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Good Evening, Ladies and Gentlemen. Thank you for the very warm reception and to Marianna Latsis, let me thank you for inviting me here tonight and especially I wish to tell you how grateful I am for your having gone to such extraordinary lengths in making our accommodation so tasteful, convenient and comfortable. Your welcome was extraordinary generous. In addition to these qualities let me very quickly add that Marianna Latsis has been a tireless warrior in the struggle to have the ancient Grecian art, which was stolen by foreigners returned. There can hardly be a more noble endeavor than to bring the firsts and greatest art created since human history began, to its cultural home and safe harbor of Greece.

I am much esteemed that the Minister of Environment, Mr. Kostas Laliotis and the Minister of Culture, Mr. Evangelos Venizelos have been most generous in their flattering introduction. I hope that I can be partially worthy of their kind remarks. I am as well delighted that Mr. Nikos Kourkoulos, who you all know, of course, as the Director of the National Theater. He is here with us tonight. He has gone to great lengths to preserve the historical sanctity of Greek theatrical culture. And let me say a word about one of my oldest and closest and dearest friends, Irene Papas, who is here tonight. I hope she is here. She is among the world's most accomplished theatrical talents, and she has brought a unique distinction not only to Greece, but to all the world. Thank you all.

When I was a young boy I lived for some time, practically next door to a Greek family, the Alfharinas and one of my closest friends at that time was Milton Alfharinas. There were six children all told, Bob, George, Annette, Peter, Byron and Milton; and I spent much of my time there. I was a pest in their home. But I did learn to speak Greek as they spoke Greek all the time and, with your permission, I would like to address you in Greek this evening. I am a little rusty but I think I remember enough Greek to speak to you in the language of this country and great culture.

Let me say, kali spera; di ganis; skazmos; and sebara gar lo - min bi thas stor gre-va-di. And that concludes the Greek portion of the program. Thank you. Ef hari sto.

Now then. I woke up this morning in the blaze of Greek sunshine and spent another wonderful day on the crystalline waters of the Aegean Sea and it wasn't until perhaps three minutes before I stood up here to come forward to speak to you that my blood turned to ouzo because I suddenly experienced the awesome realization that it was only a short flight by small birds from where I now stand to the symbol of the birthplace of the civilized world. It was on those very steps of the Acropolis that a man by the name of Socrates seated himself and talked to the citizens of Athens. The Greek Legislators all disapproved and he

, was ordered under the pain of death, to be silent. He refused and he was sentenced to be executed for corrupting the youth of Athens. He drank hemlock instead with his friends and he died, because he felt that by his being silent would be an insult to the truth.

His willing sacrifice of his life has been a great inspiration to all for 2,000 years; to strive; to seek; to find and not to yield. I will do my best to adhere to that counsel.

All right. I'm afraid I have come here tonight, with a portfolio filled with bad news.

Let me set the tone of the subject here tonight with these words by Yates (Read Poem).

At the risk of oversimplifying the problems that the Earth faces, in familiarizing myself with what the scientific community has to say, it seems that the problem of the first magnitude in the pollution game is the burning of fossil fuels. There is now a uniform opinion in the scientific community that the industrial world is burning enormous amounts of the fossil fuels that drive the engines of commerce in the modern way of life. Also, the burning of fossil fuels, namely, oil, coal and wood has now resulted in the heating up of the Earth's atmosphere to a point that it now threatens our survival and thought by a respected few to be irreversible. The approaching energy crisis is real, and the resulting global green house phenomenon is the price that we’re all going to have to pay for failing to heed the entropy imperative.

The entropy imperative refers to the law of entropy which defines the ultimate physical boundaries within which we are constrained to act and required to live. If we continue to ignore the truth of the Law of Entropy, we will do so at the risk of our own extinction and that of other animal species. It seems perhaps an alarming thing to say and something hard to believe however, it is true and there are some who hold the view that the Entropy Law is a giant cosmic prison from which we cannot escape. There are many more who feel that humanity will be set free by understanding the law of Entropy and finding a solution to the present biological dilemma.

They have discovered some important things since Socrates was here, but not many. Among one of the important discoveries is that there are two fundamental laws in the universe which all things living must obey or face obliteration.

