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We’re fortunate to have with us for January and February, Hank and Cleo Kocol, traveling Humanists from the
Humanist Association of the Greater Sacramento Area. At our January meeting, Hank will discuss "Nuclear
Power: An Answer to Our Energy Needs?" Topics to be treated in his talk include: production of electric power,
storage of electrical power, world-wide uses, comparison of various power sources as to waste disposal,
greenhouse gases, and availability. He will draw from his personal study and experience as well as sources
including Scientific American magazine; Health Physics Society; International Atomic Energy Agency (an arm of
the UN and a recent awardee of the Nobel Peace Prize). Hank will provide handouts to facilitate HH members
understanding.

Although Hank has given this presentation to other groups, his talk here is partially in response to questions
from our group when he spoke to us about “The Manhattan Project” last February. Some members – as well as
many of the general public – are skeptical about the use of nuclear power to supply Oahu’s energy needs. Hank
promises he will give what he considers a balanced view dealing with both positives and negatives, although he
suspects that some HH members will still see him as pro-nuclear.

Hank is extremely knowledgeable of the field having worked with radiation and radioactive material all of his
working life since graduate school.

So do not be shy about preparing in advance any questions that may have been bugging you on the issue.

In February, Cleo Kocol plans to present a program that she presented recently at the Steve Allen Theater at
the Center for Inquiry in Los Angeles. The program consists of original poetry, a segment about Margaret Sanger
and an original skit. More about that in the February newsletter.
__________________________________________________________________________________________

Famed charlatans visit Honolulu
Televangelist Benny Hinn held a “crusade” at

Blaisdell Arena last Friday and Saturday. He draw
near-capacity crowds, but not the skepticism he
deserved. The Honolulu Advertiser quoted the Rev
Liz Zivanov, rector of St. Clement who hoped to take
parishioners there. But the Episcopalians won't be
there to protest . . . Parishioners "need to be
exposed to it," she said. "Thousands go to see him
because they want a miracle. To protest against that
is not good for ... (Hinn's followers), spiritually."

Hinn's style of healing – so distinct it's been
caricatured by Steve Martin – is "something
Episcopalians don't get into," she said.

At least Hinn’s performances are free. Indian
speaker and author Deepak Chopra is coming to the
Hawai'i Convention Center for the first time in 15
years and, according to the Honolulu Star-Bulletin,
he’s charging $45-$100 for tickets to his show
January 28. Chopra has published books (with
associated audio tapes or dvds) called Boundless
Energy, Ageless Body, Timeless Mind, The Seven
Spiritual Laws of Success, The Spontaneous
Fulfillment of Desire, etc. He focuses on mind-body
medicine, yoga, self-discovery, emotional wellness,
meditation and personal empowerment.

More about these folks next letter.
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Gene Bridges 1929-2008
Long a philosophic HH member and influence

Humanist Hawaii member Gene Bridges died at his
home in Nuuanu January 2, 2008. Gene’s recent
health problems kept him from attending HH meetings
regularly, but long-time members will remember his
stimulating talks and discussions. Gene’s calm and
gentle voice presentation of his insightful analyses
enriched many a humanistic discussion. He applied
logic and requirements of evidence in personal and
political situations. He questioned wars in Vietnam,
Afghanistan and Iraq, asking for evidence of the acts
of war by these opponents.

Gene considered himself an atheist sometimes and
an agnostic other times. He liked to observe that
people who considered themselves agnostics
regarding the existence of god tended to act like
atheists in real life. Rather than being concerned with
metaphysics or fantasy beings, Gene’s life was
characterized by concern and compassion for fellow
humans both personally and in the larger social and
political world.

Gene was born in the Midwest in 1929. He became
a lawyer and a Unitarian minister. His concern for the
civil rights of all Americans led him to participate in civil
rights marches during the turbulent sixties. He came to
Hawaii in 1962 and served as minister of the First
Unitarian Church of Honolulu. Gene strongly opposed
the Vietnam War and gave war resistant members of
the US military refuge in First Unitarian Church.
Controversy created by this activity may have been the
reason for his resignation in 1971.

After leaving the ministry Gene practiced law in
Honolulu and ran a bed and breakfast in Nuuanu with
his wife, Mary Lee Tsuffis who ran Bed & Breakfast
Honolulu, a computer network connecting b&b’s
throughout the islands. On his email signature, Gene
described himself as “Unitarian Universalist
Minister/Divorce Lawyer/Owner of Bed & Breakfast
Honolulu/Bed & Breakfast Operator. In short:
Occupationally Confused.”

