RM9:

Quinn is hardly an extremist, as he doesn't really advocate anything.  He just has a slightly different way of looking at history.  What you do with it is up to you, not him.  I hope you enjoy it.

NoxiousDog:

I already do.  I've read a lot of stuff from different websites.

I do think of him as an extremist.  

#1, tribal society isn't nearly as good as he makes it out to be.  If they had all this free time, we'd find art and instruments and objects of culture.  There is a lot to be said for a scholar and scientist class which you can't have without civilization.  The fact that we went 90,000 years without civilization doesn't strike me as a good argument that it's a good thing.  We went 99000 years without electricity, but on the balance, it's done more good than harm.

#2 If we had free energy we'd solve a lot of the problems we are worried about.  My biggest concern is fresh water and not arable land.  With enough energy you can do anything you want.  The problem is how much energy does it take.  IMHO Fuel cells are the first BIG step to free energy.  They are portable, easy to charge, and generate power more efficiently than gasoline engines.  Combine that with Fission/Fusion to create the cells and you basically have free energy.  (Unrelated - I heard an interesting option on nuclear waste.  We should put it in pressure safe containers and then drop it in a subduction zone at the bottom of the ocean.)

Global catastrophes have a strange way of not happening.  And even if they do, we'll rebuild just like we've done a million times throughout history.  We might even learn something this time.

RM9:

Some thoughts....

>I do think of him as an extremist.

It is important to recognize what Quinn is advocating before affixing the label "extremist" to him.  It took me a year to realize that Quinn isn't advocating anything.  In many ways he tries to live a tribal lifestyle, which works for him.  But if it doesn't work for you, don't do it.  There is no one right way to live.

That was one of the big early road blocks I encountered when I read Quinn.  All the while he was saying "there is no one right way to live", I kept thinking "but he is telling me that the tribal lifestyle is the one right way to live".  It wasn't really until I read "My Ishmael" that I understood that he isn't championing the tribal lifestyle as the one right way at all.

>#1, tribal society isn't nearly as good as he makes it out to be.  If they had all this free time, 

>we'd find art and instruments and objects of culture.

We do.  We've seen evidence of art in tribal societies reaching back tens of thousands of years (cave paintings in France).  But we needn't go that far back to see the leisurely tribal lifestyle and to see that it does indeed produce objects of culture.  Pick your favorite Native American tribe.  Pick your favorite aboriginal tribe in Africa or Australia - they are lazy bastards.

>There is a lot to be said for a scholar and scientist class which you can't have without >civilization.

Tell me where in that sentence is anything to suggest to you that scholars and scientists can only exist in OUR civilization.  Our way isn't the only way.  You can have a civilization that isn't forced to cannibalize the Earth, and still have scientists and scholars.  The Mayans come to mind.

>The fact that we went 90,000 years without civilization doesn't strike me as a good argument >that it's a good thing. We went 99000 years without electricity, but on the balance, it's done >more good than harm.

We went 4 million years without our type of civilization.  4 million years.  In the 10,000 years of our civilization we stand at the brink of ecological disaster.  How we lived before our type of civilization arose was a good thing because it was successful for 4 million years.  In the entire span of 4 million years, not once did humans wreak the sort of environmental havoc that we do today.

We actually went 3999900 years without electricity - and if nothing else, that should tell you that having electricity isn't all that important.  But on the whole, I don't think that electricity is cannibalizing the planet - so it really isn't a very good example for why we should be doing it (which we are).

You need to recognize that "civilization" refers to more things than our culture.  There are plenty of civilized cultures throughout history that weren't forced to exhaust natural resources as a simple matter of survival.

>#2 If we had free energy we'd solve a lot of the problems we are worried about.

If we had free food, we'd solve a lot of the problems we are worried about.

>My biggest concern is fresh water and not arable land.  With enough energy you can do >anything you want.  The problem is how much energy does it take.

You are right to be concerned with fresh water, but arable land is equally at risk.  There is a limit to what the soil can produce - and technology/energy won't help you break that limit.  The only thing technology can do is help you become more efficient in the extraction - or it can help you cheat temporarily.  We have chosen to cheat temporarily.

>IMHO Fuel cells are the first BIG step to free energy.  They are portable, easy to charge, and >generate power more efficiently than gasoline engines.  Combine that with Fission/Fusion to >create the cells and you basically have free energy.

You aren't ever going to see free energy - any more than you are ever going to see free food.  And fuel cells aren't the primary problem in agriculture.  I'm not worried about the gasoline/diesel that runs the combines running out - I'm worried about the nitrogen fertilizer that we *must* pour into the land in order to survive.  I'm worried about the fresh water that *must* be diverted to crop irrigation in order for us to survive.

These things are no longer a matter of convenience in the world.  They are a simple matter of survival.  And running tractors on fuel cells instead of gasoline isn't going to fix the problem.

>Global catastrophes have a strange way of not happening.  And even if they do, we'll rebuild >just like we've done a million times throughout history.  We might even learn something this >time.

If global catastrophes have a strange way of not happening - how have we rebuilt from them a million times throughout history?

Global catastrophe on the scale that we are looking at has never occurred before.  And I would say that we are woefully unprepared to deal with it - the ills of specialization.

Well, the US is woefully unprepared for it at any rate.  The !Kung-San of the Kalahari will be just fine.

NoxiousDog:

>Some thoughts....

> 

>It is important to recognize what Quinn is advocating before affixing the label "extremist" to >him.  

He's an extremist in the fact the he predicts global catastrophe.  He takes the extreme viewpoint and then says 'eventually.'  Just because the viewpoint is extreme doesn't mean it's wrong.

>We do.  We've seen evidence of art in tribal societies reaching back tens of thousands of years >(cave paintings in France). 

But tens of thousands is the brink of agriculture.  You start getting into the chicken and the egg.  Which came first civilization or agriculture?  Was agriculture created to enhance the growing population, or was civilization created to manage agriculture?  I don't know, but there seems to be arguments for both sides.

> Pick your favorite aboriginal tribe in Africa or Australia - they are lazy bastards.

This is a very good argument.

>Tell me where in that sentence is anything to suggest to you that scholars and scientists can >only exist in OUR civilization.  The Mayans come to mind.

Not OUR civilization, _A_ civilization.  The Mayan's locked up the food.  They tilled the soil.  In fact, they probably died off because their population depleted the soil.

>You need to recognize that "civilization" refers to more things than our culture.  There are >plenty of civilized cultures throughout history that weren't forced to exhaust natural resources >as a simple matter of survival.

We have to choose semantics for this debate.  Civilization is an organized agricultural based group.  Tribal or society can be used to denote loose council based groups.  If you have better definitions, that's fine, I'll use them instead.  This is a terribly minor sticking point.

>If we had free food, we'd solve a lot of the problems we are worried about.

But here's the rub.  We have free food.  We just prefer buying it instead.  There is nothing stopping me from selling my house, going and buying six acres of land and supporting my family.  The Amish do it all the time.  Land is still cheap in parts of America.  I can kill some deer if I need hides and meat.  I could have some chickens or cows.   It can be done.  

>There is a limit to what the soil can produce - and technology/energy won't help you break that >limit.  

Sure it will.  GE foods.  Soil enrichment.  With enough energy you could dredge the bottom of the ocean, filter out the salt, and dump it on the crop land.  Hell, we might all be eating only seaweed in 200 years.

>I'm worried about the fresh water that *must* be diverted to crop irrigation in order for us to

>survive.

Now we're back to fresh water.  I just hope energy is cheap enough that desalinization is possible.

>These things are no longer a matter of convenience in the world.  They are a simple matter of >survival.  And running tractors on fuel cells instead of gasoline isn't going to fix the problem.

It's not only about cars.  It's about tillers, and desalinization and producing fertilizer.  With energy you can do anything.  

>If global catastrophes have a strange way of not happening - how have we rebuilt from them a >million times throughout history?

Catastrophes have a way of happening.  The Black Plaque killed 1/3 of Europe.  They rebuilt.  Quinn even thinks there will be pockets of humanity left.  They'll rebuild.  There are small towns all over America that could live differently, and heck, their quality of life might even improve.  

>Global catastrophe on the scale that we are looking at has never occurred before.  And I would >say that we are woefully unprepared to deal with it - the ills of specialization.

This is true.

>Well, the US is woefully unprepared for it at any rate.  The !Kung-San of the Kalahari will be >just fine.

But, we have a lot of libraries and clever people that will eventually rebuild.  Maybe with a different government and a different society, but even in a global meltdown I don't think we'll see the extinction of humanity.

RM9:

Finally a reasonably well thought out discussion on the matter.  I am used to dealing with people who multiply because their holy book told them to - this is refreshing.

>He's an extremist in the fact the he predicts global catastrophe.  He takes the extreme >viewpoint and then says 'eventually.'  Just because the viewpoint is extreme doesn't mean it's >wrong.

Ok, I see what you are saying.  When I think of extremist, I am thinking of someone who is making an unreasonable and alarming claim.  Quinn's claim is simply alarming.

Quinn is acknowledging that our lifestyle is not sustainable.  Things that are not sustainable exhaust themselves over time.  As long as we continue to be not sustainable - we will eventually exhaust ourselves.

I can understand your viewpoint though.

>But tens of thousands is the brink of agriculture.  You start getting into the chicken and the egg.  >Which came first civilization or agriculture?  Was agriculture created to enhance the growing >population, or was civilization created to manage agriculture?  I don't know, but there seems to >be arguments for both sides.

Agriculture began around 10,000 years ago.  The cave paintings in France are dated around 20,000 years ago.  Painting in caves seems to have come first.

Using your definition of civilization (or, to use a Quinnism, Mother Culture's definition of civilization), agriculture preceded civilization.  If civilization is writing, a canon of written law, lawn chairs and slushee machines - then agriculture is required first so that the people can multiply and specialize into things like software programmers and those skilled in running the pump that injects filling into Twinkies(tm).

I would say absolutely - without any doubt - that civilization (as you determine it) was created as a need to manage a food supply that came under lock and key.  I have always wondered why people began agriculture in the first place.  I had always thought that it was in response to the threat of famine.

But it turns out that people that are starving to death don't grow crops and wait around for 6 months.  And it also turns out that relying on crops makes you more susceptible to famine because you've narrowed your range of foods.  Which, of course, requires you to stockpile food.  Which requires some of your citizens to guard your stockpile.  Which requires some mechanism to pay these guards.  Which requires some way to inventory your stockpile and your compensation.  Which requires someone to oversee this inventorying and dispensation system.  Before you know it - civilization is required to manage the system.

>Not OUR civilization, _A_ civilization.  The Mayan's locked up the food.  They tilled the soil.  In >fact, they probably died off because their population depleted the soil.

This is something that I find very difficult to convey in the GGF.  The general populace there is geared to debate - which means the people will routinely focus on one aspect of an argument and ignore the rest - especially if they see a weakness in it.

I have spent many long hours talking about locking up the food - and the consequences of it.  Agriculture isn't bad.  That is the first thing that people need to understand.  There is nothing wrong with growing corn, or rice, or rutabagas.  And there isn't anything inherently wrong with locking it up (assuming you are alright with the ruling class that will result - he who holds the key rules).  But there is something inherently wrong with the converting of land to the production of human food to the exclusion of all other organisms.

We grow corn and raise sheep - there's nothing wrong with that.  But what do we do to other organisms that try to eat OUR corn?  We kill them.  What do we do to other predators that try to eat OUR sheep?  We kill them.

We grow/kill more than we need, and we deny (to the best of our abilities) all other competitors access to land/food.  If you haven't already read Ishmael, you will get to a part where it refers to the "Law of the Jungle".  This was another key sticking point between Quinn and myself.

I argued for weeks with SmooveB over whether or not a lion would kill more gazelles than necessary if the lion had the ability to preserve and protect the gazelle meat.  Two realizations (about a year after the conversation) made me change my mind:

1)  The lion does have a means to preserve and protect the gazelle meat - it leaves it on the living gazelle until the lion is hungry.

2)  If the lions did develop refrigeration and Tupperware, Africa would likely be overcome with lions very quickly.

So perhaps it is true that lions don't violate the law of the jungle for no other reason than they can't.  But that is not reason for us to violate the law of the jungle simply because we can.

As for the fate of the Mayans?  There appears to be much debate.  But the end result is that the Mayans aren't gone.  They still make up the bulk of the population of the Yucatan of Mexico.


http://www.hilson.org/writings/mayan.htm
 
http://campus.northpark.edu/history/webchron/Americas/EndMaya.html
 

After reading much about the Mayans in the past few minutes, I feel that I must retract this point - or at least using the Mayans as an example of a civilization that is able to specialize to the degree necessary for scholars and science - without terrorizing their surrounding habitat.  Whether or not the Mayans wiped their civilization out (which should stand out to you as a strong example of what can happen to us) or whether peasant revolt did them in - the Mayans were guilty of the brand of agriculture that I am talking about - which makes them a poor example for what I intended them as.

I will have to think about that one - although I am sure that if you asked the Mayans - having scholars and scientists was NOT worth the price they paid for them.

>We have to choose semantics for this debate.  Civilization is an organized agricultural based >group.  Tribal or society can be used to denote loose council based groups.  If you have better >definitions, that's fine, I'll use them instead.  This is a terribly minor sticking point.

I can use the word as you define it, although I see no reason why civilization wouldn't refer to any organized group of humans that passes down cultural information between generations.  I don't see why they have to write it down to qualify.

NOTE:  My earlier discussion which concluded that agriculture was necessary to civilization assumed your definition.  Had we been using my definitions, I simply would have said that agriculture was necessary for our type of culture to develop.

>But here's the rub.  We have free food.  We just prefer buying it instead.  There is nothing >stopping me from selling my house, going and buying six acres of land and supporting my >family.  The Amish do it all the time.  Land is still cheap in parts of America.  I can kill some >deer if I need hides and meat.  I could have some chickens or cows.   It can be done.

I had many a long discussions about this topic with SmooveB and Trent Steel, where I was on your side.  Here are the basic problems:

1)  There is a limitation on the number of people who could theoretically live this way.  Living this way is impossible once you pass a certain population density.  Working and tilling the land yourself requires more space than a farmer in Podunk, Iowa with access to economies of scale and greater technology.  So while YOU might be able to choose this lifestyle, WE collectively cannot.

2)  Even if you say that YOU could do it, irrespective of what everyone else is doing - there are other difficulties.  How are you going to buy the land and the house you will need to live in?  How will you pay property taxes on it?  How will you get around?  If by car, who pays for the car, the gas, the insurance, the maintenance, etc.?

The Amish are a specific example - but to become like them, you would have become one of them.  They don't worry about car insurance, gasoline, electricity, etc. because they don't have them.  Their standard of living (at least how most define it) is far below what you are accustomed to.

In other words, you could potentially get free food - but you would have to give up the current trappings of your life and our culture.  In order to live that way and keep some semblance of your lifestyle - you would need to do everything that the farmers in the Midwest currently have to do - which keeps you smack dab in the middle of the system.

Now, having said that - I don't really consider the Amish as having a lower standard of living.  While they don't have TiVo, DirecTV, the latest Ford Taurus or Slinkees, they live a far easier life than the average jabrony in NYC is forced to live.

Most of us don't choose to buy food.  Most of us aren't even aware that there is another way - and when they do realize it, they look down on that other way.  Like we do to the Amish and their silly horse-drawn carriages (which work 100% on renewable sources of energy - which we are so desperately trying to achieve).

Do you see what I am saying?  I agree in some ways that you could do what you propose - but to really do it, you would have to give up the benefits/problems of our culture.  Which is exactly the point of my story - if we want to live a sustainable lifestyle - we must give up our culture.  

We cannot keep living this way.

>Sure it will.  GE foods.  Soil enrichment.  With enough energy you could dredge the bottom of >the ocean, filter out the salt, and dump it on the crop land.

It takes a lot more than energy to dredge the bottom of the ocean, filter out the salt, to dump on crop land.  It takes technology we don't have, money we don't have, and time.

I thought that I have tried to explain this several times, the difference between how we do business and sustainability.  There are hard limits on sustainability.  You can't break them.  Sustainable sources of energy, while unlimited in the time domain, are limited in how you can exploit them.  We can't make the sun send more energy to the Earth.  It sends X - and we will never, EVER be able to harvest more than X energy from the sun (and it turns out that we can't ever harvest more than a very small fraction of the energy from the sun).

Which is why we don't use renewable sources of energy.  They don't provide enough energy for us to exploit to sustain ourselves - which means we turn to non-renewable sources of energy (like oil).  The great thing about oil, is that while it is limited in the time domain (there is a finite supply of it), the only limitation in our ability to exploit it is our ability to get it out of the ground.  And that's what we do.  We exploit the hell out of non-renewable sources of energy, because if we didn't, our population would collapse.  What happens when we run out?  Well, we find something else to exhaust.  Eventually, you run out of things to exhaust - and that's when most of us die of starvation.

The 16 million people that live in NYC would die if we didn't pour energy into the system at an ever-increasing useless rate.  But you can only do that with non-renewable sources of energy.

>Hell, we might all be eating only seaweed in 200 years.

I wouldn't recommend that.  Cannibalizing one of the world's greatest carbon sinks probably isn't that great an idea.

But don't get me wrong - if we have to - we will.  And no one will pay attention to the consequences.

>It's not only about cars.  It's about tillers, and desalinization and producing fertilizer.  With >energy you can do anything.

Fuel cells don't produce fertilizer, insecticides, or any of the other things we are forced to pour on our crops which pollute our fresh water.

With energy - we can try to continue cheating.  Or you could take the alternative and push towards sustainability.  The longer you wait, the harder it will be to achieve it.

>Catastrophes have a way of happening.  The Black Plaque killed 1/3 of Europe.  They rebuilt.  >Quinn even thinks there will be pockets of humanity left.  They'll rebuild.  There are small >towns all over America that could live differently, and heck, their quality of life might even >improve.

My bad - you're original quote said that global catastrophes have a way of *not* happening - which made your follow-up make less sense.  The Black Plague was a localized catastrophe due to overcrowding in Europe.  It wasn't a global catastrophe.  The last global catastrophe wiped out 99% of the life on earth.

And while there will certainly be humans left (as I already suggested - there will be entire cultures unaffected by a technological meltdown in our culture) - I can guarantee you that if they rebuild using the same methodology our culture advocates - they will ensure another catastrophe.

>But, we have a lot of libraries and clever people that will eventually rebuild.  Maybe with a >different government and a different society, but even in a global meltdown I don't think we'll >see the extinction of humanity.

The people left will be worrying about how to not freeze to death and whether or not the third plant from the left is poisonous.  The last thing they are going to do is head to the library to see how much nitrogen they have to inject into the soil to feed 8 billion people.

And thus we get to the last truth.  *WE* aren't humanity.  Humanity exists around us and outside of us wherever our culture hasn't managed to kill it yet.

The 16 million people that would starve to death in NYC should their food supply get cut off from the Midwest isn't going to have the slightest effect on the native populations living in the Amazon rain forest, or out on the savannah in Africa, or in the outback of Australia.

They will be completely unaffected by a technological meltdown in our culture.  There is no question that they would survive (assuming that we don't kill them or force them to convert beforehand) a global catastrophe that we bring on ourselves.  And I doubt they will be looking in your libraries to find out how to duplicate your efforts either.

NoxiousDog:

I think we tend to agree more than disagree.  The Holy Book, unfortunately does get in the way for those that see it literally (which I'll never understand).  

>Quinn's claim is simply alarming.

And it's important that that alarm is being heard.

>Before you know it - civilization is required to manage the system.

I tend to think (and unfortunately I don't know enough anthropology) that territory is more important thank granaries.  Animals are territorial and people are territorial.  The Iroquois weren't individual tribes.  They were a confederation built to defend their territory from non-confederation members and to settle disputes between them.  Apaches roamed the Midwest but still had conflicts with other tribes.  War and conflict was around long before agriculture.  I feel it went something like this:

You have a nomadic tribe that discovers hunting/gathering is pretty good in a Mesopotamia.  They like this territory and become less nomadic because the food is so plentiful.  They grow to the point where the land can still support them.  

Eventually in this land of plenty, others are going to start to encroach.  The better organized warrior parties are going to win.  

Someone finds that a particular edible plant grows very well in this area.  If they keep the rabbits out, they can even grow more food (remember the populations are still growing because the land is fertile).

Now, some of the bigger more organized tribes are bumping into each other.  Again, the better organized are going to win.  "Practice" had to be something learned early on.  Some clever leader figures out that if the warriors of the tribe can "practice" more, they won't lose as many men in river disputes.  So, some of the men become farmers, and others become warriors.  Now you're in business.

Water has always been more important than land.  Civilizations have always sprung up around fresh water.  I think that agriculture was developed to support the warrior class, not vice versa.

>So perhaps it is true that lions don't violate the law of the jungle for no other reason than they >can't.  But that is not reason for us to violate the law of the jungle simply because we can.

Agreed.  Consumption is the root of the problem.

>I will have to think about that one – although I am sure that if you asked the Mayans - having >scholars and scientists was NOT worth the price they paid for them.

Although, if they had the capability to foresee their fate and change it ahead of time, which we do assuming people will start to listen, I think it would have been worth the price.

>I don't see why they have to write it down to qualify.

That is a legitimate point.  Maybe because writing occurred about the same time as agriculture.  Again, it's only relevant as to differentiate between tribal societies where everyone does the everything vs. organized society where people have different jobs.

>NOTE:  My earlier discussion which concluded that agriculture was necessary to civilization >assumed your definition.  Had we been using my definitions, I simply would have said that >agriculture was necessary for our type of culture to develop.

By Our Culture, what do you mean?  American?  Western?  1st World?  I think that 'Our culture' isn't specific enough to discuss.

>I had many a long discussions about this topic with SmooveB and Trent Steel, where I was on >your side.  Here are the basic problems:

> 

>1)  There is a limitation on the number of people who could theoretically live this way.  Living >this way is impossible once you pass a certain population density.  Working and tilling the land >yourself requires more space than a farmer in Podunk, Iowa with access to economies of scale >and greater technology.  So while YOU might be able to choose this lifestyle, WE collectively >cannot.

No doubt.  But that is why the 'locking up the food' argument is hard to grasp.  It's not the food, it's the land. 

>2)  Even if you say that YOU could do it, irrespective of what everyone else is doing - there are >other difficulties.  How are you going to buy the land and the house you will need to live in?  >How will you pay property taxes on it?  How will you get around?  If by car, who pays for the >car, the gas, the insurance, the maintenance, etc.?

The cost (at least in America) is negligible.  How hard would it be to come up with a few hundred dollars of property taxes?  Heck, you could probably pay for it with welfare money.  