One is the first law of thermodynamics, and the other is called the second law of thermodynamics which is often refereed to as the Entropy law. Now, the term thermodynamics sounds like a very intimidating concept, but it is at the same time one of the simplest and yet one of the most impressive scientific concepts that has recently been discovered. Both the first and second laws of thermodynamics can be stated in one sentence. The total energy content of the universe is constant and the total entropy is continually increasing. What that means is that it is impossible to create or destroy energy. The amount of energy in the universe has been fixed since the beginning of time, and will remain fixed to the end of time.

The first law of thermodynamics provides that while energy can never be created or destroyed, it can be transformed from one form to another. Suppose we take a lump of coal and we put it to work by heating some water. The water is heated as the coal is burned. Now, in doing this, we have not destroyed the heat nor the coal; we have transferred the energy to another energy form.

The energy in gasoline is equal to the work done by the gasoline motor, plus the heat generated, plus the energy in the exhaust products. It's essential to remember that we cannot create energy; no one has ever succeeded, and it's certain that no one ever will. All we can do is to change it. The shape, form, and movement of everything that exists is really only an embodiment of the various concentrations and transformation of energy. Whether it is a human being, a flea on a dog, the automobile, and a blade of grass, they all represent energy that is in a state of transformation, from one state to another. When a blade of grass is formed, it is made of energy that has been gathered from somewhere else, namely the sun and the earth. When the blade of grass or the flea dies, the energy that they contain doesn't disappear, it is merely altered in the environment.

If the first law of thermodynamics were all that we had to consider, then there would be no trick at all in using energy over and over again, and never running out of it. But that's not the way it works. For example : if we burn a piece of wood, or coal, or oil, the energy remains but it is changed into sulfur dioxide, carbon dioxide, water vapor and other gases that are spread out into space. Now - there's been no energy loss in the transformation, or in the burning; however, we can never re-burn a piece of coal and make hot water from it again.

The explanation for this is found in the second law of thermodynamics, which, in a very simplified way says that every time energy is transformed from one state to another, there is a penalty attached. That penalty is the loss in the amount of available energy to perform work of some kind in the future. This is the term that is used to describe Entropy, or the second law of thermodynamics. Entropy is the measure of the amount of energy no longer capable of conversion into work. Entropy means a decrease in available energy. Part of that unavailable energy is pollution and principally carbon dioxide which is the most dangerous pollutant in this greenhouse problem. All it is, is simply dissipated energy that accumulates in the environment in an altered form that produces a grave threat to the eco-system and to public health.

There's only one group that can appear to manipulate the second law of thermodynamics to their own advantage and that group is composed of talented politicians and captains of industry, which in America we have in great supply. They are enormously successful in persuading the citizens to take a position behind a bull, any bull, and gather all of the outpouring material from his back end, then they shove this steaming material back into the bull, and then rush around to the front to watch fresh hay come out of its mouth. When this does not occur, and when there is no hay coming out of its mouth, our friends in industry and politics try to convince us that the job was not properly executed and that was because of the interference of people who have opposing views and wish to retard the economic progress that has been achieved.

Well, this has given rise to the false formula put forth by industrial giants and their servants, the politicians. The formula simply stated is that FH is equal to BM squared. Simply that means that FH, which stands for fresh hay, is equal to the square of BM, or bull manure, resulting in a number of corollaries that smog is good for you; that radioactivity will whiten your teeth and take care of bunions; get rid of dandruff, you will never have to deal with blackheads again, and that waste material of every description makes a wonderful land base on which to build your home. Unfortunately down through time the expression of an old sheep herder in Greece is remembered for his wisdom of a thousand years ago. He said, sitting on a hill top it came to him; all of a sudden, he stood up and yelled, "There is no such thing as a "free lunch".

So, we can conclude that industry - with the help of ambitious politicians looking for a little side money, is the central problem in finding solutions to pollution which threaten the planet today and all those that live on it.

Well, let us see where we are today ... The question arises ... Will the world adopt strict limits on greenhouse gas emissions ?

Now, the effects of green house gases are best illustrated by this. It is a very hot day, and you want to the beach to cool off. You roll up the windows of your car and lock it. On this bright sunny day four hours later, you come back and the temperature inside your car is somewhere in the neighborhood of 250 degrees Fahrenheit. Your computer in the back seat is ruined, the plastic on your Walkman has melted, the lipstick is melted all over the seat of the car and this is because the rays of the sun that are very forceful in entering the car through the glass window. However, the heat wanting to re-radiate out again is unable to because of the glass window. This inside heat is not equal to the rays of the sun, therefore most of it remains in the car.

