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CHAPTER 8: THE KNOWLEDGE SOCIETY—A NEGATIVE SCENARIO


In the previous chapter, we examined the positive scenario of the knowledge society in detail. We also showed that there are important indices indicating that this scenario is silently emerging in the present-day world. But, there is yet another column in Table 2, above. The rightmost column of that table represents a negative scenario. In this chapter, I will show how the scenario is already developing and is present worldwide.


This negative scenario is really very easy to understand. It starts from the idea that there is no paradigm change—that everything continues as before… “business as usual” in the world… that the world maintains, in businesses and in society, the vision and the behaviour of the industrial society and economy. 


In short, the negative scenario arises from the case in which there is no transition toward the knowledge society. The industrial society simply continues with new, more-powerful tools, many of them electronic tools, called Information and Communication Technology (ICT). Thus, industrial strategies hold their places as the most common strategies employed in the world. More capital and more technology, protected by patents, continue to be needed. The competitive nature of business is strongly reaffirmed as a necessity and no “futurists” talking about networks and collaboration are listened to. New concepts, such as that of the knowledge society, are considered hazy, even dangerous, because they might endanger the structures of competition and industrial competitiveness. (And it is true that some network collaboration practices endanger the industrial strategies.)

What do to about the environment?


In the world as described above, it is neither necessary nor urgent to occupy oneself with concerns for the environment. First, since one’s competitors don’t worry about such concerns, doing so will result in a loss of advantage in comparison with them. Second, to care for sustainability is considered by “industrial” economists as a cost to be subtracted from profit.  Thus, there is competition between the demands of competitiveness and those of environmental respect. The environment loses out in terms of investment. (In technical terms, this is called a “trade- off,” and no one thinks in terms of a win-win scenario—only a win-lose scenario). 

In brief, one is content merely with great statements about the environment—rather than action—because one does not want to do much more. All this is perfectly logical to those in the modern, patriarchal society and in the industrial society.


This way of thinking, which is comprehensible, has already influenced the revision of the Lisbon strategy on the knowledge society (2000–2010). It was also the way of thinking embodied in the U.S.’s rejection (in June 2001) of the Kyoto Protocol, which the new president, George W. Bush declared to be “fatally flawed.”
The Lisbon II strategy—a return to the industrial society?


The scenario described above is not that far from us. On the contrary, it is all around us in our everyday life. A concrete example could be the revision of the Lisbon strategy. Indeed, one may ask whether the strategy of Lisbon II, the revision of the Lisbon strategy, which took place in the European Commission after the report of the Dutch politician Wim Kok, is not a return to the industrial strategy. And it is understandable that this might be the case. The Lisbon strategy was a very audacious choice. It inferred a paradigm change, a real jump into a new way of thinking, like Finland was obliged to do in 1989 and did with great success. 


But leadership failed on the Lisbon strategy plan. It was never made clear—not within the European administration, nor in the member States, except perhaps in Finland and in Sweden—that we were changing society and economy. There are no books and no explanations on this topic. It is, therefore, understandable that this return to the industrial-society model occurred.

But it is a pity, especially, when one sees the disappearance of all the Units, which, in the Commission (Dg Infoso), really were at the front edge of research and creation of knowledge networks. It is disheartening.
What to do with humans?


The major problem that one faces in this new type of “industrial” scenario is probably the manner by which human beings will be considered and treated. As I showed above, humans are crucial for the creation of new knowledge, which is the new heart of the creation of value. The classical “industrial” approach will tend to prioritise machine over man as it has done for centuries. In this final phase of the industrial society, man is not so much an asset as a cost to be minimized and, if and when possible, to be replaced by robots. Thus, in this new context, the industrial society and modern mentality will continue prioritizing the machine. It also will try to do without humans. This is deeply ingrained in its logic, and it seems that there are two ways in which it will manifest.

1. The first way is to replace humans with machines.

Since a computer beat the world chess champion Gary Kasparov, many scientists believe that the computer will, one day, be able to replace the human brain in all its functions, even the most intimate ones. And they massively invest in more and more powerful and performing computers to be able, some day, to get rid of man.  Thus, one could some day progressively reach a society without a human dimension. Like it or not, this seems to these scientists rational, unavoidable, and perhaps most disturbingly, ethically acceptable. This is the result of a “modern” vision in which the scientific and rational approach is, by itself, above ethics, since the use of reason and the scientific method is a direct and warranted way toward objective truth. From this point of view, it is perfectly logical and acceptable to replace humans with machines.
2. The second way, in my opinion, is even more dangerous—that is, to manipulate the human brain.

Indeed, by remaining in the industrial and rational paradigm, and as much as the human brain cannot be replaced by computers, the most “rational” way to employ it is to manipulate the human brain to produce the knowledge that we want as much, when and how, we want it.

A meeting of the European Commission on scientific policy


In September 2005, I was invited to an interesting meeting at the European Commission in Brussels. It was organised by the Scientific and Technology Foresight Unit of European Commission. The subject was “converging technologies.”

What is it about? With the spectacular advances of nanotechnologies
 and also of the cognitive, biological, and informational sciences, one witnesses in the U.S., the European Union and the rest of the world a phenomenon of convergence of technologies and scientific approaches. In fact, when the scientist is working at the level of the very small—that is, at the cellular level, it is difficult to distinguish if one works with chemistry, biology, physics, informational sciences… or nanosciences. In fact, they might well be working with all disciplines at once. Indeed, the traditional distinctions between the scientific disciplines, as we once knew them, are dissolving at the cellular size.


Science is rapidly changing, and some speak of a new scientific paradigm. At the technological and research level, a similar junction/fusion is occurring between biology, cognitive, and informational technologies and the nanotechnologies.


This convergence between sciences and technologies at the “nano“ level implies a different approach of all the educational systems, and of student preparation. From the first day, students will need to be educated in a transdisciplinary way and to be able to switch from one discipline to another, or even to navigate in a new one which may be a synthesis of a few traditionally separated disciplines.


All this also means that the nanosciences now have access to the building blocks that are the essence of life itself. As Dorothee Benoit Browaeys, journalist in Paris, and founder of the project “Living” observed
, ”If one can observe, manipulate, simulate the bricks of the living, one also can invent new structures. This is the field which has been opened namely by the nanotechnologies.” We are emerging on possibilities that were unsuspected a few years ago, but which pose formidable questions.


At the beginning of the Conference, the European Commission mentioned the existence of an important report presented to the president of the U.S., George W. Bush in 2002. The Commission pointed out that the vision of the U.S. “raises questions” and suggested another approach to the “converging technologies.” 
Let us review the U.S. report
 and make clear the implicit concept of the science and the technology which are at the basis of this report. This will be later very useful.


It is worthwhile at least to read the summary of the U.S. report. There is a quiet and serene description of the two scenarios we just mentioned—the progressive replacement of man by more and more intelligent machines, which reproduce themselves on their own and, on the other hand, the manipulation of the human brain modestly called “improvement of human performance.“ Science is also mentioned in totally “modern” terms. I would even say in much more purely modern terms than European modernity. Following is this eloquent text
: 

“Science must offer society new visions of what is possible to achieve. The society depends upon scientists for authoritative knowledge and professional judgment to maintain and gradually improve the well being of citizens, but scientists must also become visionaries who can imagine possibilities beyond anything currently experienced in the world. In science the intrinsic human need for intellectual advancement finds its most powerful expression. At times, scientists should take great intellectual risks, exploring unusual and even unreasonable ideas, because the scientific method for testing theories empirically can ultimately distinguish the good ideas from the bad ones. Across all of the sciences, individual scientists and teams should be supported in their quest for knowledge. Then interdisciplinary efforts can harvest discoveries across the boundaries of many fields, and engineers will harness them to accomplish technological progress.”

Thus, in this report, the scientific approach becomes the altar of objectivity and truth. It is almost revered as divine since its method distinguishes the true from the false (the “good” from the “bad”), and, thus, leads humankind toward the truth. The public can only “depend” on scientists and must be educated, because if it opposes the progress of science, it means that it is in the darkness of ignorance. In brief, it is a marvellous homage to science, corresponding to the “modern” vision of the 1800s in Europe.


As Jeremy Rifkin
 admirably says, the U.S. for historic reasons has imported a “modern” vision of science which became frozen in 1800. This vision of science did not change, because it was cemented in the American dream together with the protestant Puritanism. In addition, this gave birth to the powerful American dream that strongly believes in progress generated by science and technology but, at the same time, by the divine blessing which can manifest itself by the economic success of each citizen having the courage and the will to work hard and be honest.


According to Rifkin, the vision of science has not changed in the U.S. precisely because it was sacralised in the American dream that no one dares to touch or decry. It has remained “deep frozen” since 1800.


This “modern/1800” vision of the U.S. Report about the convergent technologies brings up frightful questions. This “practically infallible” vision of science permits to totally short-change the ethical debate. So that the report clearly shows that the political and scientific leadership of the U.S. gave the green light, without inner thought, on the one hand, for the development of intelligent robots, capable to replace man, and, on the other hand, they do not hesitate to contemplate calmly the manipulation of the human brain to increase its potential.


I encourage the reader to go to the Internet to read at least the summary of the report, because I cannot go further in depth here. But I shall here present two reactions of well-known scientists who sound the alarm.


The first is the very famous article by Bill Joy, the creator of the Java and other programs at Sun Microsystems
. Bill Joy wrote in 2000, in the fashionable technology magazine, Wired, an article that sounds the alarm and tries to launch a debate on the future of technology in the U.S. Here are significant extracts:
 “First let us postulate that the computer scientists succeed in developing intelligent machines that can do all things better than human beings can do them. In that case presumably all work will be done by vast, highly organized systems of machines and no human effort will be necessary. Either of two cases might occur. The machines might be permitted to make all of their own decisions without human oversight, or else human control over the machines might be retained. 

If the machines are permitted to make all their own decisions, we can't make any conjectures as to the results, because it is impossible to guess how such machines might behave. We only point out that the fate of the human race would be at the mercy of the machines. It might be argued that the human race would never be foolish enough to hand over all the power to the machines. But we are suggesting neither that the human race would voluntarily turn power over to the machines nor that the machines would wilfully seize power. What we do suggest is that the human race might easily permit itself to drift into a position of such dependence on the machines that it would have no practical choice but to accept all of the machines' decisions. As society and the problems that face it become more and more complex and machines become more and more intelligent, people will let machines make more of their decisions for them, simply because machine-made decisions will bring better results than man-made ones. Eventually a stage may be reached at which the decisions necessary to keep the system running will be so complex that human beings will be incapable of making them intelligently. At that stage the machines will be in effective control. People won't be able to just turn the machines off, because they will be so dependent on them that turning them off would amount to suicide. 

On the other hand it is possible that human control over the machines may be retained. In that case the average man may have control over certain private machines of his own, such as his car or his personal computer, but control over large systems of machines will be in the hands of a tiny elite—just as it is today, but with two differences. Due to improved techniques the elite will have greater control over the masses; and because human work will no longer be necessary the masses will be superfluous, a useless burden on the system. If the elite is ruthless it may simply decide to exterminate the mass of humanity. If they are humane they may use propaganda or other psychological or biological techniques to reduce the birth rate until the mass of humanity becomes extinct, leaving the world to the elite. Or, if the elite consists of soft-hearted liberals, it may decide to play the role of good shepherd to the rest of the human race. They will see to it that everyone's physical needs are satisfied, that all children are raised under psychologically hygienic conditions, that everyone has a wholesome hobby to keep him busy, and that anyone who may become dissatisfied undergoes "treatment" to cure his "problem." Of course, life will be so purposeless that people will have to be biologically or psychologically engineered either to remove their need for the power process or make them "sublimate" their drive for power into some harmless hobby. These engineered human beings may be happy in such a society, but they will most certainly not be free. They will have been reduced to the status of domestic animals.”  


Following is another extract leading in the same direction.

“In a completely free marketplace, superior robots would surely affect humans as North American placentals affected South American marsupials (and as humans have affected countless species). Robotic industries would compete vigorously among themselves for matter, energy, and space, incidentally driving their price beyond human reach. Unable to afford the necessities of life, biological humans would be squeezed out of existence.” There is probably some breathing room, because we do not live in a completely free marketplace. Government coerces nonmarket behaviour, especially by collecting taxes. Judiciously applied, governmental coercion could support human populations in high style on the fruits of robot labour, perhaps for a long while.” 


It is most interesting to observe that the report of the U.S. National Science Foundation
 replies to Bill Joy on page 95, thus.

“Bill Joy has raised such issues with the public, presenting scenarios that imply that nanoscale science and engineering may bring a new form of life, and that their confluence with biotechnology and the information revolution could even place in danger the human species. In our opinion, raising this general issue is very important. But several of Joy’s scenarios are speculative and contain unproven assumptions (see comments from Smalley 2000) and extrapolations. However, one has to treat these concerns responsibly. For this reason we have done studies and tasked coordinating offices at the national level to track and respond to unexpected developments, including public health and legal aspects. So far, we all agree that while all possible risks should be considered, the need for economic and technological progress must be counted in the balance. We underscore that the main aim of our national research initiatives is to develop the knowledge base and to create an institutional infrastructure to bring about broader benefits for society in the long term. To this end, it is essential to involve the entire community from the start, including social scientists, to maintain a broad and balanced vision.”

We see that all the importance is given to “the need of economic and technological progress“. We still are in the “modern/1800” paradigm, built and based on the concept of quantitative scientific economic and technological progress which is not questioned. It is given a priority over ethical preoccupations (humankind’s future) which must be “handled in a responsible way,” but without giving them a decisive priority.
Engineering of the human brain?


Let us now consider the second way to treat humans in this new technological “industrial” vision. Either machines replace humans, or humans are manipulated to continue to adapt themselves to the logic of the machines which remain preponderant. Here one talks of “engineering of the human brain.“

The National Science Foundation mentioned above suggests that this is only a matter of increasing the human potential, nothing more. Let us take an example that was called upon during the Brussels public meeting of 2004:

“We are in 2035. The school principal summons the parents and tells them, ‘Your child is having difficulties in our school. You are totally free; however, I suggest that you give him a small injection, at school expenses of course, of a mix of nanocomputers the size of a cell. We have observed that often the children increase their performance and become quieter. But, if you do not accept, and I repeat that you are totally free, I regret that the school no longer can assume the responsibility of your child’s education.”


This is a possible scenario. Moreover, it indicates the second danger of the negative scenario—manipulation of human mind, beginning with the weak and defenceless.

Is this the direction in which we want to take our world civilization? Are we ready to subject our children or grandchildren to these types of “experimentations”? This certainly merits discussion. The public must be informed as best as possible to be able to fully participate in the debate.


After Bill Joy, let us go to one of the highest world authority in astronomy—Sir Martin Rees
, professor at the University of Cambridge. In 2003, he published a book that is a serious warning about the actual evolution of science and technology. He is much referred to by Jeremy Rifkin in the “European Dream“ (p. 315). According to him, “the odds are no better than fifty-fifty that our present civilization on Earth will survive until the end of the present century.” Rees warns against the construction of small nanorobots that replicate like viruses and that race out of control, devouring matter and turning the Earth’ surface to a “gray goo”
. Rees worries also about similar threats posed by genetic engineering and computer technology—especially as technology in the high-tech field spreads rapidly.

According to Rees, it is urgent to organise a global discussion on scientific research. Many scientists reply that if the same warnings existed when man discovered the fire, we would have remained primitives. But Rees replies that the major difference is that the prior discoveries only had a limited and local impact, whereas the progress of the converging technologies may have a global and lasting impact.


There also is, in Washington D.C., the International Center for Technology Assessment http://www.icta.org/nanotech/index.cfm which is again very critical about some nanotechnology development. Here is a quote from Andrew Kimbrell
, founder of this Center:
“Corporations, academics, and researchers came to realize, albeit slowly, that current technology is not compatible with life… To deal with this historic dilemma, the techno-utopians and their corporate sponsors outline a breathtaking initiative. This initiative was not to change technology so that it better fits the needs of the living things, as we were so eagerly advocating. No, they had and have a very different and stunningly self-serving approach. They decided to engineer life, indeed reality itself, so that it better fit the technological system.  It is in this chilling context that the enormous significance of the current revolutions in technology can be fully appreciated. Here we have the key to the otherwise bewildering high-tech headlines and to much of our social malaise.”


As I will show below, the difficulty is precisely the paradigm, the underlying vision. According to the vision of part of the North American establishment and its present government, they consider themselves “in the truth and objectivity” and are not ready to change, because there are no reasons to change if you are in The Truth. This is, fortunately, not the position of millions of U.S. intellectuals, who are totally conscious of the dangers of not shifting paradigm with this new tool of production.

So that Rifkin concludes (p.320):

“The divergence in views on science and technology between Americans and Europeans is growing and is now coming to the fore in a myriad of public policy debates, threatening a schism as significant as the divide over our different sense of how best to pursue foreign policy and domestic security.”

It is time now to go to the European position represented by the European Commission. This leads us into another atmosphere, another vision of the world, another scientific and technologic paradigm. We make a bound from 1800 to 2004.

Innovative and critical position of the European Commission


One must acknowledge the European Commission and specifically Mr. Paraskevas Caracostas and his think tank on Scientific and Technological Foresight in the General Direction of Sciences, who initiated a high quality reflection on these crucial questions. They asked a group of experts to provide a report on the converging technologies. This intelligent and in-depth report
 was published in September 2004 in Brussels. It includes the following items.
3. It clearly warns against any danger of manipulation of the human brain.

“Some proponents of Converging Technologies advocate engineering of the mind and of the body. (The text has probably the U.S. National Science Foundation in mind, without to say it explicitly). Electronic implants and physical modifications are to enhance our current human capacities. The expert group proposes that Converging Technology research should focus on engineering for the mind and for the body. Changes to the cognitive environment or medical self-monitoring can improve decision-making and health. And the Commission warns against a real danger of surrendering our freedom to the machines: “Either way, humans may end up surrendering more and more of their freedom and responsibility to a mechanical world that acts for them."

As we can see, the report proposes a strategy which is very different from that of the U.S. Instead of engineering of human brain, they advocate engineering for the brain and for the body. We are in a completely different vision, in which, the human person is in the centre now and not the machine. We Europeans, feel much more at ease in this new vision and new paradigm.
4. Involvement of citizens since the first day as a new strategy.

The report details different aspects and challenges of these converging technologies, and it strongly advises to involve the European citizens by organizing centres of discussion, which they call “widening circles of convergence”. It insists in the idea that, "Converging technologies (CT) converge toward a common goal. CTs always involve an element of agenda-setting. Because of this, converging technologies are particularly open to the deliberate inclusion of public and policy concerns. Deliberate agenda-setting for CTs can therefore be used to advance strategic objectives such as the Lisbon Agenda."

Moreover, the report advises that the political goal should be that of the Lisbon strategy which recommends that the Union become competitive in the knowledge economy, but in a sustainable and socially inclusive manner.
Ethics is completely integrated inside the creative development process, and scientists shall be educated in ethics. 

The report indeed insists on ethics, philosophical reflection and human science’s contribution
 “CTEKS agenda-setting is not top-down but integrated into the creative technology development process.” 

5. 
In everyday language, this means that usually everything is prepared and the decisions taken before “consulting the public” and politely asking it to accept a well prepared package. But the report says: No: the public must decide with the scientists, and from the beginning what these technologies will be used for. Toward which society are we going together? What is the real agenda? We are in a completely different vision of the role of science and scientists in society. And the text continues, ”Beginning with scientific interest and technological expertise it works from the inside out in close collaboration with the social and human sciences and multiple stakeholders through the proposed WiCC initiative (“Widening the Circles of Convergence”). For the same reason, ethical and social considerations are not external and purely reactive but through the proposed EuroSpecs process, bring awareness to CT research and development.” Thus, ethics is not an appendix that is added a posteriori without prior consultations. No, ethics is at the heart of the process of the agenda creation. It is at the heart of the reflection. And one also foresees a continued education of scientists in the field of ethics.