For many years Gene conducted an informal
fellowship for Unitarians and friends at his home.
Eventually he communicated with his many interested
Unitarian and Humanist friends via email. After Mary
Lee died in 2003, Gene began to retire from his
businesses and social groups.

Unitarians held a memorial service for Gene at First
Unitarian Church January 13th.
___________________________________________

On the “Golden Years”
by Healani Mielke on the way to “Silver Sneakers”
fitness class

I thought we’d reached our golden years. Now they’ve
downgraded it to silver . . .

Questions for candidates
American Humanist Association

For seven years we've watched as the president
and congress have repeatedly breached Thomas
Jefferson's wall of separation of church and state. Now
you can act to prevent a continuation of this process.

At every opportunity, ask the candidates pointed
questions on this issue. Or call on your local media to
ask such questions. Write letters to the editor about
church-state concerns. Ask your friends to ask such
questions. Make 2008 the year we begin to set things
right as we publicly hold the feet of all presidential
candidates to the proverbial fire.

Here are ten questions you might choose from:

1. Leaders of the religious right often say that
America is a "Christian Nation." Do you agree?

2. Do you think houses of worship should be
allowed to endorse political candidates and
retain their tax exempt status?

3. Do you think public schools should sponsor
school prayer or, as a parent, should this
choice be left to me?

4. Would you support a law that mandates
teaching creationism in my child's public school
science classes?

5. Do you think my pharmacist should be allowed
to deny me doctor-prescribed medications
based on his or her religious beliefs?

6. Will you respect the rights of those in our
diverse communities of faith who deem same-
gender marriage to be consistent with their
religious creed?

7. Should "faith-based" charities receiving public
funds be allowed to discriminate against
employees or applicants based on religious
beliefs?

8. Do you think one's right to disbelieve in God is
protected by the same laws that protect
someone else's right to believe?

9. Do you think everyone's religious freedom
needs to be protected by what Thomas
Jefferson called "a wall of separation" between
church and state?

10. What should guide our policies on public health
and medical research: science or religion?

These questions were developed by First Freedom
First, a joint project of Americans United for Separation
of Church and State and the Interfaith Alliance
Foundation. First Freedom First is cosponsored by the
American Humanist Association and its allies in the
community of reason. We urge you to ask one or more
of these questions if you attend an event where
candidates will be gathering. You may want to copy
and paste these questions into an e-mail message to
the candidates, an e-mail message to your friends, or
a posting on an Internet discussion group or blog.



Why I am not a Unitarian
Universalist
by Larry Reyka, Humanist Chaplain, Humanist Society
of Friends from his last sermon preached from a
Unitarian Universalist pulpit, 1985 or so

I've been told by a Unitarian Universalist minister
acquaintance of mine that the average "stay" within
the Unitarian Universalist church is about five years.

In that sense, the church is like a train station, a
place to be between where you're leaving from and
where you're going. This led me to a working title for
my talk today, “UU, The Train Station Religion, or
pardon me boy, is that the Chattanooga U-U?”

My personal stay as a member of the church was
approximately two years. My doubts began, in reality,
about the time the ink was drying on my name in the
book, but it took me a number of experiences to
realize that I am, in fact not a Unitarian Universalist.

The historical roots of the Unitarian Universalist
Church have produced a religion with a unique flavor.
The combination of residual Christianity and disguised
Humanism found in this denomination is to be found
nowhere else. The hospitality to atheists as well as to
believers in mysticism, flying saucers, pyramid power
and all manner of foolishness is amazing. You do
provide a church home for a lot of people who simply
would be without one otherwise. I am attracted to
many things, and most of the people here. Hence, my
reason for still being about as a friend.

However, as a Humanist, I find certain aspects of
Unitarian Universalism to be frustrating. The principle
of affirming no creed is, I believe, less than forthright.
Agreeing to disagree is an appropriate principle for our
pluralistic society as a whole, but it is not appropriate
for a religious community dedicated to celebration and
action as a community. Groups that stand for
everything stand for nothing or else they deceive.

The alliance of convenience between residual
Christians and Closet Humanists is inhibiting – to both
groups. Neither theists nor atheists may act boldly or
creatively on their convictions out of fear of offending
the other. For Humanists, the result is a timid
humanism that spends more time keeping peace with
the god believers in the church than meeting their own
needs as Humanists and reaching out to other
Humanists in the larger community.

The Unitarian Universalist Hymnal – a hymnal for
both Protestants and Atheists – is not a miracle; it's a
disaster. This hymnal to me is a symbol of the watered
down religion so often offered in the U-U church.

