To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

Cc: Mike Mauri <mikemaur@crocker.com>, Dave Gafney
<gafney@wild-earth.net>

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>

Subject: Re: OOPS!

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 11:55:49 -0400

Reply-To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

X-Topica-1d: <1051545630.inmta004.9295.1155823>

List-Help: <http://topica.com/lists/ENTSTrees@topica.com/>
List-Unsubscribe: <mailto:ENTSTrees-unsubscribe@topica.com>
X-Priority: 3

X-pstn-levels: (C:93.6475 M:98.8113 P: 0.0000 R:95.9108 S:
0.2047)

X-pstn-settings: 1 (0.1500:3.7500) Pmcr

X-pstn-addresses: from <forester@forestmeister.com> forward (good
recip)

----- Original Message -----

From: <mailto:robert.leverett@sphs.com>Leverett, Robert
To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 10:37 AM

Subject: OOPS!

ENTS:

In my last e-mail | had intended to make the observation that the
Smokies may well be THE t! emperate deciduous-dominated rain-
forest against which all others are compared. That is sometimes
asserted by reputable scientists and | think with relatively good
reason. Arthur Stupka, former Park naturalist, once said that
vegetation is to the Smokies as geysers are to Yellowstone and
waterfalls are to Yosemite. | think that is an accurate
characterization. | know of no serious naturalist who after a
prolonged visit fails to recognize the Smokies as the superlative
place that it is. What is especially exciting is that the botanical
treasures of the Smokies have yet to be all identified. The species
count continues to rise.

The Smokies superbly illustrate how nature creates immensely
complicated webs of life, tests many designs, and in the process
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produces resilient ecosystems that endur! e for millennia. Places
like the Smokies cannot be meaningfully compared to the simple
systems that humans create to favor a few species for commercial
use and this is a lesson that has to be continually relearned. Every
generation seems to have to make the discovery on its own. If
nothing else, we need places like the Smokies to allow us to keep
our bearings. John, Rob, and | observed one heck of a lot of forest
on our trek to the Smokies and back via Pennsylvania and the
Smokies continue to illustrate best the value of retaining large
blocks of unmanaged forest in the East. It isnat about scenery,
historical reference, or even champion trees. It IS about
biodiversity. Real biodiversity. The autopoeitic forest system that
Professor Gary Beluzo talks about. Such self-maintaining systems
are just not possible in human-saturated areas or in multi-use
areas manipulated for a few species to insure that every hunter
can bag his/her trophy, and in the process, literally destroy the
forest understory.

And, with the practice of ecoforestry, we can have relatively more
biodiversity than we have currently- in the non protected, non
wilderness areas. And, if we really wanted to get revolutionary,
we'd push 1,000 times harder to get massive reform of zoning laws
and far better regional planning.

It's a good scientific and philosophic question as to the maximum
potential for biodiversity in human dominated areas. Some enviros
just right off the vast habitats of naked apes reconstructed with
ashphault and cement and glass and steel. But perhaps, without
going back to the Paleolithic, the naked ape zones could be
relatively naturalized. I'd like to think that in 100 years- the goal
isn't just to lock up as much good land as possible, but to finally
figure out how the naked apes can live on this planet indefinitely,
for millions of years!

We'll have protected forests of many kinds, parks and wilderness
areas. But, we must also do a far better management of non
protected forests- which get periodically hammered by a "know
nothing" wood industry with full approval of the "natural
resource" academics, state and federal agencies, the forestry
"professional orgs"”. When the enviros just write off all that
"exploited forest" as merely "commercial forest land" that they can
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have no influence over, or don't care to have any influence over
because such forest isn't perceived as "natural”- then we all lose by
not struggling for reform of such "forest mgt".

I've attempted to argue in the past that human dominated forests
don't have to be perceived as non autopoietic. The forest has many
forces at work- just because some "thought" may be one of those
vectors, doesn't make such input necessarily unnatural- as
humans evolved on this planet too, even though in recent
centuries they've begun to run amok. Once they grow up as a
species and realize that they have immense potential to help make
the Earth a better place- they really could do so.

If forest mgt. is done by "going with the flow" of all those forces
that make up a forest- rather than attempting to turn a forest into
a factory- such mgt., if not qualified as autopoeitic, is still a vast
iImprovement over what we have now- and since such forests will
make up most of the forests of the Earth- such progress is
essential, not a luxury. I will write more about his in a future
essay, "The Zen of Silviculture".

I sympathize with people who thirst for natural areas in close
proximity to their homes 0 little wetlands, stately woodlands,
scenic spots. However, highly fragmented natural areas on the
fringes of urban America should not , will not, cannot take the
place of large intact reserves. It is only in the latter where we see
Mother Nature at her finest and | needed this past trip to remind
me that the Smokies remain as one of Mother Natureas grandest
creations which we in the year 2003 can visit and enjoy. | feel a
deep debt to all those throughtful souls who, in the 1930s had the
vision to fight for the creation of the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park. Had they settled for less, today we would not have
the jewel of the eastern national parks to enjoy, study, and keep us
somewhat aware that nature is still the grand designer.

Bob

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com
From: Maurice Schwartz <parks@parks.org>
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Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 15:44:58 -0400

Reply-To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

X-Topica-1d: <1051559102.inmta002.5362.1170274>

List-Help: <http://topica.com/lists/ENTSTrees@topica.com/>
List-Unsubscribe: <mailto:ENTSTrees-unsubscribe@topica.com>
X-Sender: parks@his.com

X-pstn-levels: (C:93.6475 M:98.0684 P: 0.0000 R:95.9108 S:
5.2805)

X-pstn-settings: 1 (0.1500:3.7500) Pmcr

X-pstn-addresses: from <parks@parks.org> forward (good recip)

Joe,

When you wrote

even though in recent centuries they've begun to run amok
you were much too kind to human history.

Human beings have been running amok with the natural
environment beginning no later than the first civilizations some 8
to 10 thousand years ago. You have apparently forgotten for the
moment that in 1864, in his MAN AND NATURE; OR, PHYSICAL
GEOGRAPHY AS MODIFIED BY HUMAN ACTION, George
Perkins Marsh eloguently analyzed the historical kinships
between successive civilizations and degradations of the natural
environment.

He devoted a paragraph of his short preface to forests. "The
extension of agricultural and pastoral industry involves an
enlargement of the sphere of man's domain, by encroachment
upon the forests which once covered the greater part of the earth's
surface otherwise adapted to his occupation. The felling of the
woods has been attended with momentous consequences to the
drainage of the soil, to the external configuration of its surface,
and probably, also, to local climate; and the importance of human
life as a transforming power is, perhaps, more clearly
demonstrable in the influence man has thus exerted upon
superficial geography than in any other result of his material
effort.”
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In contrasting the lands of "The Roman Empire, at the period of
its greatest expansion, [that] comprised the regions of the earth
most distinguished by a happy combination of physical
advantages" to their condition in the early 1960s, he wrote: "If we
compare the present physical condition of the countries of which |
am speaking, with the descriptions that ancient historians and
geographers have given of their fertility and general capability of
ministering to human uses, we shall find that more than one half
of their whole extent-including the provinces most celebrated for
the profusion and variety of their spontaneous and their
cultivated products, and for the wealth and social advancement of
their inhabitants-is either deserted by civilized man and
surrendered to hopeless desolation, or at least greatly reduced in
both productiveness and population. Vast forests have disappeared
from mountain spurs and ridges; the vegetable earth accumulated
beneath the trees by the decay of leaves and fallen trunks, the soil
of the alpine pastures which skirted and indented the woods, and
the mould of the upland fields, are washed away; meadows, once
fertilized by irrigation, are waste and unproductive, because the
cisterns and reservoirs that supplied the ancient canals are
broken, or the springs that fed them dried up; rivers famous in
history and song have shrunk to humble brooklets; the willows
that ornamented and protected the banks of the lesser
watercourses are gone, and the rivulets have ceased to exist as
perennial currents, because the little water that finds its way into
their old channels is evaporated by the droughts of summer, or
absorbed by the parched earth, before it reaches the lowlands; the
beds of the brooks have widened into broad expanses of pebbles
and gravel, over which, though in the hot season passed dryshod,
in winter sealike torrents thunder; the entrances of navigable
streams are obstructed by sandbars, and harbors, once marts of an
extensive commerce, are shoaled by the deposits of the rivers at
whose mouths they lie; the elevation of the beds of estuaries, and
the consequently diminished velocity of the streams which flow
into them, have converted thousands of leagues of shallow sea and
fertile lowland into unproductive and miasmatic morasses."

