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7 prologue

 

prologue

Half a century ago, on Christmas Eve 1968, the 
Apollo 8 mission, for the first time in history, carried 
a human crew in orbit around the moon. William 
Anders, Frank Borman and James Lovell were the 
first lucky mortals to observe the dark side of our 
satellite and experience the enchanting spectacle 
of the rising Earth. In the course of that mission, 
during one of their ten Moon orbits, William Anders 
took a photo that would become famous, rightfully 
earning its place among the icons of recent human 
history: the dawn of the Earth seen from the moon. 
Every one of us, at one time or another, has seen it 
reproduced. It shows the terrestrial globe, partially 
dark in its lower part, with the South on the top 
left and South America in the centre of the picture, 
rising above the lunar horizon. A blue and green 
world, with white clouds woven delicately across its 
entire surface. 

That photo, dubbed by its author Earthrise, 
and catalogued by NASA with rather less poetry as  
AS8-14-2383HR, changed forever our idea of the 
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Earth, revealing for us a planet of majestic beauty, 
but also fragile and delicate. A colourful island of 
life in an otherwise empty and dark universe.

A planet green with vegetation, white with 
clouds and blue with water. These three colours 
are the signature of our planet but, for one reason 
or another, they would not exist without plants. 
Plants are what make the Earth the planet we 
know. Without them, our planet would very much 
resemble the images we have of Mars or Venus: a 
sterile ball of rock.

Yet, of these beings that make up nearly the 
totality of living things, which have literally formed 
our planet, and on which all animals depend – 
humans, obviously, included – we know extremely 
little, almost nothing. This is an enormous problem, 
which impedes us from understanding how 
important plants are for life on Earth and for our 
personal, immediate, survival. By perceiving plants 
as being much closer to the inorganic world than 
to the fullness of life, we commit a fundamental 
error of perspective, which could cost us dearly. In 
an effort to make up for the scarce awareness and 
esteem that we have for the vegetable kingdom, 
given that we humans comprehend only human 
categories, this books treats plants as though they 
were part of a nation, or a community of individuals 
who share origins, customs, history, organisation 
and goals: the Nation of Plants.
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Looking at plants in the same way we look at 
a human nation leads to some surprising results. 
The Nation of Plants, with its green, white and blue 
tricolour flag (they are the colours of our planet 
and they depend on the presence of plants), is the 
most populous, important and extensive nation 
on Earth (trees alone number more than three 
trillion1). Comprised of every single vegetable being 
on the planet, the Nation of Plants is the nation on 
which every other living organism depends. So you 
thought that the superpowers were the true masters 
of the Earth, or you believed that you depended on 
the markets of the United States, China, and the 
European Union. 

Well, you were wrong. The Nation of Plants is 
the only, true and eternal planetary power. Without 
plants, animals would not exist; life itself, perhaps, 
would not exist on our planet and, if it did, it 
would be something terribly different. Thanks to 
photosynthesis, plants produce all the free oxygen 
present on the planet and all the chemical energy 
consumed by other living beings. We exist thanks to 
plants and we will continue to be able to exist only 
in their company. It behoves us to keep this idea 
clear at all times.

Even if they behave as though they were, humans 
are not the masters of the Earth, but only one of 
the most unpleasant and irksome residents in the 
condominium. From the moment of their arrival, 
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about 300,000 years ago – nothing compared to the 
history of life on our planet, which goes back to 3.8 
billion years ago – humans have succeeded in the 
challenging enterprise of changing the conditions 
of the planet so drastically as to make it a dangerous 
place for their own survival. The causes of this 
reckless behaviour lie partly in humans’ inherently 
predatory nature and partly, I believe, in our total 
incomprehension of the rules that govern the 
existence of a community of living beings. The last 
to arrive on the planet, we behave like children who 
wreak havoc, unaware of the value and significance 
of the things they are playing with.

I have imagined that plants, like attentive 
parents, have come to our aid once again, after 
making it possible for us to live and realising our 
incapacity to develop autonomously, by giving us 
rules – in reality, their very own constitution – to use 
as a guidebook for the survival of our species.

This is just what the book you now have in hand 
is about: the eight fundamental pillars on which 
the life of plants rests. One more than the seven 
pillars of wisdom of Thomas Edward Lawrence (the 
famous Lawrence of Arabia); but with no pretence 
to wisdom, just to plain convenience.