I'm not saying that life would be easy.  I'm just saying that it can be done.  I find it very hard to grasp the 'locking up the food' argument, when it's not really locked up.

>In other words, you could potentially get free food - but you would have to give up the current >trappings of your life and our culture.  In order to live that way and keep some semblance of >your lifestyle - you would need to do everything that the farmers in the Midwest currently have >to do - which keeps you smack dab in the middle of the system.

Well, that makes it really complex.  If we want our culture, we have to perpetuate the system.  If we want to fix the problem we have to lose our culture.  I'm all for changing the culture.

>It takes a lot more than energy to dredge the bottom of the ocean, filter out the salt, to dump on >crop land.  It takes technology we don't have, money we don't have, and time.

Money and technology yes.   Time is another debate.  I tend to think we have time as long as we start changing the culture.

>I wouldn't recommend that.  Cannibalizing one of the world's greatest carbon sinks probably >isn't that great an idea.

But if you're replenishing what you take......

>Fuel cells don't produce fertilizer, insecticides, or any of the other things we are forced to pour >on our crops which pollute our fresh water.

Fertilizer is a chemical.  With energy you make chemicals.  

>With energy - we can try to continue cheating.  Or you could take the alternative and push >towards sustainability.  The longer you wait, the harder it will be to achieve it.

>

>The people left will be worrying about how to not freeze to death and whether or not the third >plant from the left is poisonous.  The last thing they are going to do is head to the library to see >how much nitrogen they have to inject into the soil to feed 8 billion people.

But a famine or world-wide disease isn't going reduce the population overnight.  It will be a slow horrifying process with wars and global revolution.  Within the next 40 years there is going to be a nasty war over water.  A country downstream from a polluter or over-irrigator is going to have to go to war to defend their river from going dry.

>And thus we get to the last truth.  *WE* aren't humanity.  Humanity exists around us and >outside of us wherever our culture hasn't managed to kill it yet.

I'm again, not sure what you mean by 'our culture'.  The Babylonians did a good job of wiping out the Sumerians and the Egyptians did a good job of wiping out the Babylonians.  The Normans did a good job of wiping out the Saxons.  The Aztecs did a good job of wiping out all Mexican Native American tribes.

I regret that I've had to mince all the quoting.  It is making it hard to follow, however, my web email tends to freak out when it sees too many >.

I am coming around to your point of view.

There needs to be awareness of what is happening.  The Marik's of the world are a problem.

Consumerism has got to slow or stop.  We must reduce our demand for everything.  Energy, food, Tupperware, cars, television, everything.

Religion is increasingly becoming a problem.  Muslims in India are destroying their country.  They are increasing in population (so they have more votes) and not getting educated.  Christians are tuning out reality in favor of their Book which prevents them from making informed decisions.  The Pope made a speech in the two days that the Italians aren't breeding enough.

However:

Tribal culture isn't nearly as noble and in tune with nature as you tend to believe.  They don't know more about environmental constraints than we do.  They just aren't bumping up against them.  When they don't have enough water, they fight with another tribe to get it.  Then, a disease or famine wipes a bunch of them out before they way overpopulate.

Energy can do more than you suspect.  Given enough energy you can do or make anything.  We can only harvest a fraction of the suns energy.... today.  But with better technology that fraction will continue to increase.  Solar harvesting and beaming back of the energy may become a reality.  Whether it's synthetic fertilizers or nanobot enrichment, or whatever next comes along that we haven't thought of, there will be ways of overcoming future problems.  Having said that, I'm no longer willing to wait.  My quality of life isn't improved one iota by the latest technology that doesn't reduce the time I have to spend working.  It is improved spending time with my wife, family, and friends.   I have become increasingly aware that people are making poor decisions about their quality of life.  They'll buy a new car that requires them to work $10,000 dollars harder than buying a used car.  They.....  well, that's a whole other argument I suspect.

This has made for an interesting day at work.  Thanks.

RM9:

Hopefully this won't get lost in the weekend black hole...

>I think we tend to agree more than disagree.

That is probably true.  My job here is to say enough things so that one day, when people you are talking to express a particular insanity, your brain will trigger and perhaps we will agree on more.  This is what happened to me.  SmooveB worked me over for a good month or so, and then we dropped it.  About 6 months later I joined the GGF, and while talking to Tim and ATB, they said some things that made everything else click in my head.  Then the research I had done took on a whole different meaning.

>And it's important that that alarm is being heard.

Agreed - this is why SmooveB and I do what we do.  SmooveB also has a policy of buying "Ishmael" for people, but I find that to seem a little cultish.  :)  I would rather talk to people, and if they ask me where I am coming from, I tell them about "Ishmael", although I cannot stress enough that "The Story of B" was a much better representation of Quinn's argument IMO.

>Apaches roamed the Midwest but still had conflicts with other tribes.  War and conflict was

>around long before agriculture.

There is some time spent in "My Ishmael" that defeats this logic.  What went on with Native American Indians wasn't war.   At least not how we know it.  For the balance to be maintained between two collections of humans - skirmishes must happen.  But that isn't war.

Agriculture gave rise to organized war - which is something altogether different.

>Eventually in this land of plenty, others are going to start to encroach.  The better organized >warrior parties are going to win.

This is standard behavior among hunter-gatherers, it doesn't lead to agriculture or settling down.  It leads to hunter/gatherers developing better weapons.  :)

What you are describing is the normal competition for resources that all predators experience.

>Someone finds that a particular edible plant grows very well in this area.  If they keep the >rabbits out, they can even grow more food (remember the populations are still growing >because the land is fertile).

I'm not sure what you mean by "populations are still growing because the land is fertile".  Populations grow because there is excess food available.  If your agricultural techniques increase yield, you can always expect an increase in population to follow.  And when population starts to grow – you can expect them to look for new agricultural techniques to increase yield.  And the game begins.

What is interesting in all of this is that there are agrarian societies that still live in balance with nature.  They aren't/weren't caught up in the intensification of production rat race.  Again, the American Indians are a good example.  Why wasn't the continent overrun with Iroquois or Cherokee Indians?

>So, some of the men become farmers, and others become warriors.  Now you're in business.

I have some links that you might find interesting:


http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/dept/d10/asb/lost_tribes/agriculture.html
 
http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/dept/d10/asb/lost_tribes/worst_mistake.html
 
http://www.handels.gu.se/econ/Macroeconomics/Papers/AE.pdf
 
http://www.angelfire.com/poetry/spdworks/rise.htm
 

>Water has always been more important than land.  Civilizations have always sprung up around >fresh water.  I think that agriculture was developed to support the warrior class, not vice versa.

And I submit that the warrior class developed to protect agricultural settlements.  I think you will find that some quick research will settle this matter for you.

>Agreed.  Consumption is the root of the problem.

That is still debatable.  Consumption is clearly *a* problem, this article made the case for me that population is more of a problem than overconsumption:


http://www.npg.org/forum_series/overpop&overconsume.htm
 

In the above statement regarding the "Law of the Jungle", I wasn't referring to consumption - I was referring to the totalitarian nature of our subsistence mechanism.  In addition to not slaughtering the entire herd of gazelle, the lion does not prevent any other predator from eating gazelle - that is what I was really talking about.

>Although, if they had the capability to foresee their fate and change it ahead of time, which we >do assuming people will start to listen, I think it would have been worth the price.

Spend some time discussing this matter with people in the GGF.  Most members are reasonably intelligent, and yet only a very small handful are willing to listen.  Do you imagine the boob behind the counter down at the Department of Motor Vehicles has any idea that there is a problem?

>That is a legitimate point.  Maybe because writing occurred about the same time as agriculture.  >Again, it's only relevant as to differentiate between tribal societies where everyone does the >everything vs. organized society where people have different jobs.

It is generally thought that writing systems are a direct response to agriculture.  But to say that the Kalahari Bushmen don't have civilization because they don't write crap down?  That doesn't make any sense to me.

>By Our Culture, what do you mean?  American?  Western?  1st World?  I think that 'Our culture' >isn't specific enough to discuss.

There is a term you will soon learn called "Taker Culture".  That's what we are.  Whether you are referring to the Egyptians, the Greeks, the Chinese, or Us - you are basically referring to one super-culture.  It's a different use of the world than you are used to - it defines a culture by how it feeds itself, not by how it makes pottery.

When I say "our" culture - I am referring to the cultural descendants of the first totalitarian agriculturalists.  That's us, that's the people in Indochina, and the people in Ireland.  What most people commonly refer to as "humanity".

>No doubt.  But that is why the 'locking up the food' argument is hard to grasp.  It's not the food, >it's the land.

It's hard to grasp that the food is locked up?  Walk down to your local grocery store, grab a shopping cart, fill it with food, and then attempt to leave the store without paying.

Land is "locked" up as well.  As is energy.  As are most of the things we need to survive - it's how the ruling class continues to be the ruling class.

Even if you were to manage to get out into Montana and you grew your own food - you would do so at the expense of the trappings of our culture.

>The cost (at least in America) is negligible.  How hard would it be to come up with a few >hundred dollars of property taxes?  Heck, you could probably pay for it with welfare money.

>

>I'm not saying that life would be easy.  I'm just saying that it can be done.  I find it very hard to >grasp the 'locking up the food' argument, when it's not really locked up.

Some individuals can achieve this.  The food is locked up because 290 million Americans cannot make the choice to grow their own food.  287 million Americans are forced to buy it.  The food is locked up, and money is the key to the lock.

>But if you're replenishing what you take......

Well, given that we've never been able to do that in the past...  :)

>Fertilizer is a chemical.  With energy you make chemicals.

With chemicals you destroy your fresh water supply.  Use energy to make more chemicals?  And you destroy your water supply that much faster.

>But a famine or world-wide disease isn't going reduce the population overnight.  It will be a >slow horrifying process with wars and global revolution.  Within the next 40 years there is going >to be a nasty war over water.  A country downstream from a polluter or over-irrigator is going to >have to go to war to defend their river from going dry.

You'd be surprised how quickly people would die in the event of ecological disaster.  Here is an example of what happens when you drastically exceed sustainable carrying capacity:


http://dieoff.org/page80.htm
 

>I'm again, not sure what you mean by 'our culture'.  The Babylonians did a good job of wiping >out the Sumerians and the Egyptians did a good job of wiping out the Babylonians.  The >Normans did a good job of wiping out the Saxons.  The Aztecs did a good job of wiping out all >Mexican Native American tribes.

The Babylonians, the Sumerians, the Egyptians, the Normans, the Saxons, the Aztecs, etc. are all part of the same culture, as I define it.

More Interesting Information:
http://www.sostenuto.permaculture.net/review/20010125msmthesis.pdf
 
http://www.ku.edu/~hazards/foodpop.pdf
 
http://www.npg.org/forum_series/europe_energy.htm
 
http://www.carryingcapacity.org/va2.html
 

Well, I guess that's enough for tonight.  I'm tired.  :)

Enjoy the book(s) when you get them.  Perhaps that will provide another interesting discussion.

NoxiousDog: 

>Agreed - this is why SmooveB and I do what we do.  SmooveB also has a policy of buying >"Ishmael" for people, but I find that to seem a little cultish. :)  

I do the same thing with Dave Ramsey's book Financial Peace.

>"The Story of B" was a much better representation of Quinn's argument IMO.

I'm getting that too. 

>There is some time spent in "My Ishmael" that defeats this logic.  What went on with Native >American Indians wasn't war.  

It wasn't war because they weren't tied to the land.  They got their immediate resource; there was no need to pursue the other tribes to their death.  The Aztecs however, waged plenty of war.  You're right that hunter/gatherers probably didn't wage war.  You're wrong in thinking that Native Americans are noble people that loved everyone around them.

>Agriculture gave rise to organized war – which is something altogether different.

Agreed.  The land became increasingly important.

>I'm not sure what you mean by "populations are still growing because the land is fertile".   >Populations grow because there is excess food available.  If your agricultural techniques >increase yield, you can always expect an increase in population to follow.  And when population >starts to grow – you can expect them to look for new agricultural techniques to increase yield.  >And the game begins.

But your articles seem to say that growing population REQUIRED agriculture, not that agriculture led to growing pop.  Though, it is obviously a negative feedback loop.

QUOTE - "Instead, Halafian Umm Qseirians took full advantage of the natural (wild) riches of this new environment in its seasons of plenty, while relying on their domestic resources to tide them through the lean times. Spring was the most bountiful season at Umm Qseir--a time when crops of emmer, barley, and pulses were harvested, and when wild game feeding on the abundant spring growth of the steppe was easy prey. During the hotter summer months and into the unproductive winter season, when game was likely more dispersed across the steppe, Umm Qseirians could rely on stored grain, fall fruiting wild shrubs and trees, and their domestic stock of sheep, goat, and pig."

QUOTE - "The evidence suggests that the Indians at Dickson Mounds, like many other primitive peoples, took up farming not by choice but from necessity in order to feed their constantly growing numbers. "I don't think most hunter-gatherers farmed until they had to, and when they switched to farming they traded quality for quantity," says Mark Cohen of the State University of New York at Plattsburgh, co-editor, with Armelagos, of one of the seminal books in the field, Paleopathologyat the Origins of Agriculture. "When I first started making that argument ten years ago, not many people agreed with me. Now it's become a respectable albeit controversial, side of the debate." 

The
http://www.angelfire.com/poetry/spdworks/rise.htm" 

 http://www.angelfire.com/poetry/spdworks/rise.htm
 link supports this as well.

>What is interesting in all of this is that there are agrarian societies that still live in balance with >nature.  They aren't/weren't caught up in the intensification of production rat race.  Again, the >American Indians are a good example.  Why wasn't the continent overrun with Iroquois or >Cherokee Indians?

Simply because they hadn't yet run out of land.  The Aztecs and Mayas sure did their best.

>And I submit that the warrior class developed to protect agricultural settlements.  I think you will >find that some quick research will settle this matter for you.

We'll see.  

>In addition to not slaughtering the entire herd of gazelle, the lion does not prevent any other >predator from eating gazelle - that is what I was really talking about.

But that is only, as you say, because they don't have Tupperware.

>Spend some time discussing this matter with people in the GGF.  Most members are reasonably >intelligent, and yet only a very small handful are willing to listen.  Do you imagine the boob >behind the counter down at the Department of Motor Vehicles has any idea that there is a >problem?

I don't think that matters.  One of these days some very smart people will figure it out.  We will fight more wars over it.  This message doesn't seem to be that old, yet it is spreading very quickly.

>It is generally thought that writing systems are a direct response to agriculture.  But to say that >the Kalahari Bushmen don't have civilization because they don't write crap down?  That  doesn't >make any sense to me.

It doesn't matter.  It's just semantics.  Other than definition #2, the Bushmen don't fit.


http://dictionary.reference.com/search?q=civilization
 

It doesn't make them any less important, it's just a naming convention.  Call it one of the pieces of culture that should be unlearned.  Civilization isn't necessarily better than tribes.  Though Sid Meier is better than Sierra.

>It's hard to grasp that the food is locked up?  Walk down to your local grocery store, grab a >shopping cart, fill it with food, and then attempt to leave the store without paying.

Well you couldn't take your tribal brother's spear or teepee either.  And we still have the fact that there is plenty of food that's not locked up.  My argument gets weaker on a global scale, because land is much more expensive than in America.  But theories have to work 99.9% the time, not sometimes.  And, the food wasn't locked up until very recently in history.

>Land is "locked" up as well.  As is energy.  As are most of the things we need to survive - it's >how the ruling class continues to be the ruling class.

> 

>Even if you were to manage to get out into Montana and you grew your own food - you would >do so at the expense of the trappings of our culture.

Well, it's tradeoff.  We know that.  If we stayed HG then we wouldn't have our culture either.

>Some individuals can achieve this.  The food is locked up because 290 million Americans >cannot make the choice to grow their own food.  287 million Americans are forced to buy it.  The >food is locked up, and money is the key to the lock.

Ok, the scary part to this is that in American the food wasn't locked up until the last 100 years.   You can still see the resistance to government in the South and West.  As the population centers rise they become more dependent on government.  That means we're in a death spiral to Democratic Rule.  HELP!  Now I'm really scared ;)

> Well, given that we've never been able to do that in the past...  :)

It's never been a problem in the past.  North American Timber is not decreasing.  Now if we can just convince the Brazilians.

>With chemicals you destroy your fresh water supply.  Use energy to make more chemicals?  >And you destroy your water supply that much faster.

But with energy you can clean your water.

>You'd be surprised how quickly people would die in the event of ecological disaster.  Here is an >example of what happens when you drastically exceed sustainable carrying capacity:

>

> http://dieoff.org/page80.htm
But those are reindeer not intelligent.  If it comes down to it, we'll eat each other.  Soylent Green baby.

>The Babylonians, the Sumerians, the Egyptians, the Normans, the Saxons, the Aztecs, etc. are >all part of the same culture, as I define it.

Ok, now we're on the same page.

Ok.  Wife and sister-in-law are perturbed now.  But it was worth reading and writing ;)

RM9:

>I do the same thing with Dave Ramsey's book Financial Peace.

That also seems a little cultish.  :)

>You're right that hunter/gatherers probably didn't wage war.

Leavers don't wage war.  Leavers can be agriculturists.

>You're wrong in thinking that Native Americans are noble people that loved everyone around >them.

You're wrong in thinking that I think the Native Americans were noble.  I wasn't making the "noble savage" argument.  I was noting that Native American tribes that lived a Leaver lifestyle didn't multiply and cover the continent.  Their numbers were relatively stable and within the carrying capacity of their habitat.

That's it - whether or not they were scumbags is irrelevant.

>Agreed.  The land became increasingly important.

The weren't fighting over land for land's sake, they were fighting over land because land = food to an agriculturist.

>But your articles seem to say that growing population REQUIRED agriculture, not that >agriculture led to growing pop.  Though, it is obviously a negative feedback loop.

The articles were meant to show something different - that civilization followed agriculture, and not the other way around.  And you will note that none of the articles is conclusive, because we don't know.

But you can use a little logic to get to the right answer.  If population growth drove the need for agriculture, the hunter-gatherers that turned to agriculture would be experiencing famine.  People that are experiencing famine don't plant seeds and wait for crops to grow - they chase food.

I don't know the particulars of the culture that the second article referenced - but there is  big difference between dealing with the first agriculturists and dealing with hunter-gatherers that encountered agriculturalists.

>Simply because they hadn't yet run out of land.  The Aztecs and Mayas sure did their best.

The Aztecs and the Mayans aren't the Iroquois and the Cherokee.  You can't pick two Taker cultures and use them to answer a question about Leavers.

>But that is only, as you say, because they don't have Tupperware.

Prove it.  They store the meat now - how is that any different than storing it in a plastic bowl?

>And, the food wasn't locked up until very recently in history

The food was locked up 10,000 years ago, the instant I had to make spear heads to trade for food.

>But those are reindeer not intelligent.

Intelligence has nothing to do with it.  Exceed your carrying capacity by too much - and your fucked.

NoxiousDog:

Preface:  I have no problem with the Taker concept.  I do, however, have a problem with the Leaver.  Leaver implies intent and design where I think it's more of incapability.  

For instance.  The Native American's of Montana ate buffalo and used their leftovers for clothing, shelter, and weapons.  They, however, found that instead of hunting them with spears, it was easier to drive them up a hillside and drive them off the butte on the other side.  These are referred to as Buffalo Runs.

http://www.head-smashed-in.com/ 
http://www.sundancewyoming.com/vore.htm
 

Many a buffalo was wasted at the bottom of these jumps.  But for all that, they were incapable of bringing the buffalo to extinction.  

The second example would be the wooly mammoth.  These were hunted to extinction by 'Leaver' cultures.  Sure climate played into it as well, but they were definitely hunted.

>But you can use a little logic to get to the right answer.  If population growth drove the need for >agriculture, the hunter-gatherers that turned to agriculture would be experiencing famine.  >People that are experiencing famine don't plant seeds and wait for crops to grow - they chase >food.

You're assuming that one day someone woke up and decided, 'Oh I don't have enough food.  I better plant some.'  

Let's say you have a Leaver culture who finds a particularly good spot to camp.  There is lots of fish, the berries are bountiful, the game is good, etc.  In fact, one of the great things about the area, is it doesn't get cold, and there is always fresh water.  The Fertile Crescent was such a place.  You're well aware that if there is plentiful food, the population will rise.  Since there is plentiful food, and they don't have to move due to weather, they stick around.  Someone decides, hey, we don't plan on moving in the winter.  Why don't I make myself a small garden.  They people aren't stupid and knew that plants grow from seeds.  They harvest a few seeds and start a little wild garden.  They don't till it or water it, they just plant it a little nearer the encampment.  This catches on an a few more people do the same thing.  Then someone really smart figures out that some grow better than others.  Lets plant it on this side of the encampment and everyone knows that water helps things grow.  

You see where I'm going.  It was a gradual shift over generations.  They eventually got big enough though that agriculture was required and then you wind up where you're at today.

>The Aztecs and the Mayans aren't the Iroquois and the Cherokee.  You can't pick two Taker >cultures and use them to answer a question about Leavers.

Ok, well, that's fair enough.  I was under the impression that you believed in the 'noble savage' idea.

> Prove it.  They store the meat now - how is that any different than storing it in a plastic bowl?

Because 'storing' it on the gazelle implies conscious thought.  The lions with the genetic trait that caused them to wipe out their food supply starved to death.  The ones that only kill when they're hungry survived.  Obviously in direct contention with us ;)

>> And, the food wasn't locked up until very recently in history

> 

>The food was locked up 10,000 years ago, the instant I had to make spear heads to trade for >food.

BZZT.  Unless you're saying that we are all descendents/conquered peoples of the one culture in Mesopotamia.  But I understand that agriculture sprung up independently in several places.  The Iroquois, the Yellow River, the Maya, the Aztecs all developed it independently.  There was also plenty of cases where people expanded.. Australia, Canada, the US and became self sufficient and not dependent on the government to 'lock up the food.'   Now, you might argue that they were products of their culture, but I'm not sure if I'd buy that.

Rural communities were almost tribal.  Especially before the telegraph.  

>> But those are reindeer not intelligent.

> 

>Intelligence has nothing to do with it.  Exceed your carrying capacity by too much - and your >fucked.

Some are and some aren't.  Reindeer aren't smart enough to find an alternate food source.

RM9:

First, my apologies for the "lite" ness of my last email, I had my 17-month old son furiously banging on the keyboard and mouse while I was trying to type it, thus I had to be a little abrupt.  To continue:

>Preface:  I have no problem with the Taker concept.  I do, however, have a problem with the >Leaver.  Leaver implies intent and design where I think it's more of incapability.

