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Working with the reference point of Nietzsche’s ‘be true to the earth’ I wonder whether whether Nietzsche’s injunction is sufficient in the current context of environmental degradation? With the need for an ethics of responsibility I turn to very disparate texts from philosophy, ecology and indigenous thought. They range from Luce Irigaray’s Marine Lover of Friedrich Nietzsche, to Callum Coats’ Living Energies , and a poem from Aotearoa-New Zealand in the Hone Tuwhare collection Deep River Talk, ‘The River is an Island.’  

In Marine Lover Irigaray takes up the complex position of engaging with Nietzsche in the intimate dialogue of lovers, while also taking a position of critique, because she detects, in Nietzsche’s symbolism of the earth and high mountains in Zarathustra, the ressentiment which he so ardently refutes and seeks to transcend. 

The desire to ‘overcome man’, that is to overcome the paradigm of mastery which is necessary to become true to the earth, springs from the need to move from the framework of binary opposition to a mode of relationality.   In Irigaray’s view Nietzsche’s respect for the earth is embedded in the solitary mode of Zarathustra, the overman, and the ‘hard’ ‘solid’ structures of patriarchal mastery. Zarathustra lacks relationship with woman, which is, metaphorically, a condition for human creativity and regeneration. He also lacks qualities of fluidity which she attributes to feminine qualities, the movement and flow of water and the tidal rhythms of the ocean which is governed by the moon. 

With reference to Irigaray’s symbolism of water, this paper will explore the relational qualities that ‘becoming true to the earth’ invites. The exploration will be informed by thoughts on Responsibility and philosophy of ecology. It will include engagement with indigenous approaches to the earth. Hone Tuwhare’s poem has the enchantment of an indigenous eye for symbolism and personification of the natural world.

Responsibility: Guardians of Life

Ecologically responsible policies are concerned only in part with pollution and resource depletion. There are deeper concerns which touch upon the principles of diversity, complexity, autonomy, decentralization, symbiosis, egalitarianism, and classlessness. Arne Naess 1999:120. 

There is only one solution! Would we live and ensure a sustainable future then we must plant trees for our very lives, but far more importantly, we have a duty to do it for those of our children. More immediately however, we must care for the limited stocks of water still available, and this means treating it in a way demonstrated by Nature. (Coats 1998:9). 

Introduction
Embracing an earth-centred ethic is to live relationally. Love and joy are the timeless qualities that make us attentive to responsibility for Others and that bring vitality to life. 

Global systems of trade, unfettered by responsibility for sustaining life in the long term are endangering earth and jeopardizing the viability of many sectors of human society and the living universe. The extinction of species is proceeding at unprecedented levels. Knowledge of this process quickens our willingness to intervene and inaugurate responsible practices to safeguard life. 

The unique and diverse qualities of women, the earth as our habitat, indigenous peoples with traditions of identification with their lands, are under severe pressure to become submerged in the uniformity of the global free market. Global unity, in the sense of solidarity in upholding cultural and natural diversity engages us in new paradigms of complexity. It requires a shift in world view from systems of mastery and monoculture towards ecology - economic, governmental, scientific, social systems that reflect the complex dynamic and evolutionary energy systems of the earth. 

In the west, equality has been a force for social justice, for women, indigenous peoples and marginalized groups. Some philosophers and theorists such as Friedrich Nietzsche and Luce Irigaray say that equality is a mistaken vision as it is a form of assimilation to the norm.  Sometimes assimilation is referred to as monoculture – a reference to a system of cultural oppression as well as agricultural systems which suppress or destroy diversity (Shiva 1991, 1993). 

To avoid the mistaken, and pervasive process of assimilation through which women and indigenous peoples have become subordinated, the earth exploited and biodiversity endangered, the notion of ‘difference’ has emerged in western philosophy. Difference counteracts absorption into the frameworks of the dominant system and provides a conceptual space for unique qualities to be identified, supported and strengthened. Respect for ‘difference’ provides the preconditions to ethical relationality based on respect for the participants, for the parties to relationships, including respect for the unique and living systems of the earth. 

From 20th century insights, including those of earth as a living organism following James Lovelock and Lynn Margulis (Lovelock 1999), quantum physics elaborated by interpreters such as Fritjof Capra (1999) frameworks from ecology introduced by Arne Naess (1995, 1995a, 1995) and others, and Victor Schauberger’s observations of mechanics and engineering recently interpreted by Calum Coats (Coats 2001),  the way has opened to the evolution of a new world order and to systems of science, economics, government and engineering that are resonant with the complex dynamics of living energy systems. 

Consideration of responsibility for the earth inevitably engages us in the relationship of humans with the earth since it is human exploitation that is threatening the sustainability of life on earth. To this end this paper will take an interdisciplinary approach, engaging the science and philosophy of ecology and an introduction to selected philosophers of human life, including philosophies of women, on the premise that an alteration in social and economic organization towards an earth respecting culture necessitates examination of the ethos of the human subject – the male and female subject.

