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ABSTRACT

This paper builds on previous work that I have done on “an ecological democratic faith” and “biocracy.” In contrast to the typical anthropocentrism of most democratic theories, the notion of “biocracy” seeks to include listening to the voices of the non-human natural on their own terms and their own integrity as well as to institutionalize that listening. Put differently, “biocracy” is the political expression of an ecological civilization.
　I am using the concept of “citizenship” in the sense of being an active participant in a political community, with the accompanying rights and duties. The idea of citizenship presupposes a particular understanding of the self. In most of the inherited Western intellectual tradition, underlying concepts of citizenship, the self has been construed as an unilinear, substantial self capable of acting but not receiving, not being effected by anything in its self-constitution. In contrast a relational, processive understanding of the self, human and non-human, is a characteristic of process thought. I use this processive view of the self, particularly Bernard M. Loomer’s notion of “size” and Bernard E. Meland’s concept of “appreciative awareness,” both building on Whitehead’s idea of beauty, to develop a relational view of citizenship that includes the non-human natural world. We become persons of greater “size,” “stature” and expand our capacity for “appreciative awareness” as we nurture our capacity to take into ourselves more and more of the world, withever richer contrasts. This also entails nurturing the capacity to listen to the non-human natural world and to represent the non-human world in the public square in its own terms and own integrity. At this point, I make use of the Buddhist understanding of the self, the “noself,” to heighten our understanding of citizenship in the broader context of the non-human natural world. I also utilize the Confucian emphasis on self-cultivation to develop further the idea of a responsive-sensitive-open-active-participative citizenry.
　Thus, my new understanding of citizenship is relational, including a capacity for receptivity and sensitivity that empowers action. I explore various dimensions of this: citizenship and the particularity of communities, human and non-human; being a citizen of communities of communities of communities, ultimately of that which is closest to us to the universe itself in a common citizenship of all creatures. Finally, I explore some of the difficulties involved in effective democratic participation in the development of biocracy. 
INTRODUCTION

This paper builds on previous work that I have done on “an ecological democratic faith” and “biocracy.” In contrast to the typical anthropocentrism of most democratic theories, the notion of “biocracy” seeks to include listening to the voices of the non-human natural world on their own terms and their own integrity as well as to institutionalize that listening. Put differently, “biocracy” is the political expression of an ecological civilization.
    I am using the concept of “citizenship” in the sense of being an active participant in a political community, with the accompanying rights and duties. In most of the inherited Western intellectual tradition,  notions of the self underlying concepts of citizenship have construed  the self as a unilinear, substantial self capable of acting but not receiving, not being affected by anything in its self-constitution. In contrast a relational, processive understanding of the self, human and non-human, is a characteristic of process thought. I use this processive view of the self, particularly Bernard M. Loomer’s notion of “size” and Bernard E. Meland’s concept of “appreciative awareness,” both building on Whitehead’s idea of beauty, to develop a relational view of citizenship that includes the non-human natural world. We become persons of greater “size,” “stature” and expand our capacity for “appreciative awareness” as we nurture our capacity to take into ourselves more and more of the world, with ever richer contrasts. This also entails nurturing the capacity to listen to the non-human natural world and to represent the non-human world in the public square in its own terms and own integrity. At this point, I make use of the Buddhist understanding of the self, the “noself,” and the Confucian emphasis on self-cultivation to develop further the idea of a responsive-sensitive-open-active-participative citizenry.
  Thus, my new understanding of citizenship is relational, including a capacity for receptivity and sensitivity that empowers action. 
CITIZENSHIP AND THE SELF

The word citizenship refers to a variety of concepts: belonging to a particular nation or community or ethnic group, usually defined by particular geographical boundaries, and identification  with that community’s and locale’s  particular cultural and historical traditions. However, I shall focus on the concept of “citizenship” as being an active participant in a political community, with the accompanying rights and duties.

While we can find the roots of such a conception of citizenship in ancient Greece and Rome, its more immediate ancestor can be found in the heritage of the Enlightenment and its emphasis on individualism. Politically, individuals are endowed with certain inalienable rights simply by virtue of being human, of being a unique human individual. The Enlightenment’s focus on individual liberty and equality followed from this. “Equality” did not mean “sameness.” Rather, it meant equality as human beings, with no hereditary aristocracy born into and inheriting positions of power and privilege.