Imagining a constitution written by plants, for 
which I serve as a go-between with our world, is the 
playful exercise that has given birth to this book. A 
constitution written by plants, and in the place of 
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plants, by someone who knows nothing about legal 
matters. My brother, who, on the contrary, is an 
erudite super magistrate, warned me immediately 
about the risks I was taking by playing with sacred 
texts and advised me to forget about it. Like all good 
brothers, I did not listen to him, so now all I can do 
is hope in the clemency of the court for the inevitable 
inaccuracies that I have managed to stick into the few 
articles of the Constitution of the Nation of Plants.

It is a short constitution, which, based on the 
general principles that regulate the common life 
of plants, establishes norms applicable to all living 
beings. Humans, in fact, are not the centre of the 
universe, but just one of the many million species 
who, by populating the planet, form the community 
of the living. This community is the subject of the 
vegetable constitution; not a single species or a 
few groups of species, but all of life taken together. 
Compared to our constitutions that place humans 
at the centre of the entire juridical reality, in 
conformity with an anthropocentrism that reduces 
to things all that is not human, plants offer us a 
revolution. As in one of those sentences where 
it is enough to change the tone or the accent on a 
single word to change the overall meaning into its 
diametrical opposite, so the constitution of plants, 
by shifting the accent from a single species to the 
whole community, helps us to understand the rules 
that govern life.
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In the pages that follow you’ll find the articles 
of the Constitution of the Nation of Plants, just as 
they were suggested to me by plants themselves 
in my by-now-multi-decade familiarity with these 
dear fellow travelers. Each article is accompanied 
by a brief explanation that should help to clarify its 
significance. 



art. 1 THE EARTH SHALL BE THE COMMON HOME  
OF LIFE. SOVEREIGNTY SHALL PERTAIN TO 
EVERY LIVING BEING. 

art. 2 THE NATION OF PLANTS SHALL RECOGNISE 
AND PROTECT THE INVIOLABLE RIGHTS 
OF NATURAL COMMUNITIES AS SOCIETIES 
BASED ON THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE 
ORGANISMS THAT COMPOSE THEM.

art. 3  THE NATION OF PLANTS SHALL NOT 
RECOGNISE ANIMAL HIERARCHIES, FOUNDED 
ON COMMAND CENTRES AND CENTRALISED 
FUNCTIONS, AND SHALL FOSTER DIFFUSE 
AND DECENTRALISED VEGETABLE 
DEMOCRACIES.

art. 4  THE NATION OF PLANTS SHALL 
UNIVERSALLY RESPECT THE RIGHTS OF THE 
CURRENTLY LIVING AND THOSE OF FUTURE 
GENERATIONS.

THE BILL OF RIGHTS OF THE NATION OF PLANTS



art. 5 THE NATION OF PLANTS SHALL GUARANTEE 
THE RIGHT TO CLEAN WATER, SOIL AND 
ATMOSPHERE.

art. 6 THE CONSUMPTION OF ANY RESOURCE 
NON-RECONSTITUTABLE FOR FUTURE 
GENERATIONS OF LIVING BEINGS SHALL  
BE PROHIBITED. 

art. 7 THE NATION OF PLANTS SHALL NOT HAVE 
BORDERS. EVERY LIVING BEING SHALL BE 
FREE TO TRAVEL, MOVE AND LIVE THERE 
WITHOUT LIMITATION.

art. 8 THE NATION OF PLANTS SHALL RECOGNISE 
AND FOSTER MUTUAL AID AMONG NATURAL 
COMMUNITIES OF LIVING BEINGS AS 
AN INSTRUMENT OF COEXISTENCE AND 
PROGRESS.
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article 01

THE EARTH SHALL BE THE COMMON 
HOME OF LIFE. SOVEREIGNTY SHALL 
PERTAIN TO EVERY LIVING BEING.
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A surface area of 510 million square kilometres; 
almost 100 billion cubic kilometres of volume; a 
mass of 5.97 × 1024 kilogrammes. These are the 
dimensions of our common home. At first glance, 
it might seem enormous. But it’s not. When we 
compare its dimensions with those of other celestial 
bodies near to us, the Sun for example, whose volume 
is more than 1.3 million times greater than that of 
the Earth, our home is shown to be what it really 
is, a small planet. But with some special qualities. 
It is, in fact, up to now the only known place in the 
universe that has developed life. More than that, it 
is the only one on which life seems to prosper. What 
makes our planet special is not its size but its life.