The idea of a Leaver culture doesn't imply anything regarding intent.  It is simply the way it is.  The differences between Takers and Leavers is actually quite complex, enough so that Quinn had to write 4 books about it, so it is difficult to get into here in any great detail.

But the general idea is that the behavior of a Leaver culture is evolved.  In the same way that lions behavior has "evolved" to the point where the lion leaves the gazelle meat on the living gazelle (rather than spending 10,000 years building up a lion civilization so that it can invent plastic to store the meat and refrigeration to keep it cold).

And perhaps this is an interesting point.  How much research are we expending on a daily basis in our quest to find renewable sources of energy that we can use?  Forgetting that we used to exclusively use renewable sources of energy.

Everything that had to occur in human civilization - the wars, the famines, the libraries, porn - in order for us to invent plastic and refrigeration so that we can store meat that we were already storing just fine 10,000 years ago.

Don't get me wrong - I am not saying that storing meat is the point of civilization - but you start to understand Quinn's argument regarding our lifestyle being "harder" when you realize the effort we expend to "reinvent the wheel" so to speak.

>For instance.  The Native American's of Montana ate buffalo and used their leftovers for >clothing, shelter, and weapons.  They, however, found that instead of hunting them with >spears, it was easier to drive them up a hillside and drive them off the butte on the other side.  >These are referred to as Buffalo Runs.

I am not sure if this is a counter to the "noble savage" argument or something designed to show that Leavers were wasteful too.  The point of comparing Leavers vs. Takers is this:

1)  Leaver cultures didn't/don't slaughter entire herds of buffalo senselessly.  In many cases, Leaver cultures develop mythologies surrounding animals that they are particularly dependent on (i.e. "People of the Deer"), and will not simply destroy them for fun - like our culture did with the Buffalo.  It doesn't imply that they use 100% of the kill - it implies that they live in balance with their ecosystem.

2)  Leaver cultures didn't prevent other predators from predating on the Buffalo herd.  They didn't develop entire societies based on protecting that herd.

>Many a buffalo was wasted at the bottom of these jumps.  But for all that, they were incapable >of bringing the buffalo to extinction.

Which should tell you something.  How long did it take our culture to bring the buffalo to extinction?

>The second example would be the wooly mammoth.  These were hunted to extinction by >'Leaver' cultures.  Sure climate played into it as well, but they were definitely hunted.

What killed the mega fauna on the North American continent is a matter of some debate.  I personally find the overkill hypothesis to be complete garbage.  In large part because hunter-gatherer populations didn't exist in the numbers necessary to cause continent-wide extinction.

Some of the debate:
http://www.spacedaily.com/news/life-01zl.html
 

>You're assuming that one day someone woke up and decided, 'Oh I don't have enough food.  I >better plant some.'

I am not assuming that at all.  What I am saying is when you have a population that exceeds it's carrying capacity, people start to starve to death.  If people start to starve to death, they don't setup a camp and start growing crops - which is what would have had to have happened if hunter-gathering peoples' population growth drove the need for agriculture.

>Let's say you have a Leaver culture who finds a particularly good spot to camp.  There is lots of >fish, the berries are bountiful, the game is good, etc.  In fact, one of the great things about the >area, is it doesn't get cold, and there is always fresh water.  The Fertile Crescent was such a >place.  You're well aware that if there is plentiful food, the population will rise.  Since there is >plentiful food, and they don't have to move due to weather, they stick around.

There is nothing implausible in your hypothesis.  What you need to understand is that the decision to settle down was the precursor to the population expansion AND agriculture.  Once the decision was made to settle down - these people were on their way to being agriculturists, and ceased to be nomadic hunter/gatherers.  Their local food supply ensured that their populations would grow - well beyond the threshold of sustainability for a hunter/gathering subsistence pattern.

>Someone decides, hey, we don't plan on moving in the winter.  Why don't I make myself a >small garden.  They people aren't stupid and knew that plants grow from seeds.  They harvest >a few seeds and start a little wild garden.  They don't till it or water it, they just plant it a little >nearer the encampment.  This catches on an a few more people do the same thing.  Then >someone really smart figures out that some grow better than others.  Lets plant it on this side >of the encampment and everyone knows that water helps things grow.

We are now well into one of the basic phenomenon’s of the GGF.  How much energy are we going to expend on theorizing about how the initial agriculturists became agriculturists?  The original point of debate was whether or not civilization led to agriculture, or agriculture led to 

civilization.

My contention has been that the early trappings of civilization (i.e. specialization, social stratification, population growth and urbanization, etc.) all stemmed from agriculture - they didn't lead to agriculture.  You haven't presented any evidence to the contrary yet.

>You see where I'm going.  It was a gradual shift over generations.  They eventually got big >enough though that agriculture was required and then you wind up where you're at today.

And yet, not all agriculturists ended up where we are at today.  The move to agriculture wasn't universal.  Even those cultures that did become agriculturists didn't always do so completely.  And of the ones that did, not all became like "us" - except by being conquered/converted to our 

lifestyle.

>Because 'storing' it on the gazelle implies conscious thought.  The lions with the genetic trait >that caused them to wipe out their food supply starved to death.  The ones that only kill when >they're hungry survived.  Obviously in direct contention with us ;)

Storing the meat doesn't imply a conscious decision by the lions.  What I am trying to show is that the act of storing meat doesn't automatically result in a predator's population exploding out of control.  Whether the lion stores the meat in a Tupperware bowl covered with Reynolds Wrap or whether the lion stores the meat on a living gazelle (intentionally or not) - the meat is stored for future use.

And if every species on Earth (including our own) evolved this policy over 3.5 billion years - perhaps it is because it works?  Perhaps killing the herd and locking the meat in a refrigerator/grocery is a mistake?

>BZZT.  Unless you're saying that we are all descendents/conquered peoples of the one culture >in Mesopotamia.  But I understand that agriculture sprung up independently in several places.

Most of us are all descendents of the original agriculturalists or the peoples that they conquered.  The connections between the first agriculturalists are little known - and while I would agree that the rise of agriculture in North America was independent - I am not so sure that is the case in the far east.

But that is all irrelevant noise.  In each case, the rise in agriculture was accompanied by a "locking up" of the food.  Perhaps there is a misunderstanding of "locking up" that is keeping us apart on this issue.  The food needn't actually be placed under a lock and key for it to be locked 

up.

Our culture is a great example of that.  But for 99% of our population we MUST perform some other task to get money that we can convert into food and shelter or we starve to death.  And while an individual here and there can run off and hide from the system, growing his own food and maybe even building his own home - the fact remains that for 99.9% of our population - the food is locked up.  You MUST perform other duties or you will starve to death.  Everyone can't simply say "fuck it - let's grow our own food" - there isn't enough space.

>The Iroquois, the Yellow River, the Maya, the Aztecs all developed it independently.

Links?

>There was also plenty of cases where people expanded.  Australia, Canada, the US and >became self sufficient and not dependent on the government to 'lock up the food.'   Now, you >might argue that they were products of their culture, but I'm not sure if I'd buy that.

An interesting point - but you have to consider the differences between an established nation and a colony.  Colonies are necessarily forced to do things that aren't normal for the day.

The average citizen in Colonial America had to be self-sufficient until the infrastructure that existed in England could be built in the "New World".  The same theory would apply to Canada and Australia.  It's like comparing a resident of NYC in the early 1800s with a frontiersman.  One was self-sufficient by necessity - the other completely embraced our culture and went happily about performing some dead-end job to scrape up money to buy food.

I wouldn't say they were products of their culture - I would say they were products of their circumstance.

>Some are and some aren't.  Reindeer aren't smart enough to find an alternate food source.

The reindeer didn't die because they couldn't find another food source.  The died because they exhausted all of the food sources that the island had to offer (for herbivores at any rate).  Without their natural population controls (in this case predators), their population exploded beyond the environment's carrying capacity.  So much so, that when the collapse occurred, it was total.

Your answer seems to be that humans are smart enough to find another food source.  Perhaps.  But humans don't appear to be smart enough to understand that finding another food source is a temporary solution that ensures that the final collapse will get increasingly more devastating with each passing year.

The problem with the reindeer wasn't that the reindeer were stupid - the problem with the reindeer was that there were too many reindeer on the island for the island's ecosystem to support.  Had they discovered an alternative food source - they would have made more reindeer.

Then they could be "smart" like us.

NoxiousDog:

>First, my apologies for the "lite" ness of my last email, I had my 17-month old son furiously >banging on the keyboard and mouse while I was trying to type it, thus I had to be a little abrupt.  >To continue:

Excuses, excuses.  I had a 9 month old nephew trying to rip the power cord out of my laptop in a baseball discussion with Tim.  I solved the problem by handing him to his aunt ;)  

>But the general idea is that the behavior of a Leaver culture is evolved.   In the same way that >lions behavior has "evolved" to the point where the  lion leaves the gazelle meat on the living >gazelle (rather than spending 10,000 years building up a lion civilization so that it can invent >plastic to store the meat and refrigeration to keep it cold).

Part of my resistance to the idea is culture speaking.  I think our society is 'better' and that this is just another obstacle to overcome.  I do have to adjust it a bit and say that there are plenty of people that don't 'get it.'  I have a boss that works 65 hours every single week.  He's here 3 hours before I get here and normally an hour after I leave.  Maybe he's happy working... it seems that way, but I couldn't do it.  I need time for discussions such as these, family, and gaming.  I know people that hate work, but keep plugging away at their jobs in order to make a dime, so they can spend .11 cents.  So on average, our life probably isn't 'better'.  But for me it most certainly is.

>And perhaps this is an interesting point.  How much research are we expending on a daily basis >in our quest to find renewable sources of energy that we can use?  Forgetting that we used to >exclusively use renewable sources of energy.

I'm not sure your point.

>Everything that had to occur in human civilization - the wars, the famines, the libraries, porn - in >order for us to invent plastic and refrigeration so that we can store meat that we were already >storing just fine 10,000 years ago.

Don't forget antibiotics ;).  

>Don't get me wrong - I am not saying that storing meat is the point of civilization - but you start to >understand Quinn's argument regarding our lifestyle being "harder" when you realize the effort >we expend to "reinvent the wheel" so to speak.

It may be harder, it may not.  I would think overall it isn't because we turn energy into production.  That is productivity that Leavers don't have.  It's certainly not sustainable with our current tech, but that’s a different argument.

>I am not sure if this is a counter to the "noble savage" argument or something designed to >show that Leavers were wasteful too.  The point of comparing Leavers vs. Takers is this:

It was to show that they just didn't have the numbers to extinct the buffalo.  There was no design or intent to live in harmony with nature.  It just worked that way.

>1)  Leaver cultures didn't/don't slaughter entire herds of buffalo senselessly.  In many cases, >Leaver cultures develop mythologies surrounding animals that they are particularly dependent >on (i.e. "People of the Deer"), and will not simply destroy them for fun – like our culture did with >the Buffalo.  It doesn't imply that they use 100% of the kill - it implies that they live in balance >with their ecosystem.

Where our culture picked up the idea that if you can't create you need to destroy pisses me off to no end.  I don't know if that's a universal human trait or if it's just part of American society, but it sucks to no end.

And I still disagree that they lived in balance with their ecosystem because it's shown that many of their cultures did not.  If you want to say that the Iroquois lived in balance, I could believe that, but they were one of the few that used a significant amount of agriculture and didn't overextend.  Maybe, however, they hadn't been using it long enough before the Europeans came and it was just a matter of time before they over extended and needed to subjugate the others.  


http://inquiryunlimited.org/timelines/histNatAm.html
 

The timeline there is very nice and the links are outstanding.

On the Iroquois, an interesting quote from http://www.tolatsga.org/iro.html -

"Through conquest and migration, they gained control of most of the northeastern United States and eastern Canada."

What I was looking for was "The maize agriculture was introduced in the 14th century prompting a population surge and other changes." 

They weren't around long enough to destroy themselves before the Europeans came.

I hate my argument though.  Just because they would have wiped themselves out eventually doesn't change anything.

If nothing else, it goes to show that agricultural societies eventually perish because they get to big and collapse.

>Which should tell you something.  How long did it take our culture to extinct the buffalo?

Agreed.  And it was enabled by agriculture.

>In large part because hunter-gatherer populations didn't exist in the numbers necessary to >cause continent-wide extinction.

> 

> Some of the debate:

> http://www.spacedaily.com/news/life-01zl.html
I was just reciting something I had heard and not researched.  Thank you for correcting me.

>I am not assuming that at all.  What I am saying is when you have a population that exceeds >it's carrying capacity, people start to starve to death.  

And I'm saying it works in reverse.  Because they supplement their H/G with minor agriculture, they have more food which allows them to have a higher population.

>If people start to starve to death, they don't setup a camp and start growing crops - which is >what would have had to have happened if hunter-gathering peoples' population growth drove >the need for agriculture.

Not if the game/wild plants/weather existed in such a plentiful amount that they didn't have to have a nomadic lifestyle.

>We are now well into one of the basic phenomenon’s of the GGF.  How much energy are we >going to expend on theorizing about how the initial agriculturists became agriculturists?  The >original point of debate was whether or not civilization led to agriculture, or agriculture led to >civilization.

> 

>My contention has been that the early trappings of civilization (i.e specialization, social >stratification, population growth and urbanization, etc.) all stemmed from agriculture – they >didn't lead to agriculture.  You haven't presented any evidence to the contrary yet.

Of course agriculture let to civilization.  I can't see how this is even a disagreement.  Without someone growing my food, I don't have time to specialize how to kill someone or gaze at the stars.

>And yet, not all agriculturists ended up where we are at today.  The move to agriculture wasn't >universal.  Even those cultures that did become agriculturists didn't always do so completely.  >And of the ones that did, not all became like "us" - except by being conquered/converted to our >lifestyle.

Hmm, after reading some of those Native American links, I'd disagree.  It seems that the move to agriculture is universal and they wound up merging with us or dying out.

>Storing the meat doesn't imply a conscious decision by the lions.  What I am trying to show is >that the act of storing meat doesn't automatically result in a predator's population exploding out >of control.  

That's a good question.  But, I think it does.  Lions did evolve a genetic trait whereby they only hunt when they are hungry.  However, other than that, when they are hungry, they kill.  When there are extra gazelles, they populate, when they over populate and there aren't enough gazelles they encounter famine and die.  Are they part of the law of the jungle?  Sure.  But that just means they are subject to the population booms and busts that we think we're immune to.

>And if every species on Earth (including our own) evolved this policy over 3.5 billion years - >perhaps it is because it works?  Perhaps killing the herd and locking the meat in a >refrigerator/grocery is a mistake?

Well, considering that nearly every culture that has tried agriculture has eventually died off, I'd agree.

But I think a lot of the resistance to your message is that you seem to be ignoring all the benefits as well.

>But that is all irrelevant noise.  In each case, the rise in agriculture was accompanied by a >"locking up" of the food.  Perhaps there is a misunderstanding of "locking up" that is keeping us >apart on this issue.  The food needn't actually be placed under a lock and key for it to be locked >up. 

> 

>Our culture is a great example of that.  But for 99% of our population we MUST perform some >other task to get money that we can convert into food and shelter or we starve to death.  And >while an individual here and there can run off and hide from the system, growing his own food >and maybe even building his own home - the fact remains that for 99.9% of our population - >the food is locked up.  You MUST perform other duties or you will starve to death.  Everyone >can't simply say "fuck it - let's grow our own food" -  there isn't enough space.

> 

>>The Iroquois, the Yellow River, the Maya, the Aztecs all developed it independently.

> 

> Links?

The timeline link had a lot of it.  

I came across this one as I was looking for a China link:


http://www.arts.auckland.ac.nz/ant/206/206%20Lecture%202.ppt
 
http://www.nonzero.org/chap9.htm
 

Look under the Three Petri Dishes heading.

>One was self-sufficient by necessity - the other completely embraced our culture and went >happily about performing some dead-end job to scrape up money to buy food.

But the second they were able to make a civilization again, they did.  You would think if they said, "whoa, we're a lot happier this way" they would have stopped.

>Your answer seems to be that humans are smart enough to find another food source.  Perhaps.  >But humans don't appear to be smart enough to understand that finding another food source is >a temporary solution that ensures that the final collapse will get increasingly more devastating >with each passing year.

That is my answer.  However, it is crucial that people understand the second half of what you are saying.  Marik, obviously, does not and there are plenty of others that do not.  I was surprised to see that thread not continue.  See no evil, hear no evil I'd guess.

>The problem with the reindeer wasn't that the reindeer were stupid - the problem with the >reindeer was that there were too many reindeer on the island for the island's ecosystem to >support.  Had they discovered an alternative food source - they would have made more >reindeer.

> 

>Then they could be "smart" like us.

Which is worse, a reindeer dying of infection, or a reindeer dying of starvation?  Just because we haven't figured it out yet, doesn't mean we won't.

Another reason you encounter so much resistance, is the only point you seem to be making is 'agriculture is bad' when it clearly is not.  Over-farming is bad, destroying the ecosystem is bad, overpopulation is bad.  It's like the gun argument,  Agriculture doesn't destroy the environment, people kill the environment.  Agriculture has lead to fantastic things.  We couldn't have this conversation without agriculture.  Thankfully there are lots of people having this conversation.  We just need it to hit critical mass so that we can stop the cycle before it's too late.

In addition, you offer no alternatives.  You say, if we don't stop overpopulating we are going to die.  However, if we don't feed the Africans, they are going to die.  Great.  People are going to die.  I don't see where it makes a difference either way.  Even if we have a global catastrophe and 80% of the world dies, the earth will recover.  Hell, humanity will recover and do it all again.  Maybe we can use all the fossil fuels before that happens and condemn them to pre-industrial civilization ;)

RM9:

You are starting to become one confusing, contradictory mo-fo.  I only have about 20 minutes before I head out of here, so I won't have enough time to send a proper response.  Which is a good thing.  I need to take a look back at our conversation to see where things got screwed up.  In this last email, you have made the following point:

>Another reason you encounter so much resistance, is the only point you seem to be making is >'agriculture is bad' when it clearly is not.

I have gone out of my way in this conversation to try to explain that there is nothing inherently wrong with agriculture.  If you distilled my argument to it's core - it would be this:

1)  Overpopulation is bad.

2)  Totalitarian agriculture always leads to overpopulation.

3)  Therefore, totalitarian agriculture is bad.

What the Iroquois practiced was *not* totalitarian agriculture.  The people that settled Umm Qseir were *not* totalitarian agriculturists.

Damn, I am going to try and address your email in the next 15 minutes.  Hope it stays coherent.

>So on average, our life probably isn't 'better'.  But for me it most certainly is.

Better compared to what?

>I'm not sure your point.

I am merely commenting on our intense search for something that we freely gave up.

>Don't forget antibiotics ;).

Never did I try to make the case that everything about civilization is evil.

>It may be harder, it may not.  I would think overall it isn't because we turn energy into >production.  That is productivity that Leavers don't have.  It's certainly not sustainable with our >current tech, but that’s a different argument.

The HG people left in the world are lazy bastards that work a handful of hours a week and spend the rest of the time hanging out.  That sounds easier than what your boss has to do - or what I have to do.

Productivity increases from energy don't reduce the amount of work we expend - it redirects it, and in many cases, increases it.  Do I work less because we have gasoline engines to get me to work instead of a horse?

>It was to show that they just didn't have the numbers to extinct the buffalo.  There was no >design or intent to live in harmony with nature.  It just worked that way.

Why do you suppose they didn't have the numbers?

No design or intent?  Who cares?  Although in a number of ways I would dispute that statement.  Living in harmony is for many aboriginal cultures ingrained in the mythology of the culture.

>They weren't around long enough to destroy themselves before the Europeans came.

>

>I hate my argument though.  Just because they would have wiped themselves out eventually >doesn't change anything.

>

>If nothing else, it goes to show that agricultural societies eventually perish because they get to >big and collapse.

You haven't shown that.  At the peak of Iroquois civilization, their population was 25,000.  That is hardly a number taxing on the environment.  Have you seen any population growth numbers for them pre-contact with Europeans?  Those would be interesting.

The Iroquois didn't get too big and collapse.  The same thing happened to them that happened to every other culture that stood in the way of a culture that practiced totalitarian agriculture, they were overwhelmed by our sheer numbers and our ever-increasing need for more land to turn into human food.

>> Which should tell you something.  How long did it take our culture to extinct the buffalo?

>

>Agreed.  And it was enabled by agriculture.

This is one of the statements that confuses me - because it sounds like you are starting to try and convince me of the evils of agriculture...

> http://www.spacedaily.com/news/life-01zl.html 

>

>I was just reciting something I had heard and not researched.  Thank you for correcting me.

Mother Culture has much to say on how bad our hunter/gathering ancestors were.  :)

>And I'm saying it works in reverse.  Because they supplement their H/G with minor agriculture, >they have more food which allows them to have a higher population.

I was also saying that it works in reverse.  This whole thread was based on your earlier statement that agriculture grew out of a need to support a hunter/gatherer warrior caste.

To be precise - the minute you add "minor agriculture" - they are no longer hunter/gatherers.  They park their butts, start practicing agriculture, food supply increases, population increases, and you're off to the races.

>Not if the game/wild plants/weather existed in such a plentiful amount that they didn't have to >have a nomadic lifestyle.

When they gave up their nomadic lifestyle, they gave up their hunting/gathering lifestyle.  They became low-impact farmers.  My point is that the move to agriculture was not driven by rising populations in the hunter/gathering tribes.  It was driven by rising population numbers due to preliminary agricultural practices (herding, non-nomadic gathering, etc.).

>Of course agriculture let to civilization.  I can't see how this is even a disagreement.  Without >someone growing my food, I don't have time to specialize how to kill someone or gaze at the >stars.

Ok, but a few emails ago you started to tell me that you believed that the opposite was true.

>Hmm, after reading some of those Native American links, I'd disagree.  It seems that the move >to agriculture is universal and they wound up merging with us or dying out.

Why don't the People of the Deer farm?  What about the aboriginal tribes in Australia or the Amazon?  What about the Kalahari Bushmen?

None of these cultures moved to agriculture.

>When there are extra gazelles, they populate, when they over populate and there aren't >enough gazelles they encounter famine and die.  Are they part of the law of the jungle?  Sure.  >But that just means they are subject to the population booms and busts that we think we're >immune to.

Good, that's standard predator-prey population dynamics.  You are one step ahead of most GGers who refuse to acknowledge that basic fact.  What is important is whether or not you think that we are immune to those rules?

I say that we are.

>Well, considering that nearly every culture that has tried agriculture has eventually died off, I'd >agree.

