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society’s culture is a compound’gf inany A expressions of value. Each one is an 
argument, a “position paper” of sorts, or a liturgy to 
be recited; most of them are subjected to scrutiny 
and susceptible to change. We are, I hope, changing 
our American arguments about defending freedom 
around the world and, closer to home, about the 
place of the woman, the black, the Chicano or the 
Indian in our social structures and behaviors. 

There is one such expression of value-I call it 
the Liturgy of the Environment-that is only rarely 
scrutinized. That means it is ,rarely criticized, and 
that means ‘it does not change ‘much. 

There is a major exception to my assertion. The 
Liturgy of the Environment is frequently attacked 
by the business community, using a- weapon common 
in social discourse: One posits a more attractive 
cultural certainty, and the Liturgy of corporate 
Providence is used repeatedly in this manner. The 
oil companies and private utility companies, for ex- 
ample, are engaged today with great vervc and 
advertising budgets in an effort to displace the 
Liturgy of the Environment. They seek to pipeline 

. the oil from Prudhoe Bay, to build coal-fired gen- 
erating plants and to festoon the countryside with 
powerlines because of the very nature of private 
enterprise. Socially obliged to satisfy the indepen- 
dent dictates of their sovereign consumers, the com- 
panies nobly and beneficently provide what the 
market demands at the lowest competitive cost, and 
That Is What Has Made America Great. 

Better than anyone else, John Kenneth Galbraith 
has demolished the Liturgy of Corporate Providence 
in his books, notably The New lndusfrial State. I 
mention the Liturgy of Corporate Providence here 
because of a difficulty I encounter in the task of 
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’ crhcizing the Liturgy of the Environment. If I 
criticize the Liturgy of the Environment, and if 
corporate industry does too, then I am heard to be 
an apologist for them. 1- reject such a role unequi- 
vocally while knowing there is little a writer can 
do about those who insist upon misunderstanding 
him.- 

Ironically, the Liturgy of the Environment is, I 
think, a product of Western, industrialized cultures. 
This was abundantly evident in Stockholm a year 
ago, when the United Nations Conference on the 
Human Environment was convened. Initiated by 
Sweden in the 1968 General Assembly, the prepara- 
tions and the conference itself were very capably 
guided by a Canadian industrialist and civil servant, 
Dr. Maurice Strong, who served as Secretary General 
of the affair. The conference was warmly proclaimed 
a success by news releases from New York, but it 
was, at Stockholm, almost an adversary proceeding. 
Initially, at least, Western, industrialized, affluent 
nations were primarily concerned about global pol- 
lution, and the underdeveloped nations were forced 
into a defensive position. In their view the social 
and human agonies of backwardness and underde- 
velopment were far more important than oil spills 
or air pollution, and they fought continuously and 
finally succesgfully to’ have their vieys taken into 
aw-ount in the proceedings and products of the con- 
ference. For many of the Western, industrialized 
countries, the conference was a learning experience. 
This shows vividly in the reports made by the various 
conference delegations to the U.N. General Assembly 
last October. 

The developing countries were virtually unani- 
mous in their suspicions, allegations, accusations and 
concerns. In varying degrees of stridency, they ex- 
pressed disappointment at the emphasis placed on 
the physical environment of the industrialized na- 
tions, substantially to the excIusion and at the ex- 
pense of the social and economic environment in 
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the dcveloping countries. And by no means were 
the international economic implications overlooked; 
imposing global pollution controls would be an 
enormous economic advantage to the nations already 
industrialized and far more able to invest capital’ 
in control technologies. 

Mr. Kainaluddin Mohammed, head of the Trinidad 
and Tobogo delegation, and Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, represented the common view: 

My delegation was unable to accord . . . the Con- 
ference its unqualified support. Unfortunately the 
imperfections, gaps, and shortcomings of the nego- 
tiated settlement reached there all worked to the 
detriment of the developing countries. The very 
definition and conceptual approach to problems 
of the human environment as evolved at the Con- 
ference were inadequate. The emphasis was on the 
despoliation caused by consumption patterns in 
the industrially advanced countries, . . . My dele- 
gation became increasingly concerned that devel- 
opment would be put aside and the human en- 
vironment as conceived by, the industrially ad- 
vanced countries would become the primary area 
of international activity. . , , In fact, the whole 
purport of the Conference was the physical and 
economic improvement of the industrially ad- 
vanced Countries through the techniques known 
to and developed by them. 

