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an informal context, Mr. Momaday discusses the ways in which Native Americans understand their
i Irltural environment. He focuses on several key ideas: the ways in which the relationship between
;,Z environment is one of mutual appropriation, the ways in which Native Americans understand what
hip is between a person and the environment, and the important role played by imagination in
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as You R€ oes Mr Momaday use stories to develop his ideas? Would you draw the same conclusions from his stories that
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vr Momaday does? , 4
what does Mr. Momaday mean by “appropriateness”?

2.
he first thing to say about the Native American perspective on environmental ethics is that there is a great
deal to be said. I don’t think that anyone has clearly understood yet. how the Indian conceives of himself in

relation to the landscape. We have formulated certain generalities about that relationship, and the generalities
have served a purpose, but they have been rather too general. For example, take the idea that the Indian reveres
theearth, thinks of it as the place of his origin and thinks of the sky also in a personal way. These statements are
tue. But they can also be misleading because they don’t indicate anything about the nature of the relationship
1\'hi:‘l;}1'5, I'think, an intricate thing in itself. :

ave done much thinking about the “Indian worldview;” as it is sometimes called. And I have had some per-

:i“::;tp;r:igzz Oifncil;an re-ligion and Incha{} -societi.es mthm the ﬁ'amc-:work of a worldview. Sometime ago 1 wrote

American ot tor; arl;‘l;?clan rll..and Ethic in which I tried to talk in certain ways about this idea of a Native

it that the Native AT e atrli : scaPe. And in that essay I. made cert-aln observations. I tried to express the notion

Pliations in which man j AN SN W‘th.respect to the physical world is a matter of reciprocal appropriation: appro-

N most fundamenta] 'nvests himself in the landscape, and at the same time incorporates the landscape into his

“Understang 5 relationehxpener?ce. That suggests a dichotomy, or a paradox, and 1 think it is a paradox. It is difficult
¢condly, thjs appros P “:'hld_'l is C!Ef‘med in these terms, and yet I don’t know how better to define it.

Ofthe imaginationpr lgﬁlon. Is primarily a matter of the imagination. The appropriation is realized through
tiop, m:‘" at We img gine‘;u:;zlls moral and kmd I mean to say that we are all, I suppose, at the most fundamen-
"0t the bwould notga TR ves to be. And this is certainly true of the American Indian. If you want a defini-
B thige 2thered specpaipe oo L€ Stereotype which has burdened the American Indian for many years. He is p
f]:her thing;fH imself ip, 5 pa:t;:::lo is always chasing John Wayne across the silver screen. Rather, he is sqmemge
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t” for example. This is another essential idea 1€ the lrfﬁc nt. 1 think we should not loge
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A nciple of the split image. And it is a matter of 57108 o ‘W se€ it with the physical eye. We see
o e used as an example of how we look at the world ar'otm'lh the ey€ of the mind. It seems to me that the
Indiappears to us, in one dimension of reality. But W€ also see it W10 planes of vision- He perceives the
= ba?hhas achieved a particularly effective a,lignm‘ﬁl'lt Cff F*?‘fse :::ilt in his reach. The_ r.nora! implications of this
2 oth ways. He realizes a whole image from the possﬂ?illtlezon of reli gion and rel‘lglous ideas a1.1d ideals.

e very far-reaching, Here is where we get int0 the consldé;a ply and accurately think of the Indian in relatio,

There is another way in which I think oné can very Pr0 nan?. o center on such a word as appropriate. The

to the lan : ionship- This is a fund -

e landscape and in terms of his idea of that relatio? he natural world. It1s 2 amental idea withip
idea of “appropriateness” is central to the Indian experience Oftf iend, who i not himself a Navajo, but was mar.
his philosophy. I recall the story told to me some Years e bya " Utah. And he said that he had been toldthi;
ried for a time to a Navajo girl and live livi ce on the Navajo reservation who haq
story and was passing it on to me. There was a ma? lds '8 o, Heha 4 a wife and several children. As a matter of
lost his job and was having difficult time makn:ig e‘; cgnd it him and perceived that his situation
fact, his wife was expecting another child- One aYu,re in tight straits, I see you have many mouthstofeeﬂ,ﬁﬁ
was bad. The friend said to him "L ¢ larder. But one thing puzzles me. I know Yw’rea

ou have no wood and that there 15 v§r lose at hand. Tell me, why don't you kill s
hunter, and | know, too, there are deer 1N fter a time the man replied, “No, it is i iR
that you and your family mig
ate that I should take life just n i i f appropriateness li

The implications of that idea, and the way 11 which the concept of approp ss lies at thg center
little parable is a central consideration within the Indian world. You cannot understand how the India
e hi;i:f i;fe?a:ion to the world around him unless you understand his conception of what is ap
particularly what is morally appropriate within the context of that relationship.

s behind the idea of appropriate ori

~ Question: Could you probe a little deeper into what lie
2 Is it biological or a matter of survival?

avior regarding the natural world. Is it a religious element
o characterize what makes an action appropriate or inappropriate?