In short, humans have been degrading their natural
environment since the beginnings of civilization. What is
different about recent centuries are the dimensions of modern
attacks on the natural environment, not their fundamental
character.
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Maurice

————— Original Message-----

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

Cc: Mike Mauri <mikemaur@crocker.com>, Dave Gafney
<gafney@wild-earth.net>

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>
Subject: Re: OOPS!

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 11:55:49 -0400

----- Original Message -----

From: <mailto:robert.leverett@sphs.com>Leverett, Robert
To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 10:37 AM

Subject: OOPS!

ENTS:

In my last e-mail | had intended to make the observation that the
Smokies may well be THE t! emperate deciduous-dominated rain-
forest against which all others are compared. That is sometimes
asserted by reputable scientists and | think with relatively good
reason. Arthur Stupka, former Park naturalist, once said that
vegetation is to the Smokies as geysers are to Yellowstone and
waterfalls are to Yosemite. | think that is an accurate
characterization. | know of no serious naturalist who after a
prolonged visit fails to recognize the Smokies as the superlative
place that it is. What is especially exciting is that the botanical
treasures of the Smokies have yet to be all identified. The species
count continues to rise.

The Smokies superbly illustrate how nature creates immensely
complicated webs of life, tests many designs, and in the process
produces resilient ecosystems that endur! e for millennia. Places
like the Smokies cannot be meaningfully compared to the simple
systems that humans create to favor a few species for commercial
use and this is a lesson that has to be continually relearned. Every
generation seems to have to make the discovery on its own. If
nothing else, we need places like the Smokies to allow us to keep
our bearings. John, Rob, and | observed one heck of a lot of forest
on our trek to the Smokies and back via Pennsylvania and the

p6



Smokies continue to illustrate best the value of retaining large
blocks of unmanaged forest in the East. It isnat about scenery,
historical reference, or even champion trees. It IS about
biodiversity. Real biodiversity. The autopoeitic forest system that
Professor Gary Beluzo talks about. Such self-maintaining systems
are just not possible in human-saturated areas or in multi-use
areas manipulated for a few species to insure that every hunter
can bag his/her trophy, and in the process, literally destroy the
forest understory.

And, with the practice of ecoforestry, we can have relatively more
biodiversity than we have currently- in the non protected, non
wilderness areas. And, if we really wanted to get revolutionary,
we'd push 1,000 times harder to get massive reform of zoning laws
and far better regional planning.

It's a good scientific and philosophic question as to the maximum
potential for biodiversity in human dominated areas. Some enviros
just right off the vast habitats of naked apes reconstructed with
ashphault and cement and glass and steel. But perhaps, without
going back to the Paleolithic, the naked ape zones could be
relatively naturalized. I'd like to think that in 100 years- the goal
isn't just to lock up as much good land as possible, but to finally
figure out how the naked apes can live on this planet indefinitely,
for millions of years!

We'll have protected forests of many kinds, parks and wilderness
areas. But, we must also do a far better management of non
protected forests- which get periodically hammered by a "know
nothing" wood industry with full approval of the "natural
resource" academics, state and federal agencies, the forestry
"professional orgs"”. When the enviros just write off all that
"exploited forest" as merely "commercial forest land" that they can
have no influence over, or don't care to have any influence over
because such forest isn't perceived as "natural”- then we all lose by
not struggling for reform of such "forest mgt".

I've attempted to argue in the past that human dominated forests
don't have to be perceived as non autopoietic. The forest has many
forces at work- just because some "thought" may be one of those
vectors, doesn't make such input necessarily unnatural- as
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humans evolved on this planet too, even though in recent
centuries they've begun to run amok. Once they grow up as a
species and realize that they have immense potential to help make
the Earth a better place- they really could do so.

If forest mgt. is done by "going with the flow" of all those forces
that make up a forest- rather than attempting to turn a forest into
a factory- such magt., if not qualified as autopoeitic, is still a vast
Improvement over what we have now- and since such forests will
make up most of the forests of the Earth- such progress is
essential, not a luxury. I will write more about his in a future
essay, "The Zen of Silviculture".

I sympathize with people who thirst for natural areas in close
proximity to their homes 0 little wetlands, stately woodlands,
scenic spots. However, highly fragmented natural areas on the
fringes of urban America should not , will not, cannot take the
place of large intact reserves. It is only in the latter where we see
Mother Nature at her finest and | needed this past trip to remind
me that the Smokies remain as one of Mother Natureas grandest
creations which we in the year 2003 can visit and enjoy. | feel a
deep debt to all those throughtful souls who, in the 1930s had the
vision to fight for the creation of the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park. Had they settled for less, today we would not have
the jewel of the eastern national parks to enjoy, study, and keep us
somewhat aware that nature is still the grand designer.

Bob

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

From: Herb Schwartz <parks@parks.org>

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]
Cc:

Bcc:

X-Attachments:

Joe,

When you wrote
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even though in recent centuries they've begun to run amok
you were much too kind to human history.

Human beings have been running amok with the natural
environment beginning no later than the first civilizations some 8
to 10 thousand years ago. You have apparently forgotten for the
moment that in 1864, in his MAN AND NATURE; OR, PHYSICAL
GEOGRAPHY AS MODIFIED BY HUMAN ACTION, George
Perkins Marsh eloguently analyzed the historical kinships
between successive civilizations and degradations of the natural
environment.

He devoted a paragraph of his short preface to forests. "The
extension of agricultural and pastoral industry involves an
enlargement of the sphere of man's domain, by encroachment
upon the forests which once covered the greater part of the earth's
surface otherwise adapted to his occupation. The felling of the
woods has been attended with momentous consequences to the
drainage of the soil, to the external configuration of its surface,
and probably, also, to local climate; and the importance of human
life as a transforming power is, perhaps, more clearly
demonstrable in the influence man has thus exerted upon
superficial geography than in any other result of his material
effort.”