Most cultures die off because they are conquered, so in general it is hard to say that agriculture killed them.

>But I think a lot of the resistance to your message is that you seem to be ignoring all the >benefits as well.

How much of a benefit are antibiotics or Twinkies if to get them we have to destroy our civilization and take a rather large number of species with us?

>But the second they were able to make a civilization again, they did.  You would think if they >said, "whoa, we're a lot happier this way" they would have stopped.

They weren't without civilization.  Their entire goal of colonization was to transplant English civilization to new lands.

>Which is worse, a reindeer dying of infection, or a reindeer dying of starvation?

That's a very simplistic way of looking at it.  What's worse?  10% of the reindeer population dying of infection?  Or 99% of the reindeer population dying of starvation?

>In addition, you offer no alternatives.  You say, if we don't stop overpopulating we are going to >die.  However, if we don't feed the Africans, they are going to die.  Great.  People are going to >die.  I don't see where it makes a difference either way.

It is entirely possible that we are past the point of no return.  But we know from experience that the greater the overpopulation, the greater the catastrophic result.

And I do have a solution - stop making more food.

NoxiousDog:

>I have gone out of my way in this conversation to try to explain that there is nothing inherently >wrong with agriculture.  If you distilled my argument to it's core - it would be this:

> 

> 1)  Overpopulation is bad.

> 2)  Totalitarian agriculture always leads to overpopulation.

> 3)  Therefore, totalitarian agriculture is bad.

I'd say there is no such thing as non-totalitarian agriculture.  The Iroquois had less than 100 years between their beginnings of agriculture to the time the Europeans arrived.  

>>So on average, our life probably isn't 'better'.  But for me it most certainly is.

> 

> Better compared to what?

Better than a non-technological HG life.

>>Don't forget antibiotics ;).

> 

> Never did I try to make the case that everything about civilization is evil.

It was a joke... hence the wink.

>The HG people left in the world are lazy bastards that work a handful of hours a week and >spend the rest of the time hanging out.  That sounds easier than what your boss has to do - or >what I have to do.

But, I didn't have to start working when I was 14.  I don't have to be cold in the winter.  I don't have to worry about infection and die.  I don't have to worry about where my next meal is coming from.  I don't have to worry about many of things that HG culture has to worry about.  HG culture also has an average of 12 hours a day to live (more in the summer, less in the winter).  I have as many as I want.  My working life will be from 19 until I’m 40 at the latest.  I'll then have 24 hours a day to do whatever I like.  Just because some people choose to amass a huge consumer lifestyle doesn't mean that everyone must.

>Productivity increases from energy don't reduce the amount of work we expend - it redirects it, >and in many cases, increases it.  Do I work less because we have gasoline engines to get me to >work instead of a horse?

No, but you have a house.  You can travel large distances, you have power tools, you have electricity, you have a phone.  You can have things delivered to your door.  You don't have to wash your clothes in a stream.  

>>It was to show that they just didn't have the numbers to extinct the buffalo.

>

>There was no design or intent to live in harmony with nature.  It just worked that way.

> 

>Why do you suppose they didn't have the numbers?

There wasn't enough food.  One thing we should be able to agree on is that if there is enough food it will support the population.  If there isn't enough food, then it won't.  While this wouldn't seem to be consistent with the number of buffalo, it must be the case.  I would assume that in the plains Indians it would be that while there was plenty of meat and fat (buffalo) there wasn't enough vegetable matter for good health.

>>They weren't around long enough to destroy themselves before the Europeans came.

>>

>>I hate my argument though.  Just because they would have wiped themselves out eventually >>doesn't change anything.

>>

>>If nothing else, it goes to show that agricultural societies eventually perish because they get >>to big and collapse.

> 

>You haven't shown that.  At the peak of Iroquois civilization, their population was 25,000.  That >is hardly a number taxing on the environment.  Have you seen any population growth numbers >for them pre-contact with Europeans?  Those would be interesting.

I haven't show that the Iroquois collapsed, but there were plenty of North American civilizations that did.  Inca, Mayan, Mound Builders, Anazasi.  There are lots of them in the links.

Read the links in the previous article.  They are interesting, and they show a population boom.

>>Agreed.  And it was enabled by agriculture.

> 

>This is one of the statements that confuses me - because it sounds like you are starting to try >and convince me of the evils of agriculture...

Well, agriculture is the enabler.  Humans can't advance beyond tribal HG society without it.

>I was also saying that it works in reverse.  This whole thread was based on your earlier >statement that agriculture grew out of a need to support a hunter/gatherer warrior caste.

Hmm, I remember saying that the HG tribe that could supplement their HG would develop a warrior caste.  They would also have a need to defend their land.

>To be precise - the minute you add "minor agriculture" - they are no longer hunter/gatherers.  >They park their butts, start practicing agriculture, food supply increases, population increases, >and you're off to the races.

I think there is entirely too much of a grey area here.  This _has_ to be a gradual process.  It doesn't make any sense any other way.  There had to be a period of time where they were 100% HG and non-nomadic.  After that more and more agriculture would replace the HG.  How could you even start to become agricultural if you weren't rooted to one spot?

>>Not if the game/wild plants/weather existed in such a plentiful amount that they didn't have >>to have a nomadic lifestyle.

> 

>When they gave up their nomadic lifestyle, they gave up their hunting/gathering lifestyle.  They >became low-impact farmers.  My point is that the move to agriculture was not driven by rising >populations in the hunter/gathering tribes.  It was driven by rising population numbers due to >preliminary agricultural practices (herding, non-nomadic gathering, etc.).

Ok.  That makes sense.

>>Of course agriculture let to civilization.  I can't see how this is even a disagreement.  Without >>someone growing my food, I don't have time to specialize how to kill someone or gaze at the >>stars.

> 

> Ok, but a few emails ago you started to tell me that you believed that the opposite was true.

If I said that, I wrote it wrong or was drunk.  The only clarification I would add, is that it was a gradual process.  We are talking about 500 years here and at 20/yrs a generation (or less) that's still 25 generations.

>>Hmm, after reading some of those Native American links, I'd disagree.  It seems that the >>move to agriculture is universal and they wound up merging with us or dying out.

> 

>Why don't the People of the Deer farm?  What about the aboriginal tribes in Australia or the >Amazon?  What about the Kalahari Bushmen?

You'd have to ask them.  But agriculture sprung up in at least 3 independent areas.  China, the middle east, and the Americas.  The America's seem to be a great test area because so many cultures adopted agriculture without being forced to by a conqueror. 

>>When there are extra gazelles, they populate, when they over populate and there aren't >>enough gazelles they encounter famine and die.  Are they part of the law of the jungle?  Sure.  >>But that just means they are subject to the population booms and busts that we think we're >>immune to.

> 

>Good, that's standard predator-prey population dynamics.  You are one step ahead of most >GGers who refuse to acknowledge that basic fact.  What is important is whether or not you >think that we are immune to those rules?

> 

> I say that we are.

You think we're immune to the law?  I don't.  We have just made it on a global scale and we don't care how it affects other inhabitants of the earth.  Our ecosystem is the entire earth, not just the regional plains of the Serengeti.  Eventually, when our food supply isn't enough to support us, we'll get back to where there is more food than people.

>>Well, considering that nearly every culture that has tried agriculture has eventually died off, >>I'd agree.

> 

>Most cultures die off because they are conquered, so in general it is hard to say that >agriculture killed them.

There hasn't been an Ag culture yet that knew when to quit expanding.

>>But I think a lot of the resistance to your message is that you seem to be ignoring all the >>benefits as well.

> 

>How much of a benefit are antibiotics or Twinkies if to get them we have to destroy our >civilization and take a rather large number of species with us?

That's a loaded question.  We have had many generations of people that reaped the benefits without paying the consequences.  In all likelihood, neither you nor I will pay the consequences.  Our children might, but even that seems unlikely.  So, their of quite a bit of benefit to me.  Maybe less so for my great grandchildren.

>>But the second they were able to make a civilization again, they did.  You would think if they >>said, "whoa, we're a lot happier this way" they would have stopped.

> 

>They weren't without civilization.  Their entire goal of colonization was to transplant English >civilization to new lands.

It was the goal of the King or the Church maybe.  

But that doesn't change the fact that when presented with the choice, they recreated civilization.  They weren't loads happier without it.

>>Which is worse, a reindeer dying of infection, or a reindeer dying of starvation?

> 

>That's a very simplistic way of looking at it.  What's worse?  10% of the reindeer population >dying of infection?  Or 99% of the reindeer population dying of starvation?

Well, the average lifespan of a reindeer is 10 years (actually that is a caribou, but they've got to be similar).

So, were a lot of reindeer (20 generations maybe?  They were growing 30% a year exponentially.  Lets see, that would be 60% of the pop was having a child each year.. So a generation is 1 1/2?  That doesn't take into account old reindeer.  It would still be 10 generations that would have benefited from antibiotics and never had to deal with the population crises.

>>In addition, you offer no alternatives.  You say, if we don't stop overpopulating we are going >>to die.  However, if we don't feed the Africans, they are going to die.  Great.  People are >>going to die.  I don't see where it makes a difference either way.

> 

>It is entirely possible that we are past the point of no return.  But we know from experience that >the greater the overpopulation, the greater the catastrophic result.

> 

>And I do have a solution - stop making more food.

Do you mean stop making more food, or stop making excess food?

RM9:

>I'd say there is no such thing as non-totalitarian agriculture.  The Iroquois had less than 100 >years between their beginnings of agriculture to the time the Europeans arrived.

I have been looking for examples of non-totalitarian agriculture - and before I get to them, I thought it would be useful to get a good definition or at least a good example of what totalitarian agriculture is.  The following is excerpted from the Q&A section of http://www.ishmael.org/, and is answered by a guy named Dr. Alan Thornhill:

"A great example of violating the law of limited competition is the way ‘Takers’ operate. We want meat so we graze our cows on grass. The other grazing animals competing with our cows for nutritious grasses are hunted or chased away--we eliminate the cow's competition. Some species of grass are favored by our cows. We eliminate the grasses that the cows don't like so that the favored grass species have less competition--we eliminate the grass' competition. We also remove any other vegetation that competes for water and soil nutrients. Any disease or insect that might use the favored grass is also eliminated--we eliminate the grass' and the cow's predators and diseases. All that remains is our food and our food's food--all others are eliminated...at least that is the goal of totalitarian agriculture."

So the question becomes, are all agriculturists doomed to ultimately become totalitarian agriculturists?  That is a very difficult question to answer - because not all cultures are allowed to peacefully run their course from beginning to end.

Once a culture adopts this form of agriculture they will begin to aggressively expand, destroying or converting any cultures in their path.  But, if you remember back to the article I sent you on the settlements in the Khabur Basin - which concludes:

"What does this case study of subsistence in the Khabur Basin tell us about the consequences of agriculture in the Near East? The impact of the Neolithic Revolution was not nearly as uniform, nor as irreversible as is sometimes portrayed."

In doing my research into non-totalitarian agriculture - I discovered something on Quinn's site that caused me to take a step back.  We have been discussing various culture's tendencies towards agriculture and using the labels "Taker" and "Leaver" to differentiate the two.  I have been using those labels in error however (my apologies).  I didn't really take the time necessary to spell the differences out - and as a result, our conversation on the Mayans drew the wrong conclusion.  I originally represented the Mayans as a Leaver society.  In the course of our conversation, I retracted that and classified them as Takers.  That was an error.

Consider the following question posed to Quinn:

"In the response to one question, ID number 551, you said 'Among Leaver peoples, food is free for the taking. Takers keep it under lock and key so that you have to work for it.' Meanwhile in a response to another question, ID number 552, you described the Maya as Leavers. But didn't the Maya put food under lock and key and force people to work to get it back? Or if they didn't, how did their civilization exist? Or is the difference simply that the Maya considered that they had a choice with regard to what they did with their food, as proven by the fact they eventually did return to a lifestyle in which food is 'free for the taking'?"

Quinn's answer:

"Taker are distinguished from Leavers by three beliefs: that there is one right way for people to live; that they have that one right way; and that everyone in the world must be made to live that way. The Maya may very well have put the food under lock and key within their own civilization, but they were not impelled by these three beliefs to conquer the Western hemisphere.  So, even if they were like us in some ways, they still don't fit the definition of Takers. As you point out, they eventually did prefer to return to a lifestyle in which food is 'free for the taking.'"

Cultures aren't "Taker" cultures simply because they practice agriculture or because they put food under lock and key.  Cultures are "Taker" cultures because they force others to live their way (like we are doing in Africa).

Here is the best I was able to find from Quinn regarding North American Indians and why there is the suggestion that even if left to their own devices, they would NOT have covered the continent with their cultures:

The Question:  "By the time we 'discovered' America the continent was fully inhabited by Native Americans. Their population growth is much slower than ours, but it grows too. They still had enough of room to grow slowly without being a real danger for this world. But what if they have had another hundred thousand years? Their growth is slowed down by the way they live, but there's no proof that it is really limited."

Quinn's Answer:  "One of the reasons tribalism WORKED for three million years is that it provided a SYSTEMIC control on population growth. That is, it didn't depend on individuals earnestly swearing off procreation (which I term atomistic control---control provided by the atoms rather than control provided by the system). If we look at some of the tribal peoples of North America as an example, it worked this way: If the Navajo suddenly began producing children beyond the resources of their territory, they couldn't go to their neighbors the Hopi and say, "Say, can we send you a couple thousand of our people to live in your territory?" because the Hopi were already living at the limits of THEIR resources, so they certainly weren't going to take in a thousand Navajo. Similarly, the Navajo couldn't go to the Hopi and say, "Say, could you sell us some of your food, because we've let our population get out of hand over here?" for the same reason, because the Hopi were already living at the limits of THEIR resources and weren't going to share those resources with the Navajo. The SYSTEM was that the Navajo lived within their resources and the Hopi lived within their resources, and if either began to let their population get out of hand, that was just too bad for THEM. They couldn't do what we do, which is just to ship the excess off to some other part of the world."

My apologies for letting Quinn do most of my talking here - but since my position is largely a defense of his argument - it seemed appropriate.

>Better than a non-technological HG life.

So your life is better than a life you never experienced?  I am not saying that it's not.  Antibiotics are great.  But I don't think most people understand the trade-offs between the lifestyles.  You have said that I seem to be ignoring all the benefits of civilization - and I would counter to say that the vast majority of us ignore the costs of civilization.

>But, I didn't have to start working when I was 14.  I don't have to be cold in the winter.  I don't >have to worry about infection and die.  I don't have to worry about where my next meal is >coming from.

Neither do Leaver cultures.  They don't work at all.  They don't have to be cold in the winter (any more than you do).  While they may have to worry about infection, you traded that in to worry about heart disease, cancer, STDs, car accidents and a host of other agents of death.

And the idea the hunter/gatherers had to worry about where their next meal was coming from is a myth.  There is plenty of food all around them, free for the taking.

>HG culture also has an average of 12 hours a day to live (more in the summer, less in the >winter).

HG cultures only operate during daylight?  That is incorrect.

>My working life will be from 19 until I’m 40 at the latest.

You hope.  Unless you are 39 and are set and secure, much can happen before you hit your target date that is completely outside of your control and can be devastating.  But even considering this ambitious time table, you are working 21 years longer than you need to.

>No, but you have a house.  You can travel large distances, you have power tools, you have >electricity, you have a phone.  You can have things delivered to your door.  You don't have to >wash your clothes in a stream.

Sure, I can do all sorts of things.  I have TiVo and satellite TV, a kitchen sink, and a dishwasher.  So what?  All of those conveniences increase my activity personally - and absolutely increase our activity as a society.

Here is an interesting look at how we view the HG lifestyle vs. how it actually existed (and still exists in remote locations of the world today):


http://www.primitive.org/nothing.htm
 

>There wasn't enough food.  One thing we should be able to agree on is that if there is enough >food it will support the population.  If there isn't enough food, then it won't.  While this wouldn't >seem to be consistent with the number of buffalo, it must be the case.  I would assume that in >the plains Indians it would be that while there was plenty of meat and fat (buffalo) there wasn't >enough vegetable matter for good health.

Maybe the problem here is that you are looking at the entire herd of buffalo as the plains Indians food supply.  Our culture's tendency is to think of things like cows simply as food.  We own them.  We feed them.  We eliminate all of their other predators and anything that competes with them.  The plains Indians didn't do that.  They did what lions do.  When they were hungry, they killed and ate a buffalo.

The food supply of the plains Indian was the buffalo that they killed - NOT the buffalo that were out grazing on the plains unmolested.  To the plains Indian - the buffalo was another, relatively equal creature.  Sure, it was tasty, but I don't imagine that the plains Indians shared your concept of "owning" the herd.

>I haven't show that the Iroquois collapsed, but there were plenty of North American civilizations >that did.  Inca, Mayan, Mound Builders, Anazasi.  There are lots of them in the links.

No, you haven't shown the population expansion indicative of a culture that practices totalitarian agriculture.  You have to show that before you can start talking about how totalitarian agriculture destroyed their culture.

Rome practiced totalitarian agriculture - but that wasn't the reason that Roman civilization collapsed.

>Read the links in the previous article.  They are interesting, and they show a population boom.

We were specifically talking about the Iroquois - who at their PEAK had a population of 25,000.  That hardly sounds like a dangerous trend - which is why I asked for population growth estimates.  What was the Iroquois population in 1500?  1550?  1600?  What were their farming practices?

>Well, agriculture is the enabler.  Humans can't advance beyond tribal HG society without it.

But you haven't yet understood that humans can advance beyond tribal HG society with agriculture - WITHOUT destroying their ecosystem and having their population explode out of control.  I am still trying to track down concrete examples that still exist today.

As Quinn points out earlier, population growth is controlled systemically by more than just food supply (which we have eliminated).  It is also controlled through opportunistic predators (disease - which we have eliminated).  It is also controlled through geographic and cultural boundaries (which we have eliminated).

In order for your population to grow out of control and reach 6 billion+ - you have to remove all three limiting factors.  Even if the Mayans removed the food supply restriction by taking control of their food supply and producing an ever-increasing amount of food - they were still controlled by disease and geographical/cultural boundaries.

It is widely regarded that the Mayan civilization was wiped out by extended periods of drought.  Quinn contends that drought couldn't have wiped out Mayan civilization - but that the Mayans abandoned their civilization.  His argument - droughts don't last forever, so why didn't the Mayans return to their old ways when the droughts passed?  They didn't all die, as evidenced by the fact that those of Mayan descent are the primary population of the Yucatan peninsula.

The argument makes some sense to me.

>If I said that, I wrote it wrong or was drunk.  The only clarification I would add, is that it was a >gradual process.  We are talking about 500 years here and at 20/yrs a generation (or less) >that's still 25 generations.

I haven't seen any specific timeframes for the transformation from 100% HG to 100% sedentary farmer.  Or the transition from sedentary farmer to totalitarian agriculturalist.

Perhaps the initial rise of agriculture took some time.  The spread of it to neighboring cultures did not.  There was a US News & World Report article on this not too long ago, but it seems to have been moved to their archive and requires purchase.  The general gist is that as agriculture spread, it's adoption by other cultures did not occur on the order of generations.

>>Why don't the People of the Deer farm?  What about the aboriginal tribes in Australia or the >>Amazon?  What about the Kalahari Bushmen?

>

>You'd have to ask them.

Luckily for me, someone did.  (from the Jared Diamond essay):

"Scattered throughout the world, several dozen groups of so-called primitive people, like the Kalahari Bushmen, continue to support themselves that way. It turns out that these people have plenty of leisure time, sleep a good deal, and work less hard than their farming neighbors. For instance, the average time devoted each week to obtaining food is only 12 to 19 hours for one group of Bushmen, 14 hours or less for the Hadza nomads of Tanzania. One Bushman, when asked why he hadn't emulated neighboring tribes by adopting agriculture, replied, 'Why should we, when there are so many mongongo nuts in the world?'"

>You think we're immune to the law?  I don't.

The law in question dictates that as predator population grows, prey population diminishes, which in turn will result in a reduction of predator population, which will allow prey population to grow, which will allow predator population to grow.  Lather, rinse, repeat.

That isn't how the system works within our culture.  As our culture's population grows, our excess food supply diminishes, which in turn results in our population increasing our excess food supply, which results in our culture's population growing.  Lather, rinse, repeat.

We broke the negative feedback loop, and installed in its place a positive feedback loop.  Rather than a reduction in food supply availability being a trigger to reduce our population - it is a trigger to increase our food supply and thus increase our population.

We are immune to the system for as long as we can find ways to increase our food supply.

>Eventually, when our food supply isn't enough to support us, we'll get back to where there is >more food than people.

But we both know that our culture's response will be to expend every ounce of effort imaginable to increase our food supply?  Why?  Because our culture hasn't figured out that continuously increasing our food supply to outpace population growth is what led to our population growth.

>There hasn't been an Ag culture yet that knew when to quit expanding.

They may not have "known" to quit expanding, but their expansion was limited nonetheless.

>That's a loaded question.  We have had many generations of people that reaped the benefits >without paying the consequences.  In all likelihood, neither you nor I will pay the >consequences.  Our children might, but even that seems unlikely.  So, their of quite a bit of >benefit to me.  Maybe less so for my great grandchildren.

That is an awfully myopic and selfish viewpoint - although I guess it is certainly valid.  If you have no care for your future generations, then there is no reason to deviate from our present course.

>It was the goal of the King or the Church maybe.

It was the goal of the colonists as well.  These were people who were as tuned into Mother Culture as people like Marik are.

>But that doesn't change the fact that when presented with the choice, they recreated >civilization.  They weren't loads happier without it.

But they weren't presented with a choice.  Everything they did was for the purpose of recreating Little England in the New World.

>Do you mean stop making more food, or stop making excess food?

Stop the policy of making excess food to outpace population growth.  Stop trying to achieve our goal of ending world hunger.

NoxiousDog:

>Quinn's answer:

> 

>"Taker are distinguished from Leavers by three beliefs: that there is one right way for people to >live; that they have that one right way; and that everyone in the world must be made to live that >way. The Maya may very well have put the food under lock and key within their own civilization, >but they were not impelled by these three beliefs to conquer the Western hemisphere. 

But they were inclined to conquer the Yucatan peninsula.  Geographically, they were isolated from the rest of central America because of the mountain ranges.  

>Cultures aren't "Taker" cultures simply because they practice agriculture or because they put >food under lock and key.  Cultures are "Taker" cultures because they force others to live their >way (like we are doing in Africa).

The Mayans were a Taker culture as well.