The willingness on the part of the Unitarian
Universalist Church to tolerate my Humanism is far
from enough for me. My need is for an organization
that affirms my Humanism.

So, while I will remain a friend of the Unitarian
Universalist Church and of all of you, as long as you'll
have me, I cannot for reasons above consider myself a
member of your congregation.
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Secretary: Healani Mielke – 836-6303
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___________________________________________

HH’s Meeting Place
Room 112 Krauss Hall

HH meets the last (not the fourth) Sunday of each
month at 10:30 am. Here’s how to get there.

Driving on Dole Street past the University, turn
mauka on East West Road then ewa on Correa Road.
Drive to the end and turn makai toward the circle with
the big tree.

There’s free parking on part of the circle, on the
other side of Krauss Hall and various lots around
campus. The entrance to Krauss Hall 112 is at the
Diamondhead end of the lily pond.

We’ll put up a sign by the door.

If you need transportation to the meeting, call
another Humanists Hawaii member or Dave at the
number listed above.



In the December 2007/ January 2008 issue of Free Inquiry, editor Tom Flynn asks a question that has long
troubled me about economies. He asks it so well, that I want to share this column with HH members.

Beyond Ponzi Economics
by Tom Flynn, Free Inquiry

I’m not an economist, and I’ve never played a
political scientist on TV.* But I peruse their literatures,
and I’m puzzled by how seldom their discussions
seem to focus on a problem that I consider
desperately important. If I’m wrong – either because
the problem is being tackled or because it’s less
important than I think – I hope the economists and
political scientists among our readers will set me
straight.

The problem I have in mind is the addictive
dependence of human economies and political
systems upon growth. Across history, the societies
that successfully delivered “the good life” for their
members have been societies engaged in growing in
terms of population, wealth, physical territory, or
natural resources. We associate growth with economic
vigor, cultural vibrancy, and advances in human
welfare. Stasis, or even growth that’s too slow, heralds
malaise. Real shrinkage is often accompanied – or
caused – by social or economic collapse, military
conquest, or epidemic disease.

Consider Western Europe’s welfare states and the
creaky US system of private pensions and health care.
Both work best when population and wealth are
increasing – when each generation can count on richer
and more numerous successors to absorb its
members’ retirement costs. Similarly, in the business
world, an organization whose revenue or market value
does not increase each year is viewed as failing.
Former Disney CEO Michael Eisner used to say, "If it’s
not growing, it’s going to die."

As far as I can tell, in human history there’s never
been a polity, economy, or institution efficient enough
to deliver aspects of the good life without the steady
drip-drip of growth.

One sign that the social sciences are not yet
mature is that human beings still don’t know how to
create establishments that can excel without growing a
percent or so each year. Idealists say "Small is
beautiful," but we haven’t figured out how to achieve
"Small is workable."

This would pose no problem if limitless growth were
possible. But it’s not, at least while humans remain
constrained by the finite resources of planet Earth.

It worries me that the best social and economic
systems human beings have devised are all – let’s
admit it – glorified Ponzi schemes. As a group, we
might call them "Ponzic establishments." For them to
thrive requires incessant growth, and that is ultimately
unsustainable.

As best I can tell, few social scientists consider this
a problem. Little effort seems to be focused on

developing post-Ponzic establishments – social,
economic, and political structures able to sustain a
humane society through a period of real shrinkage.

That also worries me, because there are good
reasons to think real shrinkage might be desirable –
maybe even inevitable. Specialists have been warning
about overpopulation since the 1950s. (In FI’s
August/September 2004 issue, I followed the lead of
some leading population activists and called for a long-
term target of just 2.5 billion humans; in his new best-
seller The World Without Us, Alan Weisman notes that
an even lower target of 1.6 billion persons could be
achieved as early as the year 2100, given an
admittedly unlikely global one-child policy. Meanwhile,
scientist James Lovelock, father of the Gaia
hypothesis, worries that a collapsing ecosystem may
be able to support as few as 500 million humans long-
term.)

Overpopulation anxiety is out of fashion, so we
seldom hear about the 1995 metastudy in which Joel
Cohen, head of Rockefeller University’s population lab,
cross-correlated fourteen estimates of the planet’s
capacity to support human life. The experts’ median
high and low estimates for an indefinitely sustainable
world population (given realistic assumptions about
available technologies) ranged between 2.1 and 5
billion people.

Of course, we’re way past that: there are now more
than 6.6 billion of us. United Kingdom scientist Sir
Davis King told a parliamentary inquiry last year, “It is
self-evident that the massive growth in the human
population through the twentieth century has had more
impact on biodiversity than any other single factor.”
Researcher Gigi Richard stated the obvious: Earth’s
population must "be reduced in order to be
sustainable."