In contrasting the lands of "The Roman Empire, at the period of
its greatest expansion, [that] comprised the regions of the earth
most distinguished by a happy combination of physical
advantages" to their condition in the early 1960s, he wrote: "If we
compare the present physical condition of the countries of which |
am speaking, with the descriptions that ancient historians and
geographers have given of their fertility and general capability of
ministering to human uses, we shall find that more than one half
of their whole extent-including the provinces most celebrated for
the profusion and variety of their spontaneous and their
cultivated products, and for the wealth and social advancement of
their inhabitants-is either deserted by civilized man and
surrendered to hopeless desolation, or at least greatly reduced in
both productiveness and population. Vast forests have disappeared
from mountain spurs and ridges; the vegetable earth accumulated
beneath the trees by the decay of leaves and fallen trunks, the soil
of the alpine pastures which skirted and indented the woods, and
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the mould of the upland fields, are washed away; meadows, once
fertilized by irrigation, are waste and unproductive, because the
cisterns and reservoirs that supplied the ancient canals are
broken, or the springs that fed them dried up; rivers famous in
history and song have shrunk to humble brooklets; the willows
that ornamented and protected the banks of the lesser
watercourses are gone, and the rivulets have ceased to exist as
perennial currents, because the little water that finds its way into
their old channels is evaporated by the droughts of summer, or
absorbed by the parched earth, before it reaches the lowlands; the
beds of the brooks have widened into broad expanses of pebbles
and gravel, over which, though in the hot season passed dryshod,
in winter sealike torrents thunder; the entrances of navigable
streams are obstructed by sandbars, and harbors, once marts of an
extensive commerce, are shoaled by the deposits of the rivers at
whose mouths they lie; the elevation of the beds of estuaries, and
the consequently diminished velocity of the streams which flow
into them, have converted thousands of leagues of shallow sea and
fertile lowland into unproductive and miasmatic morasses."

In short, humans have been degrading their natural
environment since the beginnings of civilization. What is
different about recent centuries are the dimensions of modern
attacks on the natural environment, not their fundamental
character.

Maurice

————— Original Message-----

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

Cc: Mike Mauri <mikemaur@crocker.com>, Dave Gafney
<gafney@wild-earth.net>

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>
Subject: Re: OOPS!

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 11:55:49 -0400

----- Original Message -----

From: <mailto:robert.leverett@sphs.com>Leverett, Robert
To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 10:37 AM

Subject: OOPS!
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ENTS:

In my last e-mail | had intended to make the observation that the
Smokies may well be THE t! emperate deciduous-dominated rain-
forest against which all others are compared. That is sometimes
asserted by reputable scientists and | think with relatively good
reason. Arthur Stupka, former Park naturalist, once said that
vegetation is to the Smokies as geysers are to Yellowstone and
waterfalls are to Yosemite. | think that is an accurate
characterization. | know of no serious naturalist who after a
prolonged visit fails to recognize the Smokies as the superlative
place that it is. What is especially exciting is that the botanical
treasures of the Smokies have yet to be all identified. The species
count continues to rise.

The Smokies superbly illustrate how nature creates immensely
complicated webs of life, tests many designs, and in the process
produces resilient ecosystems that endur! e for millennia. Places
like the Smokies cannot be meaningfully compared to the simple
systems that humans create to favor a few species for commercial
use and this is a lesson that has to be continually relearned. Every
generation seems to have to make the discovery on its own. If
nothing else, we need places like the Smokies to allow us to keep
our bearings. John, Rob, and | observed one heck of a lot of forest
on our trek to the Smokies and back via Pennsylvania and the
Smokies continue to illustrate best the value of retaining large
blocks of unmanaged forest in the East. It isnat about scenery,
historical reference, or even champion trees. It IS about
biodiversity. Real biodiversity. The autopoeitic forest system that
Professor Gary Beluzo talks about. Such self-maintaining systems
are just not possible in human-saturated areas or in multi-use
areas manipulated for a few species to insure that every hunter
can bag his/her trophy, and in the process, literally destroy the
forest understory.

And, with the practice of ecoforestry, we can have relatively more
biodiversity than we have currently- in the non protected, non
wilderness areas. And, if we really wanted to get revolutionary,
we'd push 1,000 times harder to get massive reform of zoning laws
and far better regional planning.
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It's a good scientific and philosophic question as to the maximum
potential for biodiversity in human dominated areas. Some enviros
just right off the vast habitats of naked apes reconstructed with
ashphault and cement and glass and steel. But perhaps, without
going back to the Paleolithic, the naked ape zones could be
relatively naturalized. I'd like to think that in 100 years- the goal
isn't just to lock up as much good land as possible, but to finally
figure out how the naked apes can live on this planet indefinitely,
for millions of years!

We'll have protected forests of many kinds, parks and wilderness
areas. But, we must also do a far better management of non
protected forests- which get periodically hammered by a "know
nothing" wood industry with full approval of the "natural
resource" academics, state and federal agencies, the forestry
"professional orgs". When the enviros just write off all that
"exploited forest" as merely "commercial forest land" that they can
have no influence over, or don't care to have any influence over
because such forest isn't perceived as "natural”- then we all lose by
not struggling for reform of such "forest mgt".

I've attempted to argue in the past that human dominated forests
don't have to be perceived as non autopoietic. The forest has many
forces at work- just because some "thought" may be one of those
vectors, doesn't make such input necessarily unnatural- as
humans evolved on this planet too, even though in recent
centuries they've begun to run amok. Once they grow up as a
species and realize that they have immense potential to help make
the Earth a better place- they really could do so.

If forest mgt. is done by "going with the flow" of all those forces
that make up a forest- rather than attempting to turn a forest into
a factory- such mgt., if not qualified as autopoeitic, is still a vast
iImprovement over what we have now- and since such forests will
make up most of the forests of the Earth- such progress is
essential, not a luxury. I will write more about his in a future
essay, "The Zen of Silviculture”.

I sympathize with people who thirst for natural areas in close
proximity to their homes 0 little wetlands, stately woodlands,
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scenic spots. However, highly fragmented natural areas on the
fringes of urban America should not , will not, cannot take the
place of large intact reserves. It is only in the latter where we see
Mother Nature at her finest and | needed this past trip to remind
me that the Smokies remain as one of Mother Natureas grandest
creations which we in the year 2003 can visit and enjoy. | feel a
deep debt to all those throughtful souls who, in the 1930s had the
vision to fight for the creation of the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park. Had they settled for less, today we would not have
the jewel of the eastern national parks to enjoy, study, and keep us
somewhat aware that nature is still the grand designer.

Bob

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 15:59:06 -0400

Reply-To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

X-Topica-ld: <1051559958.inmta006.14220.1254176>
List-Help: <http://topica.com/lists/ENTSTrees@topica.com/>
List-Unsubscribe: <mailto:ENTSTrees-unsubscribe@topica.com>
X-Priority: 3

X-pstn-levels: (C:83.1967 M:99.5542 P:95.9108 R:95.9108 S:
0.9425)

X-pstn-settings: 1 (0.1500:0.3000) pmCr

X-pstn-addresses: from <forester@forestmeister.com> forward (good
recip)

----- Original Message -----

From: <mailto:parks@parks.org>Maurice Schwartz

To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 3:44 PM

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Joe,
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When you wrote
even though in recent centuries they've begun to run amok
you were much too kind to human history.

Human beings have been running amok with the natural
environment beginning no later than the first civilizations some 8
to 10 thousand years ago.

Yes, | agree 100%. Leaving the old stone age (Paleolithic) and
entering the age of farming (Neolithic) really represents, in my
opinion, the Biblical "fall". The problem is that it was a one way
door. Now we have to figure out the next step in cosmic evolution.
We'll get passed this degraded condition eventually.

(snipped)

Joe

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

From: Don Bertolette <dbertolette@uneedspeed.net>

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 20:14:22 -0700

Reply-To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

X-Topica-ld: <1051595708.inmta007.7496.1000008>
List-Help: <http://topica.com/lists/ENTSTrees@topica.com/>
List-Unsubscribe: <mailto:ENTSTrees-unsubscribe@topica.com>
X-Priority: 3

X-pstn-levels: (C:93.6475 M:98.8113 P: 0.0000 R:95.9108 S:
3.6954)

X-pstn-settings: 1 (0.1500:3.7500) Pmcr

X-pstn-addresses: from <dbertolette@uneedspeed.net> forward
(good recip)

Maurice-
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Can you offer up a past civilization that DIDN'T fade due to it's
failure to conserve natural resources?
-DonB

----- Original Message -----

From: <mailto:parks@parks.org>Maurice Schwartz

To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 12:44 PM

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Joe,

When you wrote

even though in recent centuries they've begun to run amok
you were much too kind to human history.

