet as free, pristine Wilderness? (Note: The less we give back, the more human beings will prosper in the short run, but the less chance the planet and its non-human inhabitants will survive in the long run).

[image: ]
Please circle:
10%	20%	30%	40%	50%	60%	70%	80%	90%	100%


Please explain why you recommend giving back this much free land to the planet?
______________________________________________________________________

b) What percentage of the Earth do you think we can realistically give back? (Note: The more we give back, the fewer human beings will prosper in the short run, but the greater the chance the planet and its non-human inhabitants will survive in the long run).
[image: ]

Please circle:
100%	 90%	80%	70%	60%	50%	40%	30%	20%	10%

Please explain why you think this percentage is more realistic?
______________________________________________________________________

c) If your answer to (a) is different than (b), please explain why they are different?
______________________________________________________________________

d) What other information about the planet would help you to decide how to distribute the Earth fairly so that all life might survive?
______________________________________________________________________

(Survey adapted from Ubel and Loewenstein, 1996)



Appendix B
A main problem to address (the gap), per reviewers of Wilson’s book, with regard to Wilson’s book is this: an actual plan as to how we intend to give back half the Earth. Very few parties would be willing to give up their share, even in a modest way (many problems with this).

Quick estimation indicates the most “reasonable” way is a plan to give it back “randomly”, without regard to human interests (just as we took it away, without regard to the Earth’s interests). The goal would be for the benefit of Life, not human life. Much as climate change attitudes and schedules: to ensure we put back (into the survival pool) what is missing now from that pool. Reminds of trek TOS ep in which folks let a computer decide casualties, and then followed the result (obediently walked into disintegration chambers) to preserve their world. The difference is that no living thing would need to be “disintegrated” – only our claims of possession of living things and sovereignty over life would be dis-integrated (those are not alive anyway). In the end, all would be put back the way it was, not just half. As a species, we have never done anything half way - Kennedy didn’t plan to go half way to the moon. When we do things, we really do them. That is what makes us noble.
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