 The change from women and men subjected to the excesses of the free market to becoming participants in sustainable economies is tantamount to creation of a new paradigm, and creation of a corresponding world-view that is respectful of life, of earth, of the biosphere. And at the heart of that is a differently conceived human subjectivity. 

Underlying a pathway taken here of examining the order of male-female relationships and the endeavour to re-authorize the position of women in society, is a proposition that the sexual relation is paradigmatic. The sexual relation becoming ethical, becoming mutually respectful in the sense of support for the optimum potential of women and men, is one of the conditions for a sustainable world order. If the ‘difference’ of women and men is upheld, rather than women being subsumed by male values, it is possible that this will provide one of the bases for a new respect for life to emerge and prevail. 

In referring to a ‘different’ world view that is being inaugurated, it is also accurate to consider recovery of world views that evolved and endured prior to those introduced by the industrializing West, a world view brought by people ‘of the land’ as we say in Aotearoa-New Zealand. As will be indicated towards the end of the paper, peoples with indigenous experience of our regions, such as the South Pacific region, developed cultures which were integrated with the earth in order to sustain habitation on the land.  However reference to traditions of indigenous relationships with the earth have to be updated to account for depletion and degradation that are escalating - conservation and protection are not enough: in order for the degradation of the environment to be reversed, environmental enhancement needs to be the focus of environmental responsibility.

A selective perusal of European philosophers of ethics and responsibility since the 19th Century until now illuminates a trajectory of thought that can be interpreted as leading to a world view of care for the earth. Regard for ensuring that the earth and biosphere can continue to sustain life has become imperative, and a focus for urgent engagement through personal responsibility and collective action.  

For his exposure and disruption of binaries at work in culture and language Nitezsche is regarded as the father of postmodern philosophy; his work is a major point of reference for philosophical theorists of our time such as Jacques Derrida (1978), renown philosopher of ‘difference’, Emmanuel Levinas (1969), the profound philosopher of an ethic of responsibility, and Luce Irigaray, philosopher of sexual difference and relationality.    

Nietzsche endowed philosophers with the task of ‘wakefulness itself’ (1990:32) –a more profound responsibility than the more specific interests in Truth, the human Subject and Power, which are often regarded as their provenance. Arne Naess, the contemporary Norwegian architect of ‘ecosophy’ (Naess 1995a: pp. 64 – 84), and exemplar of wakefulness to the earth in crisis, leads the way towards a ‘relational total field image’ (Naess 1999:120). Transformation requires re-ordering liberal societies as they are currently directed:

The implementation of ecologically responsible policies requires in this century an exponential growth of technical skill and invention – but in new directions, directions which today are not consistently and liberally supported by the research policy organs of our nation-states (Naess 1999: 122). 

Within the scope of the wakefulness project is the ‘subject’ the human person, the ‘self’ or ‘existent’, and the relationship between humans. Only very recently have philosophers such as Arne Naess and Freya Matthews engaged formally with the concept of an ‘ecological self’ – an interdependent self who is part of and integrated with the energies of the natural world ( Naess 1995; Matthews 1999). Naess attends to subjectivity through self-realization that is integral to being in the world ecologically (Naess 1995: 225 ff.), and opens the horizon beyond the anthropocentrism of environmental repair, to work with the notion of humanity as integral with living earth. 

This essay will sketch a movement from the concept of ‘higher man’ in Nietzsche, who Nietzsche proposed as an ethical, or responsible ‘man’, to a concept of relational ethics based on man and woman, two sexes in creative interaction – a radical departure from culture determined by one sex – the male sex. Irigaray explores modalities through which women may discover and create feminine subjectivity, including inventing language and symbols of their own sex. She takes the elements of the ancient science of alchemy, earth, air, fire and water to affirm the material basis of life, as an antidote to man’s elevation of mind and spirit which leads to and facilitates denial of responsibility in the material world. For Irigaray, life is elemental and must be honoured as such. 

Emmanuel Levinas, in another move towards relational ethics considers the conditions for relational ethics through responsibility for the other – a notion in which the Other, as a stranger or neighbour is given priority over the self. Levinas here works a transformation from the self interested individual of the liberal tradition and the economic imperative, to individuality formed through giving hospitality to the Other – thus generating new meaning for the notion of a subject – as one subjected to the need of an Other. Elaboration of Levinas’s important work has been done elsewhere (Derrida 1991, Martin 2004) 

These shifts in the conceptions of humanity, in particular with the thought brought to women and her status in western cultures, can be seen as paving a way towards  the advent of eco –philosophy – the appreciation of the complex interwoven  energy systems of the earth and the universe,  in which women and men are within the matrix of all earth’s complex systems. The innovation of post modern and ecological  philosophy is the ‘decentering’ of the human.  Life is regarded as a dynamic interactive re-creative matrix of energies which form a dynamic, evolving and in some respects stable energy system (Lovelock 1999). 