"Momaday: Itiscertainlya fair question but I'm not sure that I have the answer to it. I suspect that
makes for the idea of appropriateness is a very complex thing in itself, Many things constitute the idea of
 ness. Basically, I think it is a moral idea as opposed to a religious one. It is a basic understanding of Fige
ework of relationships, and, within the framework of that relationship T was talking abouta mot
1an and the physical world. That which is appropriate within this context is that which is natural. T
0, My father used to tell me of an old man who has lived a whole life. I have often though'_‘ of t
ma 1;hl-lisea:l to come to my grandfather’s house periodically to pay visits, and my father has Ve
his man whom I never knew. But his name was Chaney. Father says that Chaneywoﬂl‘il

-; ; Iuld make himself perfectly at home. He would be passing by g0ing from one place €
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e for NN [ ther says that every morning when Chaney was there as a guest he would get up in

icPC casions: ‘\1:',()'1‘)utside‘, face the east, and bring the sun out of the horizon. Then he would pray. He

q """\_,‘I”m his li"f‘f‘]b, sun. He did that because it was appropriate that he should do that. He understood. Or

I :-‘.?-'Il'm‘i (o the "‘7": f’&ms of his own understanding, the sun was the origin of his strength. He understood

T .:--I“M sy 1hutrll:w] religious context, similar to the way someone else understands the presence of a deity.
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of vision, They succeeded in different ways,
wcceeding more than others. They succeeded in seeing what was really there on the vision plain of the
he natural world, into poetry. Many of them
through the study of botany, astronomy, or
ously, this is not the sort of view of the land-
a diffe
it isn't with the idea of training a glass
e. In his mind, nature is not something
exists. He has existence within that ele-
element of air. It would be unimaginable

thought of looking at nature and writing
as it is sometimes called. This idea would be alien to t

the way the nineteenth century “nature poets”
d a kind of “esthetic distance”
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he
trying to make the distinction between two sides of a split image.
coton: S then, presumably in moral terms, the Indian would say that a person should not harm nature
_ "*something in which one participates oneself.
i-'l]mdd.l 5 . § : &
ork l?-.'\ [his is one aspect of it. There is this moral aspect, and it refers to perfect alignment. The appropria-
1 ) ‘\““jj‘i‘“‘-‘ into the one reality is what the Indian is concerned to do: to see what is really there, but also to
Me g, o eTe. This reminds me of another story. It is very brief. It was told to me by the same fellow who
y '.t Ul the Man \\.ho
U me

h did not kill the deer. (To take a certain liberty with
‘1t while he h

imself was living in southern Utah with his wife’s
Was no doctor,

the title of a novel that I know well.)
family, he became very ill. He con-
no physician nearby. But there was a medicine man close at hand. The
An (the traditional thing to do), who came and said that my friend was suffering from

“MAlady v, ' : 3
king . Y Whose cyre would be the red-ant ceremony. So a man who is very well versed in that ceremon
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: ceremony, came in and administered it to my friend. Soon after that my
o takep \ulomplett‘l}’— Not long after this he was talking to his father-in-law,

and he was very curious about
der about the red-ant ceremony. Why is it that the diagnostician prescribed

for me?» His father-in-law looked at him and said, “Well, it was obvious to him that there

© Verut s0 we had to call in a seer to take th:
I :._11\ : try lﬂcredulous
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e red ants out of your system” At this point,
»and said, “Yes, but surely you don't mean that there were red ants inside of me.”

r a moment, then said, “Not ants, but ants” Unless you understand l'.lus dlstl.n(,‘- )
ficulty understanding something about the Indian view of the natural world.
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Endnote 4
. n this subject, infor-
This paper was adapted from transcriptions of oral remarks Professor Momaday made 0

mally, during a discussion with faculty and students.

