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Today, both wildlife conservation and animal welfare concerns are widely publicized. Most people take one or other position, that is Wildlife Conservationists who considered that the species is more important than the individual, or the Animal Welfare activists who take the view that the individual is more important than the species. Whenever interests clash, often the winner is not the species nor the individual. 
 The third and presently dominant position taken by the vast majority of the world population is that of anthropocentrism: that is present human interests whether these are economic, pleasure, consumption or medical, trump the life threatening interest of all others. 
One thing we are all learning from global warming and the escalating reduction in species diversity is that, if future generations of humans are to survive and have a life as we know it,  their needs cannot be prioritized at the cost of others, whether species or individuals. Humans are  a species that must fit within the living world,  they are not excepted from it. By applying ecological thinking, considering population numbers and their local and global effects, and taking into account time,  that is considering the interests of todays and tomorrows generations we may have some solutions, but they may be  unpalatable.  
First what are the grounds to reconsider whether  anthropocentric interests should trump all others.  
Why biodiversity matters.  
By clearing land whether forest, mountain, plain, valley, cementing over millions of acres, building enormous cities and applying chemical fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides worldwide, 150-200 species per day become extinct. This leaves the Grand Recycling Project of the web of life with  ever increasing broken strands and vacant eco-niches.  As this unprecedented extinction rate cascades, eventually, there will only be unicellular organisms surviving.  At the present rate of extinction, this works out at only about 7 and 1/2 decades from now!
Some therefore talk about Preservation. Preservation means that that a particular building, body ecosystem or species, will be kept as it is, preserved for eternity; (e.g. the mummification of bodies in ancient Egypt, or the preservation of an old building, or a particular garden, park, piece of marshland or species.
The problems is that living systems are dynamic so different living things come and go.  Thus,  the existing elephants and baobab trees that live in a particular environment are unique. When they die, the replaced elephant or baobab is not identical with the old. Thus, preservation may be OK for buildings, but not for eco-systems and species. 
Conservation implies conserving ecological interactions and community composition by recognizing the dynamic character of ecosystems and that each component uses and is used by another. 
It therefore prioritizes species or groups or species. Some because of their  “instrumental value” to the ecosystem or to humans.  But deep ecologists argue that everything in the natural world, living or non living,  has “intrinsic” value: value in itself ( Naess ).  
But why try to keep all species living? After all there are many species of animals and plants whom we find a nuisance and wish to be without, mosquitos biting us and rats in our kitchens for example. Confucius had the answer. He is reputed to have said something like:-
 “the batting of the wings of a butterfly in Peking affects  the movement of a fish in the Zambezi, or the grass you tread on on your early morning walk in the park”.  
A stable complex biosphere where the web of life continues  and all is recycled,  is more important for human survival than climate change because as more species become extinct, we approach breaking down of  the web of life.
We do not and never can know all the intricacies of all the relationships between species or individuals and their environment…. But, ecologists have been aware of these complexities of our biosphere since van Humboldt in the eighteenth century.  The type of thinking necessary in Quantum physics may help today too, for example, chaos theory, or the recognition of the observer’s affect on the outcome of experiments. We are subjects in the world and cannot make totally objective judgements. 
“Wildlife Conservation” is crucial, it is not an add on to the humans pleasure wander around  enjoying the mountains or the Serengeti and its animals…. it is crucial for our survival. But, we need a broader phrase.
“Wildlife” generally means wild animals and plants of any species, except “domestic” ones. However, there are no truly “wild” areas left in the world, all are affected by humans, and therefore “managed” by them. Although there are a few places where mainly traditionally “wild” animals  and plants live, and others where mainly “domestic” animals  do, mostly they share their homes with each other and, depending on how “managed”, the biodiversity can gain, ether  by domestic species replacing extinct wild ones, or by re-introductions. This is why words such as   Compassionate, Convivial, Co-operative Conservation have been suggested to replace “Wildlife”. 