Of course, in actual fact, it did not work out that way. Restrictions were placed on 

citizenship based on the ownership of property, gender, and race. In fact one could claim that part of the legacies of the American and French Revolutions, in no small measure inspired by the ideals of the Enlightenment, is the extension citizenship to previously excluded, extending the right to participate in the life of the political community.

In at least the modern Western tradition, the idea of citizenship is rooted in the notion of an isolated, independent, self-sufficient, self- contained individual who requires nothing but himself (predominantly himself) /herself (and God) to exist (i.e. a substance). Relations are freely chosen and not constitutive of the very being of the self. Thus, the self and its power are unilear, capable of acting on others but incapable of being acted upon or receiving influences from others and the world in its self-constitution. It goes without saying that this notion of the self applies only to human beings and not to non-human animals.
THE PROCESS VIEW OF THE SELF

The process view of the self is not atomistic but thoroughly relational. The self, human and non-human, is a moment of experiencing. The past, like a tributary, flows into the present. The present moment of experience “prehends,” (to follow Whiteheadinternalizes the past, not just its own past but the past of everything of the universe, even as it reaches out to the possibilities of the future.

A momentary experience or actual occasion is free, both consciously and subconsciously, as to how it prehends the past. Actual occasions are also free as to how they respond to the possibilities of the future.

It is important to note that while the becoming of an actual occasion described above is that of a tiny energy event, the basic unit of reality, it is descriptive of the becoming of all actualities, with varying degrees of complexity.

A momentary experience has a receptive as well as an active side. The actual occasion, as we have seen, receives data from the past and creatively synthesizes that data, making decisions about what in the data is relevant in that particular moment of becoming. The active side is the momentary experience reaching for the possibilities of the future. This is not to be understood dualistically but as different aspects, dimensions of a momentary experience that lasts a fraction of a second.

In its becoming, each actual occasion drives at the experience of beauty. For Whitehead, 

beauty involves two things, harmony and intensity. In any experience, human and non-human, there needs to be some sense of harmony. But it is possible to have too much harmony leading to the trivialization of experience. Hence, the need for intensity, for richness of experience that usually comes through contrast, a contrast of colors, sounds, ideas, etc. Thus, beauty is the dynamic, delicate balance between harmony and intensity.

THE CONCEPT OF “APPRECIATIVE AWARENESS”

Bernard E. Meland and Bernard M. Loomer appropriate the Whiteheadian concept of beauty in developing respectively their ideas of “appreciative awareness” and “size.” “Appreciative awareness”  Meland also calls “appreciative consciousness.”

Appreciative awareness or consciousness is a creative response to the structures of experience, a sensitive response from the depths of experience to the structures of sensitivity. It is an openness, receptivity, and sensitivity that empowers the self to take more and more of the world, with all its contrasts, diversity, ambiguity, “otherness”  into oneself. It is the opposite of the truncated self that sees others as mere extensions of his/her ego, that tries to make  others into her/his own image, or impose his/her limited meanings on others (Meland, Higher 64-71).

For the purposes of this paper, it is especially important to note that all selves, human and non-human, have some capacity for appreciative awareness. Secondly, the world that the self  takes into itself is not just the world of humans but the non-human natural world as well (Meland, The Realities 201).1 Our very capacity for appreciative awareness is rooted in our earth-creatureliness.

THE CONCEPT OF “SIZE”
Bernard M. Loomer developed the idea of size late in his career. It is a concept that he applied to human and non-human selves and God. Loomer defined size in the following manner:
By size I mean the stature of a person’s soul, the range and depth of 

his love, his capacity for relationships. I mean the volume of life you can 

take into your being and still maintain your integrity and individuality, 

the intensity and variety of outlook you can entertain in the unity of your 

being without feeling defensive or insecure. I mean the strength of your 

spirit to encourage others to become freer in the development of their 

diversity and uniqueness. I mean the power to sustain more and complex 

tensions. I mean the magnanimity of concern to provide conditions that 

enable others to increase in stature. (Loomer, “S-I-Z-E” 70 )

Size is “our readiness to take account of the feelings and values of another” (Loomer, “Two” 18). The world of the person receptive to and capable of taking another into her/his very self without losing his/her freedom or her/his identity is larger than the world of the person afraid of being influenced (Loomer, “Two” 18). Moreover, in a way typical of exponents of the notion of the relational self, he maintains that it is “... our constitutive relationships that enable us to be free” (Loomer, “Two” 21).  