Here is an excerpt from a Mayan site
http://www.indians.org/welker/maya.htm:" 

 http://www.indians.org/welker/maya.htm:
 

"Among the first myths about this population to be debunked is that they were a peaceful race. Experts now generally agree that warfare played a key role in Maya civilization. The rulers found reasons to use torture and human sacrifice throughout their culture, from religious celebrations to sporting events to building dedications. 'This has come as something of a shock to many Mayanists,' says Carlos Navarrete, a leading Mexican anthropologist.”

More Maya info: 
http://www.learner.org/exhibits/collapse/mayans.html
 

"A very large number of people lived in the Copán Valley, and so more and more of the land was farmed, just as it is today. This caused environmental stresses, such as erosion and crop shortages"

This is a good one..
http://www.cosmos-club.org/journals/1996/adams.html
 

"First, population growth led to intensive forms of agriculture and more people meant the need for more stored water to carry them through the annual drought or dry season. This, in turn, led to the creation of reservoirs which called for management. Stored water also became a means of social control, and the kin group leaders became political leaders as well. .... Tikal and Calakmul with 80,000 and 50,000 inhabitants respectively were regional capitals with many subordinate cities under them.  By comparison, 16th century London was the largest city in the British Isles with a population of 50,000."

Wow, that's actually a really good piece.

>Once a culture adopts this form of agriculture they will begin to aggressively expand, destroying >or converting any cultures in their path.  But, if you remember back to the article I sent you on >the settlements in the Khabur Basin - which concludes:

> 

>"What does this case study of subsistence in the Khabur Basin tell us about the consequences >of agriculture in the Near East? The impact of the Neolithic Revolution was not nearly as >uniform, nor as irreversible as is sometimes portrayed."

It is remarkable that they lived anywhere from 3000-5000 years without overpopulating while using agriculture.  It certainly requires more study to figure out how they managed to do it since every other Ag society we've mentioned turned to totalitarian agriculture very quickly.

From
http://azjournal.com/navajo_land.htm

"Previous to the coming of the Spanish, the Indians of the Southwest had no domestic animals except the dog and the turkey. The Pueblo Indians of the Rio Grande, the Zuni and the Hopi lived in masonry houses and raised corn and other foods. Surrounding them at some distance lived nomadic Indians who may have practiced agriculture to some extent, but lived mostly by hunting.  Pueblos and nomads alike had only bows and arrows for weapons. It was practically impossible for nomadic peoples on foot to successfully besiege a masonry pueblo, because they could not carry sufficient food. The Pueblos also kept an extra year's supply of corn stored away so that they had plenty of food in case of attack. The Pueblos were not bothered by nomads at this time, and they lived together in comparative peace."

The Navajo were a late people they didn't settle the southwest until the 16th century.  That is why they didn't populate out of control.  They didn't have enough time.

>We were specifically talking about the Iroquois - who at their PEAK had a population of 25,000.  >That hardly sounds like a dangerous trend - which is why I asked for population growth  >estimates.  What was the Iroquois population in 1500?  1550?  1600?  What were their farming >practices?

It's the same with the Iroquois.  They didn't form the Iroquois nation until the 16th century.  And they did conquer other tribes, most notably the Huron’s.


http://members.lycos.nl/Shades/nativeamericans/hurons.htm)
   

From
http://members.lycos.nl/Shades/nativeamericans/iroquois.htm
 

"They continued to expand the territory under their dominion until by 1720 they had subdued almost all the tribes in a vast region extending from the Atlantic Ocean to the Mississippi River and from the St. Lawrence River to the Tennessee River." 

Totalitarian agriculture? 
http://members.lycos.nl/Shades/nativeamericans/beaverwars.htm
 

My point is that given a period of time, all agriculture turns to totalitarian agriculture.  The Umm Quesir being the notable exception.  What were they doing differently?

>>Better than a non-technological HG life.

> 

>So your life is better than a life you never experienced?  I am not saying that it's not.  >Antibiotics are great.  But I don't think most people understand the trade-offs between the >lifestyles.  You have said that I seem to be ignoring all the benefits of civilization - and I would >counter to say that the vast majority of us ignore the costs of civilization.

No doubt.

>>But, I didn't have to start working when I was 14.  I don't have to be cold in the winter.  I >>don't have to worry about infection and die.  I don't have to worry about where my next meal >>is coming from.

> 

>Neither do Leaver cultures.  They don't work at all.  They don't have to be cold in the winter >(any more than you do).  While they may have to worry about infection, you traded that in to >worry about heart disease, cancer, STDs, car accidents and a host of other agents of death.

Yes they do work.  Even if it is 12-14 hours/week they work.  "Life expectancy at birth in the pre-agricultural community was about twenty-six years," says George Armelagos and his colleagues then at the University of Massachusetts.  TWENTY SIX!??!  No thank you.  Why should I worry about heart disease?  Don't smoke and get a cholesterol check.  No biggie.  Cancer?  Well sure, if you only live until you're 26, you don't have to worry about cancer.  

>And the idea the hunter/gatherers had to worry about where their next meal was coming from >is a myth.  There is plenty of food all around them, free for the taking.

No.  Sometimes there is and sometimes there isn't.  Widespread millions dying from famine can't happen because there wasn't enough people for millions to die.  But they are just as much subject to rain and droughts as the animal population is.

>>HG culture also has an average of 12 hours a day to live (more in the summer, less in the >>winter).

> 

>HG cultures only operate during daylight?  That is incorrect.

Oh, that's right.  Nothing they do would require light.  No reading or writing.  

>>My working life will be from 19 until I’m 40 at the latest.

> 

>You hope.  Unless you are 39 and are set and secure, much can happen before you hit your >target date that is completely outside of your control and can be devastating.  But even >considering this ambitious time table, you are working 21 years longer than you need to.

It's more in my control than getting eaten by a lion, bitten by a rattlesnake, or dying of malaria.  I know you don't seem to think so, but hunting is work.  Ask a bow hunter, and that's a guy with a fancy composite bow.  

>>No, but you have a house.  You can travel large distances, you have power tools, you have >>electricity, you have a phone.  You can have things delivered to your door.  You don't have to >>wash your clothes in a stream.

> 

>Sure, I can do all sorts of things.  I have TiVo and satellite TV, a kitchen sink, and a >dishwasher.  So what?  All of those conveniences increase my activity personally - and >absolutely increase our activity as a society.

Yep.  And what's important is that we start identifying which ones _REALLY_ make you happy and which ones don't.  Is the amount of work you expend to earn pesos to trade for a TiVo worth it?  There isn't one way to live ;)  Don't be a Taker and say that HG is the only way to live ;)

>Maybe the problem here is that you are looking at the entire herd of buffalo as the plains >Indians food supply.  Our culture's tendency is to think of things like cows simply as food.  We >own them.  We feed them.  We eliminate all of their other predators and anything that >competes with them.  The plains Indians didn't do that.  They did what lions do.  When they >were hungry, they killed and ate a buffalo.

Or they drove hundreds of them off a cliff.  The point is that there were far more buffalo than Plains Indians.  And what made it harder is they had no horses.

>No, you haven't shown the population expansion indicative of a culture that practices >totalitarian agriculture.  You have to show that before you can start talking about how >totalitarian agriculture destroyed their culture.

Then you're not reading.  It's not like there was a census.  But it IS consistent.  Ag civilization shows up.  Builds some houses.  Things go along fine until there is a drought.  Civilization disappears.

Anazasi - "However, from studying human bones left in the ruins, archeologists were pretty sure that the Anazasi had been suffering from malnutrition, shorter life spans and increased infant mortality." -
http://raysweb.net/canyonlands/pages/drought.html
 

Inca - "After his victory over the Chancas, which occurred ca. 1438 AD, Inca Yupanqui assumed control over the realm of Cuzco, and began to expand his kingdom by conquering more territory.  He assumed the name "Pachacuti," which means "cataclysm" or "destroyer."  -
http://www.cyberschool.k12.or.us/~hamill/history/units/indigenous/incahistory.htm
 

Mount Builders - "Failure of crops due to weather or other natural forces would have imperiled population stability in the chiefdom." -
http://www.cr.nps.gov/seac/misslate.htm
 

>>Well, agriculture is the enabler.  Humans can't advance beyond tribal HG society without it.

> 

>But you haven't yet understood that humans can advance beyond tribal HG society with >agriculture - WITHOUT destroying their ecosystem and having their population explode out of >control.  I am still trying to track down concrete examples that still exist today.

I don't think they can do it long term.  The Um Quesir are the only good example I've found.  Maybe we could, now that we know the consequences of our actions.

>As Quinn points out earlier, population growth is controlled systemically by more than just food >supply (which we have eliminated).  It is also controlled through opportunistic predators >(disease - which we have eliminated).  It is also controlled through geographic and cultural >boundaries (which we have eliminated).  

> 

>In order for your population to grow out of control and reach 6 billion+ - you have to remove all >three limiting factors.  Even if the Mayans removed the food supply restriction by taking control >of their food supply and producing an ever-increasing amount of food - they were still controlled >by disease and geographical/cultural boundaries.

Geographical mainly.

>It is widely regarded that the Mayan civilization was wiped out by extended periods of drought.  >Quinn contends that drought couldn't have wiped out Mayan civilization - but that the Mayans  >abandoned their civilization.  His argument - droughts don't last forever, so why didn't the >Mayans return to their old ways when the droughts passed?  They didn't all die, as evidenced >by the fact that those of Mayan descent are the primary population of the Yucatan peninsula.

> 

>The argument makes some sense to me.

Two problems with this argument.

1)  Only the elite could read/write and they didn't know how to do real work.

2)  There is a certain amount of infrastructure required to support such a culture.  I've often wondered how many people it would take to die an a biological attack before our society would collapse.  A power plant needs a certain number of people or it can't function.  Our transportation system has a critical mass.  Without enough maintenance people, things start to deteriorate.  Sewers, water treatment, roads etc.  It was the same with the Maya.  They had aqueducts, they had granaries.  Without maintenance these fall apart.

>I haven't seen any specific timeframes for the transformation from 100% HG to 100% >sedentary farmer.  Or the transition from sedentary farmer to totalitarian agriculturalist.

Well, you can look at the rise of civilization in the Americas, China, and Mesopotamia.  Actually it seems like it took roughly 3000 years for 'problems' to start to develop in all three cases.  Maybe the Um Quesir isn't so atypical after all.

>Perhaps the initial rise of agriculture took some time.  The spread of it to neighboring cultures >did not.  There was a US News & World Report article on this not too long ago, but it seems to >have been moved to their archive and requires purchase.  The general gist is that as agriculture >spread, it's adoption by other cultures did not occur on the order of generations.

I would say it depends on if they were conquered or they were allowed to adopt.  

>>You'd have to ask them.

> 

>Luckily for me, someone did.  (from the Jared Diamond essay):

> 

>"Scattered throughout the world, several dozen groups of so-called primitive people, like the >Kalahari Bushmen, continue to support themselves that way.  It turns out that these people >have plenty of leisure time, sleep a good deal, and work less hard than their farming neighbors. >For instance, the average time devoted each week to obtaining food is only 12 to 19 hours for >one group of Bushmen, 14 hours or less for the Hadza nomads of Tanzania. One Bushman, >when asked why he hadn't emulated neighboring tribes by adopting agriculture, replied, 'Why >should we, when there are so many mongongo nuts in the world?'"

But again.  That is what's best for them.  I can understand and respect that.

>That isn't how the system works within our culture.  As our culture's population grows, our >excess food supply diminishes, which in turn results in our population increasing our excess >food supply, which results in our culture's population growing.  Lather, rinse, repeat.

Ok.  I see what you are saying.  Non-Taker's cannot create their own food.  

>>There hasn't been an Ag culture yet that knew when to quit expanding.

> 

>They may not have "known" to quit expanding, but their expansion was limited nonetheless.

Until now.

>If you have no care for your future generations, then there is no reason to deviate from our >present course.

I didn't say I didn't care.  I was just showing that I have quite a bit of benefit, and less tangible cost to continuing my way of life.  If we are to make a difference, we have to show why there is benefit to changing our way of life.

>> It was the goal of the King or the Church maybe.

> 

>It was the goal of the colonists as well.  These were people who were as tuned into Mother >Culture as people like Marik are.

It was the goal for a few colonists.  I'd say like any other governed people that they felt the less the Crown interfered with them, the better.   The early colonists are actually a poor choice though, because if nothing else they had religion that told them it was their duty to populate the Earth.  It is interesting that they quickly reformed civilization though.

>>But that doesn't change the fact that when presented with the choice, they recreated >>civilization.  They weren't loads happier without it.

> 

>But they weren't presented with a choice.  Everything they did was for the purpose of >recreating Little England in the New World.

They had plenty of choice.  British soldiers didn't have a significant presence in the New World for 200 years.  The French more or less left Canada alone even ceding it to the British later.  You're thinking of the Boston’s and Richmond’s of the New World.  There were plenty of small settlements without any kind of European control.

>>Do you mean stop making more food, or stop making excess food?

> 

>Stop the policy of making excess food to outpace population growth.  Stop trying to achieve our >goal of ending world hunger.

I can't find the flaw in that.  I would even say it would benefit us to gradually produce less food.

RM9:

We are starting to seriously narrow down our areas of disagreement, which is good.

There is still the problem that you aren't really acknowledging the differences between a civilization like ours and the Mayans, and why one is a Leaver and one is a Taker.

>But they were inclined to conquer the Yucatan peninsula.  Geographically, they were isolated >from the rest of central America because of the mountain ranges.

They weren't isolated by any means.  Looking at a terrain map of Mexico, there is a clear path from the tip of the Yucatan to the northern fringes of the continent.  They could easily have expanded up the eastern coast of Mexico into the US.  They did not.

Remember that the ancestors of the Mayans ultimately came over the Bering straight, down through the Canada and the US (well...they weren't Canada or the US at the time :) ), and into the Yucatan.  Mountains clearly were not an impossible obstacle.

>The Mayans were a Taker culture as well. 

>

>Here is an excerpt from a Mayan site http://www.indians.org/welker/maya.htm 

Here is what I am not seeing in the link provided - something to the effect that the Mayans set about conquering their neighbors, and, in effect, forcing them to adopt the Mayan way of life.  You are making the case that the Mayans were basically a bunch of assholes.  Great.  But being an asshole doesn't make you a Taker.  Imposing your way of life on your neighbor as the only way to live makes you a Taker.

> This is a good one.. http://www.cosmos-club.org/journals/1996/adams.html 

Some interesting info in that one.  It seems the Mayan ancestors settled into farming 2,400 years before the collapse of the Mayan civilization. 

>"First, population growth led to intensive forms of agriculture and more people meant the need >for more stored water to carry them through the annual drought or dry season.

What led to the population growth?

Anyway - what I want to point out here is that nothing you have pointed to regarding the Mayans has anything to do with them being a Taker culture.

Although that site does have one very interesting claim:

"One current fallacy is that native American populations lived in harmony with nature with relatively little deleterious effect. It is simply not true for the Maya or many other Mesoamerican groups, nor probably for the New World as a whole."

There are many that would dispute this as a general statement regarding the New World - although clearly the Mayans did not live in harmony with nature (which isn't a requirement for Leaver cultures).

>The Navajo were a late people they didn't settle the southwest until the 16th century.  That is >why they didn't populate out of control.  They didn't have enough time.

You are ignoring the systems that are in place to control populations and the fact that the Navajo weren't violating them (any more than the Iroquios were).

Unless you remove all the barriers to population growth, as we do, your population growth will likely be contained.  It doesn't mean your civilization won't perish, as the Mayans did, but it means that you won't cover the globe and take everyone else with you.

>It's the same with the Iroquois.  They didn't form the Iroquois nation until the 16th century.  And >they did conquer other tribes, most notably the Huron’s

> 

> http://members.lycos.nl/Shades/nativeamericans/hurons.htm) 

> 

>From http://members.lycos.nl/Shades/nativeamericans/iroquois.htm 

>

>"They continued to expand the territory under their dominion until by 1720 they had subdued >almost all the tribes in a vast region extending from the Atlantic Ocean to the Mississippi River >and from the St. Lawrence River to the Tennessee River."

But even taking your example with the Huron - the Iroquois didn't force the Huron’s to become Iroquois.  They killed them and took their land.  Territorial expansion isn't what makes you a Taker.

I keep referring to what we are doing in Africa as the perfect example – and I am not seeing you draw any connections to Native Americans.  What are we doing in Africa?  Besides feeding their masses, we are basically saying "We have the one right way to live - if you don't want to starve to death, you will adopt it".  Are we just sending bushels of food over?  Or are we "educating" them as well?  We are teaching them to live exactly as we do.  You don't have to wage war and conquer to be a Taker - you simply need to believe that the way you live is the one right way for everyone to live - and then force everyone you meet to live that way.

Stop focusing on the fact that these cultures were full of schmucks.  I don't care.  I am not telling you that Leavers are great.  Or that HG is the one right way.  The HG lifestyle was *a* right way for the Plains Indians to live.  It is not a way that we can live.

> Totalitarian agriculture?

> http://members.lycos.nl/Shades/nativeamericans/beaverwars.htm 

The Beaver Wars have nothing to do with totalitarian agriculture - they have everything to do with competition for resources.  Did the Iroquois cultivate the Ohio River Basin to exclusively offer deer sustenance?  And kill everything in the area that competed with or predated on deer and beaver?

Of course not.  Re-read the example that Dr. Thornhill provides for a description of totalitarian agriculture to compare.

>My point is that given a period of time, all agriculture turns to totalitarian agriculture.  The Umm >Quesir being the notable exception.  What were they doing differently?

You haven't yet demonstrated the irreversible march to totalitarian agriculture.  You have shown examples of where it happened (the Mayans), and we have examples of where it didn't happen (the Umm Quesir settlement).  You have tried to claim that the Navajo and Iroquois were or would have become totalitarian agriculturalists - but you haven't yet demonstrated it.

>Yes they do work.  Even if it is 12-14 hours/week they work.

This was part of an unrelated point that I will drop.

>TWENTY SIX!??!  No thank you.

And yet...every time I see some aboriginal people on TV, there are old-ass wrinkly people running around.  I would estimate that the people who make Monty Burns look physically fit are significantly older than 26.  No doubt you will likely live a shorter life, but I say so what.

>No.  Sometimes there is and sometimes there isn't.  Widespread millions dying from famine >can't happen because there wasn't enough people for millions to die.  But they are just as much >subject to rain and droughts as the animal population is.

How many famines have you heard of that affected HG peoples?  Fact is, HG cultures are far less prone to famine because of the diversity of their diet, their low population densities, and their ability to move freely to follow food sources.

>Oh, that's right.  Nothing they do would require light.  No reading or writing.

You don't need electricity and a light bulb to make light.  Sure, they don't have nightclubs and Applebee's, but they enjoy themselves all the same. 

You wouldn't enjoy the lifestyle because you are trained to expect modern convenience and would likely be as useless as a newborn if left in the wild to your own devices (if you happen to be a SEAL trained in wilderness survival - then just apply that to Everyman).  We die in the wilderness without modern conveniences, so we assume that it must be difficult to survive without them.  Rather the problem is simply that my elders have taught me how to press keys on a plastic instrument to move electrical signals from one place to the other - they neglected to teach me how to obtain food from any other source except their storage facilities (for a fee of course :) ).

>Yep.  And what's important is that we start identifying which ones _REALLY_ make you happy >and which ones don't.  Is the amount of work you expend to earn pesos to trade for a TiVo >worth it?  There isn't one way to live ;)  Don't be a Taker and say that HG is the only way to live >;)

Well certainly a HG would require that 5.5 billion humans perish within the next year or so - so that is probably out.  :)

Whether or not the work I expend to earn money to trade for a TiVo is irrelevant.

>Or they drove hundreds of them off a cliff.  The point is that there were far more buffalo than >Plains Indians.  And what made it harder is they had no horses.

You skipped the point entirely.  There were more buffalo then Plains Indians.  Using the way that we think - that should mean that their food supply was excessive - which should have fueled excessive population growth.  But it didn't.  The answer lies in a simple difference in how they viewed the world and how we view the world.

>Then you're not reading.  It's not like there was a census.  But it IS consistent.  Ag civilization >shows up.  Builds some houses.  Things go along fine until there is a drought.  Civilization  >disappears.

I think we are going to stay in disagreement on this point.

>Maybe we could, now that we know the consequences of our actions.

Good luck - you can see from the articles that you linked to that this realization isn't going to dawn on anyone anytime soon.  People are taught that the way we live is inevitable, and that it is RIGHT.  They are taught that this is how we were MEANT to live.  They are taught that the response to hungry people is to make more food.  And they ignore that the result of this action is more hungry people.  They happily set about making more food.

>Geographical mainly.

No, disease was a big factor in their tropical environment as well.

>Two problems with this argument.  1)  Only the elite could read/write and they didn't know how >to do real work.

And the elite likely weren't the ones that survived.  The people that survived were the ones that knew how to farm the bejesus out of the land because it was the only thing they'd ever done.

It is no wonder that they stopped building pyramids - but they stopped their entire way of life and never looked back.

>2)  There is a certain amount of infrastructure required to support such a culture.  I've often >wondered how many people it would take to die an a biological attack before our society would >collapse.

There is a huge difference between a pre-industrial infrastructure and ours.  In our world, 99% of the people live off of food produced by 1% of the population.  Most of us are useless tools when it comes to providing for ourselves.  But I don't believe this was the case with the Mayans.  IIRC, the bulk of their population was the food producers, and they could have easily returned to their farms when the droughts passed.

>I would say it depends on if they were conquered or they were allowed to adopt.

Turns out (according to the article) that it didn't matter either way.   Adoption of agricultural practices was swift.

>Ok.  I see what you are saying.  Non-Taker's cannot create their own food.

Non-Taker's can certainly create their own food.   They don't.  The only thing stopping the Kalahari bushmen from creating their own food is the Kalahari bushmen.  But don't fear, we continue to pressure them to change, and we are confident that we will convert them in the end.


http://www.ucc.uconn.edu/~epsadm03/kung.html
 

>They had plenty of choice.

They didn't have any choice, it was simply who they were.  At least they didn't have any more choice than your average citizen of Ohio has today.

>I can't find the flaw in that.  I would even say it would benefit us to gradually produce less >food.

And now you are an evil son of a bitch like me that advocates the starving of innocent children.  :)

NoxiousDog:
> We are starting to seriously narrow down our areas of disagreement, which is good.

Good.  I think it's been that way for a while.

>There is still the problem that you aren't really acknowledging the differences between a >civilization like ours and the Mayans, and why one is a Leaver and one is a Taker.