6. A new contract between society and science.

The end of the report mentions “the new contract between society and science.” The public is no longer an obstacle to the development of science, but it is an indispensable resource allowing society to choose between the scientific applications which are positive for the future of humankind and those which are not. 

We no longer are in the modern paradigm. The vision of science and society is transmodern. The paradigm is different.

Conclusions from Chapter 8

Without entering into the technological details of these interesting North American and European reports, I have described a negative scenario for the future and the objective evidence of its existence. I conclude with the most important messages here.
7. The negative scenario exists.

It is powerful and alive. Indeed, there are huge political, economic, and financial forces which have firmly decided to activate it. For instance, the National Science Foundation of the U.S. and all the important forces gravitating around it. In addition, this is going on since 2002. Let us have no illusions. 
8. The main danger is the implicit vision, the paradigm.

The simple ideas that I would like to present here are that:

· The danger exists to lose human freedom.

· This danger is not linked to such or such a person or group of persons that might be bad or ill-disposed. Indeed, there are always mafias, but I am not here concerned with that sector for the moment. The danger is not linked with persons.

· The danger is not linked to a particular technology. This debate is NOT a technological debate!
· The danger lies in the VISION, the way of seeing and unconsciously acting which I call the modern-rational vision of science. The danger is to keep the obsolete paradigm with the new tools. The value scale is no longer appropriate for the new era that we entering. We are, in part, reproducing the same errors as at the end of the Middle Ages, when we tried to manage the first industrial tools with medieval agrarian tools and concepts.
9. Our working hypothesis is that some leading elites in the U.S., but also elsewhere in the world, still are totally in the modern paradigm, and even in a modernity frozen around 1800, for many reasons.
10. The danger lies in this obsolete vision or paradigm that pretends to solve the problems of tomorrow with the mentality of yesterday. This U.S. report of 2002 on the converging technologies is an excellent example of a modern concept of science. And in that vision, science is:
· Objective and capable of reaching and achieving the Truth by itself, thanks to its “objective experimental methodology.”

· Independent from the public. It is unnecessary to consult public opinion, which is considered as an obstacle to go around or to educate.
· Oriented toward “supply economy.” The vision is that anything that science produces (supplies) is excellent for Humanity, and must thus be put on the market. Public opinion will have to be “convinced” to buy all that science and technology produces.
11. In the actual context, what seems to us particularly dangerous is to maintain this “modern” concept and vision of an independent science, deified on an altar and separated from the human and from the historical context.

Prigogine and Stengers wrote splendid and enlightening pages on this unconscious deification of science during the centuries: “Science, laicised, remains the prophetic announcement of a world described as it is contemplated from a divine or demonic perspective: the science of Newton, this new Moses to whom the world truth came into sight, is a science revealed, definitive, foreign to the social and historic context which identifies it as a human activity. This type of prophetic and inspired discourse can be found all along the history of physics…”


As Ilya Prigogine, Nobel price of physics (1977), remarks very well, the problem of the scientific “modern” paradigm is that “modern “science is foreign to the social and historic context which gives it its human character. Since it sees itself as “divine,” inspired, and objective, it is really in danger of becoming demonic.

The serious danger on the horizon is that science and technology are indefinitely allowed to blindly progress and dehumanise our civilization, without even realizing it. In the end, we are in a logic of death, unable to be stopped. Indeed, in the “modern” context dominated by the almighty reason, there are no possible protective railings. The impression is that an unavoidable development is heading us toward a catastrophe that we prefer not to see. This is the warning of Professor Dupuy
 who teaches in Paris and at Stanford University, California.
12. The European vision is more transmodern.

One can feel that the tone of the European document is in a different paradigm and vision. This is because the underlying vision is transmodern, without saying it. The vision of science and its relation to truth and society is very different.
· Science is more critical toward itself. It does not consider that any scientific discovery by itself is useful to the citizens. The position is more critical and warns against real dangers.

· Science is functioning as a new “Demand economy.” In a turnaround, one moves from a supply economy where techno-science continues to produce and to “supply” new products that people are supposed to buy, to a “demand economy” where science tries to answer to implicit or explicit demands from society, notably on sustainability and social cohesion.

· Science is linked with its historical and social context. The EU report situates itself differently with regards to science. Science is here inserted in a historical and societal context. It is not above society; therefore, it dialogues with the other human sciences and with the citizens. 
· Science proposes a new pact with society. A “new science pact” with the citizens is proposed and put in place.


I will end this chapter with an important quote of Jeremy Rifkin from his well-known book, The European Dream
. 

“It is too early to say for sure whether Europe is leading the world into a second Enlightenment. Certainly its multilateral agreements, its internal treaties and directives, and its bold cutting-edge initiatives suggest a radical re-evaluation in the way science and technology are approached and executed. The increased reliance on the precautionary principle and systems thinking put Europe out in front of the United States and other countries in re-envisioning science and technology issues in a globally connected world. Still a word of caution is in order. The old power-driven Enlightenment science remains the dominant approach in the research, development, and market introduction of most new technologies, products, and services in Europe, America, and elsewhere in the world. Whether the EU government can effectively apply new-science thinking in its regulatory regime to old-science commercial applications in the marketplace remains to be seen. In the long run, a successful transition to a new scientific era will depend on whether industry itself can begin to internalise the precautionary principle and systems thinking into its R&D plans, creating new technologies, products, and services that are, from the get-go, ecologically sensitive and sustainable.”

However, this leads us naturally to the following chapter, which analyses the relationship between the knowledge society and the transmodern and planetary paradigm.

CHAPTER 9: THE KNOWLEDGE SOCIETY—TRANSMODERN AND PLANETARY

In this chapter, I shall show that the knowledge society is necessarily a transmodern society, and that if it does not function well it can even function very badly, it may even lead to catastrophe and to death. I will first define the four dominant paradigms (see Table 3, below)—the pre-modern (agrarian) paradigm, the modern or industrial paradigm, the post-modern, and the transmodern or planetary paradigm, and I shall add the matrifocal paradigm from 5000 years ago, which forever relativises the patriarchy, as we have seen. 

Table 3 provides a synthetic view of the paradigms and their differences in various fields. This is the plan that I shall follow for the presentation of this chapter. We discover more and more that we are like an amalgam of four different paradigms. However, the modern paradigm is losing its preponderance. In addition, we are entering the transmodern period after rapidly passing through the postmodern period.
Table 3: The four paradigms of our roots

	
	Matrifocal

Before 3500 B.C.E.
	Pre-modern

3500 B.C.E to 1700 A.D.
	Modern

1700 to 1980 A.D.
	Postmodern

1980 to 2000 A.D.
	Transmodern

Beyond 2000 A.D.

	TIME & SPACE
	Sacred circular time

Sacred limited space 
	Linear sacred irreversible time. 

Symbolic space icon 
	Linear time, history.

Reversible time.

Space: perspective
	Idem
	Irreversible time

Space is full

Consciousness precedes matter.

New sacred.

	POWER structure
	Goddess Mother is life-giving power.

Woman is sacred.

No armies. 

Non-violent values
	God the Father on top of Pyramids. 

Women inferior Sin

Armies dominate

Violent values 
	Reason of top of Pyramids of power

Women better, but.. 

Violent values
	Pulling down all pyramids…

But nothing else…

Women: same thing

Violent values
	Networks of sharing

Knowledge Pyramids in crisis

Women are excellent here.

Non-violent values 

	CLERGY
	Great Priestess

Women manage the sacred
	Clergy male only knows what God thinks !
	New male clergy = technocrats & economists.
	Sharp critic of “specialists”
	Citizens do not accept any “sacred” intermediaries.

	MAIN OCCUPATION
	Shepherds and fruits pickers. No private ownership


	Agriculture

Private Ownership

Fight for land

Women is “owned”
	Industry

Fight for ownership of means of product.

Autonomy of human intelligence.
	Industrial paradigm

Intolerance toward any “system”
	Knowledge economy = post capitalist & post industrial paradigm

	TRUTH

(epistemology)
	Tolerance respect.

Life is sacred
	Intolerance. Clergy imposes laws in God’s name. Obscurantism.
	Intolerance of all non-modern cultures

WE have the truth = civilization !!
	Negative definition of Truth. 

Rather weak.
	Radical tolerance.

Table hollowed in the centre.

New definition of Truth

	METHODS
	Intuitive and smooth
	Dominated by the sacred and theology

Analysis of nature = sacrilege !
	Analytical method. Descartes, Newton.

Weak synthesis. No global vision.
	Analysis until its ultimate limits.

Not any reconstruction.
	Holistic approach

= each part reflects the whole. Global vision is important.

	SCIENCE

 & TECHNOLOGY
	Very few technological creations. No writing

Shepherds economy
	Dominated and controlled by clergy.

Nature is sacred.
Agrarian economy
	Autonomy of science & technol. = true. & No ethical concerns.

Supply-economy
	Same scientific paradigm

NO Ethical concerns 

Supply-economy
	Man is not above but IN nature. 
New science paradigm. Ethics.
“Demand-economy”

	VIOLENCE
	VERY Little
	Much more violence. Dominance of the Matrifocal people.
	Non-violence inside the State.

War is “Foreign Policy”
	Much Violence

Idem
	Non-violence between States. Terrorism up.

New women-men conflicts.

	WOMEN & MEN
	Women carries the sacred = Life

Men not despised
	Patriarchy = Women despised
	Women’s liberation, but structures remain patriarchal
	Patriarchy

No changes
	Post-patriarchal values. New values cocktail, less violent

	Spiritual aspiration in public
	Yes toward Goddess-Mother
	Yes toward God the Father on all continents
	NO. Religions are private and disappearing

	NO
	YES. Distinction but not separation between sacred and profane.

	LIFE AFTER DEATH
	Yes, evident. Blood of life on the deads.
	Yes, evident. Reward after judgement.
	NO. Evident

Nothing after death.
	NO
	YES, rediscovery of the forgotten dimension

	THE BODY & SACRED
	Body & sex are temples of the sacred.
	Body & sex are totally desacralised
	Desacralisation continues. Abstraction of body. Mental.
	Desacralisation

Continues
	Resacralisation

of Body & sex.

New harmony of body, mind, heart, sex,soul.

	LEFT BRAIN  OR RIGHT BRAIN
	Right brain very active
	Right brain somewhat active
	Left brain dominates and “kills” right brain
	Left brain dominates
	Return of the right brain. Harmony between the two brains


©Marc Luyckx Ghisi 2008

The matrifocal before the patriarchal

I shall come back to details later on the matrifocal society and the stakes for the knowledge society. However, it seems to me important to point out already here the matrifocal paradigm. It is evident that this antique vision represents a very different fundamental view—another image of the divine, of the sacred and of life, death, circular time, and space. Nevertheless, as we have seen, since the patriarchal narrations appear everywhere as the primordial narrations, they succeeded in obscuring almost perfectly the civilizations that preceded them. This is another dimension of the intolerance of the pre-moderns because they are clearly patriarchal. Thus, it is fundamental to have the matrifocal view rise again from the non-existence where (patriarchal) history engulfed it.

Pre-modernity, agrarian period—“The Angelus” by Millet


The symbol of pre-modernity for me is a painting called ”The Angelus” by the French painter, Jean-Francois Millet (1817–1875). It depicts a man and a woman facing each other. They have stopped working. The man has removed his hat. He bows his head and recites the Ave Maria of the Angelus, facing his spouse who does the same. In the background, the church steeple can be seen in the twilight.


Pre-modernity is still lived by several billion people who make their living by farming. Indeed, when one makes one’s living from farming, the underlying vision is completely different from the industrial modernity, because the farmer is dependent on the divine forces that bring the rain and the sun at the right time…or not. He absolutely cannot influence the growth of the crop. He can only plant. Nature does the rest. Thus, his world is poetic and sacred, whatever his religion. Time is sacred. His values are stable and immutable. The proverb that describes well this paradigm is the one of Horace: “There is nothing new under the sun.”


The global horizon of pre-modernity is precisely that meaning is stable and given by the divine, from eternity. There has always been a divine and a human dimension in life. In addition, this eternal truth does not and should not change. So that the transmission of values to the next generation is not a problem, since the basic values are stable. One can say, like Max Weber, the German sociologist, that pre-modernity is sacred and enchanted, whereas modernity “disenchanted” the world.

A very important component of pre-modernity is the respect of Nature. Nature must be respected because God gives it to us. Nature does not belong to man. It is not at his service. It is sacred because it is God’s creation.


This vision certainly is common to pre-moderns and transmoderns, as we shall see. The fact that Nature does not belong to us, but on the contrary, that we belong to it, is being rediscovered today, in transmodern times. In some ways, we are rediscovering a “sacred” reconnection with the divine or cosmic forces. Moreover, those forces are no longer called in the same manner, and they function differently. There is a rediscovery of the sacred, but it no longer is a vertical sacred, in a vertical space. Transmodern sacred is a horizontal sacred of “reconnection with Nature and the cosmos,” in networks. This new sacred is rooted in the body and in the present.


This sense of the sacred is perhaps what will make the transition from the pre-modern paradigm to the transmodern one, while leaping over the modern paradigm. Indeed, in modernity, at least in Europe, one would sound stupid for talking about “sacred” in public. Except perhaps in the U.S. where, as we have seen, the American dream combines an ultra-modern and secular vision with a sacred Puritan faith.


In transmodernity, this view of the sacred will take a different shape. In pre-modernity, the sacred was symbolically tied to verticality and, thus, to separation. God is above us in the sky. Cathedrals like Chartres and Notre Dame de Paris lift the souls toward the heavens. They are spaces of “vertical sacredness.” In the pre-modern vision of the sacred, one had to leave the world and to separate from it in order to be able to approach the sacred and the divine. One needed to go to a monastery and part ways with sexuality and from every day life…to search the divine in seclusion.


In transmodernity, the sacred challenge for everyone is to “reconnect” with the divine forces of the cosmos, since we are not above Nature but part of it. In addition, this broken connection has brought us is the dangerous unsustainable situation Humanity is in.

On the other hand, this sacred and stable pre-modern world faces some difficult problems in today’s world because it has a pyramidal and patriarchal-like structure. All values proceed from the Divine and are transmitted again by the male power of the clergies of the different religions, at least for the three “religions of the book.” These pyramidal and patriarchal structures, which exclude the women from the sacred, do not match very well with our contemporary mentality. This might be the part of pre-modernity which will not be included in transmodernity or planetarism.


The other aspect of pre-modernity that is not acceptable today is its strict intolerance, even its missionary dimension. This is intolerance is normal, since society is entirely structured around the ONE Divine, which gives meaning to everything. There is no possibility to accept another definition of the Absolute, of the sole and only God the Foundation of the system. Indeed, to accept the possibility of another foundation is to relativise the absolute and thus destroy the basics of the religious faith and vision. Therefore, no bargain is possible on dialogue with other Faiths. This is one of the most difficult aspects to accept by transmoderns and, of course, by the moderns. In a global world, everybody understands that this paradigm is non operational.
What is modernity?


Modernity is a powerful and courageous project of autonomisation and, thus, of liberation of human intelligence with regards to all obscurantisms. This liberation movement occurred by changing the vision of the world, by changing the ultimate value at the horizon. As is happening today with the transition to transmodernity, the first moderns changed their visions and their Horizon.


One has to go back in the context of the end of the Middle Ages to understand the terrible level of human stupidity and wickedness in the repression of human intelligence by the Inquisition and its tribunals, which did not tolerate any scientific autonomous research. Indeed, only a few isolated people started to think and act differently from the norm—Michelangelo and the audacious Italian artists, Descartes, Galileo, and also out of Italy, Copernicus, Jean Huss, Luther, etc. Some perished at the stake. They were not conscious of the fact that they were the founders of the Renaissance and modern times. They thought of themselves as isolated thinkers who were marginal and threatened by the Inquisition. 

New ideas of space with perspective and geometry


It was thrilling in the Renaissance to open up the horizon, to create a new vision, and give life a new meaning. When, for example, Donatello, Ucello, and Piero della Francesca begin to introduce perspective in their paintings, they are not conscious that they tilting Europe toward modernity by completely transforming the perception of space. By introducing perspective, they transform the medieval space into a modern space. Modern space, indeed, is geometric and defined by scientific criteria. It is not anymore a symbolic and flat space, like icons, for instance.
New mechanical time—the clock 


A small machine came to slowly structure time—the clock. In the monasteries, the days for the monks were shorter in the winter and longer in the summer. In addition, everybody followed the churches bells. The monks themselves invented the clock and, henceforth, held their prayers according to it and no longer by following the sun and other cues from Nature. Thus, they anticipated “modern” time, measured by machine. The far-reaching consequence of this mutation is the reform of efficiency invented by Taylor which made it possible to time down the motions of chain workers to increase their output. Time has been completely mechanised by the industrial modernity.


It is most surprising that the modern vision took back, maybe unwillingly and unknowingly, the pyramidal power structure, exactly like in the pre-modern vision that they criticised. However, they replaced God with the goddess of Reason.


Moreover, most surprising also is that modernity transposed the clerical structure. Modernity gave itself a new, invisible clergy—the economists. And this clergy has its cardinals and the Holy Inquisition, which calls to order the economists or the Chiefs of State who deviate from the orthodoxy of the ”free market.” Indeed, the free-market economy functions as a rational and scientific religion. This is normal because the rational truth, as Prigogine notes well, was improperly elevated to the rank of implicit divinity. Without this faith, it is impossible to reach important positions, for instance in central banks and national governments.


The change of vision and paradigm was accelerated and reinforced by the fact that the European society passed progressively from agriculture to industry. When making objects in a factory, there is no need anymore to go in procession to pray for the divinity’s help. Humans have become completely autonomous in the process of value creation. With reason, one functions perfectly well. No need for anything else. One becomes rational, because rationality is enough to live well. There is no need for anything else. In addition, the idea is that probably religion was a pure invention of human mind. One can understand why modernity has become sceptical concerning the inner dimension of humans.

As I have already mentioned, Prigogine and Stengers were the first to emphasise this point. Modernity, in fact, unconsciously, gave science an almost divine role. Why? Because modernity kept the pyramid and replaced God with Reason. Since science is rational, it leads us, therefore directly to the Truth, which is the “divine” apex of the pyramid. And this, without us having the need for churches and clergies. Science succeeded in its complete autonomisation with regard to religions and obscurantisms, but it acquires an exceptional, almost divine, status. It is above ethics, it is above responsibilities since it is good and true. To criticise it is to be ignorant.


As I showed in the last chapter, this is one of the major dangers of the current global situation we are in. We are tackling technologies that concern life and our survival as a species, but we tend to use the modern vision of science and technology, which are not adapted to the gigantic planetary stakes that are present. The major danger is to have a vision and a horizon that are maladapted to the stakes of our era.


Technology also, in this modern world, functions on the model of a supply economy. This is normal since technoscience is considered true and, thus, good. It is normal, therefore, that everything it supplies is a benefit for humankind and, thus, must be bought. This leads us straight to the consumer society. We realise very well that we cannot, through the 21st century, continue to consume in an unsustainable fashion.


Let us now approach the famous scientific method. It, too, is considered to be a direct track to the truth, since it is rational. By the mere fact that it is “rigorous” and “objective,” it must be considered as leading directly to the Truth. Thus, it is unassailable, in the modern vision.