Human beings have been running amok with the natural
environment beginning no later than the first civilizations some 8
to 10 thousand years ago. You have apparently forgotten for the
moment that in 1864, in his MAN AND NATURE; OR, PHYSICAL
GEOGRAPHY AS MODIFIED BY HUMAN ACTION, George
Perkins Marsh eloguently analyzed the historical kinships
between successive civilizations and degradations of the natural
environment.

He devoted a paragraph of his short preface to forests. "The
extension of agricultural and pastoral industry involves an
enlargement of the sphere of man's domain, by encroachment
upon the forests which once covered the greater part of the earth's
surface otherwise adapted to his occupation. The felling of the
woods has been attended with momentous consequences to the
drainage of the soil, to the external configuration of its surface,
and probably, also, to local climate; and the importance of human
life as a transforming power is, perhaps, more clearly
demonstrable in the influence man has thus exerted upon
superficial geography than in any other result of his material
effort.”

In contrasting the lands of "The Roman Empire, at the period of

its greatest expansion, [that] comprised the regions of the earth
most distinguished by a happy combination of physical
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advantages" to their condition in the early 1960s, he wrote: "If we
compare the present physical condition of the countries of which |
am speaking, with the descriptions that ancient historians and
geographers have given of their fertility and general capability of
ministering to human uses, we shall find that more than one half
of their whole extent-including the provinces most celebrated for
the profusion and variety of their spontaneous and their
cultivated products, and for the wealth and social advancement of
their inhabitants-is either deserted by civilized man and
surrendered to hopeless desolation, or at least greatly reduced in
both productiveness and population. Vast forests have disappeared
from mountain spurs and ridges; the vegetable earth accumulated
beneath the trees by the decay of leaves and fallen trunks, the soil
of the alpine pastures which skirted and indented the woods, and
the mould of the upland fields, are washed away; meadows, once
fertilized by irrigation, are waste and unproductive, because the
cisterns and reservoirs that supplied the ancient canals are
broken, or the springs that fed them dried up; rivers famous in
history and song have shrunk to humble brooklets; the willows
that ornamented and protected the banks of the lesser
watercourses are gone, and the rivulets have ceased to exist as
perennial currents, because the little water that finds its way into
their old channels is evaporated by the droughts of summer, or
absorbed by the parched earth, before it reaches the lowlands; the
beds of the brooks have widened into broad expanses of pebbles
and gravel, over which, though in the hot season passed dryshod,
in winter sealike torrents thunder; the entrances of navigable
streams are obstructed by sandbars, and harbors, once marts of an
extensive commerce, are shoaled by the deposits of the rivers at
whose mouths they lie; the elevation of the beds of estuaries, and
the consequently diminished velocity of the streams which flow
into them, have converted thousands of leagues of shallow sea and
fertile lowland into unproductive and miasmatic morasses."

In short, humans have been degrading their natural
environment since the beginnings of civilization. What is
different about recent centuries are the dimensions of modern
attacks on the natural environment, not their fundamental
character.

Maurice
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----- Original Message-----

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

Cc: Mike Mauri <mikemaur@crocker.com>, Dave Gafney
<gafney@wild-earth.net>

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>
Subject: Re: OOPS!

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 11:55:49 -0400

From: <mailto:robert.leverett@sphs.com>Leverett, Robert
To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 10:37 AM

Subject; OOPS!

ENTS:

In my last e-mail | had intended to make the observation that the
Smokies may well be THE t! emperate deciduous-dominated rain-
forest against which all others are compared. That is sometimes
asserted by reputable scientists and | think with relatively good
reason. Arthur Stupka, former Park naturalist, once said that
vegetation is to the Smokies as geysers are to Yellowstone and
waterfalls are to Yosemite. | think that is an accurate
characterization. | know of no serious naturalist who after a
prolonged visit fails to recognize the Smokies as the superlative
place that it is. What is especially exciting is that the botanical
treasures of the Smokies have yet to be all identified. The species
count continues to rise.

The Smokies superbly illustrate how nature creates immensely
complicated webs of life, tests many designs, and in the process
produces resilient ecosystems that endur! e for millennia. Places
like the Smokies cannot be meaningfully compared to the simple
systems that humans create to favor a few species for commercial
use and this is a lesson that has to be continually relearned. Every
generation seems to have to make the discovery on its own. If
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nothing else, we need places like the Smokies to allow us to keep
our bearings. John, Rob, and | observed one heck of a lot of forest
on our trek to the Smokies and back via Pennsylvania and the
Smokies continue to illustrate best the value of retaining large
blocks of unmanaged forest in the East. It isn=t about scenery,
historical reference, or even champion trees. It IS about
biodiversity. Real biodiversity. The autopoeitic forest system that
Professor Gary Beluzo talks about. Such self-maintaining systems
are just not possible in human-saturated areas or in multi-use
areas manipulated for a few species to insure that every hunter
can bag his/her trophy, and in the process, literally destroy the
forest understory.

And, with the practice of ecoforestry, we can have relatively more
biodiversity than we have currently- in the non protected, non
wilderness areas. And, if we really wanted to get revolutionary,
we'd push 1,000 times harder to get massive reform of zoning laws
and far better regional planning.

It's a good scientific and philosophic question as to the maximum
potential for biodiversity in human dominated areas. Some enviros
just right off the vast habitats of naked apes reconstructed with
ashphault and cement and glass and steel. But perhaps, without
going back to the Paleolithic, the naked ape zones could be
relatively naturalized. I'd like to think that in 100 years- the goal
isn't just to lock up as much good land as possible, but to finally
figure out how the naked apes can live on this planet indefinitely,
for millions of years!

We'll have protected forests of many kinds, parks and wilderness
areas. But, we must also do a far better management of non
protected forests- which get periodically hammered by a "know
nothing" wood industry with full approval of the "natural
resource" academics, state and federal agencies, the forestry
"professional orgs"”. When the enviros just write off all that
"exploited forest" as merely "commercial forest land" that they can
have no influence over, or don't care to have any influence over
because such forest isn't perceived as "natural”- then we all lose by
not struggling for reform of such "forest mgt".
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I've attempted to argue in the past that human dominated forests
don't have to be perceived as non autopoietic. The forest has many
forces at work- just because some "thought" may be one of those
vectors, doesn't make such input necessarily unnatural- as
humans evolved on this planet too, even though in recent
centuries they've begun to run amok. Once they grow up as a
species and realize that they have immense potential to help make
the Earth a better place- they really could do so.

If forest mgt. is done by "going with the flow" of all those forces
that make up a forest- rather than attempting to turn a forest into
a factory- such magt., if not qualified as autopoeitic, is still a vast
Improvement over what we have now- and since such forests will
make up most of the forests of the Earth- such progress is
essential, not a luxury. I will write more about his in a future
essay, "The Zen of Silviculture".

I sympathize with people who thirst for natural areas in close
proximity to their homes ° little wetlands, stately woodlands, scenic
spots. However, highly fragmented natural areas on the fringes of
urban America should not , will not, cannot take the place of large
intact reserves. It is only in the latter where we see Mother Nature
at her finest and | needed this past trip to remind me that the
Smokies remain as one of Mother Nature=s grandest creations
which we in the year 2003 can visit and enjoy. | feel a deep debt to
all those throughtful souls who, in the 1930s had the vision to
fight for the creation of the Great Smoky Mountains National
Park. Had they settled for less, today we would not have the jewel
of the eastern national parks to enjoy, study, and keep us
somewhat aware that nature is still the grand designer.