This is because you think it requires action to be a Taker.  I think intent is important.  In the past, action was important.  The technology didn't exist to overcome the geographical, agricultural, disease, transportation, and communication barriers.  Today, that's all irrelevant.  If we want to adopt a plan going forward, we can't look at societies like the Maya as say, 'Yes, let's emulate them.' while thinking of them as a Leaver.  We can, however, emulate them saying, 'Yes, they were a Taker, but the good part of their civilization was that they were geographically limited.  The bad part is that they over farmed.'

>>But they were inclined to conquer the Yucatan penninsula.  Geographically, they were isolated >>from the rest of central America because of the mountain ranges.

> 

>They weren't isolated by any means.  Looking at a terrain map of Mexico, there is a clear path >from the tip of the Yucatan to the northern fringes of the continent.  They could easily have >expanded up the eastern coast of Mexico into the US.  They did not.

>

> 

>Remember that the ancestors of the Mayans ultimately came over the Bering straight, down >through the Canada and the US (well...they weren't Canada or the US at the time :) ), and into >the Yucatan.  Mountains clearly were not an impossible obstacle.

There is a clear path for a nomadic group.  NOT for a civilization.  They would have had to transport weapons and resources (limestone) to build their new cities.  And they didn't have the wheel....

> http://www.indians.org/welker/maya.htm 

> 

>Here is what I am not seeing in the link provided - something to the effect that the Mayans set >about conquering their neighbors, and, in effect, forcing them to adopt the Mayan way of life.  >You are making the case that the Mayans were basically a bunch of assholes.  Great.  But being >an asshole doesn't make you a Taker.  Imposing your way of life on your neighbor as the only >way to live makes you a Taker.

You're forgetting the point made in 'Ishmael.'  The Yucatan wasn't uninhabited before the Maya civilization, but just before the collapse, all the Yucatan was Mayan.  Where did the other tribes go?

>> This is a good one.. http://www.cosmos-club.org/journals/1996/adams.html 

> 

>Some interesting info in that one.  It seems the Mayan ancestors settled into farming 2,400 >years before the collapse of the Mayan civilization.

There is that 3,000 year barrier again.

>>"First, population growth led to intensive forms of agriculture and more people meant the >>need for more stored water to carry them through the annual drought or dry season.”

> 

>What led to the population growth?

There is only one thing that leads to population growth.

>Anyway - what I want to point out here is that nothing you have pointed to regarding the >Mayans has anything to do with them being a Taker culture.

Let's see.  

They used slash and burn farming ("These pioneer farmers penetrated and tamed the vast tropical forest by use of the slash-and-burn system of agriculture.  By 600 B.C. they had severely modified most of the landscape and much of the forest was down." -
http://www.cosmos-club.org/journals/1996/adams.html
 )

They conquered the Yucatan - ("Similar to the Greeks, they were religiously and artistically a nation, but politically sovereign states. As many as twenty such states existed on the Yucatan Peninsula" - http://www.indians.org/welker/maya.htm )

> Although that site does have one very interesting claim:

> 

>"One current fallacy is that native American populations lived in harmony with nature with >relatively little deleterious effect. It is simply not true for the Maya or many other Mesoamerican >groups, nor probably for the New World as a whole."

> 

>There are many that would dispute this as a general statement regarding the New World - >although clearly the Mayans did not live in harmony with nature (which isn't a requirement for >Leaver cultures).

Well, you could be right but the credentials of Richard Adams are pretty solid, "Richard E. W. Adams ('80) brings to his subject 46 years of field work, mostly in the Maya area. He has been a dean and, most recently, a professor at the University of Texas, San Antonio. He has written and edited eight books and written or co-authored 85 papers. He served as president of the Society for American Archaeology." 

>>The Navajo were a late people they didn't settle the southwest until the 16th century.  That is >>why they didn't populate out of control.  They didn't have enough time.

> 

>You are ignoring the systems that are in place to control populations and the fact that the >Navajo weren't violating them (any more than the Iroquios were).

> 

>Unless you remove all the barriers to population growth, as we do, your population growth will >likely be contained.  It doesn't mean your civilization won't perish, as the Mayans did, but it >means that you won't cover the globe and take everyone else with you.

But it's just a matter of time before you conquer those technological barriers.  It's not about who is right and who is wrong.  You asked once on the forums, "What is fundamentally wrong with human beings?"  My answer is greed.  We continuously seek to gather/take more than we have.   In some cultures (Bushmen) obviously laziness takes precedence over greed.  But not everyone in the world is lazy.  Unless we can conquer the 'greed gene' none of this matters, because certain people will continue to take and take and take and we have to compete with them so we don't become extinct.

>But even taking your example with the Huron - the Iroquois didn't force the Huron’s to become >Iroquois.  They killed them and took their land. Territorial expansion isn't what makes you a  >Taker.

So, it's ok to kill your species that competes for your food, but not other species?  And really being that the Iroquois were a confederacy it was probably, "Join us or die."  The Huron chose not to submit.

>I keep referring to what we are doing in Africa as the perfect example – and I am not seeing >you draw any connections to Native Americans.  What are we doing in Africa?  Besides feeding >their masses, we are basically saying "We have the one right way to live - if you don't want to >starve to death, you will adopt it".  Are we just sending bushels of food over?  Or are we >"educating" them as well?  We are teaching them to live exactly as we do.

>

>You don't have to wage war and conquer to be a Taker - you simply need to believe that the >way you live is the one right way for everyone to live - and then force everyone you meet to live >that way.

> 

>Stop focusing on the fact that these cultures were full of schmucks.  I don't care.  I am not >telling you that Leavers are great.  Or that HG is the one right way.  The HG lifestyle was *a* >right way for the Plains Indians to live.  It is not a way that we can live.

I'm focusing on solutions, not on problems.  The past didn't work.  We have to find *a* right way to live.  I _know_ what we are doing with the Africans is wrong.  

>You haven't yet demonstrated the irreversible march to totalitarian agriculture.  You have >shown examples of where it happened (the Mayans), and we have examples of where it didn't >happen (the Umm Quesir settlement).  You have tried to claim that the Navajo and Iroquois >were or would have become totalitarian agriculturalists - but you haven't yet demonstrated it.

Show me where it didn't happen.  And I think we've established that it takes hundreds of years for an Ag society to become a civilization and then 300 years after that they seem to collapse, unless there is unbridled growth.  Does that mean we only have 200 more years?

>And yet...every time I see some aboriginal people on TV, there are old-ass wrinkly people >running around.  I would estimate that the people who make Monty Burns look physically fit are  >significantly older than 26.  No doubt you will likely live a shorter life, but I say so what.

It means you have an equal chance of surpassing 26 as you do dying younger than 26.  That is what keeps the population down.

>How many famines have you heard of that affected HG peoples?  Fact is, HG cultures are far >less prone to famine because of the diversity of their diet, their low population densities, and >their ability to move freely to follow food sources.

But by then it's too late.  When you're starving you can't travel 1000 miles to a new hunting ground.  Especially when you travel into the neighbor's territory and they are going to whack you.  

This really doesn't matter as it's irrelevant to our society.

>Well certainly a HG would require that 5.5 billion humans perish within the next year or so - so >that is probably out.  :)

Screw ‘em.  I don't know most of them anyway ;)

>>Or they drove hundreds of them off a cliff.  The point is that there were far more buffalo than >>Plains Indians.  And what made it harder is they had no horses.

> 

>You skipped the point entirely.  There were more buffalo then Plains Indians.  Using the way >that we think – that should mean that their food supply was excessive - which should have >fueled excessive population growth.  But it didn't.  The answer lies in a simple difference in how >they viewed the world and how we view the world.

Wrong.  It's because all the buffalo weren't available to them.  You're thinking romantically and not logically.  If the food/nutrition was available, their population would have expanded.  Maybe it was folic acid, maybe it was B vitamins.  Maybe we don't have an answer.  I am too cynical to believe that they figured it out when no one else in the world ever has.  The Bushmen don't count.  They are malnourished and their life expectancy is brutally short.  The Plains Indians, however, have one of the highest recorded heights for a people indicating they have plenty of food.  It's an interesting question that requires more study.  Maybe it was the lack of domesticable animals.  Without horses, maybe they couldn't tame the bison.  Maybe the bison was untamable.  I don't know, but it's going to take more to convince me that they knew they could only kill a certain amount of buffalo when they drove thousands of them off cliffs and left them to rot.

>>Then you're not reading.  It's not like there was a census.  But it IS consistent.  Ag civilization >>shows up.  Builds some houses.  Things go along fine until there is a drought.  Civilization >>disappears.

> 

>I think we are going to stay in disagreement on this point.

Probably so.  But it seems awfully consistent to me.

>> Maybe we could, now that we know the consequences of our actions.

> 

>Good luck - you can see from the articles that you linked to that this realization isn't going to >dawn on anyone anytime soon.  People are taught that the way we live is inevitable, and that it >is RIGHT.  They are taught that this is how we were MEANT to live.  They are taught that the >response to hungry people is to make more food.  And they ignore that the result of this action >is more hungry people.  They happily set about making more food.

> 

> 

>> Geographical mainly.

> 

>No, disease was a big factor in their tropical environment as well.

I can see that, but do refer to the geographic argument above as well.  Especially since they slashed and burned and filled the swamps which reduced that tropical environment.

>>Two problems with this argument.  1)  Only the elite could read/write and they didn't know >>how to do real work.

> 

>And the elite likely weren't the ones that survived.  The people that survived were the ones that >knew how to farm the bejesus out of the land because it was the only thing they'd ever done.

Except that the elite were the ones that directed the military and had the keys to the granary.

>It is no wonder that they stopped building pyramids - but they stopped their entire way of life >and never looked back.

They lost all record of how to accomplish their civilization.  

>>2)  There is a certain amount of infrastructure required to support such a culture.  I've often >>wondered how many people it would take to die an a biological attack before our society >>would collapse.

> 

>There is a huge difference between a pre-industrial infrastructure and ours.  In our world, 99% >of the people live off of food produced by 1% of the population.  Most of us are useless tools >when it comes to providing for ourselves.  But I don't believe this was the case with the >Mayans.  IIRC, the bulk of their population was the food producers, and they could have easily >returned to their farms when the droughts passed.

No.  You are missing the irrigation, the roads, the storage, the tool makers, the miners, the priests, the kings, the soldiers, the bakers, the tailors.  These were not simple people.  

>> They had plenty of choice.

> 

>They didn't have any choice, it was simply who they were.  At least they didn't have any more >choice than your average citizen of Ohio has today.

They did have a choice.  They say how the Iroquois were living.  They even returned to a hunting/farming mix.  Maybe that's why people kept moving west. 

>>I can't find the flaw in that.  I would even say it would benefit us to gradually produce less >>food.

> 

>And now you are an evil son of a bitch like me that advocates the starving of innocent children.  >:)

Well, I had good parenting.  My Dad would rant 20 years ago about how stupid it was to feed the Ethiopians then.

So, as a means of action.  Should we basically close the borders and stop importing from the rest of the world?  If we can't live on what America produces, then we are too big?  

RM9:
>This is because you think it requires action to be a Taker.

It *does* require action to be a Taker.  Remember that the definitions of a Taker and Leaver culture are completely within the scope of Daniel Quinn.  They are his invented words to describe cultural similarities and differences.  A Taker culture *MUST* believe that it lives the one right way and it *MUST* impose that one right way on it's neighbors in order to be a Taker culture.

That's the definition of a Taker culture.  Quinn made the classifications up, so I assume that his definitions are binding here.

>If we want to adopt a plan going forward, we can't look at societies like the Maya as say, 'Yes, >let's emulate them.' while thinking of them as a Leaver.

It was never suggested that we should look to Mayans culture as an example to emulate - simply because they are a Leaver.  There is no example in the history of the human race for how a global super-culture of 6 billion+ people (and growing) should live.

The intent of showing how hunter-gatherers successfully lived within the carrying capacity of their environment isn't to say "We *must* live like them".  We cannot live like them.  The intent is to illustrate simply that we don't *have* to live this way.  This isn't the way that humans were *supposed* to live.  It is simply the way we live, and we can change it if we want to.

That's the initial step.  Wanting to change the way we live.  And that requires recognition of the problem.  You and I seem to agree that the root cause of the problem is overpopulation brought on by our subsistence pattern.  Great.  99.9999% of the world thinks that we are full-of-shit extremists out to rob them of their TiVos and electric toothbrushes.

99.9999% of the world doesn't think there is a problem with how we live.  I shouldn't have to single-handedly propose a solution to get people to understand that there is a problem.  And it wouldn't even make sense for me to propose a solution.  What would work for me probably wouldn't work for the average Joe in Montana.  Evangelizing *my* way as the right way seems to be a bad idea as well.

>The bad part is that they over farmed.

I don't think that was the bad part.  The bad part was that when they were met with famine, their response was to increase their farming capacity.  No matter how we decide to "fix" the problem with our culture, over farming has to be part of the solution.  Simply put, our current farming practices are the only way to support 6 billion people.

What we have to learn is that when people start starving, our response cannot be to increase our farm production to compensate.  We have to let those people starve.

>There is a clear path for a nomadic group.  NOT for a civilization.  They would have had to >transport weapons and resources (limestone) to build their new cities.  And they didn't have the >wheel....

A Taker civilization would have invented the wheel and they would have spread uncontrollably up the Gulf Coast into the present-day US.

>You're forgetting the point made in 'Ishmael.'  The Yucatan wasn't uninhabited before the Maya >civilization, but just before the collapse, all the Yucatan was Mayan.  Where did the other tribes >go?

You're missing the obvious - the previous inhabitants WERE the Mayans.  The Mayans didn't grow out of a tiny corner and dominate the peninsula, the Mayan people already covered the peninsula prior to them becoming "Mayan".

Obviously the increased their population densities over time, and they did conquer land as they went - but they did not enforce their way of life as the one right way to live for everyone that they encountered.

That doesn't make them "good" people - it simply means that they weren't Takers.

>Let's see.  They used slash and burn farming ("These pioneer farmers penetrated and tamed >the vast tropical forest by use of the slash-and-burn system of agriculture.  By 600 B.C. they >had severely modified most of the landscape and much of the forest was down."

We have already agreed that they were totalitarian agriculturalists.  That doesn't make them Takers.

>They conquered the Yucatan.

Simply conquering land doesn't make you Takers either.

>Well, you could be right but the credentials of Richard Adams are pretty solid, "Richard E. W. >Adams ('80) brings to his subject 46 years of field work, mostly in the Maya area. He has been >a dean and, most recently, a professor at the University of Texas, San Antonio. He has written >and edited eight books and written or co-authored 85 papers. He served as president of the >Society for American Archaeology."

I wasn't contradicted his claims regarding the Mayans.  I was contradicting his claims of general Mesoamerican peoples and those that existed at the time of the "New World".  The Mayans clearly did not live in harmony with nature.

>You asked once on the forums, "What is fundamentally wrong with human beings?"  My answer >is greed.

My answer is nothing.

>We continuously seek to gather/take more than we have.   In some cultures (Bushmen) >obviously laziness takes precedence over greed.  But not everyone in the world is lazy.  Unless >we can conquer the 'greed gene' none of this matters, because certain people will continue to >take and take and take and we have to compete with them so we don't become extinct.

The greed is a function of Taker culture - NOT a genetically inherited human trait.  You are taught to want more, more, MORE.  You can unlearn that.

I am convinced that everyone in the world would be lazy if given the option.

>So, it's ok to kill your species that competes for your food, but not other species?  And really >being that the Iroquois were a confederacy it was probably, "Join us or die."  The Huron chose >not to submit.

I didn't say that one or the other was "ok".  I said that competing for resources with other predators does not make you a totalitarian agriculturalist.  I didn't really understand this myself until "My Ishmael" (I think).  There is a difference in the rules between intra-species conflict and inter-species conflict.  I would have to review the book to refresh myself, as the reasoning and data escape me.

But there seems to be a difference between lions competing with other lions for gazelle meat, and lions competing with zebras because the zebras compete with the gazelle for grass.  Another example would be that a lion pride will defend it's territory from other lions - but not from hyenas and other secondary predators.  In many cases, when the lions have had their fill of gazelle meat, they will leave the remaining carcass undefended from other predators.  But *not* lions from another pride.

I am not as solid on this aspect as I would like to be though....

>And really being that the Iroquois were a confederacy it was probably, "Join us or die."  The >Huron chose not to submit.

I don't believe that this was the case, although it could have been.  But joining the confederacy likely would *not* have meant that the Huron would have to adopt the Iroquois way of life.

There is a world of difference between "Become one of us or die" and "Give us your land or die".  The Iroquois practiced the latter.

>I'm focusing on solutions, not on problems.  The past didn't work.  We have to find *a* right >way to live.  I _know_ what we are doing with the Africans is wrong.

The past did work.  It just isn't applicable to our culture.  And if you are searching for *a* right way for us to live, you are already doomed.  There isn't *a* right way for us to live.  What will work for the people of NYC likely will not work for the Intuit.  What works for the outdoorsman of Montana likely will not work for the average denizen of Boston.

It is good that you realize that what we are doing with the Africans is wrong - but it is far more important to get people to realize WHY what we are doing with the Africans is wrong than having you and I devise a solution to the problem.

I am not a big fan of not having a solution to the problem when I present the problem.  But given the problem, it would be impossible for me to propose a solution that works for me, you, George Bush, the French, and the starving population of Ethiopia.

I have no pamphlet that I can distribute that says "Everyone should stop doing X and start doing Y."  The only thing that I can offer at this point is that everyone should stop doing X.

>Show me where it didn't happen.  And I think we've established that it takes hundreds of years >for an Ag society to become a civilization and then 300 years after that they seem to collapse, >unless there is unbridled growth. Does that mean we only have 200 more years?

It didn't happen with the Navajo.  It didn't happen with the Iroquois.  You have made the assertion that it *would* have happened.  I don't think that your assertion is correct.

And according to one of your links, we only have about 14 more years before the shit hits the fan.

>But by then it's too late.  When you're starving you can't travel 1000 miles to a new hunting >ground.  Especially when you travel into the neighbor's territory and they are going to whack >you.

You don't have to travel 1000 miles.  As mentioned earlier, the diversity of the HG diet is what prevented them from experiencing famine, which was enhanced by their ability to move.

>Wrong.  It's because all the buffalo weren't available to them.  You're thinking romantically and >not logically.  If the food/nutrition was available, their population would have expanded.

Mother Culture is strong in you on this point.  The food was available to them.  But they didn't view the buffalo herd the same way that you do.  Perhaps it is a difference in their notions of the relative place of humanity in nature.  I don't know.  But the fact of the matter remains that the buffalo herd as a whole wasn't considered to be the food supply of the Plains Indians to the exclusion of all other predators.  The food supply of the Plains Indians was the same as the food supply of the lions - the prey that they killed.

The population of the Plains Indians likely followed the exact same pattern as every other organism that exists in a predator-prey relationship (except us).

There is no reason to expect a catastrophic rise in the population of the Plains Indians until they take over management of the buffalo population.  Had they treated buffalo like we treat cattle, we would have seen the appropriate uncontrollable burst of growth.

Now - it would seem that this lends some strength to the idea that agriculture must ultimately mean a move to totalitarian agriculture and associated uncontrollable growth, given that agriculture places humans in control of their food supply, which allows them to disconnect the negative feedback loop of the predator/prey system.

I still feel that other systemic population control mechanisms would hold population down.  As cultural population increases, so to does incidence of our predators, disease.  As population increases, so too would need for land - which would necessitate war - thereby reducing population (and the associated need for increased territory).

Perhaps a significant point regarding the Native American tribes of the Northeast is that there were a significant number of distinct groups that acted as boundaries to uncontrolled population growth.

For example, the Iroquois population could grow, but they would quickly encounter other non-Iroquois groups.  If the Iroquois need to expand, conflict must result.  The surrounding tribes simply aren't going to hand over land and resources.  That conflict helps control population.

Now consider some other scenarios.  What happens if there is a sufficiently large area of "open space" around you?  Your population growth can continue unchecked until you fill that open space.  At which point you come up against other human civilizations/cultures.

England expanded to the point where people *had* to leave.  Whether for religious reasons or not, population pressures in Europe were going to dictate expansion one way or another.  But in this case, when the populations meet, one enormously outnumbers the other.  In this case, there 

is little to no resistance to expansion.

While it is true that when the first settlers arrived in the "New World", the existing Native Americans vastly outnumbered the colonists, they were still a huge number of fragmented groups.  A Pequot Indian was not a Lenape Indian.  And ultimately, the population expansion out of Europe ensured that ultimately the colonists would be present in sufficient numbers to overwhelm any tribe or collection of tribes.

I would guess that perhaps there is a critical number of people in a given culture where the move to totalitarian agriculture becomes inevitable.  I don't think that the Iroquois hit it, or that they necessarily would have hit it.

I think that the Mayans hit it early given their political organization.  Had all the Native American Indians in the Northeast US united to form one big Iroquois nation - then I would agree that you would have seen a similar scenario begin to unfold.  You would also likely have not seen our culture push them out of the way or kill them.

>I am too cynical to believe that they figured it out when no one else in the world ever has.  The >Bushmen don't count.  They are  malnourished and their life expectancy is brutally short.

No one said that they "figured it out".  They simply lived the way humans had lived for the past 3.99 million years of their existence.

>I don't know, but it's going to take more to convince me that they knew they could only kill a >certain amount of buffalo...

Does a lion "know" that it can only kill a certain amount of gazelle?

>The Bushmen don't count.  They are malnourished and their life expectancy is brutally short.

They were better nourished and had a higher life expectancy of their agriculturalist contemporaries.

>They did have a choice.  They say how the Iroquois were living.  They even returned to a >hunting/farming mix.  Maybe that's why people kept moving west.

But you are forgetting an important point.  The Iroquois were living the WRONG way.  The Iroquois way of life wasn't something to emulate - it was something to fix.

>So, as a means of action.  Should we basically close the borders and stop importing from the >rest of the world?  If we can't live on what America produces, then we are too big?

Do you think that would have any effect at all on our culture?

NoxiousDog:
DAMMIT!  I have 95% of my response written and my window freaked out. 

CURSES!

I'll have to write it up later... or when I'm dodging work again.

RM9:

You can get me your response in due time, no problem.

But something happened today which perfectly illustrates the effect that Quinn's books had on me - which is how I process information, and what things suddenly jump out at me that I would never have noticed before.

So I am sitting there in a retarded company-wide ergonomics class, being taught how to arrange my workspace so that I can be a more  productive (every piece of technology or information they pass on to me is designed to make me able to do more work), and I hear the following sentence:

"People have a tendency to adapt to their environment.  What they should do is change their environment to suit them - which is almost always better."