Guardians of the Future
Friedrich Nietzsche regards himself as a philosopher for life. Perhaps best known for his ‘god is dead’ claim (Nietzsche 1990: introduction), he is also known for his introduction of the ‘overman’;  man who transcends the ‘man’ of his time, who in Nietzsche’s view  was driven by ‘herd’ mentality endemic in Christianity and in industrialization following the utilitarian doctrine of the greatest good for the great number. The industrial machine suppressed creativity and subjected man to the economic imperative at the cost of creativity and the power of life.  The ‘herd’ mentality of submission to an external authority had the effect of suppressing personal responsibility and creativity. To give a brief insight into Nietzsche passion for ‘man’ to extricate himself from the ‘herd’:
I have the overman at heart, that is my first and only concern – and not man: not the neighbour, not the poorest, not the most ailing, not the best. … 

O my brothers, what I can love in man is that he is an overture and a going under. ..

For today the little people lord it: they all preach surrender and resignation and prudence and industry and consideration and the long etceteras of the small virtues.

What is womanish, what derives from the servile, and especially the mob hodgepodge: that would now become master of all human destiny. Oh nausea. Nausea!

…these small people of today, they are  the overnman’s greatest danger….

…overcome the small virtues, the grain-of-sand consideration, the ants’ riff-raff, the wretched contentment, the “happiness of the greatest number” 

One of the imperatives of the ‘overman’ personified by Zarathustra, was not so much to be ‘true’ to the earth as to love the earth’ – giving a lead for contemporary times towards a philosophy for life that is integrated with systems of earth. 

Living on earth is worthwhile: one day, one festival with Zarathustra, taught me to love the earth (Nietzsche 1982:429). 

Love of the earth was a means of recovery, a convalescence from belief in god and truth. 

Luce Irigaray, positions herself as a ‘lover’ of Nietzsche in an exchange with him in which she is alongside his profound critique of western culture and his interrogation of the binary paradigm, the master-slave dialectic (Irigaray 1991). His brilliant exposition of the symbolic system of language opened the way to analysis of language as composed of a signifier and signified with arbitrary association between words and ‘things’.  The post-modern ouvre has been largely built on language as prior to and constitutive of human meaning. This is a rather large topic that is central to Irigaray’s notion that human subjectivity is constituted through language and that it is a means through which women may create a new position in culture, a position generated through identity as women , rather than as the echo of men. Female identity, affirmed through the authority of women signifies a move away from women being defined by men (Irigaray 1991, Martin and Hand 2005). 

I am no longer the lining of your coat, your-faithful-under-study. Voicing your joys and sorrows, your fears and resentments. You fashioned me into a mirror, but I have dipped that mirror in the waters of oblivion – that you call life. …

I have washed off your masks and your make-up , scrubbed away your multicoloured projections and designs, stripped off the veils and wraps that hid the shame of your nudity. I have had to scrape my women’s flesh clean of the insignia and marks you etched up it (Irigaray 1991:4). 

Irigaray opens the concept of two sexes – two sexes as subjects rather than man as a subject and woman an object. She moves from the individual subject of Nietzsche’s ‘overman’ to a relational subject, on the premise that life is generated  in the interaction of two different sexual subjects. Where women have become defined by men with identities that support the interests of men, then culture can only reproduce various versions of the master-slave dualism where the ‘other’ whether women or the earth or the cultural ‘other’ are subordinated to the interests of the master.  

Friedrich Nietzsche’s engagement with the earth and with women can be likened to a faceted crystal refracting the morning sun to dance in every colour of light. To be ‘true to the earth’ could lead to his discourse on Truth, indeed to his laughter with the play of truth and lies. From there such a course would lead to his analysis of western civilization as based on a morality of good and evil, mostly closely elaborated in The Genealogy of Morals (1956).   What Nietzsche finds most offensive in this system of power is the rancor and fear that drive change and paralyse the creative spirit – those on the oppressed side measure change by the yardstick of the master, thereby confining their visions to positions of mastery. There is no change of paradigm – only a repositioning in the power structure that is fundamentally oppressive and exploitative. 

(My reading of) Nietzsche’s laughter and incisive commentary, and the irony which twists and toys with meaning, disrupts the metaphysics of binary opposition and the discourse of mastery that form the bedrock of western civilization.  His disparagement of philosophers who do no more than sustain a system of thought and a metaphysics built on a foundation of opposition anchored to the notion of Truth, can be seen in  remarks on their ‘faith in antithetical values’ as ‘perspectives  of a hole and corner, perhaps from below, as it were, frog perspectives…’ (Nietzsche 1990:34). 