Bob
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To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

From: Maurice Schwartz <parks@parks.org>

Subject: Civilization and the natural environment.

Date: Tue, 29 Apr 2003 09:20:00 -0400

Reply-To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

X-Topica-ld: <1051622404.inmta002.16822.1009810>
List-Help: <http://topica.com/lists/ENTSTrees@topica.com/>
List-Unsubscribe: <mailto:ENTSTrees-unsubscribe@topica.com>
X-Sender: parks@his.com

X-pstn-levels: (C:96.6932 M:98.0684 P: 0.0000 R:95.9108
S:26.4345)

X-pstn-settings: 1 (0.1500:3.7500) Pmcr

X-pstn-addresses: from <parks@parks.org> forward (good recip)

Don,

No! I thank you for the challenge. | do not remember whether
Marsh or any of the other leading environmental historians
described an advanced civilization that did not gravely degrade its
natural environment. Obviously | have to return to square one.

I have been referring in my seminars for about 30 years to the
kinship between the advance of civilization and the advance of
environmental degradation. You are the very first reader or
listener to raise the question about contrary experience that |
should have ready knowledge about. I'll get back to you after | do
the necessary research.

Meanwhile, some other ENT may be able to respond to your
guestion.

Maurice

At 8:14 PM -0700 4/28/03, Don Bertolette wrote:

Maurice-

Can you offer up a past civilization that DIDN'T fade due to it's
failure to conserve natural resources?

-DonB

————— Original Message -----

From: <mailto:parks@parks.org>Maurice Schwartz

To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 12:44 PM
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Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Joe,

When you wrote

even though in recent centuries they've begun to run amok
you were much too kind to human history.

Human beings have been running amok with the natural
environment beginning no later than the first civilizations some 8
to 10 thousand years ago. You have apparently forgotten for the
moment that in 1864, in his MAN AND NATURE; OR, PHYSICAL
GEOGRAPHY AS MODIFIED BY HUMAN ACTION, George
Perkins Marsh eloguently analyzed the historical kinships
between successive civilizations and degradations of the natural
environment.

He devoted a paragraph of his short preface to forests. "The
extension of agricultural and pastoral industry involves an
enlargement of the sphere of man's domain, by encroachment
upon the forests which once covered the greater part of the earth's
surface otherwise adapted to his occupation. The felling of the
woods has been attended with momentous consequences to the
drainage of the soil, to the external configuration of its surface,
and probably, also, to local climate; and the importance of human
life as a transforming power is, perhaps, more clearly
demonstrable in the influence man has thus exerted upon
superficial geography than in any other result of his material
effort.”

In contrasting the lands of "The Roman Empire, at the period of
its greatest expansion, [that] comprised the regions of the earth
most distinguished by a happy combination of physical
advantages" to their condition in the early 1960s, he wrote: "If we
compare the present physical condition of the countries of which |
am speaking, with the descriptions that ancient historians and
geographers have given of their fertility and general capability of
ministering to human uses, we shall find that more than one half
of their whole extent-including the provinces most celebrated for
the profusion and variety of their spontaneous and their
cultivated products, and for the wealth and social advancement of
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their inhabitants-is either deserted by civilized man and
surrendered to hopeless desolation, or at least greatly reduced in
both productiveness and population. Vast forests have disappeared
from mountain spurs and ridges; the vegetable earth accumulated
beneath the trees by the decay of leaves and fallen trunks, the soil
of the alpine pastures which skirted and indented the woods, and
the mould of the upland fields, are washed away; meadows, once
fertilized by irrigation, are waste and unproductive, because the
cisterns and reservoirs that supplied the ancient canals are
broken, or the springs that fed them dried up; rivers famous in
history and song have shrunk to humble brooklets; the willows
that ornamented and protected the banks of the lesser
watercourses are gone, and the rivulets have ceased to exist as
perennial currents, because the little water that finds its way into
their old channels is evaporated by the droughts of summer, or
absorbed by the parched earth, before it reaches the lowlands; the
beds of the brooks have widened into broad expanses of pebbles
and gravel, over which, though in the hot season passed dryshod,
in winter sealike torrents thunder; the entrances of navigable
streams are obstructed by sandbars, and harbors, once marts of an
extensive commerce, are shoaled by the deposits of the rivers at
whose mouths they lie; the elevation of the beds of estuaries, and
the consequently diminished velocity of the streams which flow
into them, have converted thousands of leagues of shallow sea and
fertile lowland into unproductive and miasmatic morasses."

In short, humans have been degrading their natural
environment since the beginnings of civilization. What is
different about recent centuries are the dimensions of modern
attacks on the natural environment, not their fundamental
character.

Maurice

————— Original Message-----

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

Cc: Mike Mauri <mikemaur@crocker.com>, Dave Gafney
<gafney@wild-earth.net>

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>
Subject: Re: OOPS!

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 11:55:49 -0400
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From: <mailto:robert.leverett@sphs.com>Leverett, Robert
To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 10:37 AM

Subject; OOPS!

ENTS:

In my last e-mail | had intended to make the observation that the
Smokies may well be THE t! emperate deciduous-dominated rain-
forest against which all others are compared. That is sometimes
asserted by reputable scientists and | think with relatively good
reason. Arthur Stupka, former Park naturalist, once said that
vegetation is to the Smokies as geysers are to Yellowstone and
waterfalls are to Yosemite. | think that is an accurate
characterization. | know of no serious naturalist who after a
prolonged visit fails to recognize the Smokies as the superlative
place that it is. What is especially exciting is that the botanical
treasures of the Smokies have yet to be all identified. The species
count continues to rise.

The Smokies superbly illustrate how nature creates immensely
complicated webs of life, tests many designs, and in the process
produces resilient ecosystems that endur! e for millennia. Places
like the Smokies cannot be meaningfully compared to the simple
systems that humans create to favor a few species for commercial
use and this is a lesson that has to be continually relearned. Every
generation seems to have to make the discovery on its own. If
nothing else, we need places like the Smokies to allow us to keep
our bearings. John, Rob, and | observed one heck of a lot of forest
on our trek to the Smokies and back via Pennsylvania and the
Smokies continue to illustrate best the value of retaining large
blocks of unmanaged forest in the East. It isn=t about scenery,
historical reference, or even champion trees. It IS about
biodiversity. Real biodiversity. The autopoeitic forest system that
Professor Gary Beluzo talks about. Such self-maintaining systems
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are just not possible in human-saturated areas or in multi-use
areas manipulated for a few species to insure that every hunter
can bag his/her trophy, and in the process, literally destroy the
forest understory.

And, with the practice of ecoforestry, we can have relatively more
biodiversity than we have currently- in the non protected, non
wilderness areas. And, if we really wanted to get revolutionary,
we'd push 1,000 times harder to get massive reform of zoning laws
and far better regional planning.

It's a good scientific and philosophic question as to the maximum
potential for biodiversity in human dominated areas. Some enviros
just right off the vast habitats of naked apes reconstructed with
ashphault and cement and glass and steel. But perhaps, without
going back to the Paleolithic, the naked ape zones could be
relatively naturalized. I'd like to think that in 100 years- the goal
isn't just to lock up as much good land as possible, but to finally
figure out how the naked apes can live on this planet indefinitely,
for millions of years!

We'll have protected forests of many kinds, parks and wilderness
areas. But, we must also do a far better management of non
protected forests- which get periodically hammered by a "know
nothing" wood industry with full approval of the "natural
resource" academics, state and federal agencies, the forestry
"professional orgs"”. When the enviros just write off all that
"exploited forest" as merely "commercial forest land" that they can
have no influence over, or don't care to have any influence over
because such forest isn't perceived as "natural”- then we all lose by
not struggling for reform of such "forest mgt".