If the self and, in fact, reality itself are fully relational, power is no less relational; it involves both the capacity to affect, to carry out a purpose, and to undergo an effect, to be acted upon Loomer, “Two” 22-23).  Loomer claims that “the ultimate aim of relational power is the creation of those relationships in which all participating members are transformed into individuals and groups of greater stature”(Loomer, “Two” 23). 

The category of ambiguity is a crucial element in Loomer's understanding of size.  A person of size is capable of appropriating ambiguity into her/his momentary becoming (Loomer, “The Size” 20-51). The greater the pattern of contrast a person is capable of integrating into his/her momentary becoming, the greater the size, the greater the capacity to tolerate greater degrees of ambiguity. 

As for Meland, for Loomer the world we take into ourselves includes the non-human natural world; our capacity to do so is rooted in our being creatures of the earth. (Loomer, “The Size” 34-35).  

CITIZENSHIP IN A BIOCRACY
I have explored Meland’s concept of appreciative awareness and Loomer’s concept of size because, in their appropriation of the receptive dimension of the relational self, they provide a powerful undergirding for the notion of citizenship I seek to develop. This concept of citizenship builds on my previous work in attempting to develop the concept of “biocracy.”2 

Before entering into a discussion of the meaning of biocracy, a few words are in order about the meaning of “democracy.” “Democracy” is the combination of two Greek words meaning “rule by the people.”  It is grounded in the sense of the dignity of every human being simply by virtue of being human. It entails effective participation in the decisions that affect one’s life is; the limitation of undue concentrations of power in every overlapping sphere of life, in both institutions and in persons. Politically, this involves the maximum safeguarding of civil liberties and due process of law. It includes institutional systems of checks and balances, although this is no guarantee of democratic practice.3 At larger levels of community, it could entail representative forms of government, at smaller levels it could and would encourage direct forms of democratic participation. 

Most democratic theories are hopelessly anthropocentric. In today’s world, we need to extend the notion  of dignity, on which so much of democratic theory rests, to non-human creatures if we are to develop a non- anthropocentric way of understanding democracy, that is to say “biocracy.”4 Positing dignity in sentience, human and non-human, process-pragmatic thought is uniquely suited  this task.

While, in this regard, if, as process thought maintains, the difference between humans and non-humans is one of degree and not of kind, then we need to listen to non-humans in their own voices, in their own terms, in their own integrity. We need to listen to what non-humans themselves are “telling” us.

While non-humans cannot speak in clearly, articulated words and sentences through which they convey their thoughts, we need to recognize that  language is a complex form of communication and that non-human animals do communicate; they make sounds, they convey feelings. Even in human communication, non-verbal communication is more basic than the verbal; the nuances of language change with the emotional tone conveyed. 

Listening to what the non-human natural world is telling us includes not only individual non-human animals but larger systems as well. For example, having lived in the desert in Arizona for twenty-two years, I learned to tell when it was actually going to rain by looking at the thickness of the clouds. My method was hardly scientific---but I was right with far greater frequency than the weather forecasters. In similar fashion, I learned from a Native American to predict the length and severity winter based on the thickness of the clouds, their formations, and the speed of their movement in early fall 

If we listen to the non-human natural world, I would maintain that we see hear and see nature’s version of “checks and balances” in environmental degradation. Whether we look at global warming, the spreading of the Sahara and Gobi deserts, deforestation, air and water pollution, I would ask whether this is the non-human natural world’s way of showing the limits of the human grab for power and domination, of the revolt of the dignity of the constitutive, interdependent actualities that make up non-human natural world? 