Nietzsche awaits the arrival of philosophers who will take up the dangerous task of questioning the premises of metaphysics, and anthropocentric values based on ‘man as the measure of things’ (Nietzsche 1990: 35).  A reader can see in his critique of the Stoics who want to ‘live ‘according to nature’’ (ibid:39), the mistaken binary of man and nature. ‘[Is] the Stoic not a piece of nature?’ (ibid:39). Man is part of nature, part of the complex matrix of interconnected energy fields as a contemporary ecologist might say. 

Generally, in western science the earth has been an object of investigation, experimentation and exploitation (Bohm 1999).  She is regarded as ‘nature’ in the nature/culture dichotomy which has at its centre humanity and civilization superimposed on nature. Nature is subjected to the requirements of human civilization. Pollution, depletion of resources and degradation of the environment, magnified by the exponential growth of the world population and accompanying poverty, make human responsibility integral to social reorganization ‘designed for earth’ (Brown 2001:16,147). Those of us who live in lands such as Australia and New Zealand with indigenous peoples have a sense that their cultures evolved relationally with the earth; although few from outside those cultures have listened carefully. 

Luce Irigaray’s texts, like Nietzsche’s, weave philosophy, psychoanalysis, linguistics, science, religion and the arts into knowledge which projects beyond familiar boundaries and frameworks, taking flight into dimensions that signify a new era of thought, borne by a style that escapes the confines of the logic of rationality. In the preface to her recently translated text The Way of Love, Irigaray explains: 

The book, in fact, does not speak about something or someone who already exists and for whom a language and representations are somehow available, previously codified. Rather, it tries to anticipate notably through a certain use of language, what could or ought to exist as loving between us – a dimension as crucial, if not more so, than that, above all mental, wisdom which Western philosophy has claimed to be. ( Irigaray 2002: vii). 

Irigaray as a philosopher turns to the Wisdom tradition of the West, turning the convention of the love of wisdom to the Wisdom of Love, emphasizing love as a quality of relationship and as a responsibility that counteracts self-interest and exclusive commercial imperatives. In such a philosophy, which she suggests might be a philosophy of the feminine, she proposes: 

The values of intersubjectivity, of dialogue in difference, of attention to present life, in its concrete and sensible aspects, will be recognized and raised to a level of wisdom. A philosophy which involves the whole of a human and not only that mental part of ourselves through which man has believed to succeed in differentiating himself from other kingdoms (ibid :viii.) 

In invoking love, Irigaray calls upon both the mental and emotional aspects of being human, the material and symbolic dimensions of life, the earthly as well as the transcendent, saying that ‘the relation between two parts of the human has to be cultivated in order for humanity to exist as such’ (ibid: viii). 

Curiously, as the title of Marine Lover shows, Irigaray positions herself in a love relation with Nietzsche, to extol him, no doubt for his critique of mastery and, and to speak from intimacy with him to interrogate his philosophical texts and show how the dynamics of the binaries persist.  I say curious; because Nietzsche is frequently disdained as misogynist. His often cited passages start with his question to philosophers, whose central pre-occupation has been ‘truth’ opens the preface to Beyond Good and Evil with ‘Supposing truth to be a woman – what?’ and then he berates the dogmatic earnestness of philosophers and their ‘clumsy earnestness’ as ‘inept and improper means for winning a wench? Certainly she has not let herself be won.’ Further passages indicate the complexity and irony of his approach:

 … from the very first nothing is more foreign …to woman than truth… (Nietzsche 1990 :32)  

Her great art is falsehood, her chief concern is appearance and beauty (Nietzsche 1990:232) 

When a man stands in the midst of his own noise , in the midst of his own surf of plans and projects , then he is apt also to see quiet, magical beings gliding past him and to long for their happiness and seclusion: women. He almost thinks that his better self dwells there among the women and that in those quiet regions even the loudest surf turns into deathly quiet and life itself into a dream about life. Yet! Yet! Noble enthusiast, even on the most beautiful sailboat there is a lot of noise. , and unfortunately, much small and petty noise. The magic and most powerful effect of women is, in philosophical language, action at a distance, actio in distans: but this requires first of all and above all, - distance! (Nietzsche 1990:60) 

‘action at the distance’ refers to the separation of an object, the distance that is necessary to hold in place the hierarchy of mastery. In contrast to the spatial structure of  distance, Irigaray finds proximity, touch, the caress to express the intimacy of love in which sexual difference is supported and mediated through fluidity and the porous quality of membranes – that can hold and contain, and be flexible in shape.

A full discussion of Irigaray’s claim to Nietzsche as her lover is beyond the scope of this paper. At the time Nietzsche was writing feminism was emerging with equality as the premise for changing the status of women, for removing the shackles of objectification. Nietzsche considered this to be an ethical fault that would confine women to the values of ‘man’ which he considered  to be becoming shackled in industrial servitude. 