The uniqueness of the Earth, the lack of credible 
alternatives capable of hosting life – regardless of 
all that is commonly said about the possibilities of 
‘terraforming’ Mars or other improbable celestial 
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bodies – makes it so that the entire planet should 
be considered a common good, inviolable, cared for 
and looked after as befits the only possible home 
for life. A home that also happens to be very fragile: 
limited to a thin surface layer that goes, more or 
less, from 10,000 metres below sea level to 10,000 
metres above it; a total width of 20 kilometres that 
enclose the only place in the universe – as far as we 
know – within which life exists.

A lot of people are convinced that the universe 
is full of life. Methodical calculations tell us of a 
universe more crowded than the Tokyo subway at 
rush hour. Perhaps. I wouldn’t bet on it.

This obsession for alien life is not, as of today, 
supported by a single piece of evidence, while the 
famous question posed by Enrico Fermi, ‘where are 
they all?’ is still waiting for an answer. I believe that 
the continuous discussion about planets similar to 
Earth where life could exist or where, in any event, it 
could easily take root, is a kind of false reassurance 
for the disasters that we are creating. An assurance 
that our future, however things go, even if we 
exhaust the resources of this planet, will be able, 
somewhere or other, to go on.

Although there exists no evidence of life beyond 
Earth, try talking about it with anyone who takes 
an interest in the question and they start trotting 
out calculations. Beginning with the millions of 
billions of galaxies in the universe and moving 
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on to the number of likely habitable planets – not 
counting those with temperatures incompatible 
with life, those that are too young, or too old, the 
ones that might seem unfriendly etc. – they arrive 
at an extremely high number of planets that host, 
not simple forms of life, but intelligent civilisations, 
at least as evolved as our own. The mother of all 
these equations, just to give you an idea of how this 
argument works, is the famous equation formulated 
in the 1960s by the astronomer Frank Drake:  
N = R x fp x ne x fl x fi x fc x L.

This equation asserts that the number of 
civilisations (N) in our galaxy that we might succeed 
in contacting can be determined by multiplying 
the average rate of stellar formation in our galaxy 
(R), the fraction of those stars that have planets (fp), 
the number of planets that can effectively support 
life (ne), the number of planets on which life has 
effectively developed (fl), the fraction of planets 
that have developed intelligent life (fi), the number 
of civilisations that would develop transmission 
technologies (fc) and, finally, the estimated duration 
of these evolved civilisations (L). Obviously, depending 
on the values attributed to the various parameters, 
it is possible to obtain galaxies pullulating with 
intelligent life or, on the contrary, probabilities 
approximating zero that such life exists.2

So let’s put the calculations aside. In recent 
decades, our knowledge about our neighbours in 
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space has grown exponentially. Nevertheless, there 
has not been any evidence of the existence of life. 
In the summer of 2015, NASA’s space probe New 
Horizons made it to within 12,500 kilometres of 
Pluto, the most distant of our planets,3 sending 
back to us, as the crowning achievement of a long 
series of explorations, the first direct information 
and up-close photographs of this distant planetary 
neighbour of ours. Another probe has landed on the 
comet 67P/Churyumove-Gerasimenko. The space 
probe Juno has entered into orbit around Jupiter. 
For years, the two rovers Opportunity and Curiosity 
have been transmitting data on the composition 
of the soil on Mars and they have been joined, very 
recently, by a third vehicle, Insight, that will study 
the subsoil of Mars.

The most interesting result, in my view, of this 
incessant exploration of our solar system is that the 
composition of each of the places visited appears to 
be much simpler than that of Earth. The complexity 
of our planet comes from life. Living beings are so 
interwoven with the fabric of the Earth that, outside 
of some apocalyptic science fiction novel, trying to 
imagine it as sterile is simply impossible. If it were 
deprived of life, Earth would resemble something 
halfway between Venus and Mars. Would it still be 
blue? Probably not. Certainly, it would not be green. 
What would be the effect on the planet of the absence 
of free oxygen? The oxygen that we breathe, in fact, 
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is produced entirely by living beings. To be more 
precise, by those able to perform photosynthesis. 
What effect would the absence of oxygen have on 
the water, the rocks, the soil of our planet? Nobody 
is able to answer this question.