I never would have given that a second thought before I read Quinn, now it completely creeps me out.

Food for thought.

NoxiousDog:
That is scary.  

One of the things that shook me up is a theory I've had for a while.

Natural selection ensures that the strongest and smartest survive.  Only the best of the species continue to have children.

Human beings, on the other hand, save EVERYBODY.  Worse, normally the more unsuccessful you are, the more children you have.

We're not evolving, we're devolving.

RM9:

Well we certainly do that - although I don't believe that there is any such

thing as "devolving".  Evolution is directionless.

Regarding our other debate - just imagine, we haven't even touched on

religion yet.  :)

NoxiousDog:
Yeah, well that's not going to be much of a debate.

You should know by now that I'm certainly not a Christian.  I _might_ believe in a Jewish God, but that may be culture more than believe (I just can't shake the fact that after being without a nation for 1600 years, they came back without some form of divine intervention).

I find there to be too much coincidence in the world for there not to be intelligent design.  I'm not saying that humans are the 'favored species.'  But for example..

acceleration is distance per second^2.

velocity just happens to be the 1st derivative of acceleration. 

Derivatives are what bothers me more than anything.

Here is the easiest way to explain it.  The mathematical way to discover a derivative is the formula on this page:


http://osu.orst.edu/instruct/mth251/cq/Stage5/Lesson/differentiable.html
 

But in reality, you take a function bx^a where b and a are scalars and x is a variable and to find the derivative you change it to a*bx^(a-1).

The fact that you take something as mathematically complex the linked expression and can simplify it to a*bx^(a-1) means the laws of physics are too damn simple to be accidental.

Some of my friends think I don't believe in God, but that I believe in Physics.  That may be true.

I'm in non-thinking mode tonight, so there won't be a good response until tomorrow.

RM9:

>Yeah, well that's not going to be much of a debate.

is directly contradictory to:

> I find there to be too much coincidence in the world for there not to be intelligent design.

:)

I wasn't referring to your or my beliefs regarding religion.  I was referring to our culture's collective beliefs regarding religion vs. your average Leaver's cultural beliefs regarding religion.

Oh - and just in case your interested, velocity is the first derivative of acceleration by definition.  There's nothing mystical or coincidental about it.  Acceleration is merely the rate of change of velocity, which is what derivatives are all about.

Now - if velocity WASN'T the first derivative of acceleration - well that would be something.

NoxiousDog:
Yea.  I was thinking that as I wrote it.

Silly me. 

NoxiousDog:

>>This is because you think it requires action to be a Taker.

> 

>It *does* require action to be a Taker.  Remember that the definitions of a Taker and Leaver >culture are completely within the scope of Daniel Quinn.  They are his invented words to >describe cultural similarities and differences.  A Taker culture *MUST* believe that it lives the >one right way  and it *MUST* impose that one right way on it's neighbors in order to be a Taker >culture.

> 

>That's the definition of a Taker culture.  Quinn made the classifications up, so I assume that his >definitions are binding here.

I think there is a flaw in his definition though.  Intent has to be important.  I know he wants to put all the blame on the culture that arose out of Mesopotamia, but it how different would it have been if the Chinese culture or the Aztec culture ran roughshod over the world?  

From your perspective you don't feel that some of these cultures forced others to become then, but notice how we keep referring to the Iroquois?  That's great and all, but they weren't the Iroquios.  They were the Mohawk, the Oneida, the Onondaga, Cayuga, and Seneca.  However, they all decided that the Tuscarora had to obey the "Law of Peace" and the Huron tried not to so they ran them off their land.

This isn't to denigrate them.  In fact they (seemingly) were much closer to enlightenment that we are.  But, they also thought there was a single right way to live.

Given enough time, intent will always turn into action.

>The intent of showing how hunter-gatherers successfully lived within the carrying capacity of >their environment isn't to say "We *must* live like them".  We cannot live like them.  The intent is >to illustrate simply that  we don't *have* to live this way.  This isn't the way that humans were >*supposed* to live.  It is simply the way we live, and we can change it if  we want to.

That makes sense.  I don't think Quinn does a good job of explaining that.  Or is it in a later book?  I finished Ishmael and am about 1/2 done with The Story of B.

>99.9999% of the world doesn't think there is a problem with how we live.  I shouldn't have to >single-handedly propose a solution to get people to understand that there is a problem.  And it >wouldn't even make sense for me to propose a solution.  What would work for me probably >wouldn't work for the average Joe in Montana.  Evangelizing *my* way as the right way seems >to be a bad idea as well.

Maybe that's the point that gets lost.  When you read Quinn, he points out all the HG societies.   So people automatically infer that is what he is advocating.  I think it's important that we can at least offer examples.  Maybe it's impossible.  But at the minimum we have to stress that it's not emulation we're after, but change.

>>The bad part is that they over farmed.

> 

>I don't think that was the bad part.  The bad part was that when they were met with famine, their >response was to increase their farming capacity.  No matter how we decide to "fix" the problem >with our culture, over farming has to be part of the solution.  Simply put, our current farming >practices are the only way to support 6 billion people. What we have to learn is that when >people start starving, our response cannot be to increase our farm production to compensate.  >We have to let those people starve.

Ok.  That makes sense.  We have to change the response.

>A Taker civilization would have invented the wheel and they would have spread uncontrollably >up the Gulf Coast into the present-day US.

That's revisionist history.  That is like saying we should have already invented spaceships and started colonizing the universe.  Though, I guess that's not far off is it?

>>You're forgetting the point made in 'Ishmael.'  The Yucatan wasn't uninhabited before the Maya >>civilization, but just before the collapse, all the Yucatan was Mayan.  Where did the other tribes >>go?

> 

>You're missing the obvious - the previous inhabitants WERE the Mayans.  The Mayans didn't >grow out of a tiny corner and dominate the peninsula, the Mayan people already covered the >peninsula prior to them becoming "Mayan".

They were no more Mayan than the Roman Empire was Roman or the Ottoman Empire was Ottoman.  "Similar to the Greeks, they were religiously and artistically a nation, but politically sovereign states."

>>Let's see.  They used slash and burn farming ("These pioneer farmers penetrated and tamed >>the vast tropical forest by use of the slash-and-burn system of agriculture.  By 600 B.C. they >>had severely modified most of the landscape and much of the forest was down."

> 

>We have already agreed that they were totalitarian agriculturalists.  That doesn't make them >Takers.

> 

>>They conquered the Yucatan.

> 

>Simply conquering land doesn't make you Takers either.

I guess we'll disagree, but in reality it's irrelevant.  They made mistakes which made their civilization collapse.  Those are ones we need to avoid.

>>We continuously seek to gather/take more than we have.   In some cultures (Bushmen) >>obviously laziness takes precedence over greed.  But not everyone in the world is lazy.  Unless >>we can conquer the 'greed gene' none of this matters, because certain people will continue to >>take and take and take and we have to compete with them so we don't become extinct.

> 

>The greed is a function of Taker culture – NOT a genetically inherited human trait.  You are >taught to want more, more, MORE.  You can unlearn that.

Two of the first words a child learns are mine and more.  Do you think that is 100% cultural?  Do Bushmen children not know these words?

>I am convinced that everyone in the world would be lazy if given the option.

Not a chance.  I can't be lazy.  I'm not always productive, but I can't sit still.  I think of myself as lazy, but really I'm just finding ways of reducing work time so I can to other things.

>I didn't say that one or the other was "ok".  I said that competing for resources with other >predators does not make you a totalitarian agriculturalist.  I didn't really understand this myself >until "My Ishmael" (I think).  There is a difference in the rules between intra-species conflict and >inter-species conflict.  I would have to review the book to refresh myself, as the reasoning and >data escape me.

> 

>But there seems to be a difference between lions competing with other lions for gazelle meat, >and lions competing with zebras because the zebras compete with the gazelle for grass.  >Another example would be that a lion pride will defend it's territory from other lions – but not >from hyenas and other secondary predators.  In many cases, when the lions have had their fill of >gazelle meat, they will leave the remaining carcass undefended from other predators.  But *not* >lions from another pride.

It is obviously complex.  It sounds like you can kill the creature, but not the creature's food unless it's your food.

>>And really being that the Iroquois were a confederacy it was probably, "Join us or die."  The >>Huron chose not to submit.

> 

>I don't believe that this was the case, although it could have been.  But joining the confederacy >likely would *not* have meant that the Huron would have to adopt the Iroquois way of life.

But that was the whole point of the confederacy.  It was adopting the "Law of Peace".

>There is a world of difference between "Become one of us or die" and "Give us your land or die".  >The Iroquois practiced the latter.

What is the difference?

>>I'm focusing on solutions, not on problems.   The past didn't work.  We have to find *a* right >>way to live.  I _know_ what we are doing with the Africans is wrong.

> 

>The past did work.  It just isn't applicable to our culture.  And if you are searching for *a* right >way for us to live, you are already doomed.  There isn't *a* right way for us to live.  What will >work for the people of NYC likely will not work for the Intuit.  What works for the outdoorsman of >Montana likely will not work for the average denizen of Boston.

The past civilizations.  I'm searching for *a* right way to live not *the* right way to live.

>I am not a big fan of not having a solution to the problem when I present the problem.  But given >the problem, it would be impossible for me to propose a solution that works for me, you, George >Bush, the French, and the starving population of Ethiopia.

It's about alternatives.  People react much better when you have a alternatives rather than just, 'Stop what you're doing.'  We know that Mother Culture is a problem.  This implies that people are sheep.  Which they are.  What is the saying?  "One human being is smart, but put them in a crowd and they stop thinking."  Something like that.

>I have no pamphlet that I can distribute that says "Everyone should stop doing X and start doing >Y."  The only thing that I can offer at this point is that everyone should stop doing X.

Then very few people are going to listen.  

>>Show me where it didn't happen.  And I think we've established that it takes hundreds of years >>for an Ag society to become a civilization and then 300 years after that they seem to collapse, >>unless there is unbridled growth. Does that mean we only have 200 more years?

> 

>It didn't happen with the Navajo.  It didn't happen with the Iroquois.  You have made the >assertion that it *would* have happened.  I don't think that your assertion is correct.

It was starting to happen with the Iroquios, and the Navajo were too young as a civilization to count.

>And according to one of your links, we only have about 14 more years before the shit hits the >fan.

I think that's a little extreme, but you can see signs of it already.  We get 30 inches of a rain a year, but we have water rationing 2 of the last three years.  That is scary.  We've pulled so much water out of the ground that we are dependent on rain.  Indian (the Eastern nation) has building codes that REQUIRE you to collect every drop of rain water that falls on your property and return it to a deep well.  

>>But by then it's too late.  When you're starving you can't travel 1000 miles to a new hunting >>ground.  Especially when you travel into the neighbor's territory and they are going to whack >>you.

> 

>You don't have to travel 1000 miles.  As mentioned earlier, the diversity of the HG diet is what >prevented them from experiencing famine, which was enhanced by their ability to move.

When it doesn't rain, the grass doesn't grow.  The herbivores die.  By then it's too late.  Death is just a consequence.  Ishmael even says it, though I don't have the quote handy.  What is so wrong with death after all?  We're all going to do it.  Here's one thing I've never understood.  Why do Christians fear death?  What possible reason could you have for not wanting to go to Heaven?  After all, all you have to do is believe in Jesus.  It doesn't matter if your a sinner or not.  At least the Catholics feel you have to be absolved (Confession) before you can go to heaven.  The Protestant feel you just have to believe in JC.  

>>Wrong.  It's because all the buffalo weren't available to them.  You're thinking romantically and >>not logically.  If the food/nutrition was available, their population would have expanded.

> 

>Mother Culture is strong in you on this point.  The food was available to them.  But they didn't >view the buffalo herd the same way that you do.  Perhaps it is a difference in their notions of the >relative place of humanity in nature.  I don't know.  But the fact of the matter remains that  the >buffalo herd as a whole wasn't considered to be the food supply of the Plains Indians to the >exclusion of all other predators.  The food supply of the Plains Indians was the same as the food  >supply of the lions - the prey that they killed.

> 

>The population of the Plains Indians likely followed the exact same pattern as every other >organism that exists in a predator-prey relationship (except us).

> 

>There is no reason to expect a catastrophic rise in the population of the Plains Indians until they >take over management of the buffalo population.  Had they treated buffalo like we treat cattle, >we would have seen the appropriate uncontrollable burst of growth.

I think that without horses this would be impossible.  

>For example, the Iroquois population could grow, but they would quickly encounter other non->Iroquois groups.  If the Iroquois need to expand, conflict must result.  The surrounding tribes  >simply aren't going to hand over land and resources.  That conflict helps control population.

Except that the Iroquois quickly learned to whack them out and take their land ;)

>Now consider some other scenarios.  What happens if there is a sufficiently large area of "open >space" around you?  Your population growth can continue unchecked until you fill that open >space.  At which point you come up against other human civilizations/cultures.

> 

>England expanded to the point where people *had* to leave.  Whether for religious reasons or >not, population pressures in Europe were going to dictate expansion one way or another.  But in >this case, when the populations meet, one enormously outnumbers the other.  In this case, >there is little to no resistance to expansion.

> 

>While it is true that when the first settlers arrived in the "New World", the existing Native >Americans vastly outnumbered the colonists, they were still a huge number of fragmented >groups.  A Pequot Indian was not a Lenape Indian.  And ultimately, the population expansion >out of Europe ensured that ultimately the colonists would be present in sufficient numbers to >overwhelm any tribe or collection of tribes.

More importantly the Europeans had horses and guns.

>>I am too cynical to believe that they figured it out when no one else in the world ever has.  The >>Bushmen don't count.  They are  malnourished and their life expectancy is brutally short.

> 

>No one said that they "figured it out".  They simply lived the way humans had lived for the past >3.99 million years of their existence.

But it's by external forces, not a conscious decision.

>>I don't know, but it's going to take more to convince me that they knew they could only kill a >>certain amount of buffalo...

> 

>Does a lion "know" that it can only kill a certain amount of gazelle?

I'm missing your point.  The plains Indians tried as hard as they possibly could to eat as many buffalo as possible.  It would be interesting to know what the forces were that kept their population manageable.  My guess would be the lack of horses.  It took them so long to find a new herd of buffalo that they had to stay nomadic.

Maybe they were ecologically savvy enough to know that when a heard reached a certain size (smaller) they had to move on.  

>>The Bushmen don't count.  They are malnourished and their life expectancy  is brutally short.

> 

>They were better nourished and had a higher life expectancy of their agriculturalist >contemporaries.

Irrelevant.  They aren't better nourished nor have a higher life expectancy than us.

But this point is irrelevant as well.  The example of the Bushmen is to point out a different way, not a right way (must keep reminding myself ;))

>>They did have a choice.  They say how the Iroquois were living.  They even returned to a >>hunting/farming mix.  Maybe that's why people kept moving west.

> 

>But you are forgetting an important point.  The Iroquois were living the WRONG way.  The >Iroquois way of life wasn't something to emulate - it was something to fix.

While the church would have provided a heavy motivation, I find it hard to believe that they didn't stop to think about what a good life the Iroquois were leading.  Of course maybe Daniel Quinn is the only guy in 8000 years to figure it out.

>>So, as a means of action.  Should we basically close the borders and stop importing from the >>rest of the world?  If we can't live on what America produces, then we are too big?

> 

> Do you think that would have any effect at all on our culture?

Meaning does it have a chance of success, or would it make a difference?

For the first, I'm not sure.  There are a growing number of isolationists out there.  Our population rate (excepting immigration) is very slow and is probably more a result of the death rate declining than the birth rate increasing.  I've been a globalization standard bearer for a long time, but I'm getting fed up with countries that want our charity but then kick us in the ass when we aren't looking.  We have stopped cutting timber at a rate faster than it can grow back (though I hear differing reports.  Some say we are still importing it.)  The environmental lobby is getting stronger, though it needs a practical leader rather than a liberal extremist.  I'd say it has merit and possibilities.

If you are asking would it work...

My initial line of thinking is yes, assuming people understood the motivations.  I'm not sure they'd understand though.  So much of our lifestyle is built on the backs of other countries, if we cut out the imports, it would slow our economic growth to nil.  So maybe we'd ignore it after that.    

That is the only thing I can really think of though as a starting point of a solution.

NoxiousDog:

Yes.  I know that natural selection is a mechanism of evolution.  Our gene pool is getting worse instead of better.  How about that?

RM9:

We are going to have to wind this down soon, as Gebeker is diverting my attention... :)

>I think there is a flaw in his definition though.  Intent has to be important. I know he wants to put >all the blame on the culture that arose out of Mesopotamia, but it how different would it have >been if the Chinese culture or the Aztec culture ran roughshod over the world?

The culture that arose out of the Yellow River did run roughshod over a large segment of the world - and for the same reasons.  When Quinn says "one culture" - he isn't just talking about one culture that arose out of Mesopotamia.  He is talking about one style of culture - Taker culture.

This culture has very specific characteristics, and while you are free to change them, you are no longer talking about Taker culture in the same sense that I am.

>From your perspective you don't feel that some of these cultures forced others to become then, >but notice how we keep referring to the Iroquois?  That's great and all, but they weren't the >Iroquois.  They were the Mohawk, the Oneida, the Onondaga, Cayuga, and Seneca.

>

>However, they all decided that the Tuscarora had to obey the "Law of Peace" and the Huron >tried not to so they ran them off their land.

That's an interesting point.  When the Iroquois Confederacy was formed, did the Mohawk stop being Mohawk?  Did the Onondaga stop being Onondaga?

Where is the culture that stepped in and said "The way you are living is wrong, you will now live the way that I live."?

Was it the goal of the Mohawk Indians to make the Huron Indians become Mohawk Indians and live exactly the way that Mohawk Indians did?

Do you have a link regarding the specific motivation of the Five Nations in attacking the Huron.  From what I have found, it seems as though the motivation was to divert the Huron fur trade to the Iroquois.

Although I did see one thing that was very interesting to me.  It has to do with a difference between how Takers and Leavers resolve conflict.  Traditionally, Leaver peoples will skirmish - absolute destruction is not the intention.  Whereas Takers wage war to annihilate (generally speaking of course).

What I found that was significant in some brief reading on the Huron/Iroquois wars was that the Huron were defeated partly because of the fact that the Iroquois were fighting a war of annihilation - which hadn't been seen before in their cultures.

I then found the one thing that I was looking for.  The Huron/Iroquois wars occurred after European contamination.  The Iroquois weapons were provided by the Dutch.

I am starting to get on the fence about the Iroquois in the later years - but that is being muddled by the knowledge that they had already come in contact with Taker culture.  History has shown that when takers encounter another culture, one of two things happens - either the encountered culture becomes part of the Taker culture - or the Taker culture destroys the encountered culture.

In the end, I am not expert enough on the details of the Iroquois and their wars with the Huron to make any final conclusion regarding their specific motivations.

>But, they also thought there was a single right way to live.

I don't know if you can classify something like the "Law of Peace" as pushing a single right way to live.  If people were only running around preaching that you had to live by the 10 commandments, I don't know that I would think that qualifies either.

>Given enough time, intent will always turn into action.

But I am not convinced that you have shown intent - or that intent is so inflexible that once a culture intends something it cannot change it's "mind" before it takes action to implement that.

My problem with the example of the Iroquois is that I don't believe that the intent of the Mohawk Indians was to make the Huron Indians live the way of the Mohawk.

>That makes sense.  I don't think Quinn does a good job of explaining that.  Or is it in a later >book?  I finished Ishmael and am about 1/2 done with The Story of B.

This idea is pretty clear throughout (to me at any rate - but I have read the books twice and had almost 2 years to contemplate them), but I know that it is specifically addressed in "My Ishmael".  It is a very common misconception that Quinn is advocating a return to an HG lifestyle.  He has a very good analogy in MI that explains what he is doing.

>Maybe that's the point that gets lost.  When you read Quinn, he points out all the HG societies.  >So people automatically infer that is what he is advocating.  I think it's important that we can at >least offer examples.  Maybe it's impossible.  But at the minimum we have to stress that it's not >emulation we're after, but change.

That's a good way of looking at it.  Quinn isn't trying to point out things that we should emulate (well, in some cases he is, with tribalism) - he is trying to defeat our cultural notion that all people live this way, that all people were meant to live this way, and that there is no other way to live.

>Ok.  That makes sense.  We have to change the response.

And that *is* the solution.  It won't bring us in harmony with nature.  It won't make us stop polluting our environment.  But finally, once and for all - we will stop making the problem worse.

We know that we need to reduce CO2 emissions to avoid a green house event - but reducing green house emissions won't mean a hill of beans if you keep growing more people - because the increased population will require you to increase green house emissions again.

If you were to cut car emissions in half, but you doubled the number of cars on the road, would you have achieved anything?

That's one of the things that kills me about population growth.  Since 1968 we have dropped our population growth rate by 40%.  Yeah!  But we still add the same number of people per year as we did in 1968 (about 80 million per year).

>That's revisionist history.  That is like saying we should have already invented spaceships and >started colonizing the universe.  Though, I guess that's not far off is it?

We did invent spaceships, and several nations (including yours) are working feverishly on locating other habitable planets and on techniques to terraform Mars within the next century and a half (for the plans to begin implementation - not complete terraforming).

>They were no more Mayan than the Roman Empire was Roman or the Ottoman Empire was >Ottoman.  "Similar to the Greeks, they were religiously and artistically a nation, but politically >sovereign states."

But the people that we call Mayan weren't Aztec prior to becoming Mayan.  They collectively became "Mayan".  Unless I am misunderstanding some evidence which suggests that one of the sovereign states conquered the others and forced them to become "Mayans".

As a side question - do you see the difference yet between conquering and enslaving a population because you need/want their resources, and conquering a nation to force them to live like you do?

>I guess we'll disagree, but in reality it's irrelevant.  They made mistakes which made their >civilization collapse.  Those are ones we need to avoid.

We are doing a piss-poor job of avoiding them.

>Two of the first words a child learns are mine and more.  Do you think that is 100% cultural?  Do >Bushmen children not know these words?

My son's first words were momma, dada, babba, and no.  He still doesn't know "mine" and "more".

Children learn words by mimicking adults.  A baby doesn't just pop out knowing the concepts of "more" or "mine".  They learn "mine" from reaching out to grab their mother's glasses 10,000 times and having the mother say "No, these are mine".  They learn "more" because at every meal, the person feeding them asks them if they want more - and after a while they begin to understand that when they respond a certain way to the sound "more" - they get more food.