, 

Mohammed spoke with articulate grace about the 
aspects of the human environment neglected in the 
Western, industrialized view: + 

Poverty and underdevelopment are intrinsic ele- 
ments of the problem of the human environment. 
The squalor characteristic of human settlements 

. and urbanization in developing countries not only 
constitutes pollution of the physical environment, 
but also strikes at the human personality and the 
country’s social, cultural, and political fabric. The 
racism that is so rampant in the world and receives 
the silent and active support of several advanced 
countries is another type of despoliation of the, 
human personality. 

These ideas, iterated again and again by delega- 
tions from the developing countries, influenced many 
of the Western delegations. Sir Lawrence McIntyre 
of Australia defined the major problem in concise 
terms : “to reconcile international environmental 
standards with the priorities of rapid development 
and industrialization at the lowest possible cost.” 
M. Michel Rouge of France said bluntly: “. . . en- 
vironmental protection should not become the pri- 
mary concern of the United Nations.” The report 
from the Swedish delegation distinguished two kinds 
of evironmental problems-the physical and cultural 

- 

problems of underconsump tion in the developing 
countries and the pollution problems of overcon- 
sumption in “the developed countries, who are the 
big consumers, the overspenders of the world’s 
resources.” Secretaiy-General Strong summarized 
the point: 

Perhaps the most striking feature of the Confer- 
ence was the realization that environmental issues 
were inextricably linked with all other factors 
in contemporary worId politics, that a new per- 
ception was reguired, not only of man’s relation- 
ship with the natural world, but of man’s relation- 
ship with man, that the problems of the rich could 
not be isolated from those of the poor and that, 
in short, mankind in all respects inhabited “Only 
One Earth,” 

onciliatory language of this sort, how- C ever, was conspicuously absent from 
the report of the U S  delegation, presented by dele- 
gate Gale W. McGee, U.S. Senator from Wyoming. 
Senator McGee’s state has been thoroughly clear- 
cut, and its coalfields are the center of hot contro- 
versy today. He has good reason to be sensitive to 
environmental issues, but his remarks to the General 
Assembly were straight out of the Liturgy and 
seemed little affected by the lessons of Stockholm. 
He rested his remarks on one fundamental asser- 
tion-that “the international community should take 
action to deal with the degradation which is a 
growing threat to the environment.” Senator McGee 
did not even refer to the anxieties of the under- 
developed countries, nor to the tensions between 
them and the affluent nations that were so evident 
at Stockholm; nor, obviously, did he advocate the- 
primacy of development. Instead he praised an 
international research consortium recently organized 
“to study the adverse effects of industrialization on 
the human environment”; and if the group expected 
also to study the beneficial effects of industrializa- 
tion, Mr. McGee failed to mention so. He also spoke 
with warm admiration of the Earth Resources Tech- 
nology Satellite, lately in orbit, whose monitoring 
observations would be fed directly into the “Earth- 
watch” program, a creature of the Stockholm Con- 
ference. And he was pleased that within the month 
“some 80 countries will meet . . . to draw up a 
convention banning ocean dumping.” 

The dumping of any sort of private garbage in 
or on public properties should be roundly con- 
demned. Yet Senator McGee’s language reflected 
the Liturgy of the Environment with wondrous fi- 
delity. It reflects the ubiquity and cultural certainty 
of the Liturgy-and also its dangers. 

University professors frequently are sent books by 
publishers who hope their products will be adopted 
as text materials, ideally in required courses with 
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It is past time, I believe, to challenge such recita- 
tions of the Liturgy of the Environment. The Liturgy 
is no longer sensible, if indeed it ever was. The les- 
.son of Stockholm is clear: The Liturgy is by no 
means recited by all the world’s peoples (and neither 

. is it recited, for. that matter, by all Americans; our 
own “underdeveloped” -minorities are glaringly ab- 
sent in environmental politics). We need very much, 
at home and in international affairs, to inspect the 
concepts and assumptions on which the Liturgy of 
the Environment rests. 

large enrollments. This practice is more than slightly 
symbiotic,. as it provides the professor with a heady 
sense of economic power when, he recognizes the 
potential impact of his decisions. Clkver professors 
write books of their own, of course, and as a conse- 
quence, various cultural liturgies are nurtured and 
maintained. As a teacher of natural resource manage- 
ment, I am frequentIy the recipient of one statement 
or another of the Liturgy of the Environment. 