The presence of carbon dioxide in the air, traps the heat in the same way that glass does in a locked car causing an extraordinary rise in temperature. This process will alter the temperatures of the earth in such a way as to create great differences in weather patterns. It has been predicted that Canada and Siberia will be very warm and ideal for the growing of fruits, vegetables and wheat while making a desert out of most of the central temperature zones, which would include Greece as well as the Middle West bread basket of America. The impact on the economy of the world cannot be estimated. It is likely that weather patterns will change all over the world and killing millions in famine and through an enormous increase in violent storms, floods, hurricanes in one area and extreme drought in the other. The world economy will be in chaos.

In the last ten years, as a result of the effect of a little understood phenomenon called El Nino, which takes place in the equatorial regions of the Pacific Ocean, there has been a sharp increase of hurricanes in the Atlantic Ocean, the Bay of Bengal and the Caribbean, costing billions upon billions of dollars in damages. This hurricane phenomenon has recently been estimated by respected atmospheric scientists to greatly increase. As a matter of fact they have predicted a record number of hurricanes in the Caribbean this fall. None of us on the planet are protected by our neighbors' irresponsibility. Solutions must be found, and found quickly. 
To that end, let me mention the fact that in June 1992, representatives of more than 150 nations gathered at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro and signed a historic treaty designed to protect humankind from the dangers of climate change. The U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change, as the agreement is called, sets an ultimate objective of stabilizing "greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system". Five years later, this grand agreement has produced little substantive action towards those stated goals.

Since 1992, an area of forest five times the size of England has been logged foe clear cut developing countries. In the Amazon Region of South America, the rate of deforestation has risen from 11,000 square kilometers a year to 15,000 since the Rio Summit. In addition to this damage and with this increase, the damage to the forest means that thousands of animal and plant species may have become extinct in the past five years at the rate between one and three an hour. One hundred twelve billion tons of carbon dioxide have been released into the atmosphere since 1992 raising the level of 356 ppm to, I think, 364 ppm.

Industrialized nations pledged at Rio to limit their emissions of greenhouse gases, with the aim of returning to 1990 emissions values by the year 2.000. Now, many of those countries, including the United States, acknowledge that they will probably not meet this voluntary target. However, Britain, Russia and Germany, and naturally the Scandinavian countries, seem to be on course to meet their targets.

Soon the world will have another shot at limiting emissions of carbon dioxide and the other heat-trapping gases. The climate convention nations are scheduled to adopt a follow-on treaty that will set strict emissions limits for developed countries in the next century.  As the negotiations heat up, however, countries appear to be diverging rather than drawing together on critical issues.

Many observers of the negotiations are beginning to suspect that the forthcoming meeting many fall short of setting substantial limits and, can we all guess what the reason is? If you're thinking that it might possibly be money, you are absolutely correct. Nobody wants to trade their coins at a lower rate without some kind of parity. We will choke on pollution rather than give up any of our coins.

While the political discussions are far from any consensus, the international scientific community has presented a united front regarding the most basic conclusions about greenhouse gases.

Since the beginning of the Industrial Revolution, atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide gas have climbed from 280 parts per million (ppm) to the current value of 360 ppm, and the number is rising at the rate of 1.5 ppm each year. Added to that is the effect of other heat-trapping gases such as methane, nitrous oxide, and chlorofluorocarbons, which has drilled a hole in the ozone layer.

Computer simulations estimate that mean temperatures will climb somewhere between 1.5 and 3.5 C by the year 2100. Although the climate convention pledges nations to work toward stabilizing greenhouse gas concentrations, that goal would require extreme cuts in emissions--a step no industrial country is currently willing to undertake. The current negotiations are therefore focusing on reducing emissions by a more modest amount in the next decade or so.

The negotiations for a new climate treaty are particularly complex because they reach into the very heart of national economies. Greenhouse gas pollution comes from such mainstays of modern life as electric power plants, automobiles, and heavy industry. Nations do not want to limit themselves to a plan that will inhibit future economic growth.

Fairness is a central issue. Countries are striving to keep the economic playing field level so future emission limits won't give unequal advantages. Furthermore, the industrialized nations have agreed to take action first because they have caused the bulk of the greenhouse pollution. The convention grants developing countries a temporary reprieve from restrictions on emissions, providing them time to build their economies. By prior agreement, the negotiators have barred the Kyoto treaty from imposing any new obligations on developing countries beyond those mentioned in the Rio treaty.

Early in the next century, however, developing nations will account for the major fraction of greenhouse gas pollution--a fact that complicates the current round of negotiations.

