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The ChaVter ia indebled to those membero who have

accefied lhe reoponoibilty of guiding uo f,hrough lhe
coming year; and a big THANK YOU to Terry and his
offtcere and 9oard Members for the job done in the
paot year. Lets all pitch in and make 2OOl the beot
year yetl
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Jimmy Jacobs will be the after dinner
speaker at the Rabun Rendezvous 2001.
Jimmy is an accomplished after dinner
speaker, storyteller, outdoorsman and
writer. He is a life long resident of Geor-
gia and the award winning author of four
fishing guide books and a story book of

folklore and tall tales. If there is any-
thing Rabun folks like better than tall
tales, it's telling them.
This will be Jimmy Jacobs second ap-
pearance at the Rabun Rendezvous. You
are sure to enjoy him and he just might
have a book or two to autograph for you.
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the name of civi.liz.ation, they argue that we
should withdraw entirely,ffi
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was born as a part of ndure,
this line of reasoning goes, but we have
drawn away from it. These days, we exist as
an artificial in{luence utterly outside the nat-
ural order. In short, Man was a part of nature
but is now apart from it.

Tb.en there is the other side. Adherents of
this view make a sharlr distinction between
people and animals, tracing the difference
back to Genesis. Man was created separately
from all other living things, their argument
goes and given dominion over the earth. So
we're apart from nature and have been since
the Beginning.

And yet in tJ:e last few years Ite heard
another argument from the folks on this side
of the debate. Theyte picked up on the
"kinship-with-nature" rhetoric offered by en-
vironmentalists and turned it around. "If
we're a part of nature,o they ask, "why can,t
we use natural resources? Everything else in
nature does." This argument is typically of-
fered to justify an unsustainable exploitation
of some natural resource, but it's often spo-
ken with considerable sincerit5r. The quick
version of this position seems to be: We were

.,. .sffi
tuffi"s$g&

+ffi6ffi{&
:

,

iw-a "s#Wffi.#'rffiFit&iss#1
. :. ; *1,.

ryi ie* rtt 'Me!&ib #e$i #:ffi
ffi'ffiffi,M ,ffir,*i$Ei

genfleness than we have tris-
torically invested. If humans
a.rose from several billion
years of evolution, then we
are truly kin to the rest of the
world, arrd we owe our kin all
ttre attention and deference

that comes with ties of blood. Either wa5r, we
have a moral cornrnitunent.

And setting aside moralit5r, we have an
obvious practical stake in the condition of
the planet. We consume resources whether
we want to or not-we're flesh and blood, not
angels. Like all othei residents of this place,
we will subsist only as long as we have some
minimal atnount of food, water, shelter, and
space. We udll be comfortable and happy only
as long as we have a surlrlus of all these
staples.

Both sides in the great debate are right -and bottr sides are wrong. Ttris is one case in
which an ecological view clarifies matters. We
can't avoid using tlee land and meddling it its
affiairs. And if we abuse the land, we will
suffer for it. It's really prett5r straightforward -
man is part of nature and nature is an inex-
tricable part of all Chrts Madson