Nevertheless, it is very important to note that our entire scientific, but also administrative, and even political operation functions along the same analytical method proposed by Descartes—that is, when facing a difficult problem, cut it into pieces and resolve the parts of the problem. This has been done for centuries. This analytical method has given wonderful results, but it is naturally incapable of providing synthetic results to global questions such as that on the future of humankind. This is the reason why it has lost its legitimacy as the unique method. It remains only one of the possible methods, besides other more holistic approaches. Thus, we must abandon the supremacy and domination of the “modern-scientific” method as the only possible method of approaching the future. In spite of all its qualities, it does not help us find today a solution to the problem of our continuing survival.


One should not underestimate the great jump that modernity allowed humankind to achieve with regard to violence between persons. Indeed, one of the State functions, a modern creation, has been to completely suppress violence between individuals. The law in the modern State now makes violence illegal. Revenge, even against the killer or the rapist of one’s daughter is not allowed. It must be reported to the police and to a judge. This system appears obvious to us today, but centuries were needed to get there. Even royal princes had to be imprisoned before they came to understand that duels were no longer allowed. In the transmodern paradigm, this non-violent component will be maintained and expanded outside the national borders, between States.


At the national level, modernity invented national armies, national arms factories, national military service (ala Napoleon). It created the concept of national war. Before Napoleon Bonaparte, those concepts were absent on Earth. On the other hand, Clausewitz
 and Machavelli held that war is the continuation of foreign policies through other means. Thus, in modernity, war is institutionalised and a national (and global) event which coins national unity “by the blood of the braves poured on the earth” and is part of foreign policy.


Thus, modernity integrated violence and war between States as something entirely natural. There was no alternative. If a State was not satisfied through negotiations, it was absolutely normal and understandable to go to war, if there was a possibility to win it. This attitude is held today in George W. Bush. It should not shock us, however—it is what we have done for centuries.


So why are we shocked by Bush’s policies, which are totally “modern”? Because our horizon has changed and we, the global public opinion, are no longer in the modern paradigm, even if we are not always aware of it. Bush helps us, the citizens of the world, to become aware that we are not anymore in his vision. He is like a revelatory catalyst of our transformation. He helps us to become conscious that we are changing worldwide.


In this regard, we must say, “Thank you, Mr. Bush. You make us all understand that it is urgent in this global world to invent a new framework, a new (transmodern) paradigm of non-violence between States. It helps us all to go quicker beyond modernity.”


Certainly, modernity has advanced the cause of women. The suffragettes and the feminist movement and, for instance, the writings of Simone de Beauvoir, in France, are modern movements. However, for women, the problems are far from being resolved. Indeed, women continue to be subjected to discrimination, or harassment at the workplace. Today, in many places, women still need twice the competence to reach the same level of responsibilities as men. Then, there is the “glass ceiling” in many businesses and administrations that prevents women to exceed a certain level of responsibilities. There has been undeniable progress with regards to persons and mentalities, but the structure remains too often pyramidal with the last steps inaccessible to the “weaker sex.” In addition, are the salaries equal for equal work? This does not appear to be the case everywhere in the European Union.
! Thus, the modern structures still are strongly patriarchal, in most of the cases.


Modernity also completely separated the practice of a religion from the public domain. It consigned religion to the sacristy. It is not allowed to mention religious motivations in public. In France, this separation is the strongest. Indeed, numerous countries which, in other respects, are very modern, like the U.S. and the United Kingdom still have their presidents swear on the Bible.


Modernity went even further. It spread the word that religions were due to disappear someday, since they were not rational. Only the rational is real. Some spoke of a “religion of the secularity” which tended to spread this vision of the end of religions as a new ”missionary religion.” Indeed, in Europe, we have associations of atheists, which preach atheism and are openly anti-religious. Modernity has not been able to maintain a real openness to the inner dimension of humans. It has become very materialistic. 


When one reads Jung and the great thinkers of the human psyche, we see that they did emphasise the importance of the inner dimension in human beings, and of the human soul. In this, Jung prefigures transmodernity. Whereas, Freud and Lacan seem more rationalist and materialist and not very open to this inner dimension of human psyche, at least much less than Jung. In this sense they are more modern, and, thus, more representative of the 20th century. 


This brings us to the belief of life after death. I think that when the history of the 20th century and modernity in general will be written, one of the most negative points of its evaluation will be that this century succeeded in totally suppressing, in public opinion, the conviction that life continues after death. This vision of life after death has always been affirmed by all the world civilizations for thousands of years even if that afterlife was expressed very differently. The modern official vision is that there is absolutely nothing after death, and that we return to naught. In so saying, modernity generated a generalised anguish of death which manifests itself as a desperate, and vane, search for security. Here is what Willis Harman was writing in the nineties. He is one of those who best explains the current change: 

“Modern Society has a peculiar characteristic, namely, that it teaches fear of death, and that fear underlies many other fears. If in fact we fundamentally evolved by mechanistic processes out of a material universe, and if life is regulated by coded messages in the DNA, then when those processes stop we die, and that is the end of us as physical organisms. If our consciousness, our cherished understandings and values, our individuality, our personhood, are simply creations of those processes, then when those processes stop we are no more. That is surely a fate to be feared, and, indeed, the fear of death permeates our society, disguised in a multitude of ways in which we seek ’security.’”

Thus, modernity generated an enormous collective regression at the level of the individual and collective consciousness. We came to completely forget and negate life after death. This is absolutely barbarous and regressive. And it has infiltrated our world society with deep fear of death that we disguise in a lot of research for security. However, this modern vision is perhaps not the last world on the question. Willis Harman continues:
“But the ‘perennial wisdom‘ of the world’s spiritual traditions has disagreed, has asserted that we are in an essentially meaningful universe in which the death of the physical body is bur a prelude to something else. The mystical and contemplative traditions have often gone on to give more details.”


Willis goes even further and speaks about scientific evidence of life after death.

”Serious attempts have been made to explore the concept of the continuation of personhood after physical death, and the evidence gathered has been disturbing to both positivist scientists and convinced religionists, because it fails to conform their preconceptions. However, if that evidence is explored with humility and open-mindedness, it seems to point to features of an emerging ‘new story‘ quite different from the prevailing worldview.”
  


What Willis is suggesting here is that we are all so modern, rational, so right-brained, that we are unable to accept evidences proving the existence of life after death. In order to accept those experiments and discoveries, one has to shift worldview, or paradigm
. I invite the reader to go and read the whole of the Chapter 5 of Willis’ book. He is a very great thinker.


Let us now see what modernity has done to our bodies. They have been completely disarticulated, desacralised, and atomised. Indeed, the famous analytical method has patiently taught us to leave out our emotions, our sexuality, our bodily needs, and our feelings to concentrate on the efficiency and the yield of the industrial production, which moves faster and faster. So that our lives are atomised, separated into different boxes which contain parts of us. We have a hard time finding ourselves again and reconnecting the boxes in an integrated whole. Moreover, the desacralising process generated by modernity has invaded our body, our sexuality, the woman, and our relation to nature and life itself. We see that this desacralising process of women, the body and sexuality was already well under way with the pre-modern patriarchs. We live next to ourselves, next to our lives. We have become ”mutants” which for the Australian aborigines are no longer true men
.


Meanwhile, the number of people who do not find a meaning to their life and, even more, youth suicide is alarming. These youth suicides, which most of the time are kept quiet in our “developed” countries, are a measure of the flagrant inadequacy of our declining industrial society to the implicit expectations of the young generation. A drama which the following testimony, out of an excellent Canadian inquiry, measures the horror.

” I did everywhere what I had to do. I did not bother anybody. However, deep inside me, it was totally black. I was like a roving dog but it was hidden in me. I kept face. I felt very soon that my parents did not know what to do, what to say when I told them that I was losing it, that I had problems, that it was crying inside me. They panicked, and so I did not talk about it again…. I am 23 years old, I have a normal life, but I feel myself empty, emptied, without motivation, without inner breath and without any inner direction. I find the world incredibly meaningless and tasteless.”


These words demonstrate the lack of meaning of our modern civilization in crisis.


Finally, to top it off, we have been taught to function only with our left brain. We have become handicapped with regard to the right brain. We almost no longer use it, except when suddenly the knowledge society asks us to be creative and to have our right brain run at a smart pace.

Postmodernity, the last avatar of modernity


In Table 3, above, I included a column to describe postmodernity because, in our conferences, the question of postmodernity is recurrent. I would here like to thank the postmodern thinkers, like Derrida, who had the courage and the tenacity to disassemble the intellectual fortress of modernity. Because, indeed, this fortress is very solid. However, one should also obviously note that this disassembling is provisional.


Nevertheless, the position of this book is precisely to capitalise on this useful deconstruction. Yes, the modern narrative, the modern vision had to be deconstructed, in order to allow intellectuals to go further. Thank you, postmodern thinkers. Now, we have to build a new narrative, a new vision of the world and of our future, where the young generation will be able to find hope and energy to build a real sustainable future.


In order to go further we need a new narrative, a new story a new vision. That is my intent in writing this book—to begin where postmodernity finishes.


Jeremy Rifkin says it perfectly well
: 

“The postmodernists engaged in an all-out assault on the ideological foundations of modernity, even denying the idea of history as a redemptive saga. What we end up with at the end of the postmodern deconstruction process are modernity reduced to intellectual rubble and an anarchic world where everyone’s story is equally compelling and valid and worthy of recognition.

If the postmodernists razed the ideological walls of modernity and freed the prisoners, they left them with no particular place to go. We became existential nomads, wandering through a boundary-less world full of inchoate longings in a desperate search for something to be attached to and believe in. While the human spirit was freed up from old categories of thought, we are each forced to find our own path in a chaotic and fragmented world that is even more dangerous than the all-encompassing one left behind.”
 
It is impossible to stop at deconstruction while our planetary survival is seriously threatened. We need to go further. It does not provide a way to build a new narrative, a new political paradigm with a vision.


Postmodernism today, is being surpassed. It was the last avatar of modernity because the postmodern method is also purely rational. It is the same as the modern method but turned around itself. In addition, this avatar played its role; therefore, “C’est fini.!” (See more on postmodernity in Appendix 2.)
What is the transmodern vision?


What is transmodernity? Is it the end of rationality and of science? Are we moving toward a worldwide global “new age“ and toward totally irrational ways of thinking? Are we going back toward medieval obscurantism?  This seems to be the fear of some intellectuals at least in Europe.


Yes, we are in a mutation. Yes, we are leaving modernity. And, as we leave the room, there is a back door that frightens us all, the return to past obscurantism, to religious wars, to “fundamentalisms”(which often are pre-modern) of all sorts.


However, and this is the master idea of this book, there also is a front door which is less evident because we have to create it. And, the knowledge society can really take off only if it joins the transmodern view, if it departs modernity by the correct door. This new door is more difficult to find because the way to it does not yet exist. We must create it. We have to invent it together. 

What is this new door? What is this new transmodern synthesis? One takes the best of modernity, and the best of pre-modernity and goes farther, invents a new orientation, a new vision, and a new “politic of Life” for humankind. Thus, we shall recuperate the good things of the scientific method. We will capitalise on the wonderful achievements of science and technology. We will rediscover the harmony with nature and the cosmos, and the spiritual depth of the pre-moderns. However, these tools will be directed anew toward the realization of a completely sustainable and socially inclusive civilization. Science and technology will not be questioned but well their fundamental orientation, their basic axioms, and their link with humankind’s goals which will be fundamentally defined again.

Knowledge society is transmodern


Let us review the different topics (rows) of information shown in Table 3.
Time, space, matter and consciousness


The first row in the table concerns time, space, matter, and consciousness. Prigogine and Stengers
 show that modernity established and sanctioned the reversible time invented by Newton. When the latter measured the interval for the apple to fall from the tree, he could do the same experiment again, ad infinitum, and the results will always be the same. The experiment is, by the definition itself of a scientific experiment, reproducible ad infinitum. One may go forward in time and do the experiment again. Thus, the “scientific” time of Newton is reversible. All physics and classical science are based on this reversible time, which is the condition for a possible “scientific method” since it is based upon the “reproducibility of the experiment.”


Today, the studies of Prigogine show that Newton’s physics constitute an exception with regards to physics altogether. For instance, when one considers the “dissipative structures,” the study of which won him the Nobel price, time in the analysis of these dissipative structures is no longer reversible, since if I measure a dissipative structure at time t1, I shall not obtain the same result if I measure it at time t2. Thus, one comes back to the same time as that of poetry and daily life, which obviously is not reversible. Consequently, the reversible time of Newton is okay only for a small part of physics. One understands that these changes induce some confusion in the scientific circles. Indeed, this is the very keystone of the scientific method which crumbles down! 


Prigogine told me in a private conversation before his death that he was still receiving everyday letters of insult, accusing him to have demolished the very foundations of the scientific method. Fortunately, there were some other letters of congratulations and awarding him many honours.

In the vision of Newton and Descartes, which still dominate the modern paradigm, the space in between the stars and in the atom is an empty space, and matter is considered as inert. Now science proposes a new, somewhat different, vision—that is, of a space that represents an important energy reserve and which, until now, was not exploited by our technologies
.

Teilhard de Chardin suggested intuitively that matter is endowed with consciousness. Einstein was the first to show a link between matter and energy. In his famous theory of “general relativity,” he demonstrated that matter was like condensed energy. He proposed and demonstrated the equation linking energy (E), mass (m), and the speed of light (c) in E = mc2. Thus, there is a direct relation between mass and energy. Indeed, we are in another vision of reality. Moreover, curiously, one realises today that some Richis of India already were saying similar things about matter thousands of years ago. 


However, let us go farther in the relation between matter and consciousness. According to Willis Harman, matter even proceeds from consciousness. His studies
 are my references on this subject because, to my knowledge, they are the most advanced and, at the same time, the easiest to read and understand. According to him, we are on the brink of a second “Copernican revolution.” Because it is the philosophical understanding of the universe (paradigm) which topples under our eyes, without us realising it. Indeed, a type M1 metaphysics clears the way for type M3 metaphysics. Which are these three types of metaphysics? What is matter?


In metaphysics M1, the basis of everything is matter combined with energy. To study reality, one should start from the measurable world. Measure what is measurable as the only scientific way to know. Consciousness issues from matter. It is even located in certain cells of the brain. All that we know about consciousness is to be related to the functioning of certain cells of the human brain. 

Whereas metaphysics M3 starts from consciousness—it considers that the foundation of the whole universe is consciousness. In brief, in this new vision (M3), spirit and consciousness are first, whereas the matter-energy proceeds, so to speak, from consciousness. The metaphysics that we are accustomed to is, thereby, turned back like a sock. If one deals with quantum physics, one realises that the most recent research precisely move in the direction anticipated by Willis.


Metaphysics M2 is dual in that it places side-by-side two foundations of the universe—matter-energy as first and consciousness as first. M2 is a mix of M1 and M3. It is like the transition between M1 and M3. 

Is M3 a shocking hypothesis? Yes, it is. It is like a hurricane coming to us in silence and threatening to change completely the very nature of intellectual reasoning. It could change completely the way we will work in our universities and in the approach to science and technology. It could change also the way humans relate to reality. We are here like in the eye of the hurricane of change, in which we are entering in complete silence, because it changes completely our vision of life. In announcing this change, Willis goes further than Prigogine and many others. He has been one of the most advanced pioneers of this paradigm shift. 


Who is Willis Harman? Is he serious? Can we trust him? Well he is one of the great thinkers behind the Silicon Valley project. He was at that time an eminent member of the Stanford Research Institute. He also is the co-founder of the World Business Academy. He also was the Director of the Institute of Noetic Sciences. Yes, Willis, who passed away in 1997 was somebody serious. Therefore, his reflections, even though they are very advanced, cannot be set aside with a backhanded stroke. On the contrary, his hypothesis might well become one of the nodes of the new paradigm, as much as the discovery of Copernicus and Galileo became the essence, the cornerstone of the modern paradigm.

When working in networks in the knowledge society, one rapidly faces phenomena of collective consciousness within the network. Indeed, the communication inside the network can become more than only good communication. Sometimes it is almost like telepathy, intuitive communication, linking people in new ways that are beyond rational explanation. The works of Sheldrake
 stand out concretely and even operationally. He talks of a morphogenetic field that links not only humans to humans but also dogs to their masters, instantaneously, whatever the distance. This morphogenetic field operates as metaphysics M3. The management in networks may have to consider this very seriously.


My feeling is that our understanding of time, space, and matter is changing fundamentally. At the high scientific levels, those questions are already seriously discussed, but this discussion does not yet trickle down to the public. This is one of the basic challenges of the knowledge society, because it can only function within these new concepts of time, space, and consciousness. Unfortunately, we try and retry to make it function in the old, industrial frame.

In parallel, one also sees at a rapid and profound evolution of the sacred sense among generations. We as we have already seen, for the generation born before 1900, the sacred is linked to the ascetic path. This path to the divine presupposes the humans to take distance from sexuality, the body and material life, in order to the able to ascend toward the divine which is located “above” (vertical sacred). 

One now sees a complete turnaround of the notion of the sacred.
 For the younger generation, it seems that the sacred is linked to a “reconnection” with nature and the cosmos (horizontal space). The sacred is next to us and in us. Therefore, I speak of horizontal sacred. One needs to reconnect because we are part of the cosmos and, in any case, we cannot consider ourselves “superior” or “above” or dominant. This new sacred is linked to the danger of collective death—we are obliged to reconnect with nature if we want to survive. The younger generation understands that, if we do not reconnect to the cosmos, if we do not adopt a less Promethean attitude, extinction of the human species is at risk. This is their implicit sacred, an implicit sacred but a very strong one. (I will come back to this subject in Chapter 12.)
Disposition of power in networks


Here, things are clear—it is impossible to create knowledge in a pyramid. It does not work. The pyramid of power increased industrial/modern efficiency, but here it is maladjusted. On the contrary, the network becomes the indispensable tool allowing exchange and thus creation of knowledge. With regard to power, this is very subversive since there is no way to control power in a network, and there is a strict equality between members. We saw this in the previous chapter.


Nevertheless, what is important to note is that, for the first time in millennia, the disposition of power seems to move toward non-violent schemes. This is very important if confirmed within the positive scenario at least. It might indicate that humankind is—finally—rising to a new level of consciousness.
The future of “clergies”


I showed above that modernity has transposed, without knowing it, the pyramidal structures and the clericalism—which is always extremely long-lived—as a form of control of the economists between themselves, for instance, but also of the economists’ position with regards to the government, the medias, and the society. Economists continue to “preach” the true and, very often, the false without being disturbed or even the least bit questioned. This is astounding—somewhat like the theologians who continued imperturbably to dissert about the sex of the angels in the midst of the religious wars.


In the knowledge society, everybody has access to knowledge on the Internet. And the new generation, which works in network in this new society seeks experience, or perhaps guidance, in their spiritual advance, but certainly not an intermediary who “knows” what the divine thinks and who provide orders. In fact, the notion of “intermediary” or even “expert” is probably in crisis.

The main occupation—the knowledge economy


This is the theme of this book—that we are changing production and, therefore, the world vision, the “Weltanschauung”, the paradigm. The main occupation is not any longer agrarian/pre-modern or modern/industrial. They continue to exist but are not the main activities anymore. 
The concept of Truth


This is another very important point. Indeed, the pre-moderns and the moderns both have an intolerant concept of the truth. In a global world, this is a major problem. This is the feeling one gets when one reads the famous article of professor Samuel Huntington from Harvard on the “clash of civilizations”
 (1993). The mentality and the vision underlying this article are modern and intolerant. This is the same intolerance that one finds in the American foreign policy which, besides, seems to have adopted the vision of the article—the clash with Islam no matter the cost.


The new epistemology, the new definition of the truth that is slowly coming to the fore, is totally different. Here, we touch a very important element of transmodernity. The image that I suggest is that of the “hollow-centred table.”