These aren't genetic concepts that cannot be unlearned.  We are born and bred into a consumer culture.  We are born and bred into that consumer culture because we don't eat unless we produce things.  Driving home one day I realized that the only reason the Pentium 4 processor exists is because people need to eat, and the people depending on Intel wouldn't be able to continue to eat off the Pentium 3.

Now, obviously it isn't as simple as that.  But Intel exists to generate wealth for it's shareholders.  Wealth translates to only a few things:  food, trinkets, power.  And it only translates to power because having enough wealth allows you to get into a position where other people depend on you giving them money so they can eat and buy trinkets.

The heart of the system is food and trinkets.  And trinkets are simply a mechanism for other people to get food and other trinkets.

The real heart of the system is food.  The guy in the Intel fab makes Pentium 4 processors so that he can eat.

>Not a chance.  I can't be lazy.  I'm not always productive, but I can't sit still.  I think of myself as >lazy, but really I'm just finding ways of reducing work time so I can to other things.

We call "lazy" being unproductive.  If people could spend most of their lives doing leisurely activities, they would.  They are called "lazy" by our culture because they don't produce anything.

>It is obviously complex.  It sounds like you can kill the creature, but not the creature's food >unless it's your food.

My Ishmael gives a fantastic explanation of this.

>>There is a world of difference between "Become one of us or die" and "Give us your land or >>die".  The Iroquois practiced the latter.

>

>What is the difference?

One is the Taker desire to force everyone else to live the one right way that they live - the other is simple competition for resources.

>The past civilizations.  I'm searching for *a* right way to live not *the* right way to live.

As long as your statement carries the caveat "*a* right way FOR YOU to live", then I would agree.  But the minute you presume that you have found a right way and that I should adopt it, you are back to the starting block.

>It's about alternatives.  People react much better when you have a alternatives rather than just, >'Stop what you're doing.'

And what do you tell people when the solution is simply to stop what they are doing.  Nothing more is required than to stop making more food in response to population pressure.

>What is the saying?  "One human being is smart, but put them in a crowd and they stop >thinking."  Something like that.

A person is smart, people are stupid.

>Then very few people are going to listen.

Most people aren't going to listen because they don't see that there is a problem.  Until they realize that there is a problem to be solved, selling them on a solution is useless.

>It was starting to happen with the Iroquios, and the Navajo were too young as a civilization to >count.

But the Iroquois were contaminated by a Taker culture.  After interacting with us, they started doing things they had never done before.  Far more analysis would need to be put in here.

>When it doesn't rain, the grass doesn't grow.  The herbivores die.  By then it's too late.

Well, I am not saying that HG nomads are immune to famine - but they are far less at risk from it that agriculturalists.

>Why do Christians fear death?  What possible reason could you have for not wanting to go to >Heaven?

Because death brings judgment, and Heaven isn't the only possible destination.

>I think that without horses this would be impossible.

Well, that's certainly an opinion you can hold on to.

>But it's by external forces, not a conscious decision.

You have said that several times.  That it wasn't a conscious decision was irrelevant.  But in many cases, it was a conscious decision.  In many cases, there are mythological constraints that perpetuate the lifestyle.

>I'm missing your point.  The plains Indians tried as hard as they possibly could to eat as many >buffalo as possible.

No they didn't.  If they did they wouldn't have left wasted buffalo meat that you have been talking about.

>Maybe they were ecologically savvy enough to know that when a heard reached a certain size >(smaller) they had to move on.

I would tend to doubt that, but you never know.

>Irrelevant.  They aren't better nourished nor have a higher life expectancy than us.

This is not irrelevant.  This fact shatters the idea that Mother Culture whispers in your ear that agriculture was adopted because it solved these problems.  It didn't solve anything - it made these problems worse.

That it ultimately solved them doesn't matter - you have still lost your explanation for why it was adopted in the first place.

>The example of the Bushmen is to point out a different way, not a right way (must keep >reminding myself ;))

The example of the Bushmen is also an example of a different way - a way that works for the Bushmen.  A way that has worked for the Bushmen and their ancestors for millions of years.

>While the church would have provided a heavy motivation, I find it hard to believe that they didn't >stop to think about what a good life the Iroquois were leading.

How willing are you to go back to a life without medicine and modern technology?  Our colonial ancestors were no different.

>Meaning does it have a chance of success, or would it make a difference?

I meant - do you think that closing our borders and stopping our importing would change our culture at all?

>Our population rate (excepting immigration) is very slow and is probably more a result of the >death rate declining than the birth rate increasing.

Do not discount immigration.  That we allow people to move here freely allows growth to continue elsewhere.  Not to mention that immigrants tend to have higher birth rates.  As our immigrant population increases, you are going to see our birth rates increase as well.  I also believe that much of the drop in birth rates is temporary.  You can't measure birth rate using one generation as indicative of a trend - which is what we are doing.

NoxiousDog:

>That's an interesting point.  When the Iroquois Confederacy was formed, did  the Mohawk stop >being Mohawk?  Did the Onondaga stop being Onondaga?

I don't know.  But other than the Mohawk, how often do you hear the words Iroquois and how many times do you hear Onondaga?  If their culture has blended that much....  Consider the story of the Tak in the Story of B

>Was it the goal of the Mohawk Indians to make the Huron Indians become Mohawk Indians and >live exactly the way that Mohawk Indians did?

Was it the goal of the Americans to force the Cherokee to live like Americans?  No, they just stole their last.  Yes, there were missionaries, but they were overruled by government.

>Although I did see one thing that was very interesting to me.  It has to do with a difference >between how Takers and Leavers resolve conflict.  Traditionally, Leaver peoples will skirmish - >absolute destruction is not the intention.  Whereas Takers wage war to annihilate (generally >speaking of course).

I don't agree.  The Germans didn't burn France to the ground.  Napoleon didn't ravage Europe.  The Americans didn't systematically genocide the Native Americans (I believe there are more now, than there were then.  Though, many cultures have been wiped out.)  The Romans didn't exterminate their foes.

>This idea is pretty clear throughout (to me at any rate - but I have read the books twice and had >almost 2 years to contemplate them), but I know that it is specifically addressed in "My Ishmael".   >It is a very common misconception that Quinn is advocating a return to an HG lifestyle.  He has >a very good analogy in MI that explains what he is doing.

An interesting aside.  I have noticed over the past few years that I'm not all that enamored with society.  It doesn't make sense to me to work hard for trinkets to impress the people around me that I have more trinkets than them.  I can feel a calling to a 'simpler' way of life.  Anyway, that's just a build up to a Fellowship of the Ring comment.  I have heard and noticed that when people watch the scenes of the Shire (at the beginning) they get chills.  I initially thought that it was because I was seeing in pictures something that I had seen in my imagination and it was done just right.  Except, that those scenes STILL do it to me, and the whole movie is 'just right.'  I'm beginning to think that the reason the Shire scenes call out, is because that's the way I was built to live.

>But the people that we call Mayan weren't Aztec prior to becoming Mayan.  They collectively >became "Mayan".  Unless I am misunderstanding some evidence which suggests that one of >the sovereign states conquered the others and forced them to become "Mayans".

I believe that the Tikul and Calakmul states conquered the others.  It is pretty clear, however, that they all had a similar culture.

>As a side question - do you see the difference yet between conquering and enslaving a >population because you need/want their resources, and conquering a nation to force them to >live like you do?

No.  Mostly because I don't the practical difference. Lesser because I don't think governments care.  Religions do, but governments don't.  Maybe that is what makes some civilizations more successful than others.  The Soviet Union tried to crush culture by moving populations around.  They fell.  The Romans (as long as you paid your taxes) let you believe in whatever Gods you wanted and let you go about your life.  They had a long civilization.  Britain tried to crush culture and their colonies rebelled in a relatively short period of time.  China respects regional differences and they have the oldest current nation.

>>Two of the first words a child learns are mine and more.  Do you think that is 100% cultural?  >>Do Bushmen children not know these words?

> 

>My son's first words were momma, dadda, babba, and no.  He still doesn't know "mine" and >"more".

How old?

>>Why do Christians fear death?  What possible reason could you have for not wanting to go to >>Heaven?

> 

> Because death brings judgment, and Heaven isn't the only possible destination.

Sure it is.  If you're a believer.

>>I'm missing your point.  The plains Indians tried as hard as they possibly could to eat as many >>buffalo as possible.

> 

>No they didn't.  If they did they wouldn't have left wasted buffalo meat that you have been >talking about.

You can only eat so much at one harvest without refrigeration.

>>Irrelevant.  They aren't better nourished nor have a higher life expectancy than us.

> 

>This is not irrelevant.  This fact shatters the idea that Mother Culture whispers in your ear that >agriculture was adopted because it solved these problems.  It didn't solve anything - it made  >these problems worse.

> 

>That it ultimately solved them doesn't matter - you have still lost your explanation for why it was >adopted in the first place.

It's not my explanation.  

>>Our population rate (excepting immigration) is very slow and is probably more a result of the >>death rate declining than the birth rate increasing.

> 

>Do not discount immigration.  That we allow people to move here freely allows growth to >continue elsewhere.  Not to mention that immigrants tend to have higher birth rates.  As our >immigrant population increases, you are going to see our birth rates increase as well.  I also >believe that much of the drop in birth rates is temporary.  You can't measure birth rate using one >generation as indicative of a trend – which is what we are doing.

That's why I say that closing the borders might help.  I'm not sure it's an option.  It's just worth exploring.

RM9:

>I don't know.  But other than the Mohawk, how often do you hear the words Iroquois and how >many times do you hear Onondaga?  If their culture has  blended that much....  Consider the >story of the Tak in the Story of B.

That certainly wasn't the fault of the Iroquois.  They didn't call themselves "The Iroquois".  The French did.  The English called them "The Five Nations" (I believe).  Just because we referred to them by one name doesn't mean that they wanted to be called by one name or that they were forcing other people to be called by that name.

>Was it the goal of the Americans to force the Cherokee to live like Americans?  No, they just >stole their last.  Yes, there were missionaries, but they were overruled by government.

What was the goal of the missionaries?  To contrast, how many Cherokee missionaries are there?  A culture isn't defined by the government of one of the subsections of that culture.  The people's government can have motivations and take actions that are independent of basic cultural belief.

Basically - Taker culture isn't a political notion.  You aren't always going to find it by simply looking at the government.  You have to look at the culture as a whole.  We send missionaries out to convert people to our way of life.  Why?

Every single action that a culture/subculture takes needn't be geared towards spreading the one right way for them to be a Taker.  Taker cultures can conquer based simply on resource competition sometimes.  But how many Leaver cultures have you ever heard about sending missionaries off to convert the non-believers?

This is part of the religious aspect that we haven't discussed yet.

>I don't agree.  The Germans didn't burn France to the ground.  Napoleon didn't ravage Europe.  >The Americans didn't systematically genocide the Native Americans (I believe there are more >now, than there were then.  Though, many cultures have been wiped out.)  The Romans didn't >exterminate their foes.

Again - everything that I say is not meant to be taken to be absolute and complete.  There is a marked difference between conflict between the Iroquois and the Huron before European contact and after.  Before contact with our culture, conflicts consisted of skirmishing.  Just enough to make sure that each side is kept in check.

After contact with us, the Iroquois set about destroying Huron villages.  You don't have to kill every living thing and salt the earth to be waging a war of annihilation.  Germany was not skirmishing with France.  They were destroying France until France capitulated.

And ask your average Native American whether or not the US was guilty of systematic genocide.  Again - genocide doesn't mean that you have to kill everyone.  You are taking all of these statements and thoughts to extreme conclusions.

>I can feel a calling to a 'simpler' way of life.  Anyway, that's just a build up to a Fellowship of the >Ring comment.  I have heard and noticed that when people watch the scenes of the Shire (at >the beginning) they get chills.  I initially thought that it was because I was seeing in pictures >something that I had seen in my imagination and it was done just right.  Except, that those >scenes STILL do it to me, and the whole movie is 'just right.'  I'm beginning to think that the >reason the Shire scenes call out, is because that's the way I was built to live.

Perhaps.  I get the same feeling watching Jurassic Park when Dr. Grant and Dr. Sattler first encounter the brachiosaurs when they arrive on the island.  I could watch that movie 10,000 times and I will still get chills.  I get that feeling every time I watch Mel Gibson's speech before the Battle of Sterling in Braveheart.

Obviously the scene speaks to you.  Only you can know what it is saying.

>I believe that the Tikul and Calakmul states conquered the others.  It is pretty clear, however, >that they all had a similar culture.

Similar before or after this conquest?

>No.  Mostly because I don't the practical difference.

The difference is that if I conquer you to get at your food/oil/women, I am simply competing with you.  If I conquer you to force you to live like me - that is an entirely different story.

Practically speaking - you are still conquered.  The difference arises because in the latter case - I will conquer you whether I need your resources or not.  Since the motivation for conquering you is not competition for resources, I have removed another check on my growth.

If resource competition is the motivation for conflict - then as long as my resources satisfy my needs, and your resources satisfy your needs, we are cool.  No need to do anything more than skirmish once in a while to let you know that we aren't a bunch of pussies that can be taken advantage of.

>Religions do, but governments don't.

Is this where you tell me that our country and government isn't ruled by religion?  ;)

Of course our government is ruled by religion.  Everything about our culture has been filtered through Judeo/Christianity.  Everything.  Try running for President of the US as an atheist.  Try getting the US government to understand that the idea of me "owning" a tree is ridiculous.  Our entire culture is built on the idea that man stands outside of nature - that comes directly from our religions.

Try having a conversation on GoneGold trying to explain why plastic is as natural as a beaver dam.  People don't get it.  Non-religious people don't get it.  Religious people *really* don't get it.  Because religion has shaped almost every cultural notion we have.  It has shaped most of what we are taught about the past - at least until recently.

>The Soviet Union tried to crush culture by moving populations around.  They fell.

The Soviet Union fell because communism is not a viable form of human government economically.  Sure - they tried to crush culture - but that's not why they ultimately failed.

>The Romans (as long as you paid your taxes) let you believe in whatever Gods you wanted and >let you go about your life.  They had a long civilization.

Well - except those first few hundred years of Christianity when they would kill you for your beliefs... :)

Perhaps it is important to remember what Mother Culture teaches us about Rome.  We look at Roman civ and see that their longevity was enhanced by the fact that they didn't force everyone they conquered to be Romans.

Mother Culture teaches us that this bred a lack of unity within the Empire and ultimately contributed heavily to it's downfall.

>How old?

17 months.

>>>Why do Christians fear death?  What possible reason could you have for not wanting to go to >>>Heaven?

>>

>>Because death brings judgment, and Heaven isn't the only possible destination.

>>

>Sure it is.  If you're a believer.

That's only for some Christians, and even then it is possible to believe that you simply need to believe in Christ to be saved, and still fear judgment.  I was Protestant for most of my youth - it was never conveyed to me that all I had to do was believe in Jesus in order to escape eternal 

damnation.

>>No they didn't.  If they did they wouldn't have left wasted buffalo meat that you have been >>talking about.

>

>You can only eat so much at one harvest without refrigeration.

Agreed - but all we have suggesting that they tried to eat all they could was your say so.

All your information indicates to me is that it was easier to chase buffalo off a cliff than to chase them down individually.

>It's not my explanation.

It is the explanation that has been given to you for the rise of agriculture.  And it is completely absurd.  Why is it given to you then?  Why are we taught that life as a HG is short, brutish and awful?  When we look around we see that it is not that short, it isn't brutish at all, and it is quite a leisurely way to live.  Why are we taught these things?

>That's why I say that closing the borders might help.  I'm not sure it's an option.  It's just worth >exploring.

But closing our borders does nothing to change our culture.  If we stopped letting people move here, and we stopped feeding everyone else, perhaps we could make some changes - but our culture would have to change before that can happen.

Our culture would have to understand that *IT* is the problem - only then can meaningful change occur.

NoxiousDog:

I thought you were trying to wind this down :)  If you insist on arguing on every point, it's not going to happen.

:D

>What was the goal of the missionaries?  To contrast, how many Cherokee missionaries are >there?  A culture isn't defined by the government of one of the subsections of that culture.  The >people's government can have motivations and take actions that are independent of basic >cultural belief.

How many missionaries did we send to the Cherokee?  I don't think it was that many.  I don't think the English forced religion on people.  The Spanish and Portuguese definitely did, and I don't  know about the French.

>Basically - Taker culture isn't a political notion.  You aren't always going to find it by simply >looking at the government.  You have to look at the culture as a whole.  We send missionaries >out to convert people to our way of life.  Why?

What about the Chinese, Japanese, or Hindi?  Missionaries are a uniquely Christian concept. 

>And ask your average Native American whether or not the US was guilty of systematic >genocide.  Again - genocide doesn't mean that you have to kill everyone.  You are taking all of >these statements and thoughts to extreme conclusions.

No, I'm trying to show how American's took the land, but didn't exterminate the culture.  

>>I believe that the Tikul and Calakmul states conquered the others.  It is pretty clear, however, >>that they all had a similar culture.

> 

>Similar before or after this conquest?

It would be interesting to get more information.  How long did it take for New York to have the same culture as Georgia?

>Is this where you tell me that our country and government isn't ruled by religion?  ;)

Yeah, right :)

>The Soviet Union fell because communism is not a viable form of human government >economically.  Sure - they tried to crush culture - but that's not why they ultimately failed.

I'm not sure the point I was responding to.  I think my point was that the Russian way of life couldn't crush the Ukrainian way of life no matter how hard they tried.

>>The Romans (as long as you paid your taxes) let you believe in whatever Gods you wanted >>and let you go about your life.  They had a long civilization.

> 

>Well - except those first few hundred years of Christianity when they would kill you for your >beliefs... :)

I think this is a Mother Culture fallacy.  I don't think the Christians were persecuted as much as people think they were.  My dad is an avid Roman historian and likens it to Al Qaeda.  The terrorist Christians were rounded up and thrown in jail but the ones that didn't disturb the peace were left alone.  After all, why would the Romans single out a group and persecute them when

there were so many different cultures in the Roman Empire?  Also, if they were so hated, how could one of their Emperors have converted?

>But closing our borders does nothing to change our culture.  If we stopped letting people move >here, and we stopped feeding everyone else, perhaps we could make some changes - but our >culture would have to change before that can happen.

> 

>Our culture would have to understand that *IT* is the problem - only then can meaningful >change occur.

The only way closing the borders would be acceptable would be to show that our current way of life is unsustainable.  

RM9:

Well, then I will wind it down here...

>How many missionaries did we send to the Cherokee?  I don't think it was that many.  I don't >think the English forced religion on people.  The Spanish and Portuguese definitely did, and I >don't know about the French.

English...Spanish...Portuguese...French...what's the difference?  You are using your definition of culture, not mine.  To me, all 4 of these are the same.

>What about the Chinese, Japanese, or Hindi?  Missionaries are a uniquely Christian concept.

Chinese and Japanese aren't religions.  :)  Missionaries are one way to spread your one right way.  They aren't the only way.  You are paying too much attention to one specific practice and then trying to extrapolate it to every one else on the planet.  There is no utility in that - it simply creates noise.  The Christians spread their one right way through missionaries.  The United States is currently spreading it's one right way through food baskets and "educators."  Other Takers use other methods.  There isn't a book that they are all following that gives them the 10 Steps to Impose Your Way of Life On Your Neighbor.

>No, I'm trying to show how American's took the land, but didn't exterminate the culture.

Again - tell that the any Native Americans you run into and let me know their response.  We annihilated their way of life in the name of "civilizing" them.

>It would be interesting to get more information.  How long did it take for New York to have the >same culture as Georgia?

Using my definition?  The instant New York and Georgia were settled.

>I'm not sure the point I was responding to.  I think my point was that the Russian way of life >couldn't crush the Ukrainian way of life no matter how hard they tried.

Perhaps they didn't try hard enough?  :)  I believe your point was that the Soviet Union was a short-lived culture - and it seemed like you were relating it to their propensity to force others to be like them.  I am simply pointing out that they collapsed because communism is not economically viable.

>I think this is a Mother Culture fallacy.  I don't think the Christians were persecuted as much as >people think they were.  My dad is an avid Roman historian and likens it to Al Queda.  The >terrorist Christians were rounded up and thrown in jail but the ones that didn't disturb the peace >were left alone.

>

>After all, why would the Romans single out a group and persecute them when there were so >many different cultures in the Roman Empire?  Also, if they were so hated, how could one of >their Emperors have converted?

To the extent that the Christians feel they were persecuted, you are probably right.  But then, they overlook the fact that their savior was little more than a criminal.  Go figure.

BTW - Constantine didn't "convert" until almost 400 years after the birth of Christianity.  That's a lot of time.

>The only way closing the borders would be acceptable would be to show that our current way of >life is unsustainable.

Good luck with that.  Wait a bit and then try to present that case to the folks on GoneGold.  They are an intelligent lot - and they will fight you tooth and nail.  :)

Until then - I enjoyed this conversation immensely.

NoxiousDog:
Just a couple of comments:

>>No, I'm trying to show how American's took the land, but didn't exterminate the culture.

> 

>Again - tell that the any Native Americans you run into and let me know their response.  We >annihilated their way of life in the name of "civilizing" them.

I'm just trying to say that there isn't any difference between taking their land and forcing them to adopt your culture.  The Iroquois/Huron conflict is no different than the American/Cherokee.

>>It would be interesting to get more information.  How long did it take for New York to have the >>same culture as Georgia?

> 

> Using my definition?  The instant New York and Georgia were settled.

Then all the Iroquois were the same too.  You can't have it both ways.

>BTW - Constantine didn't "convert" until almost 400 years after the birth of Christianity.  That's a >lot of time.

250.  Christianity wasn't a religion until 70AD at the earliest.  And even then it was very few in number.  Nobody in power would have given it any more credence than we give David Koresh.  Constantine took power in 306.

>Until then - I enjoyed this conversation immensely.

Likewise

RM9:
You won't let me be... :)

>I'm just trying to say that there isn't any difference between taking their land and forcing them to >adopt your culture.  The Iroquois/Huron conflict is no different than the American/Cherokee.

The Iroquois/Huron conflict *WAS* very different than the American/Cherokee conflict before Europeans got on the scene.

I guess that is all I want to say.

NoxiousDog:
So the RM9 wont let me be or let me be me so let me see... - Eminem

:)

RM9:
I really wish that I had taken a look at "Beyond Civilization" before our conversation, but I had put it off until you rekindled my interest.  He deals with Mayan civilization a great deal, although I have some leg work to do to verify what he is saying.

Interesting stuff - he also deals with the Olmec, the Hohokam, the Anasazi and the inhabitants of Teotihuacán.

BC is written in a pretty odd style - each page is devoted to a topic, and each topic builds on the previous topics.  Very easy to read.

