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Two Words: Diversify Portfolio
Chapter 10, Biological Diversity, examines extinction, its relation to biodiversity, why biodiversity is important, what’s being done now, and it glosses over some potential “solutions.” Throughout the chapter, the Amur tigers Anastasia and Robeki are referenced because of their failure to produce a cub for their species, which is on the brink of extinction with only 250 in the wild and a declining trend.  These large cats are just one example of the thousands of plants and animals that face extinction today, threatening the planet’s biodiversity. 
You Break It—You Bought It
Opening with the story of two underweight Amur tigers, Anastasia and Robeki, Chapter 10 delves into the idea of the AZA (American Zoo and Aquarium Association) and its endangered species program, the SSP (species survival plan). This plan, however, focuses on what is called “umbrella species,” the large, exotic animals that generate interest and therefore, hopefully, money. The flip side, of course, is the “foundation species,” the endangered plants and animals at the bottom of the food chain. This side is glossed over, and only vaguely mentions that there is one snail (the only invertebrate) on the endangered species list, as defined by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, which excludes all insects because they could be a menace to humankind. 
This act further suggests three different levels of endangered species: the vulnerable (population is less than 1,000 in the wild), endangered (population 250), and critically endangered (population 50). Scientists, however, have suggested two more levels. There is the Hundred Heartbeat Club, of which there are only 100 existing of these species, and the ones so rare that scientists call them the living dead—they have only one surviving. The Hundred Heartbeat Club includes numerous animals and nearly 1,000 species of plants and trees. Currently only three species rank the Living Dead; only one of which is mentioned: the Chinese Hornbeam.
After examining the idea of extinction the chapter starts to go into detail about biodiversity, and why it’s important. Defining biodiversity comes first in several spheres: first the genetic diversity amid living organisms of the same species, then the diversity of an ecosystem on a given continent, and finally the number of species worldwide. Following this introduction to biodiversity, there are a few reasons given that this should matter to us. The first reason given is that once it’s gone, it’s gone—that is once a species is extinct it can never come back. The second one is just as important, yet it isn’t gone over in detail in the chapter: that everything—everything—has a right to exist. Another, fairly holistic, reason is that there is “value in living things” (Newton 179). The next four reasons are fairly species-centric…that is human centric: that we “owe” it to our children; that we can’t survive without biodiversity; that it refreshes our beings to go see other species (often in cages); that we use other species for such things as food and entertainment (Newton 179; emphasis mine).
Following a brief explanation about why biodiversity is so important to humans, Newton, et al, delves into the seriousness of the issue. This section breaks down, numerically, how fast biodiversity is quickly being rooted out so all that’s left is cookie-cutter sameness. It illustrates how fast species are currently going extinct, and, to illustrate how important it is to humans again, it shows how this affects the food supply by showing how China lost 9,000 varieties of wheat in a matter of 50 years. It estimates that there are roughly 3 species an hour, or roughly 27,000 species a year. If this isn’t important take into consideration that when humans weren’t around the estimated species lost per year was anywhere from 100 to 10,000 times less. It is estimated that an all-out effort, starting now, might leave roughly 75% of the biodiversity intact; a number that most could live with. However, only 5% of the world’s biodiversity lives in protected lands, and if human consumption of land continues at its current rate roughly half the species will survive (Newton 184). This is based on a land/species ratio outlined in the theory of island biogeography which can be applied worldwide; that if 90% of land is taken away, then there will be a 50% loss in biodiversity.  This is illustrated by Jeremy Hance, in his article “Working to save the ‘living dead,’” concerning the rainforest; that already an estimated 98% of the original forest is gone.
Scientists blame the human population as the underlying cause of the species disappearance rate using an acronym called HIPPO (Habitat destruction, Invasive species, Pollution, Population, Over-harvesting). This chapter goes into detail about how human habits have destroyed natural habitats so even if a species is brought back from the brink of extinction, like the California condor, it no longer has a place to go (Newton 192). To break down what the loss of biodiversity would mean to humans, it highlights what it would mean economically; that to clean the air, pollinate the plants, and do everything that nature does, every day, for free—would cost the world roughly 33 trillion dollars (and that was only in 1997), while the gross national product worldwide was 18 trillion. That’s more than twice what was made. 