When I worked in the Forward Studies Unit of the European Commission, we had our weekly meetings around the table that had been built for the first reunions of the Commission. Legend has it that Jean Monnet himself designed it. The table is composed of triangles like slices of a tart that fit together, but the centre of the table is a circular hole. 

For me this idea of the hollow table is the most potent symbol of transmodern and planetary paradigm (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Transmodern truth—radical tolerance


The centre is hollow, but also full of life and light. No one possesses the ultimate truth. Everybody is invited to proceed toward the centre, but no one is able to own or possess the ultimate truth (the divine). It also is the way witnessed by the mystics—whether Jews, Muslims, Christians, Buddhists, or atheists. The more one proceeds toward the centre, the more one lives out powerful experiences that are beyond words, and the less one is able to speak and to “know” the less one wants to formulate the truth in theological terms, and the less one remains attached to his own theological formulation.

All the slices of the tart are equal. This means that in this new vision, every culture of the world is equal in value to the others, every culture contains part of the truth, and no one culture contains it all. And finally, every culture is invited to contribute to the solution of the world problems of survival from its own creativity and richness, on an equal footing. 

At the same time, the more one moves toward the centre, the less he knows, the less he “possesses” the truth, and the less he tries to impose it to others. This is the concept of truth that one finds again with the mystics of all world religions. They all witness the same vision of truth in their deepest inner experience. It seems also that the new generation finds itself much at ease with this new vision of truth, because they are much more transmodern than us.

One can also apply this vision of the Truth to the political governance of European Union. One can say that each partner, each State is sitting on equal footing around the table of the Council of European ministers, in Brussels. The countries of the Union are equal, whatever their size, even Luxemburg. No country is allowed to dominate the others. In addition, this is what I observed—that the more government officials become used to working with each other at this European level, the more they acquire a new level of political consciousness. The more they become conscious of the global responsibilities of the EU in a world in crisis. The more they become conscious that what they sign in Brussels is of a different level than what they sign at home, in Berlin, Lisbon, or Warsaw.

It is evident that we are far beyond the postmodern conception which, by decomposing the truths, ends up dissolving the possibility of truth and leads us toward relativism.


Any new civilization that grows up around this knowledge society is a civilization that is intrinsically non-violent and tolerant, but not relativist. Truth exists, but nobody controls it. The current political leaders have not gotten used to the idea. The European Union is getting closer to the idea but does not explain it well to its citizens.


The struggle between tolerance and intolerance is always hard and difficult to manage. How to counter in a non-violent manner people who are violent and intolerant? Indeed, what to do as a tolerant transmodern in a conflict with an intolerant “modern “or “pre-modern”? The transatlantic dialogue, in fact, is a dialogue between the modern/1800 (U.S.) and the transmodern paradigm (EU) which does not dare give its name.

The scientific method


In the knowledge society, we are not going to get rid of scientific analysis, but in a global world in jeopardy, one can no longer be content merely with such analysis. As I mentioned above, the basis itself of the legitimacy of the scientific method disappears with the advent of a new concept of irreversible time. In addition, we absolutely need a synthesis that allows us efficient action. One even goes beyond the synthesis, toward the holistic approach, where each part reflects the whole or is an image of the whole.


We also must mourn the beautiful image of “objective” science, wherein the observer is completely independent (outside) of the experiment “scientifically” observed, and the experiment is, therefore, indefinitely reproducible, and thus, true. This is the modern vision, and it does not stand up against the criticisms of the thinkers of the new physics, such as Prigogine and all those who came after him—for instance, those who work in the convergence of technologies around nanotechnologies. So the scientific approach becomes again a poetic approach of nature as Prigogine says so well at the end of his beautiful book, Order Out of Chaos
. Obviously, there still are ferocious battles ahead. And many are those who do not even realise that they are conducting rear-guard fighting.

The future of science and technology in the knowledge society


It is obviously out of the question to abandon science and technology or all the bright conquests of modernity. What is changing in our world is the horizon—the goal of our research. The change is both small and enormous. The goal is no longer the one of emancipation, of autonomisation of science and technology from any obscurantism, where it is perfectly free to develop in all-possible directions since it is intrinsically good and true (the philosophy of the supply economy). The new goal arises from the realisation that we are now in a crisis, confronted with the question of the survival of humankind. Thus, one must redirect this marvellous and potent scientific tool toward the realisation of a sustainable world and a future for our offspring (the philosophy of the demand economy).

I saw this new goal profiled for science and technology in a report at a meeting of the European Commission in 2005.
 The report indicated to us a fundamental orientation change toward a desire for a much more sustainable world. This was an indication that, once more, the EU is at the forefront at the global level.


But, evidently, there are other powers, and potent ones, that are moving in the opposite direction. The dinosaurs were very strong. Fortunately, they disappeared in a few years.

Personal and structural violence 


I have shown that modernity created a space of non-violence, the national soil, thanks to its creation of the structures of the State, namely the separation of powers (Montesquieu). Today’s difficulty is that terrorism is bringing violence back to the State. Thus, it is necessary to approach structural violence and economic justice between the States.


This is indispensable because everything is linked.


The trend for us is obvious. In a global world, we must extend non-violence at the relations level between States. To this end, we must set up a world economic system that is genuinely inclusive and just. Such a system does not currently exist. Our world system is neither sustainable nor inclusive. We saw earlier that presently there is no longer any rapturous vision, no ultimate goal for the great majority of humankind. This is extremely dangerous. As the Bible says, ”When there is no vision, people are unrestrained” (Proverbs 29:18). And if we do not rapidly act in that sense, we shall experience an enormous increase in terrorism from all over. Despair leads indeed to violence.


On the other hand, with regards to war justification, we would attend the emergence of a “peace culture,” according to Frederico Mayor, past general Director of UNESCO
. He argues that in fifty years the ”burden of proof” (that is, the need of justification), has shifted from the pacifist to the warrior. Today, to resort to war, the warrior must first really demonstrate to the public that there is no other solution. In the past, the pacifist had to justify why he refused war. In this regard, our world really has really toppled, even and foremost if one considers the campaigns of George W. Bush.


And the knowledge society keeps stressing the pressure toward political non-violence. Indeed, we feel more and more that we are working in a global network where everybody is on an equal footing, and that the more the interaction is creative, the more everybody is enriched with a new knowledge. The knowledge society represents a great movement toward a non-violent society.


Once again, in this sphere, the EU is a precursor, but how badly it sells its goods! The EU is the first alliance of strict non-violence between States. It is the first transmodern structure in the world. Unfortunately, too often the political actors and the governments of the Member States of the Union present the Union as just a “market.” To do is to take the means for the ends. The market is simply one of the means to reach the true end, which is the total stabilisation of our continent in on-violence between States.

I shall discuss in detail the relations between men and women in the following chapter. Let us now consider the spiritual aspiration in public in our modern States.
Spiritual dimension in public—religions and society


The transmodern and planetary knowledge society discovers again that spiritual yearning, whatever its form, is deeply part of human nature. Jung recalled this to us almost a century ago. Modernity, therefore, erred importantly and dangerously by separating the human from its inner dimension. In this, modernity was a regression at the level of wisdom and universal consciousness. And this secularisation
 has been more radical in Europe, for example France, than in the U.S. 

We now observe a resurgence of the religious in all its forms. There is an effervescence, a bubbling up, an excitement, but also a mix of the best and the worst. This is normal in the re-emergence of something that was suppressed for too long. 


Where are we going? Probably toward a new acceptance by the political structures of the existence of this inner dimension. We probably shall conclude that a total separation is not possible because one cannot cut off one of the dimensions of man. But one must maintain a distinction. As my old philosophy professor was fond of saying, in Latin, “distinctio sed non separatio”—that is, “we have to distinguish without separating.“ It is obvious that the religious leaders of a country should never be also the political leaders, and vice versa. The Iranian example is an excellent one of what the future should not be. It is not possible to completely exclude the religious component from politics. We drove it away through the door but it comes back to us through the window and the cellar.

Life after death


Another characteristic of the transmodern civilization will be a different vision of life after death. Humankind will awake from a nightmare in which he was controlled by a deep and hidden anguish of death, because life after death was completely negated and rejected. Suddenly, the new generations will rediscover (and this is already silently occurring) that which the world’s wise men and women have always said—that life continues after death and that everyone’s road extends toward light in a more or less circuitous way. That which was considered obvious for thousands of years will come back. The level of humankind’s consciousness is rising. Nobody will stop this phenomenon.
The sacredness of the body


The knowledge society is good news for our bodies, which were desacralised and marginalised set aside from our own lives. The movement is already giving back a sacred dimension to the body. For instance, the rediscovery of the sacred character of the body by some movements, like Tai Chi, and by meditation. The practices are nothing new; all this has been in the Chinese culture for 8000 years. But millions of Chinese are rediscovering it today. 

Such examples are plentiful, as I shall show in Chapter 10. The rediscovery of the sacred character of our bodies is under way. For too long, we have forgotten this dimension of our lives. Suddenly, it is as if an enormous awakening was occurring. Certainly with excesses, but this is normal. The human body shakes itself as it is awakening.

Transmodernity is thus a path of personal and collective re-enchantment. 
The return of the right brain—balance


The knowledge society will be a society that will re-establish the nobility of the right brain. For centuries, the industrial society has asked us to work almost exclusively with the left-brain—so much so that, finally, the educational system resolved itself to it and, while abandoning its humanist aims, it began to emphasise more and more the working and use of our left brains and pushed aside the impulses of the right brain. 

And then, suddenly, the gurus of the knowledge society request from us creativity in order to create knowledge in networks. There is, then, panic because creativity was completely choked.


But now a few visionaries are setting in place formations and trainings that reactivate the right brain. This is absolutely necessary and urgent. Obviously, the goal is to arrive at a new balance between the two brains. This is what we all are hungry for…without knowing it.
Conclusions from Chapter 9

The issues discussed in this chapter are among the most difficult to understand for the modern mentality, because what is questioned is the framework itself, the manner how modern mentality reasons and works. It is very difficult for sincere “moderns” to understand what is happening in the world, because they live beyond and above criticisms, since they think of themselves as being “perfectly objective” and thus unassailable. Dialogue is, therefore, almost impossible, because they accuse any “other” approach of being “ideological” (as opposed to completely objective, which is how they see themselves). And any critical approach is implacably rejected in the “obscurantisms” camp.

This is easily understood. They maintain the strategy that was successful for them from the beginning of the Renaissance until the 20th century.

On the other hand, for those who, among the public opinion, already fall in some manner in a different vision or paradigm, this same chapter may deeply resound in them. By putting words to their uneasiness (malaise), I hope to allow them to think aloud what they have been thinking silently. In this chapter, I hope to help them in their reflection. That is my only wish.


Finally, this chapter is capital in the architecture of this book, because it shows the possible alternate interpretations, the different paradigms currently available. It shows how much the knowledge society is a different society if one integrates the important and vast changes that have taken place in almost all spheres and that will come to maturity in one generation.


Yes, we are changing society and we already have available the new economic and political tools of tomorrow if we take the trouble to use them correctly. But I repeat here, in conclusion, that it is dangerous, even suicidal, to manage the knowledge (transmodern) society with the modern tools. To do so is understandable but dangerously irresponsible. 

CHAPTER 10: THE KNOWLEDGE SOCIETY IS POST-PATRIARCHAL

Every time I lecture, especially when talking to Human Resources (HR) people, I realise that the audience is most often made of women. And this is so whether I am speaking in Belgrade, Sofia, Ljubljana, Zagreb, Skopje, Rabat, Fès, Savonlinna, Brussels, or Stockholm. As I talk, I can see in the women’s eyes a growing understanding even as the gaze of many men in the audience becomes more empty and puzzled.


Why? It is very simple to explain. The actual values of his new society no longer are “command, control, and conquest”—that is, the patriarchal values. I discussed this in detail in the chapter on the knowledge economy. The implicit values of the knowledge society are post-patriarchal. They are more feminine, more “yin.” This characteristic of the knowledge society is quite clear, but nobody says so out loud. And the heads of most businesses rush into this new economy with an industrial and patriarchal mentality.

They must beware! The machine is no longer the central production tool and, therefore, man’s creativity must be nourished and people must be cared for so that they can become and remain creative. Humans must work in teams.

This kind of attitude is foreign to many men but not to women, because they face such problems in their everyday lives—for example, when raising their children. They team up in networks, often intuitively and naturally. They are not holders of command-and-control values. Networking is not a major issue for them; neither is leaving the power pyramid. Yes, it seems that 90% of women understand the need to depart from patriarchy—but a few (10%) are still deeply patriarchal.


For most men, it is more difficult to accept that we no longer are in the industrial society. First they are unhappy because nobody explains to them what is going on. Next, nobody tells them that the patriarchal values are obsolete in the knowledge society. (Nobody clearly sees it.) And, foremost, nobody dares to say it because no one has the mandate to do so. Thus, everybody remains silent.

And why is this shift away from patriarchy happening just now? This system has been going on so long—so why is it happening today, if it is happening at all?


For most men, these questions are puzzling.

In brief, for men, there is an uneasiness (malaise) which is kept silent, but which is felt in Congresses and Conferences. I feel it in myself and in the public everywhere.


Indeed, for men, to work in networks and share knowledge so that they can enhance it in each other… is really a new and radical behaviour. This hurts the primitive hunter in each of us. It takes us back 5000 years to when we were fruit pickers and shepherds, when Mother-Goddess reigned, and when the dominant concept was that of collective property.

These ideas and behaviours grate against our basic male intuition.


And, even if we agree intellectually, after an intelligent presentation on the knowledge society, we still need to work hard to adapt ourselves and invent new behaviours. Indeed, for men, there is necessarily a deconstruction phase, for we intuitively work in patriarchal and pyramidal systems. We have been nurtured for centuries in the patriarchal pyramids, and they and the idea of “command, control, and conquest” have become second nature to us—imprinted deep in our bodies and our unconscious behaviours.


Thus, one should not underestimate the difficulty that our leaders face. And one should not underestimate the difficulty in reinventing behaviours in a professional or businessman.

Conclusions from Chapter 10


The values of the knowledge society skew more toward feminine values than toward masculine values. This skewing is simply a consequence of the society itself; these new values are adapted to the new production tool—the human.

Is the knowledge society “against” men? No, clearly not. But it invites every man to reconsider himself and his behaviours in a post-patriarchal society. It is both a challenge and a way of liberation, a change of consciousness level.


Thus, I will repeat what I said before—the principal danger in the mutation we are in lies in attempting to manage the new economy and the new society with the old modern, industrial, and patriarchal values. The danger is to “pour the new wine in the old goatskin bottles”
 as the Gospel says. It is the constant theme of this book. The danger is not the change, but the way we handle it.


Moreover, the policy of “business as usual”, which now dominates, is dangerous, even suicidal.
CHAPTER 11: KNOWLEDGE-SOCIETY VALUES ARE ALREADY EVERYWHERE


In this chapter, I have excellent news to report. The values of the knowledge society appear everywhere already in the world!


Indeed, several hundreds of million people throughout the world are changing values and behaviours each day. They become more sensitive to ecology, to family values, and to their neighbourhood community. They are more open to an inner dimension of their life, and open to other cultures and languages, and to exotic culinary arts. They are very suspicious of politics and politicians. However, they are conscious that humankind must change its vision of politics and economy if it wants to survive. At least fifty million of these people live in the United States, one hundred million in Europe, two hundred million in the midst of the Muslim culture, but also on the other continents—China, Japan, India, and Latin America.

Moreover, 66% of these “cultural creatives” are women.

Here, we touch now the deep root of the silent Renaissance which is developing under our noses. By changing their vision of the world, people are preparing themselves in silence for the great oncoming mutation. What is coming is a mutation toward a new global consciousness of our “planetary” responsibilities with regards to the future of us all. As so well-said by Willis Harman:
”We are living through one of the most fundamental shifts in history: a change in the actual belief structure of the Western society. No economics, political or military power can compare with the power of a change of mind. By deliberately changing their image of reality, people are changing the world.”


No political power is capable to counter such a change of vision and of values. And to put it positively, it is at this almost subconscious level that the energy resides that will help us all plunge into this mutation and make it succeed.
The subconscious refusal of death is the real engine of change


This inquiry unveils an unexpected dimension—like the hidden face of the atmosphere of death that we described in Part One—an extremely powerful and omnipresent impulse of Life. This impulse is a very powerful engine which already runs at full throttle. Unfortunately, one does not see it, because it lies deep within us, at a subconscious or barely perceptible depth. The engine of the ongoing change is the subconscious refusal of the collective death of humankind by the world citizens.

Moreover, people who feel the impulse are numerous, abnormally so for an ordinary mutation. Indeed, Arnold Toynbee, the historian of civilizations explains to us that, for important mutations, about 5% of people silently prepare the values of the oncoming era. Now here we are a group five times larger than usual, according to Toynbee. Thus, the mutation may be five times more important and vast since the collective unconsciousness is five times stronger. 


Thus, in this chapter, I show that humankind has already decided that is does not want to die. It does not want to die and, therefore, it is in the process of reprogramming at full speed millions of individuals around the globe toward the life-affirming values. 


One might say with my friend Rupert Sheldrake, whom I met for the first time in San Francisco
 at the State of the World Forum
 that a new (morphogenetic) field of consciousness is appearing and silently infiltrating our subconscious. This field bears potent and rapid transformation of the basic values, the basic paradigm, in each individual.


One also might compare the collective subconscious of Humankind to animal species, which increase or decrease female fecundity by a subconscious reprogramming, according to whether there is scarcity or plethora of the species. 


Let us recall that the values of death are expressed as unconsciousness with regards to the future and our obligations toward the generations to come. This unconsciousness may take the shape of:

· General unconcern and indifference
· “War on Nature”—war on life values

· Short-sighted vision and the desire for instant gratification
· The “business as usual“ approach

On the other hand, the life-enhancing values express themselves as:
· Anxiety over our collective future and that of our children

· Reconnection with the cosmos

· Higher level of consciousness (consciousness of the fate of the earth)
· Acceptance that we have to change and that it is nobody’s fault


Thus, humankind seems to reprogram itself to organise its survival. This reprogramming manifests as changes in values and behaviours of people the world over. This “happens” in the deepest part of each person’s personality and, even, in the deepest part of each one’s body.

The law of “complexity consciousness“


The genial Jesuit Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, was born in France and died in New York. He explains his famous “law of complexity-consciousness” in his visionary writings. The more complexity on earth increases, the more there will be leaps in the level of humankind consciousness. According to him, at the beginning of this new millennium, we might attend the tipping over of humankind toward a fundamental directional change. Instead of always moving toward more complexity, we suddenly might reach a trend reversal, a tipping over toward a progressive bringing together of people, which he calls “omegatisation.” After a period of maximal divergence, humankind would move in progressive convergence, toward a point omega, which is the Cosmic Christ. It suddenly would move toward more love, more consciousness, since the cosmic Christ is a source of light, and infinite and divine love.

Sri Aurobindo and the Mother, his vision sister and spiritual partner, announce the progressive descent into each of us of the “Supraconscious” and of the Supramental. The Supraconscious is a much higher spiritual energy. In simple terms, it is a progressive divinisation of humans. And this divinisation is part of the human evolution on earth. According to them, and to Teilhard, as well, human evolution is not terminated and it actually is in the process of “jumping” into an important period. 

And this process has already entered a decisive stage. This process of the Supraconscious descent is influential on our bodies and our cells. The Mother has written books and testimonials on what she experienced herself in her body. She felt a transformation from the inside of the cells of her body, sometimes very painful. She called this phenomenon an enlargement of the “cells consciousness.”


This inside transformation was their remarkable and astonishing secret fight. According to their witnesses, Aurobindo and the Mother foreshadowed in their bodies the consciousness mutation which is ongoing globally.