I've attempted to argue in the past that human dominated forests
don't have to be perceived as non autopoietic. The forest has many
forces at work- just because some "thought" may be one of those
vectors, doesn't make such input necessarily unnatural- as
humans evolved on this planet too, even though in recent
centuries they've begun to run amok. Once they grow up as a
species and realize that they have immense potential to help make
the Earth a better place- they really could do so.
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If forest mgt. is done by "going with the flow" of all those forces
that make up a forest- rather than attempting to turn a forest into
a factory- such mgt., if not qualified as autopoeitic, is still a vast
Improvement over what we have now- and since such forests will
make up most of the forests of the Earth- such progress is
essential, not a luxury. I will write more about his in a future
essay, "The Zen of Silviculture".

I sympathize with people who thirst for natural areas in close
proximity to their homes ° little wetlands, stately woodlands, scenic
spots. However, highly fragmented natural areas on the fringes of
urban America should not , will not, cannot take the place of large
intact reserves. It is only in the latter where we see Mother Nature
at her finest and | needed this past trip to remind me that the
Smokies remain as one of Mother Nature=s grandest creations
which we in the year 2003 can visit and enjoy. | feel a deep debt to
all those throughtful souls who, in the 1930s had the vision to
fight for the creation of the Great Smoky Mountains National
Park. Had they settled for less, today we would not have the jewel
of the eastern national parks to enjoy, study, and keep us
somewhat aware that nature is still the grand designer.

Bob

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

From: Maurice Schwartz <parks@parks.org>
Subject: Civilization and the natural environment.
Cc:

Bcc:

X-Attachments:
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Don,

No! I thank you for the challenge. | do not remember whether
Marsh or any of the other leading environmental historians
described an advanced civilization that did not gravely degrade its
natural environment. Obviously | have to return to square one.

I have been referring in my seminars for about 30 years to the
kinship between the advance of civilization and the advance of
environmental degradation. You are the very first reader or
listener to raise the question about contrary experience that |
should have ready knowledge about. I'll get back to you after | do
the necessary research.

Meanwhile, some other ENT may be able to respond to your
guestion.

Maurice

At 8:14 PM -0700 4/28/03, Don Bertolette wrote:

Maurice-

Can you offer up a past civilization that DIDN'T fade due to it's
failure to conserve natural resources?

-DonB

————— Original Message -----

From: <mailto:parks@parks.org>Maurice Schwartz

To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 12:44 PM

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Joe,

When you wrote

even though in recent centuries they've begun to run amok
you were much too kind to human history.

Human beings have been running amok with the natural
environment beginning no later than the first civilizations some 8

to 10 thousand years ago. You have apparently forgotten for the
moment that in 1864, in his MAN AND NATURE; OR, PHYSICAL
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GEOGRAPHY AS MODIFIED BY HUMAN ACTION, George
Perkins Marsh eloguently analyzed the historical kinships
between successive civilizations and degradations of the natural
environment.

He devoted a paragraph of his short preface to forests. "The
extension of agricultural and pastoral industry involves an
enlargement of the sphere of man's domain, by encroachment
upon the forests which once covered the greater part of the earth's
surface otherwise adapted to his occupation. The felling of the
woods has been attended with momentous consequences to the
drainage of the soil, to the external configuration of its surface,
and probably, also, to local climate; and the importance of human
life as a transforming power is, perhaps, more clearly
demonstrable in the influence man has thus exerted upon
superficial geography than in any other result of his material
effort.”

In contrasting the lands of "The Roman Empire, at the period of
its greatest expansion, [that] comprised the regions of the earth
most distinguished by a happy combination of physical
advantages" to their condition in the early 1960s, he wrote: "If we
compare the present physical condition of the countries of which |
am speaking, with the descriptions that ancient historians and
geographers have given of their fertility and general capability of
ministering to human uses, we shall find that more than one half
of their whole extent-including the provinces most celebrated for
the profusion and variety of their spontaneous and their
cultivated products, and for the wealth and social advancement of
their inhabitants-is either deserted by civilized man and
surrendered to hopeless desolation, or at least greatly reduced in
both productiveness and population. Vast forests have disappeared
from mountain spurs and ridges; the vegetable earth accumulated
beneath the trees by the decay of leaves and fallen trunks, the soil
of the alpine pastures which skirted and indented the woods, and
the mould of the upland fields, are washed away; meadows, once
fertilized by irrigation, are waste and unproductive, because the
cisterns and reservoirs that supplied the ancient canals are
broken, or the springs that fed them dried up; rivers famous in
history and song have shrunk to humble brooklets; the willows
that ornamented and protected the banks of the lesser
watercourses are gone, and the rivulets have ceased to exist as
perennial currents, because the little water that finds its way into
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their old channels is evaporated by the droughts of summer, or
absorbed by the parched earth, before it reaches the lowlands; the
beds of the brooks have widened into broad expanses of pebbles
and gravel, over which, though in the hot season passed dryshod,
in winter sealike torrents thunder; the entrances of navigable
streams are obstructed by sandbars, and harbors, once marts of an
extensive commerce, are shoaled by the deposits of the rivers at
whose mouths they lie; the elevation of the beds of estuaries, and
the consequently diminished velocity of the streams which flow
into them, have converted thousands of leagues of shallow sea and
fertile lowland into unproductive and miasmatic morasses."

In short, humans have been degrading their natural
environment since the beginnings of civilization. What is
different about recent centuries are the dimensions of modern
attacks on the natural environment, not their fundamental
character.

Maurice

————— Original Message-----

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

Cc: Mike Mauri <mikemaur@crocker.com>, Dave Gafney
<gafney@wild-earth.net>

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>

Subject: Re: OOPS!
Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 11:55:49 -0400

From: <mailto:robert.leverett@sphs.com>Leverett, Robert
To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 10:37 AM

Subject: OOPS!

ENTS:
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In my last e-mail | had intended to make the observation that the
Smokies may well be THE t! emperate deciduous-dominated rain-
forest against which all others are compared. That is sometimes
asserted by reputable scientists and | think with relatively good
reason. Arthur Stupka, former Park naturalist, once said that
vegetation is to the Smokies as geysers are to Yellowstone and
waterfalls are to Yosemite. | think that is an accurate
characterization. | know of no serious naturalist who after a
prolonged visit fails to recognize the Smokies as the superlative
place that it is. What is especially exciting is that the botanical
treasures of the Smokies have yet to be all identified. The species
count continues to rise.

The Smokies superbly illustrate how nature creates immensely
complicated webs of life, tests many designs, and in the process
produces resilient ecosystems that endur! e for millennia. Places
like the Smokies cannot be meaningfully compared to the simple
systems that humans create to favor a few species for commercial
use and this is a lesson that has to be continually relearned. Every
generation seems to have to make the discovery on its own. If
nothing else, we need places like the Smokies to allow us to keep
our bearings. John, Rob, and | observed one heck of a lot of forest
on our trek to the Smokies and back via Pennsylvania and the
Smokies continue to illustrate best the value of retaining large
blocks of unmanaged forest in the East. It isn=t about scenery,
historical reference, or even champion trees. It IS about
biodiversity. Real biodiversity. The autopoeitic forest system that
Professor Gary Beluzo talks about. Such self-maintaining systems
are just not possible in human-saturated areas or in multi-use
areas manipulated for a few species to insure that every hunter
can bag his/her trophy, and in the process, literally destroy the
forest understory.