The most recent to arrive, from Little, Brown and 
Company, is entitled An Introduction to Environ- 
mental Sciences and was put together by Professors 
Joseph M. Moran, Michael D. Morgan and James H. 
Wiersma. The. promotional flyer was in the form 
of a poster announcing, “Our Only Home Is Worthy 
of a Course,” and the message of the book-a com- 
petent piece of fairly orthodox ecology, printed on 
recycled paper, of course-was made clear in the 
prologue: 

Just as the Earth is. finite, so also are its food, 
land, water and air. The Earth is like a spaceship 
journeying in Venus with a limited supply of 
life-supporting resources. In the interest of our 
own survival and that of our offspring, we must 
exercise a wise stewardship over its resources. 

Events of recent years have made us increasing- 
Iy aware of this very fundamental obligation and 
of how it is ignored. 

There follows a standard recitation of ills that 
Senator McGee would quickly recognize: “. , , the 
environment is being polluted . . . pesticides . . . 
strip mining . , . degrade the air . . . Alaska pipe- 
line . . . vegetation has been devastated . . . solid 
wastes . . . dump . . . land fill . . . imperil wildlife 
, . , wilderness areas are lost . . . endanger aquatic 
life . . . water pollution . . . ever-increasing popula- 
tion threatens to overwhelm the capacity of the planet 
to adequately provide for us.” The prologue con- 
cludes by affirming that wise public choices can be 
made only with a sound understanding of the eco- 
logical and physical sciences. 

Another recent arrival, from Macmillan, was 
Natural Resource Conservation, An Ecological Ap- 
proach, by Oliver S .  Owen of the Department of 
Biology, Wisconsin State University at Eau Claire. 
Professor Owen writes in his Introduction, under the 
subtitle “America in Ciisis”: ‘ 

America is on the sharp edge of crisis. She is de- 
grading her natural environment. She prides her: 
self on conquering outer space, yet after two cen- 
turies she still does not know how to manage her 
“inner space” here on earth. This environmental 
dilemma is the result of four major factors: rapid 
population increase, pollution, excessive consump- 
tion of resources, and the gradual deterioration of 
a land ethic. 

ne of the Aajor assumptions of the Lit- 0 urgy is . the noble-balance-of-nature 
idea, and the corollary,image of mankind as an evil 
upsetter of that balance. This is a familiar theme: 

Nature, left undisturbed, so fashions her territory 
as to give it almost unchanging permanence of 
form, outline, and proportion. , , , But man is 
everywhere a disturbing agent. Wherever he 
plants his feet the harmonies of nature are turned 
to discords, . . . The ravages committed by man 
subvert the relations and destroy the balance 
which nature had established . . . and she avenges 
herself by letting loose destructive energies hither- 
to kept in check. . . . Man has too long forgotten 
the earth was given to him for use alone, not for 
consumption, still less for profligate waste. 

That was written in 1864 by an incredible Amer- 
ican-a statesman, engineer, racist, linguist and 
scholar-named George Perkins Marsh, in a book 
entitled Man and Nature, or Physical Geography (IS 

Modified by Human Action. The book was widely 
read and enormously influential in the politics of 
the (first) great conservation movement in the last 
two decades of the nineteenth century and the first 
two decades of this one; it was reprinted at regular 
intervals throughout the period. Marsh‘s ideas were 
seminal ones, obviously, in the development of the 
Liturgy of the Environment; he is periodically re- 
discovered, and his ideas, in the environmental liter- 
ature, are pervasive. ’ 

The basic image is one of man distinctly separate 
and apart from nature. Nature is an object on which 
man works, or, rather, an intricately balanced pro- 
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duction mechanism on which man depends for his 
survival. Or, if we are displeased with a rigid man- 
nature dichotomy, the very best we can do kith 
’Marsh’s concept is to see man normatively as a pas- 
sive receiver from a natural system in which he is 
merely a benign component. 

Neither image is defensible. To imagine man as 
separate and distinct from nature is to indulge in 
spec& vanity. To imagine him merely as a passive 
receiver from nature is to indulge in historical con- 
tradiction; for man ceased to % a passive receiver 
on the very important day in the Serengeti Plain 
when he picked up an antelope’s shinbone and 
called it a tool. From that day on, man was an active 
manipulator of his environment, for better or worse 
as contemporary perceptions and values dictated. 