Journal/Discussion Questions ‘
of which Native Americans

& Mr. Momaday suggests that ‘appropriateness” is central concept in te.;:ﬂ;s O e if sy does this notion play
understand their relationship to the natural world. In your own life, what T is concept shed light on any parts

in your understanding of your own relationship to the natural world. Does th

of your experience that you hadn't reflected on before? - usedie
1. Explain what Mr. Momaday means by appropriateness. How could this 1

environmental policies? 4 sall
2. Think about the way in which Mr. Momaday responds to questions- Hepsuaty
d transmit moral

suggest about the way in which Native Americans maintain an
relate to the role of imagination?

used to develop

tells a story. What does this
wisdom? How does this

Y

EpwarD O. WILSON
ntalism”

“Apocalypse Now: A Scientist’s Plea for Christian Environme
er of a discipline called sociobiology which studies

About the Author: Edward O. Wilson is a Harvard biologist, the found : T \

behavior—including human behavior—within an evolutionary biological framework. His bookK Sociobiology: A New Synthe-
sis (originally published in 1975, updated in 2000) defined the field, and his book On i-.fuman _Nature (1979) presented ittoa
wider, nonscientific audience. Among many other honors, he has twice won the Pulitzer Prize for ngnﬁctlon and has also
been awarded the National Medal of Science. Among many other issues, he has been concerned with the sociobiological
foundations of altruism. He was born in Birmingham, Alabama. :
nist, and has often been criticized by some on the religious right
pastor and to the larger evangelical community, Wilson attempts

About the Article: Wilson is known as a secular huma
for his views. In this letter to an imagined Southern Baptist

to find common ground with some of his traditional critics. g

As You Read, Consider These Questions: Wil
1. In the opening paragraphs, Wilson states what separates him from the Southern Baptist pastor, but also discusses
that which they may share. If you were to add your voice to this discussion, which things would you share with

Wilson? With the pastor? :

2 What does Wilson mean when he asks whether he and the pastor “can meet on the near side of metaphysics“? -,
- . St j ; ¥ A

3. What does Wilson present as a “universal value.” What is it that makes this value universal? g
Dear Pastor, 3 umﬁ
: unh

the same

We have not met, yet I feel I know you well enough to call you a friend. First of all, we grew up in th
!'aiith. As a boy, I, too, answered the altar call; I went under the water. Although I no longer Bélaﬁ
aith, I am confident that, if we met and spoke privately of our deepest beliefs, it would be ina
nutual respect and goodwill. I know we share many precepts of moral behavior. Perhaps it also ma
e are both Americans and, insofar as it might still affect civility and good manners, we are both Sout

r a 1 Ly ) . 3 :
; Edﬁ?g agfocalypse qu as seen in The New Republic, 9/4/06 adapted from The Creation: An Appeal t0
- Wilson. Copyright © 2006 by Edward O. Wilson. used by permission of W.W. Norton & Com a
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' our counsel and help. Of course, in doing so, I see no way to avoid the funda-
pow 28 / worldviews. You are a strict interpreter of Christian Holy Scripture; I am a
u in our
¢ 1N

0
l\

; Y is i i i ion to a
) exences ] 4 believe that each person’s soul is immortal, making this pla.met a waystatio -
7 aist. YO hink heaven and hell are what we create for ourselves, on this planet. For you, the
al lifes :]‘ ;1 to save mankind; for me, the belief in Promethean fire seized to set men free.
1de es

final truth; I am still searching. You may be wrong;
: .I"lﬂ T ll]d -}'(]Llr

I may be wrong. We both may

in worldview separate us in all things? They do not. You and I and every other human
Salme imperatives of security, freedom of choice, personal dignity, and a cause to believe
stri : : ourselves. Let us see, then, if we can meet on the near side of metaphysics in order to
b { thdn,orld we share. You have the power to help solve a great problem about which I care
= ith the T eal v;,ave the same concern. I suggest that we set aside our differences in order to save the
oly. 1 hOPE yf)flc]n se of living nature is a universal value. It doesn't rise from, nor does
-J:}niw”- L d,t- cal ;j()gxna. Rather, it serves without discrimination the interests of all
o i:i;;::;_b}rhc Creation—Iliving nature—is in deep trouble.

it promote, any reli-
humanity. Pastor, we

a]ﬂ“-"" (
;‘L'Cd }'UU

(s estimate that, if habitat-conversion and other destructive human activities continue at their
scientists Lh_ ]h'l‘“‘ the species of plants and animals on earth could be either gone or at least fated for early
present m“l"\‘. 1110 end of the century. The ongoing extinction rate is calculated in the most conservative
""I.'"LAI"“_HH: ‘\hc about 100 times above that prevailing before humans appeared on earth, and it is expected
f:t:r\tf:: it least 1,000 times greater (or more) in the next few decades. If this rise continues unabated, the
(o rise 10 &

ost to humanity—in wealth, environmental security, and quality of life-will be catastrophic.
(0S8 :

Surely we can agree that each species, however inconspicuous and humble it may seem to us at this moment,
2 masterpiece of biology and well worth saving. Each species possesses a unique combination of genetic
uaits that fits it more or less precisely to a particular part of the environment. Prudence alone dictates that
weact quickly to prevent the extinction of species and, with it, the pauperization of earth’s ecosystems. With
dlthe troubles that humanity faces, why should we care about the condition of living nature? Homo sapiens
*éspecies confined to an extremely small niche. True, our minds soar out to the edges of the universe and
“ntract inward to subatomic particles—the two extremes encompassing 30 powers of ten in space. In this
bodies stay trapped inside a proportionately micro-

Spect, our intellects are godlike. But, let’s face it, our
0pic e 2 ; . )
P a self-regulating bubble that sustains us indefinitely

with nvelope of physical constraints. Earth provides
Without 3y )

“tany thought or contrivance of our own.