And, with the practice of ecoforestry, we can have relatively more
biodiversity than we have currently- in the non protected, non
wilderness areas. And, if we really wanted to get revolutionary,
we'd push 1,000 times harder to get massive reform of zoning laws
and far better regional planning.
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It's a good scientific and philosophic question as to the maximum
potential for biodiversity in human dominated areas. Some enviros
just right off the vast habitats of naked apes reconstructed with
ashphault and cement and glass and steel. But perhaps, without
going back to the Paleolithic, the naked ape zones could be
relatively naturalized. I'd like to think that in 100 years- the goal
isn't just to lock up as much good land as possible, but to finally
figure out how the naked apes can live on this planet indefinitely,
for millions of years!

We'll have protected forests of many kinds, parks and wilderness
areas. But, we must also do a far better management of non
protected forests- which get periodically hammered by a "know
nothing" wood industry with full approval of the "natural
resource" academics, state and federal agencies, the forestry
"professional orgs"”. When the enviros just write off all that
"exploited forest" as merely "commercial forest land" that they can
have no influence over, or don't care to have any influence over
because such forest isn't perceived as "natural”- then we all lose by
not struggling for reform of such "forest mgt".

I've attempted to argue in the past that human dominated forests
don't have to be perceived as non autopoietic. The forest has many
forces at work- just because some “thought" may be one of those
vectors, doesn't make such input necessarily unnatural- as
humans evolved on this planet too, even though in recent
centuries they've begun to run amok. Once they grow up as a
species and realize that they have immense potential to help make
the Earth a better place- they really could do so.

If forest mgt. is done by "going with the flow" of all those forces
that make up a forest- rather than attempting to turn a forest into
a factory- such mgt., if not qualified as autopoeitic, is still a vast
iImprovement over what we have now- and since such forests will
make up most of the forests of the Earth- such progress is
essential, not a luxury. I will write more about his in a future
essay, "The Zen of Silviculture".

I sympathize with people who thirst for natural areas in close
proximity to their homes ° little wetlands, stately woodlands, scenic
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spots. However, highly fragmented natural areas on the fringes of
urban America should not , will not, cannot take the place of large
intact reserves. It is only in the latter where we see Mother Nature
at her finest and | needed this past trip to remind me that the
Smokies remain as one of Mother Nature=s grandest creations
which we in the year 2003 can visit and enjoy. | feel a deep debt to
all those throughtful souls who, in the 1930s had the vision to
fight for the creation of the Great Smoky Mountains National
Park. Had they settled for less, today we would not have the jewel
of the eastern national parks to enjoy, study, and keep us
somewhat aware that nature is still the grand designer.

Bob

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

Cc: Mike Mauri <mikemaur@crocker.com>, Dave Gafney
<gafney@wild-earth.net>

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>

Subject: Re: Civilization and the natural environment.

Date: Tue, 29 Apr 2003 10:31:14 -0400

Reply-To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

X-Topica-1d: <1051626705.inmta002.16822.1011166>
List-Help: <http://topica.com/lists/ENTSTrees@topica.com/>
List-Unsubscribe: <mailto:ENTSTrees-unsubscribe@topica.com>
X-Priority: 3

X-pstn-levels: (C:96.6932 M:98.8113 P: 0.0000 R:95.9108 S:
5.3173)

X-pstn-settings: 1 (0.1500:3.7500) Pmcr

X-pstn-addresses: from <forester@forestmeister.com> forward (good
recip)

There may not be, but | do have one possible candidate- the sea
faring Minoan civilization of the second millennium BC on Crete
and nearby islands. We don't really know for sure what land
management was like- but | wouldn't be surprised it was relatively
benign. You can tell a lot by a civilization's art. Much of the art of
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the ancient world was about armies and macho guys with serious
weapons on big horses. The Minoan art, all of it, was about the
beauties of nature- porpoises, fish, birds, athletes doing flips over
bulls rather than killing them, and topless women. <G> Such a
culture is not likely to have despoiled its environment as much as
the more macho civilizations. Unfortunately this civilization was
devastated by the explosion of the island of Thera (around the
fifteenth century BC), which was the cultural and religious center
of the civilization- the island was volcanic and was almost entirely
destroyed- causing massive tsunamis across the eastern
Mediterranean which devastated many coastal area- and the
volcanic ash also caused fires and buried cities on Crete.

Perhaps such a culture could have become the dominant one in
Europe. Certainly Europe would have developed differently.

----- Original Message -----

From: <mailto:parks@parks.org>Maurice Schwartz

To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2003 9:20 AM

Subject: Civilization and the natural environment.

Don,

No! I thank you for the challenge. | do not remember whether
Marsh or any of the other leading environmental historians
described an advanced civilization that did not gravely degrade its
natural environment. Obviously | have to return to square one.

I have been referring in my seminars for about 30 years to the
kinship between the advance of civilization and the advance of
environmental degradation. You are the very first reader or
listener to raise the question about contrary experience that |
should have ready knowledge about. I'll get back to you after | do
the necessary research.

Meanwhile, some other ENT may be able to respond to your
guestion.

Maurice

At 8:14 PM -0700 4/28/03, Don Bertolette wrote:
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Maurice-

Can you offer up a past civilization that DIDN'T fade due to it's
failure to conserve natural resources?

-DonB

From: <mailto:parks@parks.org>Maurice Schwartz
To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 12:44 PM

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Joe,

When you wrote

even though in recent centuries they've begun to run amok

you were much too kind to human history.

Human beings have been running amok with the natural
environment beginning no later than the first civilizations some 8
to 10 thousand years ago. You have apparently forgotten for the
moment that in 1864, in his MAN AND NATURE; OR, PHYSICAL
GEOGRAPHY AS MODIFIED BY HUMAN ACTION, George
Perkins Marsh eloguently analyzed the historical kinships
between successive civilizations and degradations of the natural
environment.

He devoted a paragraph of his short preface to forests. "The
extension of agricultural and pastoral industry involves an
enlargement of the sphere of man's domain, by encroachment
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upon the forests which once covered the greater part of the earth's
surface otherwise adapted to his occupation. The felling of the
woods has been attended with momentous consequences to the
drainage of the soil, to the external configuration of its surface,
and probably, also, to local climate; and the importance of human
life as a transforming power is, perhaps, more clearly
demonstrable in the influence man has thus exerted upon
superficial geography than in any other result of his material
effort.”

In contrasting the lands of "The Roman Empire, at the period of
its greatest expansion, [that] comprised the regions of the earth
most distinguished by a happy combination of physical
advantages" to their condition in the early 1960s, he wrote: "If we
compare the present physical condition of the countries of which |
am speaking, with the descriptions that ancient historians and
geographers have given of their fertility and general capability of
ministering to human uses, we shall find that more than one half
of their whole extent-including the provinces most celebrated for
the profusion and variety of their spontaneous and their
cultivated products, and for the wealth and social advancement of
their inhabitants-is either deserted by civilized man and
surrendered to hopeless desolation, or at least greatly reduced in
both productiveness and population. Vast forests have disappeared
from mountain spurs and ridges; the vegetable earth accumulated
beneath the trees by the decay of leaves and fallen trunks, the soil
of the alpine pastures which skirted and indented the woods, and
the mould of the upland fields, are washed away; meadows, once
fertilized by irrigation, are waste and unproductive, because the
cisterns and reservoirs that supplied the ancient canals are
broken, or the springs that fed them dried up; rivers famous in
history and song have shrunk to humble brooklets; the willows
that ornamented and protected the banks of the lesser
watercourses are gone, and the rivulets have ceased to exist as
perennial currents, because the little water that finds its way into
their old channels is evaporated by the droughts of summer, or
absorbed by the parched earth, before it reaches the lowlands; the
beds of the brooks have widened into broad expanses of pebbles
and gravel, over which, though in the hot season passed dryshod,
in winter sealike torrents thunder; the entrances of navigable
streams are obstructed by sandbars, and harbors, once marts of an
extensive commerce, are shoaled by the deposits of the rivers at
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whose mouths they lie; the elevation of the beds of estuaries, and
the consequently diminished velocity of the streams which flow
into them, have converted thousands of leagues of shallow sea and
fertile lowland into unproductive and miasmatic morasses."