Why do we believe that human interests trump those of other species? 
Since it is believed humans mental attributes are superior to any other species,  humans suffer more and must be treated more carefully.  As a human, this speciesism is easy to assume. But, does it add up? Are humans more intelligent, more “thoughtful” more cooperative and caring than any other species? 

Over the last few decades, comparative and cognitive psychologists have run innumerable experiments to test this in non-humans including fish, reptiles octopuses. By far the majority of  this research has tested whether the different species can do the same sort of mental things that humans do, that is remember many objects, use and manipulate tools, communicate in a human-type language and recognize human concepts and constructs. Very few have found out whether the human can learn to do what the animal can.  

 Different body/mind beings who live in different habitats and niches will have different  mental skills, thus, comparing one species with another by testing the others ability to do what the first one does may be irrelevant to the second species, although s/he may have great mental skills of another type to live as and where s/he does.

Perhaps we should recognize first what human mental skills really are, and as a result how they construct the world. It seems that the fundamental mental skill of humans is to use symbols, and  learn to build symbols onto symbols until they have human language whose meaning is context independent and  leads to further symbolic exercises such as mathematics, development of engines, computers, technology and the arts.  To do this, at a very early age, humans are taught to recognize certain types of concepts and think in particular ways, ignore others, and manipulate. This specialist development is very clever in its own way… but is it the only “clever” way in which living beings operate? Some now are beginning to wonder from watching the murmurations of the flights of starlings, the migration of swallows or possible “thought transfers” between individuals of different types. But, many still dismiss any non-human un-measurable event as non-existent or not worth thinking about….. although, curiously and irrationally…. they are prepared to recognize non-measurable mental events such as feelings and emotions  which are of import to non human animals  as well as humans.   

 It has long be maintained by some philosophers, scientists and artists, that  memory, thought, rationality, problem solving, creativity  and so on,  is only possible with a complex symbolic construct such as human language.  But non human language users learn, remember, think, are creative, rational and solve problems… without this complex human language of symbolic constructs. 

 Sometimes, the different ways in which non-human do things are so far out of humans’ sensory and mental capacities, that they are not recognize. Think for a moment of a dog following  a scent which since scents fly in the air and travel in the water, necessitates different concepts of both time and space among other different mental construct, for the dog.

In addition, since non humans do not use such symbolic language, what they are communicating, as well as how they organize their societies has often been inappropriately constructed. For example large herbivores communication is based primarily on emotional content so the specific meaning of a messages is not often independent of the context, that is it is “context dependent”. Many, (but not all) of the the noises made or postures assumed, communicate to others the general level of excitement/ arousal of the communicant. But, what emotion s/he is feeling, and why s/he may be feeling it, is only available from the context. Thus, the recipient must take account of the situation to interpret whether to approach, avoid or ignore the message. This means that the recipient must be very aware of the social and non-social  environment around to keep abreast. This is not the case with humans context independent  communication so they may receive the message without having any idea what is going on around the communicator. Does this ensure that human communication and its further attributes, is more advanced than any other communication? 

Many human characteristic comes from our primate origins. For example, food is dispersed in patches, consequently, competition  either within or between groups is often necessary.  Thus, it has been suggested that in order to reduce injury to individuals, all animals have  a “dominance hierarchies” within the group where each individual “knows his place”. Darwin’s evolutionary biologists elaborated this in the 1970’s into the study of socio-biology, which assumes competition  rules within all animal societies.

Humans have developed this primate competitive streak further and they alone  make wars between groups killing millions of their own species and also go in for intra-group competition such as stealing, manipulating and murdering each other to compete for money, goods, membership of  different groups, politics and so on. This is for “power” whether social, political, religious or economic. Its following is demonstrated by admiring publicizing those who have it, whether they are politicians, artists, writers, historians, religious leaders, the wealthy or “celebrities” 

 But, there are many animal societies, where being nice is  much more frequently than being nasty.  In these societies, the individuals must know the personality of  the other society members  and their roles to know how to react to them. For example make allowances for the young, or certain individuals. When they have choices, their societies work because the individuals are cooperative rather than competitive.   