If raw numbers don’t move you, consider some
quandaries of more recent notoriety: carbon loading,
global warming, the movement of developing countries
toward first-world patterns of production and
consumption, the near-total utilization of freshwater
resources, ruinous overexploitation of groundwater
and fishing stocks, and contamination of coastal
waters by agricultural runoff, to name a few.

While there may be specific fixes for each of these
problems, all would be more tractable in a world with
fewer people. All are less tractable in a world with
more people. And all add to the evidence that both the
United States and world population already exceed
sustainable levels.

The logic seems airtight: if there are too many
people, then one of these days we need to have fewer



people. War, famine, and pestilence have historically
excelled at reducing human numbers, but wouldn’t we
all prefer a future where we purposely reduce our
population while maintaining a high quality of life – a
future of sane, peaceable shrinkage?

The shrinkage may already have begun. In a recent
article, University of Chicago historian William H.
McNeill observed that, despite advances in sanitation,
cities remain “demographic sinkholes.” Rural or
agricultural settings favor big families; cities make
them a liability. McNeill noted that urban living remains
a primary indicator of low fecundity – and that, for the
first time in history, more than half of all humans live in
cities. That fraction is growing. No matter what leaders
do or what ideology we hold, urbanization alone may
trigger population decline.

For whatever reason, birthrates are already
plunging. Japan marked a record low in 2005 – 1.26
lifetime births per woman (2.1 is replacement level) –
and has the largest cohort of residents age 60+ in the
world. European birthrates hover around 1.5; the
lowest is Spain’s, at just 1.37 in 2006. Germany’s
population declined by 130,000 in 2006 alone. The US
situation is more complex. Native-born Americans
reproduce below replacement level, but immigration –
and immigrants’ higher average fecundity – sustain
rapid population growth. That’s why the United States
is the only industrialized

nation with a population growth rate equivalent to
some countries in the developing world. Still, factors
like globalization have damaged the US manufacturing
sector, reducing the pool of high-earning workers in
much the same way a population decline would.
Despite local differences in mechanism, then, the
United States, Europe, and Japan face a common
crisis: the coming generation of breadwinners may for
the first time be smaller than the generation of elders it
must pay to support. A United Nations report predicted
that, worldwide, people over age sixty would
outnumber people under fifty in 2047.

If the need to reduce human numbers is real, we
should welcome these developments. They may
signify a triumph of market factors or some other
demographic intangible. In effect, the invisible hand
may be pulling us back from calamity. There’s just one
little problem: nobody knows how to make a shrinking
polity run smoothly. The large political, economic, and

social establishments we’re familiar with are Ponzic to
the core.

Ponzic establishments may be the principal
obstacle to any broad voluntary reduction in human
numbers. The more immediate danger is that they
might prompt politicians to sabotage prospects for a
downturn in human numbers by resisting, rather than
welcoming, the great demographic freebie that is the
current "baby bust."

Instead, panicky governments perpetuate
overpopulation so the wheels won’t fall off of their
growth-dependent economies. Faced with the
prospect of population decline several years ago,
Australia started paying bounties, now $3,000 per
child, tragically sparking a new baby boom. European
countries that had offered tax incentives for larger
families are experimenting with bounties too. Spain
plans to offer $3,400 per child and Germany $2,530.
The European Parliament has called for measures to
expand immigration throughout the EU.

If overpopulation activists are right, such policies
are shortsighted and destructive. But you can’t really
blame today’s political leaders, who know they lack the
tools to manage shrinking societies in ways that
discourage social dislocation and unrest.

In my view, we desperately need to replace today’s
outmoded, growth-dependent economic and political
structures with shrinkage-friendly, non-Ponzic
successors. Yet, I’ve seen little evidence that the
social sciences are rising to this challenge. Can we
develop alternative structures that don’t demand the
lubrication of continual growth but can flourish even
while contracting? Can we create them in time? Is
anybody working on this?

If anyone knows why those aren’t the questions of
the century, please clue me in so I can stop worrying.

Further Reading
Cohen, Joel E. How Many People Can the Earth
Support? New York: Norton, 1995.

McNeill, William H. “Cities and Their Consequences.”
The American Interest, March-April 2007.

Richard, Gigi. “Human Carrying Capacity of Earth.”
ILEA (Institute for Lifecycle Environmental
Assessment) Leaf, Winter 2002. Available online at
http://www.ilea.org/leaf/richard2002.html.

Weisman, Alan. The World Without Us. New York:
Thomas Dunne Books/St. Martins Press, 2007.