Among the developed countries, the 15-nation European Union has stepped forward as a leader in the effort to set emissions targets. Just before the meeting in Bonn, the environmental ministers of E.U. nations surprised international observers by forgoing a common negotiating position that calls for specific cuts in greenhouse gases.

I have eaten Greek salads that are less complicated than what I have told you. If you think that this, so far, is confusing and boring, take courage because what is in front of you is infinitely more complex and infinitely more boring and we must recall the spirit of the Spartans.

The E.U. proposal would require industrialized nations to reduce combined emissions 15 percent by the year 2010. It also notes that countries should set an interim target for the year 2005, although it posts no specific numbers for that date. As part of its proposal, the European Union will ration emissions unequally among its member nations to balance the inherent differences in their economies.

Nations with lower standards of living would be able to increase their emissions, while richer countries would bear the brunt of the emissions reductions. For instance, Greece, Portugal, and Spain would be allowed to increase their emissions by 30 percent, 40 percent, and 17 percent, respectively, over 1990 values. Germany and Denmark, in contrast, would each cut their emissions by 25 percent.

The allocation also takes into account a country's current emissions. France, for example, gets much of its electricity from nuclear power plants and would have a much tougher time cutting emissions than a country that relies mostly on coal. For that reason, France would maintain emissions at 1990 values.

These targets get the European Union only part way toward its proposed goal. Taken together, the unequal allocations would reduce E.U. emissions 10 percent by the year 2010.

Although the United States has yet to put forward specific numbers regarding emissions targets and time-tables, it has offered a general proposal that sparked quite a bit of heat at Bonn.

The U.S. concept calls for establishing emissions budgets over several years for industrialized countries. For example, the Kyoto agreement might stipulate a 1--year-long budget period beginning in the year 2010. Each developed nation would get a certain emissions allowance for the first budget period and an equal or smaller allowance for the second budget period, starting in the year 2020. 

By setting multiyear instead of annual budgets, countries would gain flexibility in how they reduce emissions, according to U.SD. negotiators. If a nation's economy were to surge and boost emissions for one year, that country could make up for the increase in subsequent years.

The U.S. proposal also sets up a system for treating emissions as a commodity. If a country does not use all its budgeted emissions in one period, it could bank those emissions for use in a future period. Alternatively, it could sell unused emissions to another country.

The proposal would even allow nations to borrow a certain amount of emissions from their own future budgets, like a worker drawing an advance on next year's salary. The country would have to reduce its emissions during the subsequent budget period by the borrowed amount, plus some additional penalty.

The United States contends that the system would minimize costs by giving countries as much leeway as possible in deciding how to reduce greenhouse gas pollution.

Recently a U.S. State Department official stated: MB looks for it in quotation -- "We believe very strongly that we have to keep in mind that future growth in emissions will come largely from the developing world. Despite the difficulties it poses for reaching international agreements, we must face that fact and incorporate provisions that require all nations to accept obligations under whatever agreement we come up with."

"Now do you really think it possible to make it more confusing?" The answer is yes.

Australia is arguing strongly for a concept called differentiation, which would tailor the emissions limits of each nation to its own circumstances.

There is little negotiating time left and some observers hold scant hope before their next meeting that countries can resolve their major differences.

Let me speak to you of something a little more comprehensible. You will very quickly run out of saliva, turning the pages of history to find one page of history that has not been written in bone and dipped in blood. By the kindest assessment, it is historically clear that nature is red in fang and claw and that the weak go to the wall. History tells us that' might makes right.'

Let me point out some interesting things about animal behavior and the comparative variations of animal psychology. When a fox comes near the chicken house, the chickens all become very frightened, and they run this way and that until they have achieved a distance of approximately 15 feet. They will then stop running and begin to cluck in a worried fashion and walk around with their heads jerking back and forth. Then, very quickly they will calm down and start to peck at corn or ants, or whatever it is they peck at, having successfully distanced themselves approximately 15 feet from what they perceive to be the danger; the chickens have reduced their sense of fear and increase their sense of safety. In the meantime the fox is just sitting there, licking his chips and looking around for a likely target. The chicken's anxiety is increased in direct proportion to the distance from the source of threat and it is astounding, at this point, that we see the similarity of the function of the human mind comparing favorably with that of a chicken.  Now you may well ask what in the world does the chicken's dilemma have to do with us and pollution? I can tell you simply.