The truth is that much of what we see on Earth 
is the product of the actions of living organisms. 
Rivers, sea coasts, even mountains are designed 
by the actions of life. The White Cliffs of Dover are 
formed, just as so many other coastal bluffs, from 
the sedimentary accumulation of the skeletons 
of countless coccolithophores (unicellular algae 
coated with scales of calcium carbonate). Much, 
if not all, travertine marble is formed through 
the action of algae. Pyrites and marcasite in 
sedimentary rocks derive from the reduction of 
bacterial sulphate. In short, calling our planet Gaia 
and considering it a single living being is not at all a 
naïve theory, as it has been perceived by so many in 
the past, but rather a serious way of interpreting the 
importance and the function of life for the Earth.

In 2013, on the basis of solid scientific findings, 
Bob Holmes described in New Scientist4 a possible 
scenario for the future of Earth in the event life 
were to become extinct. Without plants and other 
photosynthesizing organisms, the production of 
oxygen would rapidly cease and growing quantities 
of carbon dioxide (CO2) would accumulate in the 
atmosphere. Rising temperatures would melt the 
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polar ice caps. Soil would slide into the oceans 
and seas for lack of structure, leaving a surface of 
bare rock and sand very similar to the photos of the 
surface of Mars sent back to us by the rovers. Over 
the span of several dozen millions of years, Holmes 
hypothesises a planet subjected to an uncontrolled 
greenhouse effect with conditions similar to 
those on Venus, so extreme as to make the Earth 
permanently uninhabitable.

Enough, but that brings me back again to 
Fermi’s question: ‘Where are they all?’ I can’t help 
thinking that the idea that life is so common in the 
universe is at least partly the consequence of the 
meagre consideration that, deep down, we have 
for our marvellous planet. Paradoxically, because 
we live here we think it must be something rather 
common. Do you know the theory of the filter bubble? 
It’s been making the rounds ever since Trump was 
elected in 2016. Were you shocked by the fact that 
Trump was elected President of the United States? 
That means that you live in a bubble that prevents 
you from correctly perceiving reality. 

In its original form, the theory of the filter 
bubble was formulated for the first time in 2011 by 
Eli Pariser, in his book The Filter Bubble: What the 
Internet Is Hiding from You. In extreme synthesis, 
Pariser’s thesis is that by forming our opinions on 
the internet we run the risk of isolating ourselves 
from other information that is further away from 
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our cultural and ideological world (our bubble). By 
using information garnered from our past searches, 
our contacts, the sites we have visited, the artificial 
intelligences that administer many of the main 
internet sites offer us only what they have reason to 
believe will interest us. In this way, they isolate us 
de facto from any exposure to new ideas or opinions 
outside of our customary world view and shape our 
perception of reality. A valid theory, but I would not 
limit it to the internet. The truth is that each of us, 
internet or not, lives inside a bubble, frequenting 
people that think as we do, with tastes and attitudes 
in conformity and compatible with our own. Living 
inside our bubbles, we believe that what we perceive 
as normal and shared represents all of reality. And 
then Trump arrived on the scene to make us realise 
that it’s not true.

So, now that we understand what a bubble 
is, let’s expand its coverage to include the whole 
human community. We all live inside a bubble of 
life. We humans are living, plants are living, insects, 
fish, birds and microbes are living. There is no place 
on Earth without a myriad of life forms. Our bubble 
is so immersed in life as to make us believe that 
this is the normal condition of the universe. We are 
not able to imagine ourselves as the depositories 
of a unique and fortunate fate. But, in reality, we 
could very well be inside the fortunate bubble of the 
beneficiaries of an enormous, incommensurable  
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stroke of luck. The only bubble in the universe 
formed of living beings. In other words, the only 
bubble there is.

I know, just saying it seems impossible. It’s 
almost as though someone announced that we had 
won the first prize of a gazillion dollars in the galactic 
lottery. Nobody endowed with common sense would 
believe such a thing. Just like Marie Antoinette, who 
couldn’t understand why the people didn’t eat cake. 
Errors of perception that can cost you your head.

Having reached clarity regarding the immense 
good fortune of which we are the depositories, 
the next step is to understand who it belongs to. 
Who is in charge of this common home? In other 
words, to whom does its sovereignty pertain? Our 
most obvious response is that the Earth belongs 
to humans. Or rather, that Homo sapiens is the 
only species entitled to dispose of the planet as 
befits its needs. This affirmation is so banal that 
it needs no further evidence to support it. When 
in the world has the destiny of other species been 
seen as a limitation on our actions? We have always 
defined ourselves as the Lords of the Earth and, 
even if the most progressive among us might feel 
a bit of shame in considering ourselves the Lords 
of anything, this is nonetheless our most intimate 
conviction. You’ll see.