This article and the December/January issue of Free
Inquiry can be found at:
http://www.secularhumanism.org/index.php?section=li
brary&page=flynn_28_1

* I once was billed as a folklorist, but that’s an issue for
another column.



Humanists to honor lead imaging scientist on
the Cassini Saturn Project
American Humanist Association

Washington DC - The American Humanist
Association announced today that planetary scientist
Carolyn C. Porco, leader of the imaging science team
for the Cassini space mission to Saturn and director of
the Cassini Imaging Central Laboratory for Operations
(CICLOPS), will be honored with the Isaac Asimov
Science Award in Washington, D.C., in June. "It is
important to show the world how a humanist
philosophy, inspiring and nontheistic, can motivate
significant achievements and major contributions to
society," declared American Humanist Association
Executive Director Roy Speckhardt. "We feel proud
that humanism has influenced and attracted people of
Dr. Porco's caliber."

Upon announcement of the award, Porco said, "I
think there is a deep need today to spread the word,
that science is a positive transforming feature of
human culture and has shown us, with great clarity,
our place in the magnificent scheme of universal
evolution. And that knowledge, along with a secular
moral guiding philosophy emphasizing goodness over
evil, can be empowering, spiritually fulfilling and form
the foundation of a meaningful life spent on this planet.
That, in my mind, is what humanism is all about, and
I'm honored to be included, with this award, in the
ranks of its celebrated citizens."

Past recipients of the Isaac Asimov Science Award
are Dr. Herbert A. Hauptman, mathematician and
Nobel laureate in chemistry; Dr. Eugenie Scott,
executive director of the National Center for Science
Education; and Dr. Joe Nickell, folklorist and
investigator of paranormal claims.

Porco first rose to prominence during the 1980s as
a planetary scientist on the Voyager Imaging Team.
She was among the first to study Voyager's results on
the rings of Saturn, Uranus and Neptune, and made
germinal contributions to the understanding of the
interactions between planetary rings and moons.

Her work as leader of the Cassini imaging team
has led to many discoveries at Saturn, including new
structures and phenomena within Saturn's rings and
atmosphere, new Saturnian moons, uncovering the

surface of Saturn's largest haze-enshrouded moon
Titan and imaging the geysers of the small, icy,
geologically active moon Enceladus.

Some of her imaging efforts have been directed at
home. Along with Carl Sagan she was co-originator of
the idea to take a "Portrait of the Planets" with the
Voyager spacecraft and participated in the planning,
design and execution of those images in 1991,
including the famous Pale Blue Dot image of Earth.
And in 2006 her team was responsible for the
breathtaking image of a dot-like Earth seen from
Saturn during a total solar eclipse, recently voted as
the most spectacular Cassini image taken thus far.
(Cassini, and Voyager, images can be found at the
official Cassini imaging team website at
http://ciclops.org.)

She is also an imaging scientist on the New
Horizons mission on its way to Pluto.

Porco was interviewed in the current
January/February 2008 issue of The Humanist
magazine, published by the American Humanist
Association, in an article entitled "Science and
Spirituality."

The Isaac Asimov Science Award comes in the
wake of other recognition. In 1999 Porco was selected
by the "London Sunday Times" as one of 18 scientific
leaders of the 21st century and by "Industrial Week" as
one of "50 Stars to Watch." Also, her pioneering
contributions and leadership in the exploration of the
outer solar system were recognized with the naming of
Asteroid 7231 Porco.

The World Humanist Congress at which she will be
honored has as its theme "E Pluribus Unum:
Reclaiming Humanist Values" and will bring humanists
together from nearly every continent. Conducted jointly
by the American Humanist Association and the
International Humanist and Ethical Union, the event
will take place June 5-8, 2008, and will also feature
"The Golden Compass" author Philip Pullman,
Congressman Pete Stark, Feminist Majority
Foundation President Eleanor Smeal and Maryland
State Senator Jamie Raskin.

__________________________________________________________________________________________

On teen-age sex
Via Ed Corl

The mother of a 17-year-old girl was concerned that her daughter was having sex. Worried the girl might
become pregnant and adversely impact the family's status, she consulted the family doctor.

The doctor told her that teenagers today were very willful and any attempt to stop the girl would probably result
in rebellion. He then told her to arrange for her daughter to be put on birth control and until then, talk to her and
give her a box of condoms.

Later that evening, as her daughter was preparing for a date, the woman told her about the situation and
handed her a box of condoms.

The girl burst out laughing and reached over to hug her mother saying: "Oh Mom! You don't have to worry
about that! I'm dating Susan!"