More than 40 years ago a book was written by Rachel Carson which described most of the things that were going to happen in the future, which have happened. The name of the book was called "The Silent Spring", and nobody paid any attention to what she said. She was dismissed as a romantic nature lover or a tree hugger, as they are accustomed to calling people in California who do not wish to have any more trees to be cut down. We are like chickens in that we do not perceive the coming reality until it's too late, until the facts of pollution are upon us.

Now -- here is a perfect example of the chicken brain. How many of you are willing to give up smoking? Now -- there are a lot of you out there who are smoking and see no reason to give it up in spite of the fact that scientists and men of medicine have proven without any possible argument to the contrary that if you smoke, you are increasing by an enormous magnitude the possibility that you will get cancer. You'll develop arterial sclerosis, suffer a heart attack or a stroke. The argument is: "Well, my grandmother drank a bottle of ouzo every day of her life; she smoked 4 packs of cigarettes a day; she drove a car 90 miles an hour to the market and she lived to be 107. So how can these people be talking about cancer?"

The first line of defense against fear is denial of the fact. So, pollution is just a dream, next week it is going to be about something else; people invading us from Mars. They'll find something else to worry us about. That is the function of the chicken brain.

How many of you are willing to give up your car, and ride a bicycle, instead?
How many of you are willing to give up your air conditioning? We can live without air conditioning, but it's not comfortable.

How many of us are willing to give up our use of polluting agents and business practices that make our money and pollute the world?

The majority of scientists from all over the world have come to agree that further pollution of the planet will result in death, disorder and anguish heretofore unknown on the earth.

Having tried to present to you the best and most dynamic arguments that the earth is endangered, now I will tell you why I believe it won't work no matter what we do because it is my view that we cannot find a cure for the hatred we have for one another; the impulse we have to kill one another on an individual basis or in what our leaders call a moral imperative to fight the enemy for the good of the country and for the benefit of all mankind.

I will try to speak plainly. Morals, ethics, philosophy, political systems, the use of military force, enlightened imperialism; economics, religion, law, art, literature. Nothing has stopped us from picking up the sword and slaughtering men, women, and children in the name of all the things that I just mentioned. If we were suddenly faced with the destruction of the human race, is there anyone that thinks people will not throw themselves on the swords of the enemy knowing that they were certain to die in the process if there is, in their minds, a touch of glory to be experienced.

The Japanese in WW II, when trapped in the caves, were given the chance to be free. In the greater proportion they preferred the searing death from the flame thrower than to give up the vision of spending their life after death in the embrace and eternal refinement of the Emperor's spirit.

The American Indian culture in the western world was destroyed by the Spanish in their lust for gold with a sense of Christian righteousness in dealing with infidels. The same is true of the Americans who purposely devotedly and unceasingly killed, maimed, tortured, starved American Indians in an attempt to send them into even, cultural oblivion. The stories of the destruction of our brethren in the name of anything is as old as man and history on this earth.

But then, on the other hand, why should we prevail ? Our species is perhaps not more than 20.000 years. Maybe it is time to give the ants' a chance ? The dolphins, or even the family of viruses that are looking for their moment of glory, however dark, bleak or hopeless it seems for mankind.

We are always willing to surrender our lives for some absolutely idiotic and asinine reason. Many of the young men gave an excuse as to why were fighting in the Vietnam war, said "well, my country called me to duty."

Recent revelations inform us that Presidents Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon fought the war so that they could be re-elected. It was simply about personal, political ambitions. Nearly 60.000 young men were loyal and died for nothing more than crass political ambition. That's the chicken brain and I don't know what the answer is, but I am certain that the politicians of the world know the tunes of glory; they play it very well and we will march to those tunes. The paths of glory never lead out of the chicken yard. However, you can't say all that to your children; I am not going to say it to mine. I am going to try, with all the energy I have in the best way I know how, to find a solution; to make it easier for them when my time comes to go to the stars.

So, as I come to the end of this very long one-sided chat, however mired and dark and ugly the future seems, my spirits and thoughts are always refreshed by one of my great teachers and a friend of mine, William Shakespeare. I remember what he wrote, which I would now like to share with you.

He said : "Our revels are now ended. These are actors as I foretold you are all melted into air, into thin air, and like the baseless fabric of this vision, the solemn temples, the cloud capped towers, the gorgeous palaces. Yea, the great globe itself and all which it inherit shall dissolve and leave not a rack behind for we are such stuff as dreams are made on and our little life is rounded with asleep."

Good night and thank you.