Th:

ni\ Protective shield js the bi
- ~but g itse]

Qin he. .

q health for
“OSely gy

€Very moment of our lives. We belong in
Uited tg

. osphere, the totality of life, creator of all air, cleanser of all water, manager of all
ta fragile membrane that barely clings to the face of the planet. We depend upon its razor-
the biosphere, we were born here as species, we are
e 3 E}(istsuexacting conditions—and not all conditions, either, but just those in a few of the climatic
. Srrgy g inPOT:_l_som? of the land. Environmental damage can be defined as any change that alters
) envir::) irection contrary to humanity’s inborn physical and emotional needs. We must be
'ment upon which our lives ultimately depend.
¢ biosphere, we are destroyin

) 'ng th
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stretched from the herbal medicines of Stone Age shamans to the magic-bullet cures of pl‘esem-__day B
medical science.

These are just a few examples of what could be lost if Homo e St At e T €NVirgy

mental destruction. Earth is a laboratory wherein nature—God, {f you prefer, pastor—has laid before “Sth;
results of countless experiments. We damage her at our own peril. You _mai well ask at this poin: Why mes
Simply because religion and science are the two most powerful forces in the world today, anq esperiais

the United States. If religion and science could be united on the common ground of biologica] Conse Yin
the problem might soon be solved.

It may seem far-fetched for a secular scientist to propose an alliance between science and religion.nuf
fact is that environmental activists cannot succeed without you and your followers as allies, This _‘,__‘hc
process in American democracy, with rare exceptions, does not start at the top and work its d":ﬁ?m
voting masses. It proceeds in the opposite direction. Political }eaders are. compelled to calculate ag the
as they can what it will take to win the next election. The United States is an intensely igious nafig- o
overwhelmingly Judeo-Christian, with a powerful undercur.re.nt of evangelism. We sec“lm) .
reality. The National Association of Evangelicals has 30 million members; the three leading
humanist organizations combined have, at best, a few thousand. Those who, for religious re
saving the Creation, have the strength to do so through the political process; acting alone,
mentalists do not. An alliance between science and religion, forged in an atmosphere of m,
be the only way to protect life on earth, including, in the end, our own. '

PR
Yes, the gulf separating our worldviews is wide. The Abrahamic religions—]udaisﬁf"
Islam—believe that the universe was constructed to be relevant to humanity. The disco
in unintended opposition, have reduced earth to an infinitesimal speck Wlthlq-
unrelated to human destiny. The Abrahamic religions envisage a supreme ruler w
side the material universe, nevertheless oversees an agenda for each and eve one
Science can find no evidence of an agenda other than that fashioned by the comple
and environment within parallel evolving cultures. Religious creation stories hav
beginning and a divinely ordained ending. According to science, in'contra's'i; hu
apish ancestors; our origin was basically no different from that of other anit
logical time through a tortuous route of mutation and environmentally drive '
tion, all mainstream religious belief, whether fundamentalist or liberal, is pred
that humanity is not alone, and we are here for a life and purpose b_eyond.g
says that, as far as verifiable evidence tells, we are alone, and what significance

own making. This is the heart of the agonizing conflict between science
for the past 500 years. '

I do not see how the difference in worldview between these two great.. rodu
be closed. But, for the purposes of saving the Creation, I am not sur
point in good gospel manner, let me tell the story of a young man, Ill__'e_._'
fixed in his Christian faith that he referred all questions of morality to
visited the Atlantic rainforest of Brazil, he saw the manifest hand of Go
‘It is not possible to give an adequate idea of the higher feelings of won
which fill and elevate the mind” That was Charles Darwin in 1832, €
Beagle, before he had given any thought to evolution. And here is D2
Species in 1859, having first abandoned Christian dogma and then,
dom, formulated the theory of evolution by natural selection: “Therels
its several powers, having been originally breathed into a few _for 15
planet has gone cycling on according to the fixed law of ravith,
forms most beautiful and most wonderful have been, and areb )
remained the same as he crossed the seismic divide that separates %
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PART THREE: EXPANDING THI CIRCLE
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