The Earth is our thing. We have divided 
its surface into states and we have assigned its 



25 art.01

sovereignty to various human groups, who in 
turn have entrusted it to an extremely limited 
number of people. It is they, therefore, who hold 
the real sovereignty over the Earth. A few people are 
responsible for the sovereignty of the only planet in the 
universe on which life exists. I don’t know how much 
the absurdity of this proposition strikes you, but, at 
times, when I think about it, I go into a dizzy spell 
and feel as though I’ve been displaced into one of 
those infinite parallel universes where logic doesn’t 
work in the way we’re used to. A universe governed 
by crazy laws, even though less fascinating than 
those of Alice’s Wonderland. First of all, what is the 
source of this investiture that makes us Lords of 
the Planet? Is it ours by birth or by divine right? Or 
perhaps by our manifest superiority over the other 
species, for whose intellectual shortcomings we, 
as good tutors, are called upon to compensate? Or 
maybe it’s simply a healthy question of democracy 
and depends on our numbers?

Leaving aside birthright and divine right, about 
which no logical verification can be exercised, there 
remain essentially two possibilities. The first: we 
are the Lords of the Earth because we are the most 
numerous species. Let’s call this the democratic 
option. The second: we are the Lords of the Earth 
because we are better than any other living species 
on the planet. Let’s call this the aristocratic option 
(which I realise also includes, to the delight of my 
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more nostalgic readers, both birthright and divine 
right).

Let’s start with the democratic option, even 
though I am sure that most of my cultivated 
readers already know that this cannot be the 
solution. Humanity, with its more than seven and 
a half billion exemplars, accounts for a quantity 
of biomass (or living mass) amounting to one ten 
millionth of the entire biomass on the planet. Of 
the 550 gigatonnes (one gigatonne equals a billion 
tons) of carbonaceous biomass on the Earth,5 
animals constitute about 2 gigatonnes, with insects 
accounting for about half of that and fish accounting 
for another 0.7 gigatonnes. All the rest, which 
includes mammals, birds, nematodes and mollusks, 
comes to 0.3 gigatonnes. Mushrooms alone have a 
biomass six times that of animals (12 gigatonnes). 
Plants (450 gigatonnes) represent more than 80 per 
cent of the biomass on Earth, while humans, with 
our 0.6 gigatonnes, count for less than 0.01 per cent. 
It is clear that it is not by virtue of our number that 
we exercise sovereignty over the planet. By number 
and importance, sovereignty over the Earth should 
belong to plants.

Having discarded the democratic option for 
its obvious untenability, the aristocratic option 
remains alive. From the Greek άριστοϛ, àristos, 
‘best’, and Кράτοϛ, cràtos, ‘power’, we humans 
are Lords of the Earth because we are better than 
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any other species that ever existed. I am sure that 
the aristocratic option seems the much more 
convincing and robust. Who among us humans 
is not intimately convinced of being better than 
any other living species? No kidding. We might 
be environmentalists, hippies, greens, mystics, 
materialists, religious, atheists, anarchists or 
realists, but about one thing we all agree: we are 
better than monkeys, cows, apricots, ferns, bacteria 
and mould. In this case, too, the affirmation seems 
so obvious as to have no need of additional support. 
We humans are better than any other living species, 
there’s no doubt about it. We are better because our 
big brain allows us to do things that are impossible 
for anyone else. After all, thanks to our powerful 
encephalon, haven’t we painted the Sistine Chapel, 
sculpted the Venus di Milo, conceived the theory 
of relativity, written the Divine Comedy, built the 
pyramids and philosophised about our existence? 
What other living being would be able to do 
something similar? What other species could ever 
ask itself to whom does sovereignty over the planet 
pertain? There can be no doubt about it: humans 
are better than any other living species!

It is by virtue of this absolute preponderance that 
we possess Lordship over the Earth. Nonetheless, 
let’s try for a moment to shift our gaze away from the 
splendour of our uniqueness. Once we are no longer 
bedazzled by our marvellous human conquests, we 
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can try to reason about what exactly it means to be 
better than the rest. The concept of ‘best’ inevitably 
requires an objective. In a hundred-metre dash, 
whoever finishes the race in ten seconds is better 
than those who finish in eleven. In a high jump 
competition, whoever jumps two metres is better than 
someone who jumps one metre ninety. Roger Federer 
is better than any almost other tennis player in history. 
Dostoevsky is better than almost any other novelist. 