In short, humans have been degrading their natural
environment since the beginnings of civilization. What is
different about recent centuries are the dimensions of modern
attacks on the natural environment, not their fundamental
character.

Maurice

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

Cc: Mike Mauri <mikemaur@crocker.com>, Dave Gafney
<gafney@wild-earth.net>

From: Joseph Zorzin <forester@forestmeister.com>
Subject: Re: OOPS!

Date: Mon, 28 Apr 2003 11:55:49 -0400

From: <mailto:robert.leverett@sphs.com>Leverett, Robert
To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 10:37 AM

Subject; OOPS!

ENTS:
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In my last e-mail | had intended to make the observation that the
Smokies may well be THE t! emperate deciduous-dominated rain-
forest against which all others are compared. That is sometimes
asserted by reputable scientists and | think with relatively good
reason. Arthur Stupka, former Park naturalist, once said that
vegetation is to the Smokies as geysers are to Yellowstone and
waterfalls are to Yosemite. | think that is an accurate
characterization. | know of no serious naturalist who after a
prolonged visit fails to recognize the Smokies as the superlative
place that it is. What is especially exciting is that the botanical
treasures of the Smokies have yet to be all identified. The species
count continues to rise.

The Smokies superbly illustrate how nature creates immensely
complicated webs of life, tests many designs, and in the process
produces resilient ecosystems that endur! e for millennia. Places
like the Smokies cannot be meaningfully compared to the simple
systems that humans create to favor a few species for commercial
use and this is a lesson that has to be continually relearned. Every
generation seems to have to make the discovery on its own. If
nothing else, we need places like the Smokies to allow us to keep
our bearings. John, Rob, and | observed one heck of a lot of forest
on our trek to the Smokies and back via Pennsylvania and the
Smokies continue to illustrate best the value of retaining large
blocks of unmanaged forest in the East. It isnAt about scenery,
historical reference, or even champion trees. It IS about
biodiversity. Real biodiversity. The autopoeitic forest system that
Professor Gary Beluzo talks about. Such self-maintaining systems
are just not possible in human-saturated areas or in multi-use
areas manipulated for a few species to insure that every hunter
can bag his/her trophy, and in the process, literally destroy the
forest understory.

And, with the practice of ecoforestry, we can have relatively more
biodiversity than we have currently- in the non protected, non
wilderness areas. And, if we really wanted to get revolutionary,
we'd push 1,000 times harder to get massive reform of zoning laws
and far better regional planning.
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It's a good scientific and philosophic question as to the maximum
potential for biodiversity in human dominated areas. Some enviros
just right off the vast habitats of naked apes reconstructed with
ashphault and cement and glass and steel. But perhaps, without
going back to the Paleolithic, the naked ape zones could be
relatively naturalized. I'd like to think that in 100 years- the goal
isn't just to lock up as much good land as possible, but to finally
figure out how the naked apes can live on this planet indefinitely,
for millions of years!

We'll have protected forests of many kinds, parks and wilderness
areas. But, we must also do a far better management of non
protected forests- which get periodically hammered by a "know
nothing" wood industry with full approval of the "natural
resource" academics, state and federal agencies, the forestry
"professional orgs"”. When the enviros just write off all that
"exploited forest" as merely "commercial forest land" that they can
have no influence over, or don't care to have any influence over
because such forest isn't perceived as "natural”- then we all lose by
not struggling for reform of such "forest mgt".

I've attempted to argue in the past that human dominated forests
don't have to be perceived as non autopoietic. The forest has many
forces at work- just because some “thought" may be one of those
vectors, doesn't make such input necessarily unnatural- as
humans evolved on this planet too, even though in recent
centuries they've begun to run amok. Once they grow up as a
species and realize that they have immense potential to help make
the Earth a better place- they really could do so.

If forest mgt. is done by "going with the flow" of all those forces
that make up a forest- rather than attempting to turn a forest into
a factory- such mgt., if not qualified as autopoeitic, is still a vast
iImprovement over what we have now- and since such forests will
make up most of the forests of the Earth- such progress is
essential, not a luxury. I will write more about his in a future
essay, "The Zen of Silviculture”.
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I sympathize with people who thirst for natural areas in close
proximity to their homes 0 little wetlands, stately woodlands,
scenic spots. However, highly fragmented natural areas on the
fringes of urban America should not , will not, cannot take the
place of large intact reserves. It is only in the latter where we see
Mother Nature at her finest and | needed this past trip to remind
me that the Smokies remain as one of Mother NatureAs grandest
creations which we in the year 2003 can visit and enjoy. | feel a
deep debt to all those throughtful souls who, in the 1930s had the
vision to fight for the creation of the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park. Had they settled for less, today we would not have
the jewel of the eastern national parks to enjoy, study, and keep us
somewhat aware that nature is still the grand designer.

Bob

To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

From: Howard Stoner <stonehow@hvcc.edu>

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Date: Tue, 29 Apr 2003 11:13:32 -0400

Reply-To: ENTSTrees@topica.com

X-Topica-1d: <1051629134.inmta007.9392.1022583>

List-Help: <http://topica.com/lists/ENTSTrees@topica.com/>
List-Unsubscribe: <mailto:ENTSTrees-unsubscribe@topica.com>
Organization: HVCC

X-Accept-Language: en

X-pstn-levels: (C:88.7295 M:99.5542 P:95.9108 R:95.9108
S:55.8134)

X-pstn-settings: 1 (0.1500:0.1500) pmcr

X-pstn-addresses: from <stonehow@hvcc.edu> forward (good recip)

Two that I know of from a book "Paradise for Sale"
McDaniel/Gowdy.

The book is mostly about the island nation of Nauru where a
durable way of living existed
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for some 3000 yrs before arrival of westerners and the discovery of
phosphate. You can

probably guess the result. Read about it in the book.

Also in the above mentioned book they site Tikopia (pg 151-153)
as another island nation

that has a durable living pattern.

It would seem that our species has in some relatively small and
isolated place come up

with a culture and living system that is sustainable.

I find little hope in thinking we today will ever get close but we do
need to work at it.

Howard
Don Bertolette wrote:

BLOCKQUOTE { PADDING-BOTTOM: Opx; PADDING-TOP:
Opx}DL{ PADDING-BOTTOM: Opx; PADDING-TOP: Opx }
UL{ PADDING-BOTTOM: Opx; PADDING-TOP: Opx } OL {
PADDING-BOTTOM: Opx; PADDING-TOP: Opx } LI {
PADDING-BOTTOM: Opx; PADDING-TOP: Opx } Maurice-Can
you offer up a past civilization that DIDN'T fade due to it's failure
to conserve natural resources?-DonB

----- Original Message -----

From: <mailto:parks@parks.org>Maurice Schwartz

To: <mailto:ENTSTrees@topica.com>ENTSTrees@topica.com

Sent: Monday, April 28, 2003 12:44 PM

Subject: Re: OOPS! [and the natural environment]

Joe, When you wrote even though in recent centuries they've
begun to run amok you were much too kind to human

history. Human beings have been running amok with the
natural environment beginning no later than the first civilizations
some 8 to 10 thousand years ago. You have apparently forgotten
for the moment that in 1864, in his MAN AND NATURE; OR,
PHYSICAL GEOGRAPHY AS MODIFIED BY HUMAN ACTION,
George Perkins Marsh eloquently analyzed the historical kinships
between successive civilizations and degradations of the natural
en