Humans evolutionary inheritance is low on cooperation in society,  however much believed otherwise … just look at the wars going on today… everyone as usual believing their side is right. 
 
 We have about 6,000 years in which various animals have been domesticated and the humans dealing with the animals, had to know that they feel, learn, have a memory, show intentionality and learn complex skills, in other words they have “a theory of mind” , because otherwise they would not have been able to domestic them to do the things they do. Consequently the uniqueness of  “theory of mind” for humans is empty air…. unless for certain mentally defective individuals.

Human and non-human mammals behaviour and knowledge is the result of life time experiences which mould the genetic tendencies.

Individuals Matter: Animal Welfare. 
If an animal/human  is “sentient” (has feelings), then his life matters to him, that is, it has intrinsic value.  Is the individual suffering from pain, a disease that could be relieved, or suffering mentally? Is he going to personally benefit from staying alive and living the life he is living? 

Over the last 50 years there has been much research conducted on when animals are suffering  physiologically and behaviourally. We do have some quite solid indications from their behaviour  when they are “distressed”,  in other words when the environment is unacceptable to that individual. For example, keeping elephants chained up for 24hour periods when they show stereotypes, sleep a lot longer than normal, becoming aggressive or very excitable means, they are suffering/distressed and therefore do not have a life of quality. Thus we have indications when we have it wrong for the animals, but we need indications when we may have it right and give those animals a “good life”. 
Choices and freedom to make them, are important, universally recognized for humans and outlined in the human bill of rights which concentrates on “freedoms”:  freedom from hunger, thirst, pain, cold and so on.  We can measure the “freedoms”, or lack of them, in different environments where animals are kept by assessing  the behavioural restrictions, from the wild to intensive systems.

 Table 1.Behavioral Restraints in some mammals. 

  If we do this, we find that the “wild” if it were to exist, is not free of “behavioural restraints”( hunger, thirst, pain without medical relief, being hunted etc). 

Table 2. 

We also see that  there is much variation within one environment which depends on how it is “managed” by humans.  Nevertheless, by comparing behavioral restraints in different environments, we see which are better than others form the animals point of view. 
 
But, we  cannot make decisions concerning the relative importance of different feelings (as has traditionally been done in the management of many species) because we cannot judge whether, for example, maternal feelings, sex, anxiety or pleasure are more or less important to another species than to you (since feelings by definition are subjective and private affairs). 

We do  have some feelings (as well as other mental attributes) in common with all mammals,  even though feelings and emotions are changeable and their strength depends on time, place, the whole environment around us, and the individual’s passed experiences.   

Since the wild no longer exists, all areas are “managed”. If one species becomes too numerous and threatens the biodiversity, something must be done. There are a number of non lethal ways in which numbers can be reduced in certain areas and  thereby allow the intact eco-systems to be conserved. These include employing technology such as virtual fences, or discouragement certain animals. There may be a chance for some individuals to be re-located into new “re-wilding” nature parks, zoos, or wildlife “sanctuaries” where the  new location   ensures that the individuals will have a life of quality. If non of these options are available, then certain selected animals may have to be killed . If properly organized and policed, any money earned from “hunting”/killing  must be devoted to helping local biodiversity win.
 “Banning” activities without examination whether of their nature that activity causes suffering to another individual is often at the cost of the local and/or global human community, the conservation of the biosphere. Similarly allowing anthropocentric human interests to dominate without question or examination of the consequences, will eventually destroy humans.
We know that direct contact between humans and other animals can motivate people to be  further interested in them. Once we recognize that we share emotions, we can more easily grant others equal consideration and value. Therefore, allowing both local people and global travelers safe, close interactions, touching, working with other animals in a cooperative way, is the reason why frequently  this is the highlight of  “safari” experiences. It must be done safely and where both the humans and the animal individuals enjoy it and they all  a life of quality in all aspects of their lives. But, this can be done, and we know how to do it. 
 