If we see man as ’a natural and active component 
of the environment, then the image of a balance of 
nature disibtegrates. Toolmaking, domestication of 
agkulture, the industrial revolution and atomic 
energy are simply not equilibrium events. Put an- 
other way, we can imagine a balance of nature only 
by excluding, arbitrarily and inaccurately, the “con- 
triving mind and the cunning hand” of man and 
calling all that by the familiar word “artificial.” 
Which we do, of course, with great facility and 
clever analogy, every time we recite the Liturgy of 
the Environment. 

ne of the more popular dustings-off of 0 George Perkins Marsh was accom- 
plished recently in Barry Commoner’s book, The 
Closing Circle. Dr, Commoner did try to make some 
conceptual progress; he courteously discounted Dr, 
Paul Ehrlich’s roving nonsense in The Population 
Bomb. But in his formulations of “the laws of 
ecology” Commoner fell back on comfortable and 
traditional dicta, This is to be expected, of course, 
if one agrees that the science of ecology-the study 
of relationships between living organisms and their 
physical environment-is comprised, basically, of 
the concepts of George P. Marsh and made respec- 
table with sobering and arcane nomenclature. Com- 
moner summarizes his ‘‘First Law of Ecology,” for 
example, with a balance-of-nature image that differs 
from Marsh‘s only in the language used: 

. . . everything is connected t; everything else: 
the system is stabiIized by its dynamic self-com- 
pensating properties; these same properties, if 
overstressed, can lead to a dramatic collapse; the 
complexity of the ecological network and its in- 
trinsic rate of turnover determine how much it 
can be stressed, and for how long, without col- 
lapsing; the ecological network is an amplifier, so 
that a smalI pejurbation in one place may have 
large, distant, long-delayed effects. 

He deals with the agency of man’s foot turning 

nature’s harmonies to discords in his “Third Law of 
Ecology: Nature Knows Best.” Dr. Commoner says: 
“Stated baldly, the third law of ecology holds that 
any major man-made change in a natural system is 
likely to be detrimental to that system” (the italics 
his). Commoner suggests the analogy of a fine time- 
piece, a watch that many patient watchmakers have 
perfected over the years. Should man poke a pencil 
into the works, he is unlikely to improve its func- 
tioning, Commoner says. 

Commoner is statistically correct, so long as one 
chooses to imagine man as an idle and devilish 
pencil-poker, outside of, ‘and working upon, the 
watch. If one chooses to imagine man as an integral 
and functioning, part of the watch (the balance 
wheel, perhaps, if solar energy is the mainspring), 
then Commoner’s analogy collapses. Commoner’s 
balance of nature, no matter how cleverly, elegantly 
or “scientifically” formulated, is found to be, finally, 
no more accurate than Marsh‘s original thought a 
century ago. -The balance-of-nature assumption is of 
paramount importance in the Liturgy of the En- 
vironmegt; it is also fundamental in the assumption- 
shc ture  of contemporary ecology. 

The theory of ecological succession-the sequen- 
tial displacement through time of one biotic con- 
figuration after another-maintains its predictive 
value only if man is excluded from the analysis. The 
end-state of ecological succession is called an eco- 
logical “climax,” or a “dynamic equilibrium”-i.e., 
a scientifically described balance of nature, and it ’ 

can be attained only if man’s agency as an active 
manipulator is absent. Ecological theory tells us, for 
example, to expect a “climax” of Ponderosa pine and 
bunchgrais in the valley of the Bitterroot River, 
visible from my office window. What we find there 
instead are farms, towns and, lately, subdivisions; 
the most significant elements in the natural environ- 
ment, man’s artifacts and actions, are sysfemntically 
ignored in ecological theory. Marsh committed the 
oversight justifiably, since his work was one of novel 
synthesis and speculation; Commoner and others 
simply maintain the error. Plus ga change. . . . . 

Man is  present and active; he is neither a benign 
(nor a malign) component of, nor a passive re- 
ceiver from, a, distinct and homeostatic nature. We 
can hope it were otherwise, and we can proclaim 
that it should be otherwise. We can even proclaim, 
and we do sometiines, that it is otheryise. But it 
isn’t. If the Environmental Liturgy and the science 
of ecology would accommodate this brute fact, we 
might be on the way to the kind of concepts and 
thought patterns we need. 

t will be difficult, of course, giving up the I image of a noble balance of nature and 
an evil disruptive man. It will be equally difficult, 
or more so, giving up the idea of comprehensive re- 
source scarcity, the other major assumption in the 
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being so skilled myself) , dynamid nonlinear pro- 
gramming and sensitivity analysis. They have made 
imaginative, even ingenious, use of their tools. 