Equality as an aspiration for women made men the benchmark with the likelihood of women becoming the ‘same’ as men. Women becoming masters certainly might be preferable to ‘servitude’ but the master/slave paradigm would be unchanged – only the positions reversed and the system of dominant power maintained. A few citations will show the direction of Nietzsche’s thought:

Men have hitherto treated women like birds which have strayed down to them from the heights: as something more delicate, more fragile, more savage….- but as something which has to be caged up so that it shall not fly away. 

To blunder over the fundamental problem of ‘man and woman’, to deny here the most abysmal antagonism and the necessity of an eternally hostile tension, perhaps to dream here of equal rights , equal education, equal claims and duties: this is a typical sign of shallow-mindedness, ….On the other hand a man who has depth…can think of woman only in an oriental way – he must conceive of woman as a possession, as property with lock and key, as something predestined for service….

Wherever the spirit of industry has triumphed over the military and aristocratic spirit woman now aspires to the economic and legal independence of a clerk: ‘woman as clerk’ stands inscribed over every portal of the modern society now taking shape. As she thus seizes now rights, looks to become ‘master’, and inscribes the ‘progress of women on her flags and banners, the reverse is happening with dreadful clarity: woman is retrogressing (Nietzsche 1990: 166 - 167).

In hyperbolic fashion, Nietzsche decries the desire for women to become ‘cultivated’ as taming their force of will, her ‘beast of prey suppleness’, her ‘tiger’s claws beneath the glove’ (ibid: 169). 

A full reading of the passage containing these excerpts reveals that Nietzsche is really despairing of the industrialized direction of Europe as a society, and that women, in seeking equality are not only demeaning themselves but advancing a society which would have devastating effects on the earth – though this aspect may not have been foreseen by him. 


 Irigaray, a century later with the benefit of being able to review the feminist movement elaborated this concern and the need for women to create women-referenced aspirations. 

To demand equality as women is, it seems to me, a mistaken expression of a real objective. The demand to be equal presupposes a point of comparison. To who or to what do women want to be equalized? To men? To a salary? To a public office? To what standard? Why not to themselves? 

Women’s exploitation comes through sexual difference; its solution will come only through sexual difference. …The human species is divided into two genders which ensure its production and reproduction. To wish to get rid of sexual difference is to call for a genocide more radical than any form of destruction there has ever been in history. What is more important is to define the values that belong to a gender, valid for two genders. 

Equality between men and women cannot be achieved without a theory of gender as sexed and a rewriting of the rights and obligations of each sex, qua different, in social rights and obligations (Irigaray 1993: 12 and 13). 

Behind the relation between women and men as different sexes, sits a concept of asymmetry, as a spatial metaphor for difference and encounter. Asymmetry is a term that provides for difference and respect for, or even responsibility for the Other the does not while not confine the relation to a framework of equality. It is elaborated for example, in Irigaray’s essay on Emmanuel Levinas (Irigaray 1993a). 

Asymmetry and difference can be represented in the metaphors of earth and sea. Sea in Marine Lover is a metaphor for the feminine and the source of life. Irigaray, alluding to Zarathustra’s quest for solitude and the high mountains (Nietzsche 1982:122-123) mourns his decision to leave the sea, where his spirit was nourished for 10 years, to speak of the overman to man: 

Why leave the sea/ To carry a gift – of life. But it is to the earth that you preach fidelity. And forgetfulness of your birth…

Anxious to resolve this discord, you teach the superman: the meaning of the earth. But do you come from earth or sea to announce this news. Is it fluid depths of solid volume that engendered you? 

Are you fish or eagle, swimmer or dancer, when you announce the decline of man? Dou you seek to sink or climb? Flow out or fly up? And in your entire will for the sea are you so very afraid that you must always stay up so high? 

Perched on any mountain peak, hermit, tightrope walker or bird, you never dwell in the great depths. And as a companion you never choose a sea creature. …Why this persistent wish for legs, or wings? And never gills? (Irigaray 1991:13). 

Irigaray considers that Nietzsche’s forgetfulness of the feminine, betrays fear and that Zarathustra cannot transcend man, cannot bear the message of the earth while he remains separated from the source of his life – from birth and the sea. 

Relationship with Earth

The urgency of becoming ‘true to the earth’ does indeed require sea and water consciousness today.  Economic liberalization and the move to a globalized free market  promoted by the World Trade Organization is bringing about exploitation of earth and sea’s resources at unprecedented levels.   The pressure for privatization of those areas of earth that were regarded (formally or informally) as ‘commons’, lands that have sustained forests and fresh water and sea space,  air space and the natural resources that are needed to sustain all of life on earth, are caught in a net of property ownership. A trajectory of depletion and degradation of the environment pierces the future with inevitable conflict over precious elements which are essential to life and the scarcity of finite resources. 