But in the history of life what does ‘better’ mean? 
Or rather, does ‘better’ make any sense at all in the 
history of the evolution of life? Since there must be an 
objective for the concept to make sense, what is the 
objective of life? It looks like one of those terrifying 
existential questions with no way out but, actually, the 
answer couldn’t be simpler: the objective of life is the 
survival of the species. Darwin tells us that evolution 
rewards the most apt to survive. The best organism, 
therefore, is the one most apt to survive.

We have come a long way. Now that we know 
what the objective is, it should be easy to go on to 
demonstrate our supposed superiority. Any human, 
in fact, believes that having a brain as developed as 
ours is surely an advantage in the struggle for survival. 
But can we be so sure? Why are we so unassailable in 
our certainty of our superiority? Could it be that we 
are falling into another one of those many cognitive 
distortions, such as the filter bubble, which seem to 
afflict our glorified brain? There exists, for example, 
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a cognitive disorder known as the Dunning-Kruger 
effect,6 which induces individuals not well versed 
in a subject to highly overestimate their own 
competence in that same field. To be sure, it is not 
as though before Dunning and Kruger came along 
nobody noticed this. From Socrates on there has 
been a succession of great minds saying, ‘I know I 
don’t know,’ but apparently being reminded of it is 
never superfluous. In any case, it is always better to 
rely on objective data rather than merely declaring 
ourselves superior, with the risk of falling into the 
Dunning–Kruger effect. Since we have said that the 
objective of life is survival, it follows that the species 
that are supposedly better than the others are those 
that better succeed in reaching this objective.

Alright, by now the question is clear enough: all 
we have to know is how long a species survives on 
Earth and, by comparing it to humans, we should 
be able to establish a ranking of the best species. 
It is not easy to obtain accurate data on the average 
life of species, nevertheless reliable estimates tell 
us that, among animals, survival goes from the 10 
million years of invertebrates to the one million 
years of mammals.7 Obtaining data on the vegetable 
kingdom is more complicated because on average 
plants survive much longer than animals. The 
Gingko biloba is probably more than 250 million 
years old, the Equiseta (horsetails or puzzle grass) 
were already widespread 350 million years ago. 
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One fern, the Osmundastrum cinnamomeum, has 
been found in fossil rocks from 70 million years 
ago. In general, it is estimated that the average life 
of a species, whether animal or vegetable, runs to 5 
million years.

Now that we have our data in hand, let’s ask 
ourselves how much longer we imagine that humans 
can survive as a species. Obviously, in this case the 
data really can’t help us. However, I am sure that, if 
we were to ask the same people who are intimately 
convinced of the superiority of humans whether they 
believe we will survive for another 100,000 years, the 
responses would not be all that optimistic. How 
come? Why do we perceive as unlikely the chances 
that our species will survive even for just another 
100,000 years when in order to reach the average of 
the other living species we could legitimately wait 
another 4.7 million years?

I believe it stems from the disasters that we have 
managed to create on the planet in a span of time as 
incredibly brief as the last 10,000 years, that is, since 
the moment that humans, by inventing agriculture, 
began to affect profoundly the environment in 
which we live. We do not believe that we will be 
able to survive so long as a species because we 
are aware that our big brain, of which we are so 
proud, has managed to concoct, in addition to the 
Divine Comedy, also a countless series of dangers 
that could sweep us off the planet at any moment. 
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Therefore, the monkeys, cows, apricots, ferns, 
bacteria and moulds that we talked about earlier 
will keep on becoming extinct only in coincidence 
with apocalyptical catastrophes, whose frequency 
on Earth is measured in millions of years, while 
we risk disappearing at any moment. If we were to 
vanish tomorrow, what would remain in a thousand 
years or a hundred thousand, or in millions of years, 
of the Sistine Chapel, the Venus de Milo, the theory 
of relativity, the Divine Comedy, the pyramids and 
all of our philosophical ideas? Nothing. Who would 
care about all of these wonders?

That is why the very wise Nation of Plants, born 
hundreds of millions of years before any human 
nation, guarantees to all living beings sovereignty 
over the Earth. The Nation of Plants wants to 
ensure that the members of a very presumptuous 
single species cannot extinguish themselves ahead 
of time, thus demonstrating that their big brain 
was not an advantage after all but an evolutionary 
disadvantage.