Living together with other species, recognizing their similarities and differences in mind and body, their different ways of living and different points of view: others “epistemology” is possible and rewarding for all of us. 
But what if the interests of the conservation of the fauna and flora and its welfare conflicts with  human needs? 
 Global and local human needs 
Globally what must be done, however unpalatable today,  is that the exponential growth of human population must be stopped. This will mean that for a generation or two, the population age structure is skewed to more older people; but by only replacing the numbers that die, this will eventually re-structure itself…. although retirement age may need to be advanced. 

Secondly, the ideas that “economic development” and “trade” must be encouraged to maximize money and consumption, is fundamentally flawed. However much re-cycling develops, there will inevitably be shortage of resources, including land, sea, and particularly food and there will  continue to be be loss of species diversity. “Sustainable Development” or “Business" are the buzz words, but it remains to be seen how, where, when, if, this can be put into practice and halt species extinction. 

It may become possible for humans to live in a totally technological world where food, water, air, entertainment etc is produced and re-cycled, underground, in “bio-dome cities” or space living. Even there however continually growing human populations will not be supported. 

Restructuring education so that everyone has at least an elementary understanding of the eco system is mandatory to appreciate why human  populations must be controlled voluntary of eventually by law, and any “trade” or “development” must be sustainable.

Local conflicts. Elephants in Victoria Falls, Zimbabwe. 
Local population of humans are usually considered more important than wildlife that threatens, annoys or does them damage. When life threatening food crops are damaged or personal injury suffered as a result of indigenous mammals in poor peasant populations, such as in some parts of Asia and Africa, they may be justified. Consider the example of elephants from the Trans-frontier national park who search for food in the small peasant farms of Zimbabweans near Victoria Falls.  
 The population of Zimbabwe has grown from 13 million in 2013, to 15.5 million in 2022. Because there is no alternative, many youngsters remain farmers on their family farm. They have to feed themselves from what they grow and there are more of them, they believe they need more land. If the growing populations are to be fed without further loss in biodiversity producing food organically and ecologically must become dominant, accompanied by social and economic backing. The local humans must respect the need for the wildlife areas, and sometimes  share it  with grazing stock. What should not happen is that the local peoples interests always take priority without serious consideration.  There are actions and ways to resolving these conflicts  but they need clear direction.  
Conclusions. What must be done:-
Further  growth of human populations and spread into the wildlife areas must be controlled.
Everyone  educated to understand that their survival depends on  all living together by exercising Cooperative Conservation.
Everyone should know how and be willing, to control their family size for their own benefit in the future . Small families should be admired and respected, large ones considered socially unacceptable.  
The intensive raising of animals for human consumption and use must be stopped and both traditionally wild and domestic species re-introduced into multi-species self sustaining high net yielding grazing and re-wilding systems that foster biodiversity and freedoms for the individuals, and we know how to do this. The consumption of meat by humans and their pets will therefore be  considerably reduced, but it must  continue so that the inevitable surfeit of animals  who bred kept in these ways can provide food. 
Human , pets and  domestic animal food production must change to reduce the use of chemicals and  it’s the present carbon debt. By modeling it on how the eco system works, this can be done  and increase net production . 
In the next 20-30 years all large animals will be further restricted to some form of enclosed/sanctuary/semi-wild environment. Respect for the the individuals must be practiced so that each can have a life of quality, free of many behavioral restrictions. We know how this can be done for many species  but  standards for their management  should be developed and adhered to ensure their survival  (We Are All Mammals. Standards for Elephants under human care. 2020).

 But, to live in harmony with the living world and sustain it, we must not be doctrinaire.  The eco system has many ways of  adapting and achieving and we must learn from it and other animals how to resolve our conflicts,  not ban or outlaw any pursuit unless of its nature it causes suffering to individuals or reduces species diversity.  Environmental  improvements for the individual, the biosphere  and humans can be made by Education, Research, Innovation and Discussion, and there are many ways in which this can be done,  but we must work at it.  
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