But the fraud and.frailty of their argument is sug- 
gested in a recent New Yorker cartoon which de- 
picts a press conference at the moment when a re- 
searcher is saying into the microphone, “We have 
called you here today to announce that, according 
to OUT computer, by the year 2000 everything is 
going to be peachy.” It  all dependi on the inputs. 
And the Limits authors know that, but they have 
hidden their knowledge and have paraded their own 
computer outputs unfairly. The “sudden and uncon- 
trollable decline in both population and industrial 
capacity” is presented on page 23 as one of ‘‘our 
conclusions.” Only on pages 92-93 do the authors 
hint at the limited reliability in computer modeling 
-it really does, finally and always, depend on the 
nature of one’s initial assumptions in constructing 
the model. And it is not until we get to page 142 
that the au ors face their responsibilities as objec- 

time [having hinted obscurely once. before] that 
none of these computer outputs is a prediction. We 
would not expect the real world to behave like the 
world model in any of, the graphs we have shown, 
especially in the collapse modes.” 

Certainly not, because the Limits to Growth is 
simply an elegant example of the numbers game, an 
exercise in the power of compound interest, of 
modeled exponential growth encountering modeled 
constraints. As soon as the authors say, as they do, 
“if present trends continue,” they have made con- 
stants of the uniquely human variables, and they 
have nothing left to play with but arithmetic. Pres- 
ent trends have neuer continued, and they have not 
continued because people have a habit, exasperating 
beyond description to systems analysts, of changing 
their minds. (Should the present trend in the U.S. 
fertility rate continue, our population will drop to 
zero, and this can be demonstrated beyond question 
with the simplest of computer programs.) What we 
need is, some data-or even intelligent s eculittion- 
on the behavior of people, not a descr f? tion of the 
behavior of numbers or elegant numerical models. 

Old Greek architects, I am told, built small marble 
models of the buildings they intended to erect. Then 
they would simply multiply a11 the dimensions of 
the model by a thousand, say, and go to work build- 
ing the real’thing. I t  must have been a severe dis- 
appointment when the first real roof caved in, but 
the Greek architects soon learned the limitations of 
modeling. (The mass of the roof beams, in this case, 
was far more crucial in the real building than in the 
model.) The MIT group is aware of the limitations 
of modeling, too, but they seem to have deliberately 
avoided making the limits clear and explicit to their 
readers. If that is true, we have been accorded some 
very shabby trerrtment. 

tive scientis d : “We shall emphasize just one more 

sacred-as-Holy Writ dogma of the Liturgy of the 
Environment. 

The most common expression of resource scarcity 
is the “Malthusian Equation”: 

Standard of Living is determined by the ratio of 
resources to population; indeed, this equation could 
serve well as the symbol of the Liturgy, for the rela- 
tionship is implicit in every shrill cry of crisis or 
ecological apocalypse. Our standard of living is 
bound to decline unless we curb human population 
and live in ecological equilibrium with the homeo- 
stasis of nature. Such is the standard refrain. 

The resource numerator is most often seen in 
quantitative terms as some sort of inuentory. There 

-is  a static inventory or stock of nonrenewable re- 
sources-fossil fuels, metallic ores and nonmetallic 
minerals. Or, on the other hand, there is a dynamic 
inventory or flow of renewable resources-grass, 
timber, water and wildlife. This inventory is detcr- 
mined and fixed ecologically, of course. It is the 
output of the balance of nature, and it determines 
the carrying capacity of Spaceship Earth. Resources, 
both nonrenewable and renewable, are seen in this 
inventory concept simply as substances. In symbolic 
terms, R = S. t 

When we perceive a rising population pressing 
against the fixed inventories of resources as sub- 
stances, an alarming scarcity becomes evident, and 
we are likely to hire some systems analysts from 
lMIT to tell us how long w~ can go on that way. 
And they are likely to produce a book called The 
Limits to Growth. The book has been widely read 
and, I suppose, influential. I t  is by far the most 
sophisticated recitation of the Liturgy of the En- 
vironment to date. The authors are to be com- 
mended also for translating the Liturgy into Fortran 
IV, so the MIT computer can recite it too. Accord- 
ing to the computer runs, Meadows, Meadows, 
Randers and Behrens conclude that the world pop- 
ulation and industrial capacity will collapse within 
the next one hundred years; we will have reached 
the jimits to growth. 