Thus, the people of the world are changing without exactly knowing why or how. Humankind changes, but this change is still invisible because it infiltrates itself through our personal lives and our basic values which move, through new questions which come into our view, through our bodies which change and through our vision of life which moves full speed but silently.


The change to the knowledge society is likely to take place in two stages. The first stage (which we see now) is the change deep inside millions of citizens. The second will manifest as important political and economic crises.

According to my own contacts and information sources throughout the world, the mutation is ongoing with an unsuspected strength and depth on all continents. Humankind is preparing itself to live in the 21st century.


And, thus in the deepest, secret, seldom-visited part of our collective subconscious, we have discovered a discreet and potent engine that silently pushes the transformation of our civilization with an unsuspected strength. It is somewhat like the “Gulf Stream” which is potent and that no one can stop nor deviate, but which is deep and invisible. In any case, this transformation engine is running full throttle and is changing us all inside on all continents. This movement also starts from the coldest waters. It will take time to come to the surface. Jacques Delors often said in private during the visit of world philosophic or religious personalities that it was necessary, in this time of mutation, not to concentrate on the waves of the sea, but on the undercurrents in depth.


But let us look at this phenomenon in detail. I base the following observations on the inquiry of Paul H. Ray in the U.S. and later also in Europe.

The inquiry on the “cultural creatives”


By extending to the whole of American society his methods of market and customer analysis, Paul H. Ray was surprised to discover, next to the Republicans and the Democrats (the latter of which are more or less like the European left) a new family of citizens—the “cultural creatives.” These are women and men who create new values and who, without knowing it, are activating the 21st century paradigm. They are fifty million American citizens who are “invisible” in the system because, most of the time, they do not vote and do not read the traditional newspaper. They are “invisible” also for the media, which do not talk about them since they do not know that they exist. 


This family of citizens is “neither right, nor left, but ahead.” It wants something else. It mainly wants to integrate and combine the best elements, actual or bequeathed by both traditional political families. In brief, it wants to reconcile that which was analytically fragmented by modernity.

66% are women—they silently lead the change 


The majority of these new citizens are women—66% in this emerging group. It is thus understandable that, in this group, new life-enhancing feminine values are rising and asserting themselves. We have found this trend again all along in this second part of this book. Everywhere in the wings of what is changing or getting ready to change, there are women anticipating and already quietly going to work in another way. Little by little, they are sewing back our torn Humankind. A number of women already are on the last curve of Figure 2  and are astonished when they are asked about it. They find this entirely natural.

The values of the cultural creatives


In his research, Paul H. Ray
 provides some very enlightening statistics. The first numbers reported hereunder express the percentages registered among the group of 24% of cultural creatives. In the following list, the italicised numbers in parentheses represent the percentage of positive answers in the American population as a whole.

· Very interested by ”voluntary simplicity”—79% (63%)
· Work at reintegration and reconstruction of the social link in their local, regional and worldwide communities—92% (86%)
· Reconnections with nature and reintegration of ecology in the economy—85% (73%)
· Ready to bear more taxes to end pollution and the warming of the atmosphere—83% (64%)
· Rediscovery of sacred character of nature—85% (73%)
· Revaluation of the sacred dimension and the spirituality in their lives; they want to rebuild themselves from the inside—52% (36%)
· Consider important the ability to develop their own professional creativity and they are willing to earn less to that end—33% (28%)
· Reconciliation between the religions and synthesis of what is best in the great Western and Eastern traditions; they rediscover meditation and spiritual experience—53% (30%)
· Tend to believe in paranormal phenomena, reincarnation, life after death, the importance of divine love, conceive God as immanent—53% (30%)
· Reconciliation also of science and spirituality, of medicine with a more holistic vision of body and soul; use alternative medicine—52%
· Overstepping the too rigid frames of traditional psychoanalytic approaches with transpersonal psychology—40% (31%)
· Altruistic, involved in voluntary commitment—35% (27%)
· Their inner progress work does not remove them from their social engagement, on the contrary—45% (34%)
· They like to travel, are xenophilic and love foreigners—83% (70%)
· They have a sense of responsibility for Gaia, our little blue planet, which is in danger—85% (73%)
Things they are suspicious or afraid of include:

· Growth at all costs, of polluting industrials, of big business in general—76%

· Violence, particularly toward women and children—87% (80%)
Finally, as any group, they also define themselves by rejecting some values:

· They refuse the consumer’s society and the model of hedonistic happiness it proposes—90%

· They refuse the disenchantment of those who live day after day, without an ultimate goal—81%

· They are against those who, in the business world and on the right, deny decisions and measures favourable to the environment—79%

· They refuse the winner’s ideology, competition ay all cost, the run after money—70%

· They fear losing their employment an that their partner loses his—62%

· They refuse materialism and the endless search of material and financial goods—48%

· They refuse fundamentalisms of all nature and intolerance, namely with regards to abortion—46%

· They refuse the cynicism which makes fun of social solidarity and the care of the other—40% (27%)
The behaviours of the cultural creatives


The characteristic behaviours of this group of American citizens are also interesting.

· They are those who read the most, listen to the radio the most, and watch television the least. They really do not appreciate the content of the programs, and they are active in protecting their children against television advertisements.

· They are voracious consumers of culture. They paint, carve, create art, and visit exhibits. They read and write articles and attend work groups where books are discussed.

· They are critical consumers who want exact and precise information on the origin of bought articles. They hate deceitful publicity, car salesmen, or the superficial press.

· They want to buy cars and houses that last a long time, that do not pollute or pollute little and are made of healthy and durable materials. They choose genuineness against artificial food.

· They are experienced gastronomes who appreciate the culinary art of other countries. They like to talk gastronomy and exchange recipes.

· They hate the typical middle class house which is praised in advertisements. They individualise their house to the maximum with what they bring back in their travel from the four corners of the world. 

· They travel the most and the most intelligently, among others through organizations that promote educational and spiritual trips, the eco-tourism, the safaris-photos. They are open to the true discovery of other cultures.

· They are the principal consumers of sessions and conferences on spirituality and the inner search as well as on alternative medicine. They do not consider their bodies as machines to be fed or cared for with drugs, but well as an ally to be listened to, loved and preserved.
 Why this silence?

Why, asks Ray, do the media not report on this important section of the population which is growing steadily, whereas the two other groups are in a more or less slow but continuous decline? According to him, the American media are incapable of considering positive information as news. ”Good news is no news.” If one discusses with journalists who reflect on those issues, many will acknowledge that the actual modern paradigm is not working so well, anymore. However, they seem incapable to imagine what else humanity could do. With this state of mind, imprinted with conservatism, a 25% group of cultural creatives does not weigh heavily in the eyes of the professional reporters. Thus, the silence remains. Today, all those who would like to come out of the beaten tracks, particularly the young, keep believing that they are solitary marginals (lonely cowboys), because nobody tells them about the fifty million U.S. citizens who can be considered “cultural creatives.” 


After ten years of experience in this field, my own interpretation is that it is a question of vision, of the “eyeglasses” I spoke of earlier in this book. People only see what their current eyeglasses allow them to see. Or, to say it differently, it depends on which curve in Figure 2 the media and the politicians find themselves on. Are they on the industrial curve or on the rightmost curve of the knowledge society? If, as a reporter or as a politician, I place myself on the curve of the industrial society, all these inquiries on cultural creatives will seem to me like hot air, without meaning, like some type of opium of the “New Age,” to be distrusted. But if I am on the curve of the transition or on the knowledge society curve, this inquiry will confirm to me that I am not crazy, but that I am among the millions of pioneers of the planetary and transmodern era.
One never” forces” anybody to change paradigm—it is impossible to do so


After doing hundreds of interventions on this subject for ten years now, I have come to realise three things.
13. In no case should one try to convince someone else to change paradigm, because insisting that someone do so can be taken as an imposition and will only stiffen positions.

Indeed, people feel attacked in the basic values upon which they have built their lives. And when you feel that somebody, even with the best intentions, wants to undermine your basic values, your reflex is to strongly react in self-defence. Thus, to make a frontal attack on someone’s paradigm leads nowhere or even may worsen the situation since any transformation will be rendered more difficult.

14. Many politicians and media people “officially” still are on the industrial curve in Figure 2. Even if, sometimes in private, they ask themselves very intelligent questions.

This is the principal reason for the current blocking. We are in front of a typical blocking of paradigm changes, as very well explained by Thomas Kuhn
.

15. The only thing to do is to help the millions of cultural creatives, who listen to you (30% of your audience) to bring to the surface that which they already think inside.

I see myself as a true “organic intellectual“ in the meaning of Gramsci, an intellectual at the service of people trying to help them to explicitly articulate what they already implicitly feel and think.

Paul Ray’s inquiry in Europe


I had the fortune and the honour to meet with Willis Harman in 1996 in California at the Institute of Noetic Sciences shortly before his death. We became friends almost instantly. What a wonderful human being.


He much insisted on the importance of Paul Ray’s inquiry that was just published. I read the book he gave me and became instantly enthralled. Thus, I proposed to Jerome Vignon, then Director of the Forward Studies Unit of the European Commission to invite Paul Ray in Brussels. The Forward Studies Unit then invited the Statistics Office of the European Commission, called Eurostat, to carry out a preliminary inquiry in the fifteen members of the Union using un part the American questions.


Eurostat conducted the inquiry between June and September 1997. However, the analysis of the results was entrusted to an outside consultant, Research International in Paris. The results were presented at the State of the World Forum in San Francisco by the Forward Studies Unit in November of the same year. The European results clearly support the trends evident in the American inquiry. 


In 2002, the Club of Budapest decided to initiate a vast inquiry with the questions of Paul Ray, but intelligently adapted to each country. I do not yet possess all the results of this second inquiry.

The cultural creatives in Europe—the same trend as the U.S.

According to Jean-Francois Tchernia, the author of the study requested by the Forward Studies Unit, “it is strongly likely that a group of similar nature as the American cultural creatives may be identified in Europe… It seems possible that a non-negligible minority of Europeans, for instance 10 to 20%, presents features close to those of the ’American cultural creatives’.”

A hundred million cultural creatives in the European Union!


If the numbers of the preliminary inquiry are credible, these 10–20% of Europeans represent 50–100 million people, of which 33–66 million are women. Unfortunately, they live like a marginal minority, and they feel lonely even though they are numerous. It is a huge crowd which lives and prepares changes in depth.

A smaller proportion of “cultural creatives” in France?


In my travels, I have come to realise that everywhere in Europe the same proportion of the “cultural creatives“ exist. However, I would say that it is in France that I met the smallest percentages in my audiences. In 2005, I was invited to address a hundred CEOs of an important French conglomerate in its Paris headquarters. I perceived that what I told business leaders seemed rather new, even deviant to them. I somewhat observe the same ignorance, even refusal, about this problematic type of society change among my Executive International MBA students in an important French Business school where I teach every year. 

A study just came out on the “cultural creatives“ in France.
 It estimates at 17%  the emergence of cultural creatives in France. Indeed, it is lower than in other countries. But, to this group, one must add the 21% that the inquiry calls the “alter creatives,” who share the same aspirations but NOT the “spiritual dimension,” an expression which seems to rebuff the French lay and secular sensitivities. By adding the two groups, one gets a number of 38% which is larger than I would have expected.

In Italy, the tidal wave—80%


Here are the preliminary numbers
 of the Italian inquiry coordinated by professor Enrico Celi of the Sienna University. They will be published soon and they are even more eloquent. In Italy, the group of cultural creatives is 35% to which one must add the group of those who are sensible to those new values, at 45%. Thus, the total is 80% of the population, which is almost incredible. Nevertheless, it likely agrees with the Italian mentality, much more open to the proposed new values.
Opening to the world change in businesses and in Eastern Europe


These days, I give more and more lectures for the world of business. And I am always surprised that what I have to say does not elicit major debate. The world of business seems much more open to new ideas, namely through the knowledge economy and the intangible assets in the stock market.

In Eastern Europe, where I often work, especially since I was appointed dean of the Cotrugli Business Academy, I perceive an opening to change that is much more important than in Western Europe. I sometimes have the impression that Eastern Europe and the new East European members of the European Union might move faster in the society change and toward the knowledge society than the old members of the Union which are still comfortably installed in the industrial society even as it comes to an end.

Existence of cultural creatives in Japan


In 1990, I had the pleasure and the honour of visiting Japan. The goal of this visit was to talk to the Japanese about their cultural and ethical vision of science and technology for my report on religions confronting science and technology.


One of the strongest impressions from that trip was the emotion of the Japanese people, some moved to tears, that some official of the European Commission came to ask them questions on their ethics and their philosophical vision of science and technology. Another very strong impression was a meeting with Dr. Takeshi Umehara, a futurist and a high-level intellectual. He talked to me of the paradigm change in which our societies have been engaged for years. The same paradigm change was occurring in Japan, but nobody talked about it and this was occurring “under the surface.” He even told me: ”If President Delors wants to initiate a dialogue on this passionate subject, I would be very interested.” This same Umehara was accused of conservatism by the “modern” and “rational” Japanese press which, like ours, dominates the media and did not want to understand his message. Here is a citation by this exceptional human being
: 
“My hope now is to discover the cultural origins of Japan not only a new value orientation, which would benefit us as we forge the values our children can live by in the 21st century, but also to contribute to the whole of humanity a new value orientation that suits the post-Modern age with its overriding ecological imperative (p. 22).


This last phrase is very important. He perceives the paradigm shift that he calls the “postmodern age with its overriding ecological imperative.” He sees also the necessity to prepare the new values that “our children can live with in the 21st century.” He is also very critical of the “industrial Japan” because it betrays the core values of Japanese culture (Shintoïsm) which considers everything in nature as “kami”, sacred.
“It is hard to avoid being pessimistic about the outlook for Japan’s leaving a valuable legacy after its days of economic glory are over… Personally, I would have to agree with those who say that mere economic prosperity is evil if it fails to produce things of cultural value—and that a country that pursues this sort of culturally empty prosperity is harming rather than helping the rest of human race. So I am forced to conclude that we are not in a position to take pride in our economic prowess.” (p. 23)


He knows that he is in a minority.

”There is no question that the modern Japanese reality contradicts the ideal I put forward. Unfortunately, my opinion is a minority view in Japan. I ask you to wait 10 years. By then, I believe my opinion will be the majority view.” (p. 31)


Fortunately Japan has kept the faith in the eternal cycle of life and death.

"Japan's strength is to have preserved, more than other supposedly civilized peoples, a 'belief in an eternal cycle of life and death'. The forest civilizations probably had a similar philosophy… Thus the Japanese have no reason to be ashamed of the ’primitiveness‘ of their deep beliefs, at a time when the whole world is discovering that ‘we have to reconsider our feeling of superiority over nature’ and at the precise moment when ‘modern’ science has shown that life is one and that living beings and their environment form part of the same ecosystem. After our death, our genes live on in the next generation, in a continual cycle of rebirth. We must revert to the multimillenary wisdom of pre-agricultural civilizations… 

The Japanese must escape from their cultural inferiority complex and have confidence in the value of their culture in the world-wide debate on the ecological future of our planet. If at the same time the West were to shed its cultural and scientific superiority complex, a fruitful dialogue could take place… 

Many Europeans do not consider Japan capable of contributing to the international debate on world problems. I am convinced of the opposite. Yet we can no longer survive with the modern paradigm of uncontrolled growth. That is the essence of post-modernism. If Mr Delors is interested in this conversation, I am available."


This long citation is almost as eloquent as the statistics I quoted above. Through this intellectual, one perceives that the same subterranean movement operates in Japan, as it does for us in the West. The change is occurring quietly. But it occurs. Every time I went to Japan, I was told about the women’s action and their enormous struggle to be recognised as such in the Japanese society. But the same movement of values change is ongoing with the women at the head of the pack, but probably under completely different forms.


One sees all over that intellectuals or common people are sensible to the planetary problems and are in the process of changing values and mentality. But it is very difficult to apprehend the phenomenon in the local press, which either ignores them or attacks them.


And this leads us to China…

Existence of cultural creatives in China?

My experience during my travels to China is similar. I had no background to help me, apart from the testimony of some intellectual friends. In brief, they tell me that 10% of Chinese intellectuals
 (that is, about five million intellectuals) are indeed conscious that China is engaged in a development model that is unsustainable and directly leads to an ecologic and social catastrophe. They are looking for a way to “leapfrog” the too-polluting industrial phase and to enter directly the post-industrial phase of the knowledge society. Thus, they are looking for contacts with intellectuals across the world that are on a similar search. Unhappily, those intellectuals  have not enough financial means to travel abroad and not enough foreign contacts with cultural creatives in the West.

Existence of cultural creatives in the Muslim world


In May 1998, the Forward Studies Unit—in collaboration with the cabinet of the President of the European Commission, Jacques Santer, and the World Academy of Art and Science, based in the U.S.—organised a conference in Brussels on the theme “Governance and civilizations.” The goal of the conference was to ensure that we were not moving toward a ”clash of civilizations” and cultures, in opposition to the hypothesis proposed by the Harvard professor, Samuel Huntington. Our hypothesis was that these conflicts rather were between contradictory interpretations (paradigms) inside each of the great religions.


The most remarkable (and most remarked about) intervention certainly was that of Ziauddin Sardar, a university professor and advisor to numerous Muslim governments in Asia, and chief editor of Futures magazine. He confirmed that in the midst of contemporary Islam, there no longer was any rational and secularised “modern”, but that an important part of Islam was composed of believers who remained attached to their tradition, which was life-enhancing and was most sacred for them. However, they were also very interested in adapting their religion to the current world. The matter was to take the positive elements, but not the negative ones, from “modernity.” He affirmed that the great majority of current Muslims in the world are transmodern in the sense that we had defined in our initial presentation
. This silent majority in the Muslim world wants and is doing a creative synthesis between tradition and the positive elements of the contemporaneous civilization. He added that the major problem was that the Western chancelleries were so modern, or even postmodern, and rational that they were incapable to perceive this deep change that was occurring in the midst if Islam. 
“Transmodernism is the transfer of modernity from the edge of chaos into a new order of society. As such, transmodernism and tradition are not two opposing worldviews but a new synthesis of both. Traditional societies use their ability to change and become transmodern while remaining the same! Both sides of the equation are important here: change has to be made and accommodated; but the fundamental tenets of tradition, the source of its identity and sacredness, remain the same. So we may define a transmodern future as a synthesis between life enhancing tradition—that is amenable to change and transition—and a new form of modernity that respects the values and lifestyles of traditional cultures. It is in this sense that traditional communities are not pre-modern but transmodern. Given that vast majority of the Muslim world consists of traditional communities that see their tradition as a life‑enhancing force, the vast majority of Muslims world‑wide are thus more transmodern than pre‑modern.
 Most politicians, bureaucrats and decision-makers do not appreciate this point. The reason for this is that when traditions change, the change is often invisible to the outsiders. Therefore, observers can go on maintaining their modern or post‑modern distaste for tradition irrespective of the counter-evidence before their very eyes. The contemporary world does provide opportunity for tradition to go on being what tradition has always been, an adaptive force. The problem is that no amount of adaptation, however much it strengthens traditional societies, actually frees them from the yoke of being marginal, misunderstood, and misrepresented. It does nothing to dethrone the concept “Tradition” as an “idee fixe” of western society. 
The West has always seen Islam through the lens of modernity and concluded that it is a negative, closed system. Nothing could be further from the truth. Islam is a dynamic, open system with a very large common ground with the West. But to appreciate this, Islam has to be seen from the perspective of transmodernism and understood with its own concepts and categories.”  


If this hypothesis is confirmed, it would mean that at least 300 million Muslims in the world might be in full mutation and embarked in the same cultural creation than the rest of the citizens of the world. And this is happening without any Western government noticing it. In that group, women play a very crucial role.