There is a definite idea here that if humans continue to do what they have done in the past, the loss of biodiversity would be catastrophic, however, there may be hope. If humans can manage species, through the use of zoos and conservation areas in the wild, it is believed that biodiversity will flourish. It illustrates that conservation (animals are things) should be replaced with preservation (giving rights to the animals). Ultimately what happens will be based on ethics according to Newton (193); how the world decides at which place in the “hierarchy” of the world, do humans lie. 
Bad Love
This chapter was well researched: defining new words, breaking down numbers, and researching the implications this has on the human species. It clearly defines all words including “endangered species” and “biological diversity,” but also “umbrella species” and “foundation species.” It also clearly breaks down the numbers, such as the fact that endangered species outnumber zoo space nearly 12:1; and what the decreased biodiversity could mean to the world economically. It breaks down the major issues with the decreasing biodiversity in terms that the lay man can understand: for instance, food will be affected. 
However, as well the problem is presented, there’s no real solution provided, neither does it illustrate that it isn’t just humans taking the land for economical purposes—but that some concerns are also caused by humans trying to solve other dangerous issues with the environment. On page 192, all it says is that the needs of both the wild and humans need to be met; that humans need to “manage” animals. This is, however, not an answer, as that is what people have been doing all along. It does not bring into explanation of rights for plants and animals, one of the reasons it provides for the protection of biodiversity. If you don’t have a solution, you don’t have a problem you have a natural disaster. Meaning, if the way things are perceived doesn’t change, then there will be catastrophic consequences, much like Katrina, or any other natural disaster. Nor does it take into consideration that in trying to solve the crisis caused by oil, and its production and pollution, humans have created other problems. Wind farms disrupt migratory patterns; solar farms take up enormous amounts of space that is the natural environment of many plants and animals. These “solutions” to the problem are species-centric. However, it’s okay to be species-centric so long as everything else has rights. A person wouldn’t eat until they puke, so why would a person take from the environment they call home, until it disappears? Slavery is another example of people taking without the rights of another being taken into account. If a plant or animal doesn’t have rights, then it’s okay to take from them until they have nothing.
It’s All In Your Head
As stated previously, continuing what has been done before isn’t a solution. Without a real solution, there isn’t a problem because it will only continue to escalate until nothing can be done. However, it’s not about giving concrete solutions, although they can be helpful sometimes, it’s about changing the way humans think otherwise they’ll fall into the same behavioral patterns. What people need to realize is the interconnectedness of the entire cosmos. There is a delicate balance of harmony, that once restored could bring many species, including our own, back from the brink of extinction. Both Native American, and Chinese religions and philosophies can teach humanity how to treat the environment (and not just plants and animals but the rocks and waters as well) with respect.
 Vine Deloria, Jr., in God is Red, states “What Western Man misses is the rather logical implication of the unity of life. If all living things share a creator and a creation, is it not logical to suppose that all have the ability to relate to every part of the creation” (104).  Gregory Cajete reiterates that idea in a more personal way when  he shares the idea that the spirit of the ancestors can be found in the earth (54). This ties humans inextricably with the earth, what happens to the earth, and all of creation, happens to the human population. While Newton illustrates this idea in economic terms, there is a significant lack of respect and rights to the land, animals, and plants that pervade the biosphere.
While in Chinese philosophy there is no “dichotomy or hierarchy of spirit and matter…The physical and spiritual, matter and spirit, exist in harmony and are in no way opposed to each other” (Kinsley 69).  Like in Native American religions, everything is so intertwined with the physical plane, and the entire universe, that makes purposely harming the earth practically unthinkable. This philosophy is less spiritual and religious than the Native American viewpoint, however, even though it is not “soul” that connects everything there is energy, ch’i, which does. This energy shapes the world, and if the energy is against humans can bring on negative effects from catastrophic natural disasters, like Katrina, to bad luck, like poverty.
These viewpoints have a significant environmental impact. The first and foremost being respect for nature and all human surroundings. This respect to the earth, and all its inhabitants, has the ability to turn into an avalanche for the protection of the biosphere. The diversity of the world will benefit from changing the way people view the world. Pollution, poaching, over-harvesting, and the surplus population would all decrease once the idea that these are deliberate, harmful acts towards the environment. It would be slow. But like weigh t-loss, it is the slow solutions that really stick. Changing the perception towards the biosphere could produce other, less destructive, alternatives to the solutions that currently pervade society.
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