It is at this point that Meland’s concept of appreciative awareness and Loomer’s idea of size become important, rich resources for developing the idea of citizenship in a biocracy. As we have seen, both appreciative awareness and size entail being able to take more and more of the world, in all its diversity, into oneself. The world one takes into oneself certainly includes the non-human natural world of which we are parts and which are parts of us. Our very capacity for appreciative awareness and growth in size (in Loomer’s sense) is rooted in our being earth creatures.

Thus, in a certain sense, appreciative awareness and size are virtues to be cultivated. We are to cultivate our capacity to take others, human and non-human into ourselves, without being overwhelmed or violating the distinctivenesss   of “others.”

While this view does uphold the active dimension of the self and of citizenship, it is a richer view of citizenship than the modern one predicated on an atomistic self-contained view of the self. The relational matrix of the self, human and non-man, empowers its creativity, its active participation in the life of the political community, reaching toward previously unimagined possibilities of the future.

THE “NOSELF,” EMPTINESS, AND COMPASSION

In contrast to most of the Western tradition and Hinduism, Buddhism, like process thought, teaches that there is no “substantial self.”  It teaches the doctrine of the “no self,” the “anatman” in contrast to the Hindu idea of the Atman, the enduring soul that makes a living thing what it is. For Buddhists, as for process thinkers, “the self” is a momentary self, the experiencing of the moment. While the past (not just my own but that of the entire universe!) does flow into the present,  the immediacy and intensity of the past is gone. All we have is the experience of the moment. Thus, everything is impermanent—including impermanence!

For Buddhists, believing in the idea of an enduring, substantial self is an illusion, 

one that is fostered by clinging to past selves that we are no longer. Clinging is the cause 

of suffering. We can cling to anything: people, possessions, cherished ideas and beliefs, 

God.  Yet, one of the main paradigms of clinging, if not the main one, is clinging to past 

selves. We cling to selves that we are no longer, to momentary experiences the immediacy and intensity of which have perished. By doing so, we are preventing ourselves from being the experience of the moment. Once we have let go of clinging, we are free to live fully in the moment, to be the moment of experiencing. 

When we have let go of clinging and live fully in the moment, we have reached Enlightenment or Awakening. We have reached Nirvana, which is a way of being rather than a place, when we are the experience of the moment every moment. Moreover, when we have let go of clinging, we become Empty. It is precisely because we are empty that we can become fully the experiencing of the moment. Yet, paradoxically, it is when we are Empty that we are most Full, open and attentive to more and more of the world around us. It is because of the Emptiness that is Fullness that we are able to be compassionate.  Our Awakening (to our Buddha nature) empowers us to be compassionate to all creatures.

The Buddhist view of the self, emptiness, and compassion  have much in common with the view of the self in process thought and its adaptation in Meland’s idea of appreciative awareness and Loomer’s concept of size. In Buddhism,  as in Meland, and Loomer, , empowered by our ability to live in the present, we are to cultivate our capacity to take more and more of the world into ourselves, and thus respond with compassion and creativity.

I can mention Confucianism all too briefly in this paper all too briefly. A key tenet of Confucianism is that the self, dynamic and relational, is in constant need of transformation.  A constant, ongoing process of self-cultivation is basic to the ongoing to the transformation of the self, a transformation that entails a growing capacity for empathy towards an ever expanding circle of beings, human and non-human.


Both Buddhism and Confucianism provide rich resources for the development of 

citizenship in an ecological civilization. An appropriation of Buddhism and Confucianism by process thought, as used by Meland and Loomer, will empower the development of citizenship in a biocracy in which we truly hear the voices of all creatures and stand in a solidarity of kinship with them.

ENDNOTES

1 See also, Meland, Bernard E. Modern Man’s Worship: A Search for Reality in Religion New York and London: Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 1934.





2  See my unpublished articles “Dignity, Democracy, and Biocracy,” “The Universality and Particularities of an Ecological Democratic Faith,” and “An Ecological Democratic Faith and the Current Economic Crisis.” 





3 J. Ron Engel has contended in private conversation that our system of checks and balances has failed in preventing the slide of the United States towards oligarchy.





4 I am indebted for the idea of “biocracy” to Thomas Berry. See Thomas Berry, “Teilhard in the Age of Ecology,” Video Interview (Mystic, Connecticut:  Twenty-Third Publications, 1988).
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