Indeed, another remarkable encounter confirmed to me the hypothesis that Islam was on the move. I encountered Mrs. Sona Kahn, a lawyer from New Delhi, in a meeting in Stockholm organised by the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. She later approached me in Brussels asking whether the European Commission might give her 10000 euros to finance a transmitter that would allow her to communicate more easily with her network of 30 million Muslim women in India. This network, she explained to me, intended to rewrite the Sharia (Islamic law) that many consider too patriarchal and flagrantly unjust toward women. She herself is working for the Supreme Court of India and is in contact with her colleague of the Supreme Court of Pakistan who does similar work. She has also contacts with Iranian colleagues.

For me, these Indian and Pakistani women are operating the transmodern synthesis that Sardar talks about. Let us not forget that the Muslims in India represent a minority of more than 120 million people.

It is possible that I might be totally wrong, because we do not have solid numbers outside Europe and the U.S. Nevertheless, there is a convergence of indices which make me think otherwise.


Most other “observers” do not move in the same direction and do not share the same vision. Do they have the correct eyeglasses to catch sight of all people who move everywhere?
Conclusions from Chapter 11


The values of the knowledge society are gaining ground everywhere, incredibly rapidly, and intensely, and in a perfect silence. They are in the minority all over, and thus, invisible.


One may, perhaps, present the statistics differently and state that 20% in each of us is in the process of mutation and of changing values silently, whereas 80% in each of us remains anchored in the old modern and rational industrial values.


In any event, the change is happening. Our values are moving, although this movement is barely visible.

CHAPTER 12: TOOLS FOR GENUINE SUSTAINABILITY


In this final chapter, it is time to bring all of the threads together to weave the fabric of the knowledge society and transmodern (planetary) approach to create a genuinely sustainable future.

What is genuine sustainability?


Genuine sustainability is achieved when the footprint of humanity on Earth becomes positive. This means that the overall impact of human activities should be positive, not negative as it is today. This also means that we would be cleaning the environment and improving the global situation for our children.

This is possible if we realise that our industrial-modern and patriarchal paradigm is dead as a credible pattern for the future. Indeed, few people would affirm that we can continue with the same non-sustainable, industrial economic system for one more century. This is what I have tried to explain in this book. Yes, this industrial economy is still there but more and more it reveals itself as not representing the solution for our future. What prevents our governments from changing is the absence of vision of what tools we could invent after the modern industrial society.

We have the tools


On both sides of the Atlantic, and in the BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India, China) countries the need exists to become competitive in this new knowledge economy, and it important that we realise how much we are in this new economy already and how much this is a new frame, a new vision, a new paradigm. Once we become aware that one part of the business worldwide is already in this new management based on knowledge (and is prospering in silence), we become able to understand that this new paradigm in which business people and 20% of the citizens worldwide already exist contains the tools we are looking for. We have the tools in hand but we do not see them.
 Sustainability becomes a very important intangible asset


 Why? Because, as I have shown in this book, the more business is working for the environment, the more it will accumulate “intangible assets,” and the more the stock markets will reward such businesses a positive reputation, which increases the value of such intangible assets even more! I have shown examples of businesses succeeding in this new paradigm—and there are plenty of them. Newspapers do not speak about them because good news is no news, as we know. Therefore, the examples are before us, but we do not see them.
A win-win logic is possible between environment and profit


We are discovering that it is possible to shift now from a classical industrial vision of a necessary trade-off between environment and growth toward a win-win approach. Indeed, a new win-win-win (business, environment, citizens) logic is already in working in many businesses, although it is totally new to the “industrial” and “free-trade” adherents. What I have shown in this book is that it is possible even now to change the course of our world economy from a win-lose approach, with its classical trade-off approach between growth and environment, toward a win-win-win approach, which is the only viable solution for the future. We have the tools in hand, but we do not see them because we stick to our old ideas and visions.
And we have a new concept of qualitative progress in hands


We have another tool in our hands, as well—the concept of progress. The whole of our vision, of our paradigm, for the last three centuries has been dominated and structured around the concept of material, quantitative progress. The more we produce, the better. The more we expand, the better. The more growth we have, the better. Everything in our economic vision, and in our mentality, is structured consciously or subconsciously around this fundamental concept of quantitative and mechanical growth. 

On the other side of the coin, we are coming to feel that this “more is beautiful” approach will not work in the 21st century anymore, because it is not sustainable. Indeed, it is strictly impossible to prepare for a genuinely sustainable world with this old concept of progress. The problem is that this concept has been ingrained in us for the last several hundred years. It is also fixed into the basic bricks of the American dream, as Jeremy Rifkin has reminded us. 


And suddenly on the scene appears a new concept of progress based on quality. Because we have seen that in the knowledge society more information is not the issue—there is plenty! The battle is now for higher quality of knowledge and wisdom. We are seeing a fundamental shift of the cornerstone of our Western civilization that was place three centuries ago—the concept of progress reversing completely. And this is wonderful news!


Finally, here is the frame we were lacking for imagining a genuinely sustainable future in the 21st century. We have splendid new tools and concepts in hands, yet we hesitate to use them. The real battle of the coming years will be regarding how quickly we will grab the new tools and the new vision.

The political tools of the 21st century


I have shown in this book that we also have the political tools in hand to plan the shape of the future—a geopolitics beyond war as a normal means of foreign policy. Without knowing, and with the help of the U.S., Europe has been obliged to invent after World War II, the first transmodern political structure of the 21st century—an alliance of permanent non-violence between States. It was totally incredible as a project in 1950, when Jean Monnet, in the name of the French government visited Konrad Adenauer in Bonn. It is now a fact. And its success is attracting attention and134 imitation, like a magnet.

What is important to understand is that this European Union represents, despite all its defects, a new political paradigm. It is opening a new post-war era for the 21st century. Once again, Jeremy Rifkin, from U.S., is in my opinion, one of the best observers of this paradigm shift. And this paradigm shift is only at its initial phase. It could lead us in the 21st century toward a completely new management of violence worldwide. Will violence disappear? No. However, as we have succeeded in taming violence at the level of the national space inside the borders, it evident that the EU has become a space of non-violence between States. It is conceivable that this model could slowly become the norm. Will then wars disappear? Probably not, but they will occur less frequently and will not anymore be considered as “normal” foreign policy instrument. 


In this new political paradigm, it is thus thinkable that our disproportionate spending in arms, armies, and arms trade could decrease during the 21st century. And we could imagine instead a huge world investment in a new greening and cleaning economy instead, creating millions of meaningful jobs, as Hazel Henderson was proposing in the European Parliament in Brussels, in November 2007, at the Beyond GDP
 conference.


All these things comprise the vision contained in the positive idea of the knowledge society.



FINAL THOUGHTS


The transformation that I describe in this book is not easy to live. I myself lived through the personal challenges of undergoing this paradigm change in 1990, and I needed nine months of recovery! Initially, I was a modern and rational intellectual, but in the end, I found myself as a transmodern, planetary intellectual. This transition changed my life profoundly and the process is still ongoing. (
This personal transformation will be the topic of my next book.)

I have written this book as a clarion call for action and for the rekindling of a hope that already resides in each of us. We possess the tools to confront the challenges of the 21st century, but we need to change our eyeglasses to see them. And this is most difficult for those who do not believe that they have eyeglasses on in the first place—especially because the eyeglasses render themselves invisible.

It is when one has them on that one can’t see them.
Marc Luyckx Ghisi
Sint Joris Weert, January 15, 2008
Email address: marcluy@scarlet.be
My Web contains much additional information at http://vision2020.canalblog.com
Marc Luyckx Ghisi studied mathematics, philosophy and is a doctor in Greek and Russian theology. After an itinerary which led him to Italy, Brazil, and the Unites States, he was, for almost ten years, an advisor to Presidents Delors and Santer in the Forward Studies Unit of the European Commission in Brussels. He was in charge of studying future trends in EU and in the world. He currently is Dean of the Cotrugli Business Academy, in Zagreb, Croatia, and member of the International Advisory Council of Auroville, South of India.

APPENDIX 1: 
THE GROWING IMPORTANCE OF INTANGIBLE ASSETS IN THE STOCK MARKETS

In this book, I have analyzed how the internal logic of the knowledge economy differs from that of the industrial capitalist economy. I have shown that this economy is really "post-capitalist" and post-industrial. I have also shown that most economic actors are still in an industrial mentality and try to manage a post-industrial economy with industrial tools. This is perfectly understandable, because there is not enough information and valuable debate on this shift between the industrial economy and the post industrial knowledge economy.


And this is perhaps why the intelligent and prestigious "Lisbon strategy" of the EU is not working so well. This EU Lisbon strategy was set up in March 2000 at the EU (Heads of State) Council meeting in Lisbon. Its aim was to make the EU the most competitive economic actor in the knowledge society before 2010, but in a socially inclusive and sustainable way.


Now, in analysing how this Lisbon strategy is working, one observes that the strategies are probably too "industrial" to be successful. Once again, it is perfectly understandable, because the EU and its prominent economists, have not explained to the citizens and the business actors the post-industrial economic transformation we are in. But it is sad to see a waste of money and energy in the execution of such a good project.

Double standard


Susan Mehrtens, one of the most advanced visionaries of the U.S. business in the 21st century says
:
“American business, today wears two different faces. One is the face of the large multi-national, publicly traded corporations. They manifest an intense, single-minded focus on the bottom line, and are prepared to sacrifice almost everything to the quest for constant quarterly profits, to satisfy the Wall Street stock analysts. These companies practice an ethics of expedience (what works is right) and encourage extremely addictive behaviours among their personnel, most notably in the form of work alcoholism…Not surprisingly we are seeing more and more people leaving this dysfunctional environment.

The other face of the U.S. business is much more viable in terms of the future. It is the world of the small, privately held company… It is not subject to the dictates of the stock analysts of Wall Street… Many of those small companies are owned or operated by women, or are informed by feminine values. It is these companies – small, nimble, fortunate by virtue of their marginal status – that will find smooth sailing on the waves of the future.”
 


This double standard seems to be an accurate vision of the situation of the business today, in U.S., in the EU and elsewhere. On one side, you have many enterprises in a classical traditional (industrial) logic. They are under market and short-term revenue pressure and are not treating humans in a very positive way. They seem to go backwards. And on the other side, you have those (often women-owned) small enterprises who care a maximum for the human dimension. They “will find a smooth sailing on the waves of the future.” This second vision corresponds to the witness of Rinaldo Brutoco, president of the World Business Academy. The management of Men’s Wearhouse, in which he is involved, is of the second type, and doing very well. 


Those "new" enterprises have understood the new logic. In the knowledge society, and in this paradigm shift toward transmodernity, respect for humans is not only important, not only ethical; it is essential for the very survival of the enterprise for the simple reason that knowledge becomes every day more important. Only creative humans can create new knowledge in inventing new knowledge through creative exchange of the knowledge they have. This creativity is like a flower that will blossom only if it is treated well, very well. This means much more than a decent salary. It means that the enterprise must have an excellent human capital management, but also a positive social and environmental impact on society.  It means also that creativity will stop if there is any fear of sanction in case of mistake. Creativity supposes the possibility to make mistakes! 

Lack of theory


However those enterprises of the second type, which are very promising, lack a theory. They are, in fact, switching to a post-industrial paradigm. But they are working in an intellectual void. Here is what Allee, a worldwide consultant in knowledge networks management is saying
:
“Today we do believe that people are our core asset, that the way we use our knowledge and intelligence is the key strategic advantage of the company, that ethical principles do create value, that a company’s culture is key to success. Yet we are bound by the golden handcuffs of business, financial and economic models and frameworks that continually pull us in very different directions.… Virtually all of our business and economic models, as well as our day-to-day management tools, are leftovers from the industrial age. Time and again I watch managers and executives try to move forward into new ways of working and managing only to be frustrated by tools and frameworks that are inadequate for the new economy.”


She warns the reader that the knowledge or intangibles economy is forcing us to a radical change.

“It is rewriting the rules of business and forcing a radical rethinking of corporate value and business models. This change is the most significant shift since the industrial revolution."

Intangible assets—three dimensions


Now, there is good news. We have one piece of the new vision—the so-called "intangible assets." 


In 1986, a Swedish scientist named Karl Erik Sveiby, wrote the first book worldwide on "intangible assets." This book had a little success in Sweden, but it became famous when it has was translated into English and spread throughout the U.S. and in the whole world. It has laid down the first stone of the post-industrial knowledge economy. For many people already active in the knowledge economy, it was the beginning of the new theory they were looking for.


Sveiby has, since the beginning, proposed to distinguish three types of intangible assets: 

16. Human capital—the human competence of the personnel. The people's implicit knowledge and how this implicit knowledge is made explicit
 and shared inside the company.
17. Structural capital—the internal structures and management of the company, its ICT technology, and the way it is used and improved by the personnel, its patents, its databases, etc.
18. External capital—the external structures and relations of the company, its alliances, in which networks it is actively involved, networks of suppliers, of consumers and of citizens. Let us not forget also the trust that the people have in the company. (Are the people trusting more Tupolev or Airbus, for example.) And, finally, the reputation, the "brand" of the company. We will see in this appendix that brand and reputation become everyday more and more important.


Authors like Verna Allee, stress that the model is not static. There is a knowledge flow between those three categories of intangible assets. She gives in her book this interesting quotation:
"A company increases and utilizes its intangible assets by creating, sharing and leveraging knowledge to create economic value and enhance economic performance
.” 


Knowledge is created by sharing. And one could say that knowledge is like love, the more you share, the more you have. This is quite shocking for "classical" ears of an "industrial" economist. But the value creation process in the knowledge economy is quite different from the value creation process we are accustomed to in the industrial production. Indeed, industry produces objects, and adds value to an object—from a block of steel I make a Renault; therefore, I have added value to this block of steel.


But in the knowledge economy, there is no object—just knowledge. And the value creation process consists in adding knowledge to knowledge. Personnel are paid to add value to knowledge. 


Let us take as an example a small company that a friend of mine created for setting up websites and providing webmasters. This company won the bid to run the website of the European Commission in Brussels and Luxemburg. The contract stipulated that every official text issued by the EU Commission had to be on the web within 48 hours, translated in all official languages. The personnel of the company create value in translating the given knowledge. They add knowledge to knowledge. (No objects.) By the way, the management is completely different. Indeed, the CEO is incapable of controlling and commanding. He is not fluent in all EU languages. So he has used networks to make sure that quality is the best. How? Take, for example, the Greek language. He organises receptions that include a network all the Greek language people in Brussels—Greek Commissioner and Greeks in the Commission, Greek MEPs (Members of European Parliament), Greek in the Council of Ministers, Greek Ambassador, newspeople (radio, television, written press), Trade Unions, Consumers, intellectuals, etc. They all have a stake in having the best possible Greek texts to work on. And the CEO, after a glass of champagne asks them to let the team know whatever error or problem could occur. Control is outsourced to an external network.

It is a completely new type of management.
Ethics (values and purpose) are back in the picture


Verna Allee shows that a company's values and purpose are the primary organizing principle determining who its customers are, what type of people are attracted to work there, and what type of structures and systems are required. As Verna explains well, the leading force in this new game are the company's "values and purpose," while in the industrial world the main leading force is linked to the amount of profit made. We are touching here a very important difference. 

And this means that most of the intangible assets, because they are value- and purpose-based, are qualitative and not quantitative anymore. 


Finally, ethics and values are thus coming back full speed in the picture, while most of the "industrial and scientific" approach was considered "value free" and out of the realm of ethics, because they were considered as "objective". 


We are indeed in another world. 
Intangibles are future oriented—hence their importance for stock markets


Let us now add another dimension to this intangible-assets concept. They are "future oriented." In another definition given by Baruch Lev in a book
 on intangibles prepared by the Brooking Institution in Washington, D.C. this new future dimension is underlined:
“An intangible asset is a claim to future benefit that does not have a physical or financial embodiment. A patent, a brand, and a unique organizational structure…I use the terms intangibles, knowledge assets, and intellectual capital interchangeably." 


This definition gives us a very important new element—future benefit. And suddenly we discover that the "industrial" measurements of a company, which are based on tangible assets, like financial and other material assets, are oriented toward the past. We are so accustomed to this approach that we do not even acknowledge that those tangible assets are giving us information of the company's performance from yesterday until today. You can measure if the company has done well or not, according to the assets it has accumulated until today. But this accumulation of tangible assets does not give any information on how the company will perform in the future. 


Meanwhile, and this is the new element, intangible assets are concentrating just into those other elements, which are crucial for the company's future. One understands here immediately why intangible assets are so important today for the stock markets analysts and the banking and finance community.

Accounting is dead—the problem is urgent for the banking community


According to Thomas Stewart, editor of the Harvard Business Review and known author on intellectual capital
, we are in a deep silent crisis, because we are still unable to measure correctly those intangible assets. This is a real threat to our accounting system worldwide: 
“Accounting, long dead, is not yet buried, and the situation stinks. Okay, that overstates the case, but not a lot. In the past several years, the inadequacies of industrial-age accounting have been proved again and again. Both financial accounting, which appears in annual reports, and management accounting, the data that lands on your desk, go wrong in specific ways, and with demonstrable consequences...” (p. 268)


And what is wrong? The industrial-age accounting system seems incapable of taking into account intellectual capital and intangible assets:
“Accounting‘s failure to disclose intellectual capital is not just a theoretical problem. It costs investors money—perhaps you dear reader, among them... We are not talking fraud, except in a few cases—we are talking irrelevance, with the result that investors are kept in the dark and managers are operating by guess and by gosh.” (272).


And so there is, according to Stewart, a real urgency to be able to measure intangible assets. 

How to measure intangible assets—two paths


Baruch Lev observes that it can be difficult to measure intangible assets, because they can exist in the form of physical assets and labour, and they interact.
“Intangibles are frequently embedded in physical assets (for example the technology and knowledge contained in an airplane) and in labour (the tacit knowledge of employees), leading to considerable interactions between tangible and intangible assets in the creation of value. These interactions pose serious challenges to the measurement and valuation of intangibles. When such interactions are intense, the valuation of intangibles on a stand-alone basis becomes impossible.”  


In other words, the classical economic quantitative measurement methods are not working. What to do? How can we find a way out and measure the intangible assets? Economists envisage two ways today.

One way is to try to quantify the qualitative intangible assets. And this is what the majority of economists are doing today. This is like trying to recuperate those new post-industrial concepts into the classical "industrial" frame of thinking. It is truly understandable, although it is perhaps not the way to the future. Nevertheless, KPMG has even invented a mathematical formula
. Others like Leif Edvinson and Stewart himself have proposed rating the intellectual capital.  Others like the Saratoga Institute are proposing a "human capital index"
.


The alternative is to say, “Okay, those intangibles are qualitative. This is almost impossible for classical economy to cope with. But we accept the situation and we try to invent a new economic approach which is more qualitative.” Here, we accept that we are in another values system. But the difficulty is that shifting to a non-material qualitative approach will suppose a real paradigm shift in economic methods, and basic economic axioms. And there are not many publications speaking to this direction.

Intangible assets are becoming more important every day


The majority of economists agree that the EU and U.S. economies at least around 40% in the knowledge economy
. Therefore, the proportional importance of intangible assets in the evaluation of a stock must be around 40% at least, and in many cases much higher.

The more we enter into the knowledge economy worldwide, the more the intangible assets will become important. It is like a huge bulldozer advancing upon the industrial society and mowing it down in a very short period.


Now we are in a strange situation where a bit less that 40% of our economic indicators are "intangibles" and non-material, and we still do not know very well how to cope with them, how to measure them, how to give them the due importance in the stock markets.