Perhaps the most facile means of countering the 
unfair if not fraudulent argument of the hook is to 
recall Abraham Kaplan’s “Law of the Instrument,” 
for certainly the MIT researchers, at their computer 
terminals, encountered the Law’s intractable cer- 
tainty. “Give a small boy a hammer,” Kaplan postu- 
lated, “and he will find thati everything he en- 
counters needs pounding.” Kaplan continued, in his 
book The Conduct of Inquiry: “It comes as no pnr- 
ticular surprise to discover that a scientist formu- 
lates problems in a way which requires for their 
solution just those techniques in which he himself 
is especially skilled.” The techniques in which the 
MIT group is skilled are, I can only guess (not 
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ut. that is finally a matter of academic - B  ethics. I am more concerned with the 
orthodox concept of “resources” adopted by the MIT 
authors, for it is the “inventory” idea again, con- 
sistent with the Liturgy of the Environment, that 
resources are simply substances. The Limits to 
Growth assumes that R = S. This is a fair approxi- 
mation; and intuitively we recognize the earth’s sub- 
stances are limited. There is a ball of,substance 
about 8,000 miles in diameter, and that’s all there is. 

But suppose we discriminate at a given point of 
time between those substances we find useful and 
those we don’t. One is tempted to say it is the “use- 
ful substances” with which we should be concerned. 
Then what about the others? Erich Zimmermann in 
his book World Resources and Industries describes 
this class of substance with rare elegance; he calls it 
neutral stufl. And a moment’s reflection will show 
that the ratio of neutral stuff to useful substance at 
any point . in time is immensely large. Mankind 
doesn’t need, want or use very much of the total 
substance at  all, 

Which substances does man use? Those in which 
he percefoes a utility, of course, but that is not 
enough. He must also have a stock of knowledge, of 
know-how, so the potential utility in the neutral 
stuff can become realized satisfactions. Those with 
open minds will not blanch if we call that knowl- 
edge “technology.” 

There are three ‘elements here, and I am con- 
vinced-largely through Zimmermann’s persuasion 
-that a resource is comprised. of all three. A re- 
source is a function of neutral stuff, technology and 
utility. I listed these terms in that order on the 
blackboard one day, but an imaginative student re- 
formulated the equation like this: 

R = f(N, U, T) 

My students quickly conspired to speak, in taste- 
fully subdued and appropriately serious voices, of 
the Nut Theorem, and seem to prefer this formula- 
tion over others equally as rigorous. 

This functional concept of resources, as distinct 
from the inventory concept, accommodates superbly 
the dynamics of change. Utilities change, technol- 
ogies change; and different naturally occurring sub- 

stances, accordingly, are called upon to serve for a 
time as resource parameters. Recalling the enormous 
ratio of neutral s t u f f  to useful substance, we see that 
the axiomatic scarcity enshrined in the Liturgy of 
the Environment is comprehensively relaxed, if in- 
deed (with recycling) it does not vanish altogether. 
We can rewrite the Malthusian Equation with a sub- 
stituted term, 

f (  NU,T ) standard, of living = population 

and breathe a great deal easier. 
The functional concept of resources also accom- 

modates very well the idea that man is not dis- 
tinctly separate from nature. Indeed, only the “N” 
term, the neutral stuff, is ‘natural.” The other terms 
are exclusively human constructs. By no means then 
does “nature” alone provide man’s needs. Man co- 
operates, so to speak, in providing his own needs; 
the “natural” is, after all, irrigated, fertilized, spe- 
cialized, hybridized and herbicided. For the most 
part corporate agriculture feeds us, not a climax or 
balanced “natural” ecosystem. ( I  am fully aware of 
the pollution hazard in all of this, but I agree with 
Dr. Commoner that there are technical solutions.) 

Finally, the functional concept of resources ac- 
commodates perfectly a statement made by United 
Nations Secretary-General U Thant a few years ago: 

The trut., the central stupendous truth, about de- 
veloped countries today is that they can have-in 
anything but the shortest run-the kind and scale 
of resources t,hey decide to have: . . . It is no 
longer resources that limit decisions, It is the deci- -. 
sion that makes the resources.. This is the funda- 
mental revolutionary change-perhaps the most 
revolutionary mankind has ever known. 

The developing countries perhaps sense. this rela- 
tionship, if few of them articulate it, The indus- 
trialized and developed countries need’ desperately 
to understand it. Pursuing the myths of resource 
scarcity and a balance of nature can lead only to 
policies that, however euphemistically disguised, 
will cruelly handicap developing nations. 