The concept of responsibility is inserted as a framework to announce a new and different relationship with earth, to turn from a relationship of exploitation  to one of respect for the earth. Ecologists are putting before us a worldview which places humanity alongside and with all of life and as part of the earth’s diversity.  With the quest for property in every realm, it seems inadequate to speak only of ‘earth’ but to expand our consciousness to the biosphere.  The imperative  of participation in the labour market brings disquieting questions of our implication in the force of globalization, and the contradictory necessity of economic survival. As women strive for economic independence, a corresponding responsibility for ‘the earth’, with men,  must also be embraced. 

In many traditions, and in literature on ecology (Coats 2001, Lovelock 1999, Naess 1995, 1995a, 1999) the earth is considered as feminine.  Lovelock’s theory of the earth as a living organism, is known as Gaia  theory, invoking the Greek mythology of the Earth goddess and first parent. Scientific thought was premised on the earth as a machine until Lovelock’s and Margulis’ experiments which showed the earth to be a self-regulating organism were presented in contrast to scientific conventions based in a mechanistic world view (Lovelock 1999, Bohm 1999). 

Callum Coats, who lives in Australia, translated and elaborated the work of the Austrian Natural Scientist Victor Schauberger. Their work is infused with notations of masculine and feminine principles of energy: the male as the fertilizing quality, with descending velocities and fecundity as the female potential for reproduction, represented in the potent receptive passivity of the earth, with ascending levitational movement.  This contrast is graphically illustrated by Coats in a diagram of a pine-cone, where the asymmetrical spirals are made up of 2 energy systems, representing a system of ‘balanced imbalanced’ made up of 5 descending spirals (male cycloid spiral wavelengths) and 8 ascending cycloid spiral wavelengths (female). Between them a state of resonance is achieved through the combination of their respective energies, which, when in resonance or harmony is the condition from which the seed of the future pine trees is formed (Coats 2001:65). 

[image: image1.jpg]Super-dynamic state “cool” kinetic energy

=}
-+
=0
©l 8 —
DESCENDING S P ——
MALE FORCES Sie
Sl FEMALE FORCES
DECELERATING al s
o1 ACCELERATING
FROM THE ol
SUPER-DYNAMIC 8 FROM THE
@i o SUPER-PASSIVE
STATE 5l
(YANG) B STATE
Big (YIN)
apad
2
0

I(——- Common axis of Rotatio ——){

Super-passive state “cool” potential energy

At all points where male and female spirals cross and where radius and angular velocity are equal or in a harmonic
relationship, both charges (positive-male and negative-female) cancel each other out, or fuse together to create new life, to
bring forth seed, which is the encapsulation of the DNA/RNA gene programme for the structuring of the new manifestation.

Such a point is the “ZERO-POINT”, the eternal place where all motion ceases and from which all life springs forth.
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In a chapter on the energy of sun on the earth, Coats describes the regenerative qualities that require interactive and mutually responsive male and female energy systems: 

The dynamic motion of the Sun’s radiant and fertilizing energies, the bearers of in-form-ation, and stimulators of activity, must decelerate through external or internal resistances in order to modify their rate of vibration and intensity to such a point that they harmonize with the rate of vibration of the slowly but increasingly accelerated and more stimulated receptive and passive female forces. They must attain a mutual level of interaction, a state of reciprocity in order to be able to combine with one another. Without this modification in the state of both forces, no growth or evolution can take place. When they are in a state of resonance, however, reproduction or regeneration occurs. The earth-ovum is fertilized and incubation, birth and growth begin (in-cube-ation means to evolve in 3 dimensions). 

All life can thus be seen to evolve through the interaction of male and female energies or essences. Each has its own special direction or orientation and operates perpendicularly to eachother. As energies of contrasting gender they are imbued with opposite but yet complementary properties and potentialities. Which function on diverse planes, varying from the gross material to the ethereally subtle… (Coats 2001:82)

The geometry of regenerative energies requires new language – vortexes, spirals, pulsation, implosion, double-helix and helical turns - to express energy systems that arise from inter-acting forces that are multi-dimensional. Gravitation is counterbalanced by levitation – an upward energy force that is obscured by the prevalence of the Newtonian physics of gravity.  The dynamics of the falling apple are to be counter-posed by the upward movement of sap that causes the fruit to form. Centripetal and centrifugal systems, as outbreathing, expanding  energy interacting with inbreathing implosion to form a ‘cycloid-spiral-space-curve’ (Coats 2001:55), a form of motion of creative energy resulting in the generation of ‘countless individualities and energetic systems’. 

Coates describes and calculates the energy systems as observed by Schauberger and other biologists to reveal an asymmetrical pattern, a combination of different forces to give rise to evolutionary processes, and to sustain ever renewing energy systems. In the interplay between polarities in nature, if they are in balance results in stasis, and when in dynamic dissymmetrical interaction, results in growth.  