Figure A1-1 is a variation of a figure prepared for a research project financed by the European Commission, in 2003
.
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Figure A1-1: Relative importance of intangibles in the knowledge economy

This figure shows the growing importance of intangibles (including sustainability) in the knowledge economy. It illustrates that intangibles were negligible in the past (as recently as 10 years ago) but that today they have as much importance than tangible assets and in the future (perhaps 10 years from now), they could become twice as important as financial (tangible) assets. We are thus in a rapid and important change and we must prepare for it.

But I will end this appendix with two pieces of good news. First, the more we enter this knowledge economy, the more the content of the intangibles is evolving. The relative weight of sustainability and of social inclusion is growing in importance everyday. Second, the stock market analysts are like forerunning the community of the economists. They use their intuition to quantify the intangibles, into the actual values of most enterprises worldwide.

Sustainability and social inclusion increase their shares in intangibles


The more we enter in this world economic transformation, the more on one side we begin to feel more and more aggressive reactions against this "new management," "those networks," “this dematerialisation,” etc. Some industrial managers feel threatened by the changes going on. They more or less subconsciously feel that their power will diminish and die... and they begin to react negatively.


But on the other side, I am puzzled to observe that from year to year, as a dean of a business school, I see that our students are becoming more and more sensitive and interested to orient their companies toward full sustainability and social inclusion. 

Stock market analysts are measuring intangibles... every day


Some stock markets analysts tell me that it becomes more evident every day that the content of the intangibles are becoming more and more influenced by sustainability and social inclusion. The younger generation is increasingly eager to run companies that are "part of the solution". They do not want anymore be working in companies that are "part of the problem."


The shift is really rapid, and the intangible assets are like the driving belt of this paradigmatic change. They push through sustainability and social inclusion in the business' agenda, through the stock markets.


Yes, stock market analysts are silently measuring intangible assets. And speaking with them is very instructive. They are of a precious help in the transitional period.

NB: This appendix is a reprint (slightly revised) of an article published in “Banking and finance European platform for Financial professionals.” N°3 July August 2007. (www.bankinfandfinance.eu ) It is included here with their kind permission.
APPENDIX 2:
ANALYSIS OF THE PARADIGMS


This appendix contains expanded explanations on the paradigms and figures I referred to in this book. I provide them as an aid to the reader.
Paradigm analysis as a means of fostering tolerance and reducing violence

Differences between the paradigms through which people view the world can produce a lot of conflict. To live in peace, one must be able to say, “Okay. That person is in that paradigm, and I am in another, but eventually we share the same faith. Let us tolerate the other’s paradigm.”

Thus, paradigm analysis is not simply a theoretical exercise. It is a way to avoid, or at least reduce, potential long and difficult conflicts… or even religious wars. It has the potential to reduce violence, because it enables one person to name another’s paradigm—the other’s different view—and to understand why the other is considered a threat to his subconscious values. Such analysis can reduce one’s own anguish and, thus, his possibility of aggression. In this way, paradigm analysis deflates the potentially unconscious violent clashes. It is the opposite of the analysis leading to the clash of civilizations. It is a lesson from the school of deep tolerance.


We shall see in this type of analysis that in every culture and every religion we can detect the same pre-modern paradigm, with more or less the same characteristics. And this is the most intriguing element—the real divisions are more inside each culture than between the cultures.
The three basic paradigms


In this book, I speak of three basic paradigms in society—pre-modern (agrarian), modern, and transmodern (planetary). Let us look at each one in turn.

The pre-modern (or agrarian) vision of life

Figure A2-1 shows the pyramidal structure of society in the pre-modern (agrarian) world view.
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Figure A2-1: Pre-modern (agrarian) pyramidal societal structure


In this structure, God is at the top, and is the guarantor of societal values, which do not change. The clergy is considered knowledgeable regarding what God thinks and wants and has the exclusive management and control of the sacred. The clergy gives orders to the politicians, who give orders to the men, who give orders to the women and children. And the cosmos and Nature are respected and cared for, because they are parts of God’s creation. 


This figure is a description of the landscape of subconscious values and of the mentality and the behaviour of populations living mostly on agriculture. Therefore, it is also called the agrarian paradigm. In this paradigm there is a deep sense of the sacred, of the rhythm of seasons and weather, which are not changeable by men. God is the source of life cycles and values and He is eternal and transcendent. And because God is the absolute and only truth, it is naturally impossible to conceive that other faiths could exist that could lead to God.


To understand this paradigm, one must look at its various characteristics. For the pre-modern (agrarian) paradigm, those characteristics are as follows. (I will discuss these same characteristics when describing the other paradigms in order to show how they differ from one another.)
19. The paradigm is vertical and authoritarian.

Authority comes from the top, from God himself who transmits this truth directly to the clergy. The clergy is allowed by God Himself to teach governments and the faithful, men, and finally women. The animals are lower than the humans, and the plants are lower than the animals. The cosmos is lower than the plants. This means that there is an eternal hierarchy that governs the relationships between beings. However, everyone must be respected because everyone is sacred—being part of God’s creation. 

20. The paradigm is patriarchal.

God the Father (not the Mother) is the head of this order where men dominate women. Men are the only bearers of the sacred. Women are assumed not to have access to the sacred. Therefore, they must stay at home and care for the children’s education. If a woman dares to oppose this order, for example when asking to become part of the clergy, she is immediately considered to have committed a sacrilege, because she is threatening the whole patriarchal pyramid.

21. Pre-modernity is intolerant.

Its Truth is exclusive. It is only “our religion” and no one else who owns the Truth. God Himself has trusted this Truth to us. It is thus impossible and impious to even think that another Truth could exist. Holy wars, Crusades, and the Inquisition are normal consequences of this concept of Truth. And killing a “pagan” is a good deed. It can even save a believer from Hell. 

22. Pre-modernity opposes secularisation.

The very concept of secularisation is considered as a blasphemy. To refuse the very existence of God is the worst crime, because it is like attacking the very foundation of society. Today in the West, pre-moderns tolerate atheists, only because it is not allowed anymore to kill them.

23. This symbolic system of pre-modernity has the great advantage of being stably poetic.

Everything has a deep meaning, which is decided by God “forever and ever.” There is never a crisis of values. The younger generation has no difficulties in reproducing the values of their parents, because those values are sacred and stable. This system is built to last forever.

24. This system is enchanted.

The Cosmos reflects God’s glory. Everything is full of poetry and sacredness. Believers have a deep sense of the sacred.    

25. The theological and political weight of the clergy is evident.

At least in the three “Religions of the Book” (Jews, Christians, Muslims), this clergy has a powerful hold on the souls and the bodies of the faithful. This can lead and has led to the worst religious and political abuses. 

26. There is only one valid science—theology.

Everybody spoke Latin in the “Universitas” of the Middle Ages. There is a real universality of thought and of language, which prevailed for centuries. 

27. Pre-modernity has a sense of the sacred, which is self evident and not disputed.

The whole of creation is sacred; Nature and the environment should be respected because they are part of God’s creation. God’s plan for the world has to be respected. As an example, Christians today do not feel much sympathy for the Inquisition or for the Crusades. In my hypothesis, this is so because the Crusades and Inquisition were pre-modern, while we are in the modern or in the transmodern vision today. We observe also that many Western women do not feel sympathy with the actual leadership of the Christian churches. It is likely that the reason for this is that this leadership is mostly pre-modern, or modern, and patriarchal, meanwhile many Western women are post patriarchal and  planetary-transmodern.
The modern vision

Figure A2-2 shows the structure of society in the modern world view.
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Figure A2-2: Modern world view


In this case, the pyramid has been retained (without moderns being conscious of the fact). The only difference is that instead of God, moderns have granted divine status to reason, rationality, and the scientific method (as Prigogine has noted). This unconscious divinisation of the scientific method and of reason is one of the main problems of modernity today.


In this modern world view, women have acquired more freedom, but only in the private sphere. In the public sphere, the pyramid does not give them much more space! Also, animals, plants, and the cosmos in general have been removed from the pyramid entirely and transformed into “things” without much value, which can be exploited (used and abused) without thought.


Modernity slowly emerged in Europe between the 16th and the 18th centuries. It was a very healthy reaction against the clerical obscurantism, which condemned Galileo. Modernity was a liberation movement led by very courageous intellectuals like Kepler, Galileo, Descartes, and Newton. An analysis similar to that presented above for the pre-modern view is as follows.

28. Modernity is still vertical and authoritarian, bur secular, in the public sphere.

It has NOT suppressed the power pyramid of the pre-modern Middle Ages. It has simply switched God with the goddess Reason. This means that what is not rational has no value anymore, at least in the public sphere. And in this secular and disenchanted world, animals, plants, and the whole of the cosmos are “things” to be used and abused. Nature exists to be used. God’s project to give Nature to man’s custody, becomes “Nature at the exclusive service of man”.

29. Modernity is still patriarchal in the public sphere.

Despite what is publicly claimed, the modern view continues to exclude women. Obviously modernity has helped the liberation of women, first in the private, and now slowly in the public sphere. However, if women are to remain in the public power structure they must comply with a rational approach; otherwise, they will be accused of being irrational and incapable of taking rational public decisions.

30. Modernity is intolerant.

Its concept of truth is exclusive—there is NO truth outside a rational truth, at least in the public sphere. The non-rational approach is simply NOT considered, even refused. Intolerance or ignorance is systematic also toward the non-Western ways of thinking. This leads to new and subtle forms of crusades, inquisitions, and holy wars in the name of progress, development, and modernisation.

31. Modernity has secularised the world (secular defines itself without reference to any God).

Modernity has introduced a very useful distinction between religious and profane, but this distinction has become a strict separation. On one side you have now the serious public rational, masculine, economic, and scientific pole, which has the power. And on the other side, in the private sphere, you have the intuitive, philosophical, religious aesthetic, and feminine pole. But the latter has been relegated in the private sphere, without political power. A wall of absolute separation has been built between the public and the private spheres. Religion cannot be taken into consideration in foreign policy, for example. It is only acceptable as a private choice. In this secular world, Nature is not anymore God’s creation. It is to be used and abused by man.

32. Modernity has switched the concept of stability with one of progress.

Progress is considered as a value in itself without discussion. The concept of stability has been lost and is even considered obsolete. 

33. Max Weber was perfectly right: modernity has disenchanted the world.

Our souls cannot breathe anymore in this secular society. Outside of goddess Reason, there is no basis anymore for fundamental values.  Every allusion to an inward and deep dimension of human existence is forbidden in public except for burials or exceptional occasions. The world is only rational. Religions are expected to disappear slowly but forever. The only possible enchantment is provided by the progresses in science and technology.  

34. Renaissance has used reason to get rid forever of the power and obscurantism of the clergies.

This has been a liberation, but modernity has reintroduced unconsciously a new pyramid, a new dominating class, a new clergy, which is functioning exactly in the same way—the technocrats and the experts. One of the best examples is the economists. Their power is as important and undisputed as the clergy’s power in the pre-modern paradigm, even when they are wrong. They are ordering the politicians and to the public at large, without reaction.

35. The distinctions between disciplines have come to embody strict separation and compartmentalisation.

In introducing new and sane distinctions, and enhancing the role of rational thinking and “scientific
” method, modernity has allowed the birth of science and technology and of all the other disciplines used today—like ethics, aesthetics, philosophy, history, mathematics, physics, chemistry, and later sociology, psychology, anthropology, ethnology, etc. Unfortunately, those distinctions between the disciplines have become strictly separated and compartmentalised, which forbids any real transdisciplinary creative work today. The global holistic view has been progressively lost. Modern science is excellent in analysing every leaf, every tree, every branch, every root, etc. but is unable to see the forest. We are trapped in the very rational analytical method that has given birth to modernity. 

36. In the public sphere, modernity leaves absolutely no place for any form of sacred.

In this disenchanted world there is thus a crisis of the value’s fundament. Meanwhile, science is reintroducing a kind of sacredness of rationality and technology. If a decision is “rational,” it is in principle acceptable everywhere and in every culture, at any time. And if a phenomenon is not explicable in the frame of rational science, it simply does not exist. However, this dominant rationality is also in crisis today, simply because fewer individuals believe that science and technology are capable of solving by themselves the huge problems of today and of tomorrow.

Where are the “moderns”?


Modernity is a way of seeing life that has influenced slowly the whole world. It has permeated the mentality and the political structures and policies of all our governments at every level—local (city council), regional (Sates), national (U.S. government), continental (NAFTA, MERCOSUR, The European Union), international (the United Nations).  

Modernity is also the vision permeating all of our education system worldwide, all our schools, institutes, and universities. It also influences the scientific community and the whole of intellectual reflection and research worldwide. It is influencing each of us in our day-to-day life. In our relation to progress, happiness, religion, sacred, politics, work, etc. Modernity has become the air we breathe, without being conscious of it. It is really the frame in which the dominant structures of the world are functioning today. 


Modernity was born as a liberation movement, against the intellectual, spiritual and political obscurantist domination of the Church, at the end of the Middle Ages. However, it has become itself a subtle oppressive system. Modernity today is like a tunnel, in which to travel forward you are obliged to think in a linear analytic way, with no lateral thinking, no fantasy, no creativity, no possibility to think out of the box. You have to be rational and only rational. Other points of view, other cultures are tolerated, but not really accepted, because out of modernity there is no real progress, no real truth.


Modernity has become a tunnel out of which it is time to exit. Which leads us to the third paradigm—the transmodern (planetary) view.

The postmodern offshoot

Figure A2-3 shows the structure of society in the postmodern world view, which is an offshoot of the modern world view.
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Figure A2-3: Postmodern world view


This figure illustrates that the structure of the postmodern paradigm is identical to that of the modern world view. The only difference, and it is a very important difference, is that there is nothing above the pyramid. Not God, not Reason, not Truth. Nothing.

Thus, postmodernism represents a necessary phase of deconstruction, but it has not deconstructed the pyramid. The transmodern paradigm (see below), on the other hand, has completely changed the frame of thinking and the way to conceive of Truth.


This is why, to prepare for the 21st century, we must advance beyond the postmodern paradigm—which is incapable of even conceiving a new mobilization for our common survival.
The transmodern (planetary) vision


Figure A2-4 shows the structure of society in the transmodern (planetary) world view.
[image: image6.emf]Truth

Citizens (men and women as equals)

connected to the cosmos

Cultures, religions, and visions of life

The center is empty

and full of light

Plants, animals, and

the cosmos are conscious

and included


© Marc Luyckx Ghisi, 2008
Figure A2-4: Transmodern (planetary) world view


This figure illustrates one possible metaphor of the transmodern paradigm. There are no pyramids anymore—no power structures owning the Truth. The Truth does exist, but it is in the centre of the circle, which is empty with regard to ownership rights and theological descriptions. The more one approaches the Divine, the less one is able to say anything about the experience of doing so. This is the core experience of mystics in many religions. In this sense, the centre is empty and full of light. One could also say that the centre is the place were perennial wisdom is located. 
And nobody owns it. 


In this model, we see also that women and men of all cultures are sitting around the table as equals, in order to decide together about our common future. Every culture and every religion has access to the truth following its own path. 


Animals, plants and the whole of the cosmos are not “things” anymore. They are sacred again, because they have also a certain level of consciousness. They belong in the circle. We are all related, interconnected.


This metaphor attempts to represent the implicit vision of the world of 20% of the citizens of the West and perhaps of the world. It shows an idea of this new framework, which is a radically tolerant and democratic and inclusive definition of Truth. 


Just as I analyzed the pre-modern and modern view, I analyze the transmodern view as follows.

37. Planetary-transmodernity is democratic.

Everyone is seated equally at the table in order to discuss together common problems, putting personal and national interests momentarily on the side. There is a strict equality between women and men and between the cultures of the world. This represents an ethical quantum leap
. Animals, plants, and the whole of the cosmos are connected and related. They also have a consciousness. Hierarchy between them has disappeared. In its place is connectedness and independence. 

38. Planetary-transmodernity is postpatriarchal.

There is no reason anymore to discriminate between women and men. On the contrary, women’s visions and intuitions are indispensable in order to invent together innovative urgent solutions. Patriarchy is over as a value system, but it can still be very violent and aggressive.

39. Planetary-transmodernity is tolerant by definition.

This tolerance is active. Its definition of the Truth is inclusive. All cultures and all citizens in the world are included. Everyone is encouraged to follow his or her own path toward the centre, toward supreme wisdom and illumination. 

40. Planetary-transmodernity establishes and redefines a new relation between religions and politics.

On the one hand, one must avoid the confusion between religion and politics, as existed in the Middle Ages, but on the other hand, one must abolish the modern separation of religion and politics, which becomes finally a refusal of any spiritual dimension at all and produces disenchantment of society. Planetary-transmodernity is, thus, post-secular. Religion is considered as an (ambiguous) element, to be taken into account in politics

41. Beyond pre-modern stability and modern quantitative progress.

Planetary-transmodernity proposes the concept of qualitative progress. The aim is a better personal and collective quality of life for Humanity and for the environment. 

42. Planetary-transmodernity is able to re-enchant the world, because we will have again access to our souls.

The spiritual dimension is not taboo any longer. Planetarism helps us toward a new kind of reconciliation between our bodies, souls, minds and hearts, and with the entire cosmos. This reconciliation will unleash an enormous amount of positive and creative energy, which is the opposite of disenchantment. Re-enchantment begins with the freedom of our souls when hope for a better world is possible again. However, planetary transmodernity could degenerate in a deeper disenchantment if this transformation is not real and profound. 

43. Planetary-transmodernity downsizes the concept of clergy, of technocrat of expert.

In every domain, citizens want to have the power on their own lives, and on their most intimate relation with the divine. The concept of necessary intermediate between God and men becomes less and less accepted. Instead of a clergy, what is looked for is more in the way of spiritual mentors who can help in our spiritual journey. But the same is true also for the experts. They are not anymore the undisputed gurus above everyone.

44. Planetary-transmodernity redefines fundamentally the relation between science, ethics and society.

Science itself is going through a deep transformation. It is decompartmentalising the various scientific disciplines and is looking for real and radical transdisciplinarity. It tries to integrate ethics and meaning at all levels. The very distinction between hard and soft sciences becomes obsolete. 

45. Planetary-transmodernity is trying to rediscover the sacred as a dimension of life and of our societies.

The power structures are here horizontal. And the definition of Truth is inclusive. This rediscovery of the sacred is a very difficult task, because it is like a reinvention of new sacred places rites and times.

Where are the Planetarians?

As I mentioned elsewhere in this book, you will find planetarians everywhere today—in every continent, in every country, but probably more in the Western hemisphere. According to my information, they are also very numerous in the Muslim culture, but Western modern politicians are not able to distinguish them from pre-modern Muslims. They just do not know the essential difference—planetarians are tolerant. And most of them are women. 


It is likely that the administration of G.W. Bush as president of the U.S. has increased their number in a significant way, although this is not evident in the media, and not very visible. I say this because many people in the U.S. and around the world have felt subconsciously that something changed forever when Bush came to power—even prior to the terrible terrorist act of 9/11—and that perhaps the domination of the Western values and of the Western power is coming to an end.


This Western domination is primarily the intellectual domination of the modern rational and consumer values that the West spreads through many means, like development policies, trade policies, double standards in human right policies, etc. It is also a military and power domination by the U.S. and to a lesser extent by the EU.
Conclusion—Which one is your vision of life (your paradigm)?

The purpose of this appendix is to introduce the reader to paradigm analysis of the three basic paradigms (world views). Equipped with this analysis, one can define himself or herself as “pre-modern,” “modern,” or “planetary-transmodern.”


The answer might well be some mixture of the three—because we are complex creatures and can participate in two or more paradigms. Regardless, however, the paradigm shift that I describe in this book is acting inside every one of us.