Asymmetry is represented by an image of interacting spirals and curves pulsating in dynamic of encounter, a picture of an opening out of time and space in regenerative creativity, similar to the creativity of encounters of difference in relationships in Levinas and Irigaray’s work on the fecundity of asymmetry in sexual difference. This view expresses an approach which might be encompassed in a Deep Ecology framework. 

Western philosophers consider that ‘difference’ is one of the most difficult and challenging concepts for westerners, because we have no history of respect for difference. We are constituted on self and other, subject and object, man and nature oppositions. To engage with difference means a shift towards relations expressed as self to self, subject to subject, man with nature in our sentences and our minds and policy and process. It is a shift to a relational world view and an ecology of an expanded self in which the trees appreciated as our lungs, the rivers as the capillaries of the earth are our blood, and the fertile fields are the open hands of generosity and provision. It is not only western philosophers who have been investigating concepts of difference as the basis for ethical relationships. 

Having touched on philosophical and natural science views which support ethical regenerative qualities of difference and diversity, the last section will introduce some thoughts on indigenous knowledge and earth responsibility. 

Guardians of Past and Future from Aotearoa-New Zealand 

Indigenous people’s experience of the Pacific region invites prioritization of indigenous knowledge: partly to value its intrinsic wisdom, partly in appreciation of a system in which ecological wisdom is integrated with social and economic systems in the regulation of indigenous societies – with a framework of laws which supported sustainable resource management. The knowledge of ecology that is being generated in the west provides an ideal basis for collaboration with indigenous communities, for it has closer parallels with indigenous world views that most western systems and is the basis for common goals for transformative environmental governance. 

Maori philosophers such as Eddie Durie and Charles Ahukaramu Royal are articulating values and indigenous world views. They enable us to engage with this thought and gain insight into indigenous traditions and world views. They also take the stance of difference to claim the integrity of their cultural knowledge and social systems and request that space be ensured for these to be safeguarded rather than assimilated into the norms of the majorities. Royal (2002) sketches attributes of oral and literate cultures as an example of cultural differences and a means to explore and express those differences.  In oral societies knowledge arises from the land and from memory, an internalized orientation.  Literate societies are more oriented to the written word and texts with knowledge therefore more externalized.  

Royal’s research is somewhat metaphysical; it highlights differences between Maori and settler world views and hence, their epistemologies. Royal (2002) contrasts orally transmitted knowledge constituted as characteristic of indigenous people with societies which use written text as repositories of cultural knowledge. These distinctive epistemologies that emerge from oral and literate societies, are not mutually exclusive; there are dimensions of oral and literate forms in both societies. He does not show one of the other as preferable, advantageous or inferior, but is interested in the different epistemological traditions. The frameworks of oral and literate cultures, serve as markers of cultural difference. 

In an indigenous culture, the exchange of knowledge is predicated upon a fundamentally different view of the nature of knowledge and human existence. An indigenous culture would argue that humans are the progeny of the land and we must take our place alongside all other things that are birthed from the land, such as trees, flora and fauna. In Maori culture, for example, the first human is said to be Hine-ahu-one whose name reflects the idea of ‘woman arising from the earth’. Hine is said to be the progenitor of humankind. (Royal 2002:10.).

In his paper, Royal locates oral processes for the repository of knowledge as internal, embodied and integral with memory; memory is bought forward from past experience to inform present or future direction. In contrast, he locates knowledge as external where repositories are in texts, in books (or now computers), and “knowledge  (ie books) can be separated from analysis of knowledge and experience. Whereas experience is inseparable from knowledge in oral culture, in literate culture, knowledge is the explanation of experience” (Royal, 2003:8).  

Royal elaborates the multidimensional qualities of oral culture, which emanate from embodied encounter, so that all the senses are in play in consciousness and conception of knowledge. Sight, smell, sound, touch and taste are the perceptual antennae through which experience is analysed and knowledge generated. Through these sensory receptors all the realms of life are encompassed; the physical, emotional and spiritual are inseparably interwoven. Three domains: bodies, earth and language, are constitutive of indigenous epistemologies. Knowledge is formed in perpetually living interpretations of experience through which the past is called forth to animate the present and illuminate the future. 

This is an indigenous knowledge tradition in the sense that human beings respond spontaneously to the environments in which they dwell. Thought may, in some traditions, be considered to be the spontaneous production of the mind, but in an indigenous tradition, thought is the product of the environment, of the land and so on. It is a very deliberate bequeathing of that environment into the consciousness of the individual. (Royal 2002:10)

From my understanding of indigenous knowledge from further afeild than this text, the landscape itself nurtures knowledge and engenders language and consciousness that is location specific, is referenced to the mountains and waters and earth which nurture human communities and for which they have reciprocal responsibility (Te Rangiita, 2002, Smith, T. 1999). 

Royal comments on literate cultures as expressing a more linear view of history as a trajectory of past, present and future which, with the aid of texts fixes the past in a finite time-frame and in a more ‘narrow and sharpened awareness’ than the wide scope available to embodied knowledge which is formed through the senses.  

The externalization of knowledge into text and newer digital containers emphasizes the notion that knowledge is external to the body. These external repositories encourage a linear past-present-future paradigm of history because of the sheer amount of knowledge about historical events which would have long since vanished in human memory. (Royal, 2002:10) 

Eddie Durie, a High Court Judge provides another set of insights into Maori world views. He notes that Maori law is based on relationships between people and is values driven, rather than rules oriented. The Maori value system is guided by upholding mana, the prestige acquired from service to a community. Whanaungatanga, the kinship ties between people ensures collective responsibility in a way that does not distinguish between self and communityresponsibility: ‘acting for the group is acting for oneself’ (Durie 2002:258). 

Durie, as many Maori have done, gives explanations of protocols for meeting between different groups which are now widely experienced by New Zealanders in general, with more and more of us going to marae and learning how to participate in powhiri, traditional process of welcome and meeting, and adapting our European styles to take on more of the qualities of welcome and hospitality and making space for encounter that allows for real exchange and participation. We are being encouraged to instituting legal systems and forms of governance that provide space for Maori rights of self determination, that provide for the exercise of cultural environmental responsibility, known as kaitiakitanga. 

Before leaving this short space for Maori world views, it will be more complete to appreciate an expression of  Maori art, here, in the form of poetry. Hone Tuwhare is never far from the land and the universe inhabited by beings of every form. His Deep River Talk 
(Tuwhare 1993:148) gives an eye for the land that is the people. The symbolism of earth and water an people is interchangeable in  ‘The River is an Island’:


You are river. This way and that

And all the way to sea two escorts

Shove and pull you. Two escorts 

in contention.


Left bank or right bank, how can 

You be a river without either? 

I wonder if the river banks can be interpreted as ‘two founding people’ of Aotearoa-New Zealand, Maori and British settlers originally, as both responsible for guiding the course of the river – for guiding the direction of this land? The two banks might also be male and female guardians of life. 

The intercultural process will be facilitated by appreciation of and respect for differently constituted knowledge. This is more likely to come from knowledge paradigms that are different from monocultural and monosexual traditions; from ecological and women referenced world views. These are likely to express values which correspond sufficiently with indigenous values to enable partnership to be considered  as mutually beneficial, or to have enough respect for indigenous world views so as to make space for them to thrive.

Conclusion
The diverse texts and discourses in this paper include lawyers and philosophers, both indigenous and western, ecological philosophers and scientists. All are inflected with a priority of relationships. 

In perusing this range of texts there is an amazing correspondence between philosophers and ecological scientists and indigenous thinkers.  Difference is regarded as an ethical basis for relationality by writers as diverse as Irigaray, Coats and Durie regard difference as a condition for the regenerative energies of life. Durie and Royal from indigenous perspectives argue for space for ‘different knowledge and social systems. Monocultures of the mind and of science suppress diversity – intellectual diversity and biodiversity. Diversity is sustained and thrives through respect for difference. Hospitality to thought and practices outside our present range of experience will surely in time inform our various forms of social organization.  

Transforming a world structured on separation, disconnection and exploitation to a world-view of that embodies the principles of living ecological systems equates with movement from monocultures to ecology and diversity. Capra identifies the characteristics of ecological paradigms as comprised of networks, diversity, cycles, partnership, solar energy and dynamic balance (Capra 2003:203), systems which signify the possibility of a new order in which responsibility is not so much a duty as an expression of the wisdom of love. Wisdom which must account for earth and sea. 

And (I) rise and ebb twice every day. (I) have two middays and two midnights during the time your sun takes to complete his circuit. Twice (I) get upo and go to bed , while he follows his course on the near side and on the far side of your earth (Irigaray 1991:14). 
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The river is an island

By Hone Tuwhare

You are river. This way and that

and all the way to sea two escorts

shove and pull you. Two escorts 

in contention.


Left bank or right bank, how can 

you be a river without either?

Thus are U-bends made. Thus are

S-bends made. Your direction

is assured and sometimes running perfectly and quite straight

a low bank on your left holds your

laughing stitches in.  On your right 

side skips another hushing your loud protests

You are river. Joy leaping down 

a greenstone stairway: anger cradled

in a bed of stones.

You’re a harbour; a lake; an island

only when your banks lock lathered

arms in battle to confine you: slow-release you. 

Go river go. To ocean seek your 

certain end. Rise again to cloud;

to a mountain – to a mountain

drinking from a tiny cup. 

Ah, river. 

You are ocean: you are island. 

� Copy of full poem appended.
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