APPENDIX 3:
MY OWN EXPERIENCE OF RE-ENCHANTMENT


In this appendix, I describe how I came to encounter and experience in my own life the re-enchantment that I speak of in this book. It is my hope that my personal account will provide the reader with the insight that a first-hand experience with re-enchantment can bring.
The first discovery

The contract


In 1989, I was given a one-year contract with the European Commission’s Science Department to write a report on what the major religions of the West, and Japan, were saying concerning science and technology.
 My plan going in was simple—I would analyze each religion and synthesise its main teachings on science and technology. I would then establish some comparisons between the religions, underlying the similarities and differences. This was what the Science Department (called General Direction) of the Commission was interested in.  Because of my background in theology and philosophy, the task seemed rather easy. For the next several months, I read and studied books from different religions to prepare for my written report. 


The whole thing was all very interesting until I became aware that there was a real problem with the way I had envisaged the work. A crisis came when I discovered, to my great astonishment, that some Catholics held exactly the same beliefs as some Protestants, Muslims, Jews and Humanists on topics such as the participation of women in science, or abortion  (I was to discover later that those who held these views could be called the “pre-moderns”) while other Protestants, Muslims, Catholics, Jews or Humanists were defending opposing positions on the same subjects (I later understood that they could be called the “moderns”.) I also discovered in every religion another unusual cluster of people (many of them women) who held a really new vision on almost every subject, and it seemed impossible to classify them as the moderns or the pre-moderns.  So what were they?
Feeling lost


These discoveries laid my beautiful plan in ruins. It was meaningless to stick to my original strategy of comparing the underlying similarities and differences between the religions when there were so many differences in the beliefs among the believers. How could I possibly present THE position of any religion? 

The task was impossible. The question I had been asked to answer did not fit with the reality I was observing. What should I do? I felt I must resign. I could not sleep for several nights, turning the problem over and over in my head. I did not see any solution. I was feeling lost. My whole intellectual, rational and analytical approach was of no help. Reality was sending me information that was completely destroying my deductive approach. I felt humiliated in front of a task that I had foreseen as easy, and my whole intellectual system was in crisis.


I started having nightmares in which I relived childhood memories of my eldest brother breaking some of my favourite toys. Yes, my favourite intellectual toy had now been broken. It was no longer the brilliant apparatus with which I could solve every problem in the world. My ego was shattered, and I did not know where to go for consolation. Loneliness, sadness, and feeling of impotence washed over me. I was feeling like a lost little child.

A light in the tunnel


Then one morning, I opened book named On Purpose by an Australian professor named Charles Birch
, and I read the following:
“Postmodernism challenges modernism, which can be said to have begun with seventeenth-century mechanism, petrified with eighteenth-century rationalism, nineteen-century positivism and twentieth-century nihilism. As contrasted with the modern worldview, which is sustained, more by habit than conviction and which has promoted ecological despoliation, militarism, antifeminism, and disciplinary fragmentation, the postmodern view is postmechanistic and ecological in its view of nature, post reductionist in its view of science, postanthropocentric in its view of ethics and economics, postdiscipline in relation to knowledge, and postpatriarchal and postsexist in relation to society. Postmodernism is not a call back to the pre-modern but a creative synthesis of the best of the modern, pre-modern and new concepts in the forefront of holistic thinking.”


This passage felt like an electric shock in my mind. I was astounded and could not react immediately because Professor Birch’s words were destroying the whole of my mental construction. I closed the book and went for a walk. For several days, I was unable to do any productive work. I was writing and reading but my mind was bubbling with new questions. Are we really getting out of modernity? Is this true, or is it an Australian fantasy? 

After a week or two, I began to experience a new feeling—like a little light at the end of a long tunnel. Here was a new and unexpected solution. Yes, Professor Birch was right! In fact we were in a time of rapid transition from modernity to post-modernity (which later I will call transmodernity or planetarism), with many people in our global world still pre-modern, with the majority of the moderns not understanding the challenge, and with yet another previously unidentified group of transmoderns.


If all this was true, the solution was obvious. I had the key. I could write this report from a completely different mental frame. Yes, there were differences between religions, but the main differences were between the paradigms or mental frames inside each religion, precisely because of the rapid transition between paradigms that the world is experiencing at this time. Within each religious group there are subdivisions struggling with the same challenges. That was the key. The subgroups are the same in each religion—pre-moderns, moderns, and transmoderns. My research had shown that the Jewish “moderns” were very similar to the Reformed moderns and to their Muslim and Catholic or Humanist colleagues. The same thing was true for the pre-moderns and for the transmoderns. 


Progressively, I arrived at the conclusion that the main differences are not so much between the religions and between the cultures, as Professor Samuel Huntington tried to show in his famous article announcing that the next war would be a clash of civilizations.
  No, the main conflicts are inside each religion and inside each civilization. This was the new vision, which was imposing itself on me.


Yippee! I had a new frame—a very rich frame, but one that was difficult to handle. It had completely destroyed my first plan, but I was happy and excited. Even though I still felt like I was still in the tunnel, the light was there, and it was bright. I could see a solution.

Out of the tunnel—the re-enchantment of the vision


It took me another couple of months to get out of the tunnel. This transition and personal transformation happened imperceptibly in the process of writing the report. Without knowing it, I was in the process of changing paradigms. I initiated the report in September 1989 fully in the modern paradigm and finished it in July 1990, in the planetarist transmodern paradigm. 


It was around April or May of 1990 that I suddenly became aware that I had grown out of the tunnel. With that came an awareness of a new feeling growing inside me—a feeling of re-enchantment. I was out of the tunnel, and there was the sun and the mountains and the colours of Nature, and the trees and the fresh wind, and the beauty. I was rediscovering a wonderful new landscape. What a joy! Growing inside of me was a deep sense of liberation. 


I was out of the tunnel—out of the rational only approach of modernity. Out of the tunnel where the walls are painted in black in order to impede any lateral thinking. Out of the tunnel where all thinking happens in the closed box of one single discipline, with no possibility of communication with the other boxes. Out of the tunnel where you are forced to look in one single direction and to follow the rails—the rational analytic ones that market logic and university scientific discipline. Out of the tunnel, where the spiritual dimension is pushed aside in the “private life” or completely ignored. Out of the tunnel where art, aesthetics, and ethics are marginal. Out of the tunnel where the feminine is not taken into consideration.


I was rediscovering the possibility of new links between my body, my feelings, my intuition, my analytical and rational intelligence, my masculine and feminine sides, my yin and my yang, and my soul. Finally, life was giving me the opportunity to put together the separate pieces of my life. What a sense of wholeness! I was discovering that we are part of Nature, not above it. What a deep sense of belonging, of rootedness! I was discovering again inside me a feminine dimension of intuitive feelings that put me in touch and in direct contact with life. I was feeling reincarnated. 


This extraordinary feeling of deep joy, hope, and dynamism felt like a new life exploding inside me. My soul was out of a centuries-long prison. It was exploding and spreading energy through my entire body and mind. This new circulation of energy between my soul and my body, between the spiritual and the other dimensions was filling me with an incredible joy and a tremendous energy. It was as if that energy was waiting for centuries to pop out into the open air. This enormous amount of energy was originating from my soul’s liberation and it was circulating and uniting all parts of my body, mind and soul. 


I understood later that I was experiencing first phase of re-enchantment—the re-enchantment of the vision.  When the horizon clears up, hope becomes possible again. I was no longer in a “no future” situation. The soul deep inside me was finding oxygen again, and I realised how dry and silently desperate I had become, without even being aware of it.

 First feedback—negative


I was so happy about my breakthrough that I began to explain with vibrant enthusiasm to my colleagues and friends what I had discovered. The general reaction was polite, but negative. I heard statements like, “Marc, this is very interesting but I have to rush to a meeting.” My intelligent friends and colleagues were not accepting the idea that we could be leaving modern culture. 


What was happening? My first reaction was to become angry with my colleagues, because they did not understand my exciting and brilliant vision! To calm my anger, I gave myself a very logical explanation—they were all stuck in modernity and did not understand the culture shift that Humanity was going through that, fortunately, I did understand.  What I was experiencing with my colleagues and friends was a culture clash, but a horizontal one between different paradigms. 


In my enthusiasm, I continued trying to persuade people, with very little success. I went to see my head of office, and tried to explain how important my discovery was. He advised me to stick to the initial plan, and to “simply” explain what each religion was saying. I was deeply disappointed.


Some months later, because of this very report, I was invited to join the most intellectually prestigious group in the European Commission—the Forward Studies Unit— the think tank directly helping the president of the European Commission. I was thrilled. I was finally feeling recognised and full hope that this group had understood and liked my report. However, during the next ten years, although I tried, I did not succeed in having even one single deep conversation on the paradigm shift or any similar topic. They simply were not interested. What a frustration!

The shadow of my own re-enchantment


It took a lot of time for me to understand what was happening. One day the Chief of the Forward Studies Unit (where I had been working for nine years) told me, “Marc, you are advocating a new paradigm of tolerance in an intolerant way.” Later that day, I told my wife what he had said and she answered, ”He is right.” I was flabbergasted! But as I look back, this comment marked the beginning of my personal evolution.

Slowly (very slowly), I began to acknowledge and identify my shadow side that emerged in four waves of recognition. I discovered that after twelve years of university studies of mathematics and philosophy and the obtaining of a Ph.D. in Russian and Greek theology, I had become a very good modern rational being. I was cut off from my feelings and was too much in my head. I, therefore, found myself announcing the arrival of the planetary transmodern culture in a very rational, analytical, modern style. This was the first shadow wave.


The second wave came when I realised I was announcing this planetary transmodern culture, fundamentally tolerant in its approach of the Truth, in a very intolerant way. 


The third wave swept over me when I discovered that I was patriarchal. I was functioning exactly like the most classical description of the patriarchal family. I remembered something I had successfully blocked out for many years—that I had been dominated and psychologically tortured by my father, a model patriarch. To my horror, I realised that I had done the same with those I loved. I was soft with people I feared, like my father, and I was violent and verbally abusive with those whom I perceived as weak (for example, women and children). The saddest thing is that it took me almost 50 years to understand that my violence was totally buried in my subconscious. I was verbally abusive to my own children, my first wife and my second wife, Isabelle who was courageous enough to work with me to reach this awareness. It is still a process but with her loving guidance she has taken me by hand through a lake of tears on my journey to re-enchantment. Thank you, Isabelle.


The fourth wave was even more arduous to accept. I was discovering that despite and probably because of my important theological background, and my so called spiritual experience, I was nowhere in my spiritual evolution. I had searched for God above anything, disconnected from body and material considerations very high in the sky,... and I was discovering that the real spirituality consisted of finding God inside myself in confronting my shadow and in transforming my relations with myself and with my neighbours. I was nowhere! It was time to start from scratch.


The light of re-enchantment illuminated my shadows and enabled me to begin my slow and difficult transformative path. It also helped me discover how deeply I was buried in the very tunnel I was criticizing. I can now see a light at the end of my own tunnel and a way out of hyper-intellectuality, intolerance and patriarchal violence, toward a new type of spiritual path. This is my personal path toward re-enchantment. 


I have come to realise that this paradigm shift is something much more serious than I had first thought. The vision, although crucially necessary, was not enough. It was only the beginning—the first step. A very necessary and indispensable step, because it opened up the horizon. But it was not enough, because when I announced my re-enchantment, people looked at who I was to see if my soul was in accordance with my vision. Although this paradigm (or culture shift) is about a shift in collective consciousness, life has taught me that it is also a fabulous shift in my personal consciousness. During this journey, it has been my great fortune to have, in addition to friends and advisors, my dear wife Isabelle whose love and discernment have been decisive on my way to awareness and re-enchantment. 

 Ilya Prigogine and the new science


While I was writing my report, I discovered the concept of re-enchantment in reading Order Out of Chaos, a book by Nobel Prize winner Ilya Prigogine.
 This book presented a new vision of physics and of science that fascinated me. Science was no longer an objective, neutral, value-free, and independent observation of Nature in order to discover its hidden implicit laws. No, Prigogine showed through his experimentation and research on “dissipative structures” (for which he got the Nobel Prize) that physics is not value-free.  His experiments showed, for example, that if a chemical reaction is observed, it is possible that the very system you are observing is modified simply by your observation. In other words, the chemical reaction is not the same if it is observed. This means that there is no objective observation in science. Every observation is subjective. It involves the subject. Science is not an objective discipline anymore! This new approach is still today, after 20 years, shocking many scientists.


In his famous book on paradigm shift in science
, Sir Karl Popper defines a paradigm like the implicit eyeglasses, the implicit vision through which scientist perceive and understand reality in their field of research, and through which they are able to formulate appropriate responses. A paradigm is like the common language a community of scientists uses to communicate together. When a part of this community starts to put into question this dominant paradigm, a crisis arises. And a scientific revolution is coming. Usually those scientific revolutions are accepted only by a small minority.


I was excited by Popper’s ideas. This was sounding appropriate to the situation. However, I discovered that Prigogine and Stengers were going further than Popper himself. According to them, Popper did not go as far enough, in his description of the paradigm shifts. He was not rethinking the very relation between the scientist and reality. Prigogine was going further, rethinking the very dogma of scientific objectivity and stating that every scientific experience was subjective. He was also proposing a new role and a new societal responsibility for science in the 21st century.


Prigogine’s book also drew my attention to the fact that modernity had unknowingly reintroduced the same power pyramid that the pre-modern paradigm. This was a real shock. I was so proud to be modern and rational. It really was a great intellectual shock and later a re-enchantment.


Prigogine re-enchanted me intellectually. Science for him was not neutral, not objective
. It was subjective and imperfect like any other human intellectual endeavour, and he was announcing a re-enchantment of the world through a new alliance of science with nature and the other human disciplines. 


A few weeks later, I had the honour of meeting with Professor Prigogine himself, and I was amazed to learn that ever since the publication of his book many years ago (1979), he had been receiving daily letters of insult, accusing him of destroying the “objectivity of science.” Fortunately, he has also received letters of congratulations as well as many honours.


Announcing a new paradigm, a new way of seeing things, is not an easy task. The more I read and conversed with people around the world, the more I discovered the same type of syndrome—people innovating and pushing a planetary transmodern vision in their university departments, businesses, organizations, institutions and research labs, with a lot of problems and difficulties. Another discovery I made was that in their search for new values of a “planetary” or “transmodern” culture all those innovators were feeling alone, terribly alone, surrounded by a blending of intense negative and positive currents. I felt as if I was discovering a new silent minority worldwide. This led me to the new area of the social and political dimension of re-enchantment.
Discovering the “cultural creatives”

Meeting Willis Harman and Avon Mattison


In 1996, I had the good fortune to meet Willis Harman at the Institute of Noetic Sciences in Sausalito, California
. This proved to be a new step in my journey to re-enchantment. 


Willis was a human being of exceptional intelligence and lucidity on the actual state of the world. He was one of the founders of the Futures Department at the famous Stanford Research Institute (SRI), president of the Institute of Noetic Sciences, and founder of the World Business Academy. (I later discovered the very high level of his publications.) When we first met, I was immediately struck by the human quality in his eyes. In a few minutes, we felt like we had known each other for years. We discovered that although we had very different life experiences, we had come to the same vision on the present and the future. This was a very deep and new life-changing experience for me.

How was it possible to meet someone and in such a short period of time experience such similarity in our visions of the world? I was discovering the phenomenon of synchronicity
. This new planetary culture was awakening in the minds, souls, and consciences of many individuals around the world, and meeting for a few minutes was enough to recognise each other as part of this new consciousness.

Willis invited me to be part of the “path-finding process” which he was organizing with Avon Mattison, president of Pathways to Peace. It was a process of creative reflection and personal transformation with a group that met every six months for four years at the Fetzer Institute in Kalamazoo, Michigan. Avon is another exceptional personality who exhibits a brilliant blending of political and intellectual judgment, a well-developed intuition, and a great spiritual depth. After Willis’ death in January 1997, she became the manager, the convener and the spiritual inspiration of the group. We all owe her infinite gratitude for what she has provided us all.


The first meeting was for me another very strong experience of collective re-enchantment. I had the impression of finally being home! I was with people who were feeling the same hopes and joys, the same angers and despairs, sharing the same visions about our planet and its future. I was touched in my intellect, my feelings and in my soul. I had met the first transmodern group of people! All the frustrations I had experienced for the past five years in the European Commission were behind me now. I realised I was not a maverick. I was validated in my research and in my thinking in a way I had never before experienced in my life. 


This was a real experience of re-enchantment. It filled me with hope and energy, and those Kalamazoo meetings have been a white stone on my journey.

Meeting Paul H. Ray 


The Kalamazoo experience also brought me into contact with Paul Ray and his wife, Sherry Anderson, and to the next dimension of re-enchantment—the numbers. 

As a very creative sociologist, Paul had discovered a new method to analyze the social and political landscape of the U.S. citizens. In a first inquiry in 1995, he arrived at an amazing conclusion—that 24% of the North American citizens were in the process of a shifting values system and 66% of the group were women. He called them the “cultural creatives,” because they were silently weaving the world of tomorrow and women were at the forefront of leading this cultural transformation of our world. It was then that I realized with amazement that this group of people I had met in Kalamazoo was part of an enormous crowd of 60 million Americans!


I invited Paul to Europe to present his work and research in the European Commission’s statistical department. And, after some discussions, in September 1997 the European Commission did a preliminary study using part of Paul’s questionnaire. It arrived at similar conclusions—between 10% and 20% of Europeans could also be classified as cultural creatives. 


In my travels to Japan, China, Australia and Eastern Europe I have discovered cultural creatives everywhere, at every level of society. Re-enchantment was a worldwide phenomenon!

Women and the sacred—another  earthquake

Meeting Sherry Anderson


I had also the great pleasure and honour to meet Sherry Anderson, Paul Ray’s wife. And she described to me the genesis of her latest book
. She had interviewed women all around the United Sates, with her co-author Patricia Hopkins, asking them always the same question: What is your experience and deep intuition concerning God or the sacred?

Many of the women interviewed were deeply touched by this question nobody had ever asked them, and burst in tears. In reading this book, having listened to Sherry’s witness, I realised for the first time that the males on Earth had confiscated the whole of the sacred, in our Western religions and in many others. There was no way for the women to be allowed to have a direct relation to the sacred. They had to go through a man—priest, pastor, rabbi, or mufti. This was new for me, but became, from that day, evident and as clear as daylight. 

Meeting Riane Eisler 


Later, one Belgian friend, Nicou Dubois Leclercq, introduced me to Riane Eisler
. In reading her books and discussing with Riane, I realised how deep her questioning was leading me. It was indeed putting into question the very myths at the origin of the Bible, the Torah, the Koran, and other religions.


I discovered suddenly that according to the interpretation of Riane Eisler and of Françoise Gange, a French writer
, the first pages of the Bible could be interpreted as the killing of the ancient matrifocal myths, and the instauration of the new patriarchal myths. This means that all the sacredness of the ancient matrifocal myths (sacredness of life, sacredness of women, sacredness of sexuality, of creativity and arts, sacred blood as symbol of life, power as enabling force) were dethroned, ridiculed, and replaced by a new definition of the sacred—sacralisation of death and suffering, desacralisation of sexuality as shameful and impure, of woman as sinner and temptress, sacralisation of power to dominate and kill, sacralisation of blood as symbol of death, etc. 


This was an earthquake in my vision of the world. It put me in another crisis, because the whole of my vision of Christianity was affected. I had the impression that 80% of the Ph.D. in theology I had studied during eight years was dissolving in a few days. And it was not an easy transition.


However I felt I had to accept most of those ideas, or at least begin to reflect in this broader context of a post patriarchal society.
Inviting Hazel Henderson in the European Commission in Brussels
Impossible to finish this part on visionary women without to speak about Hazel Henderson
. Hazel has understood the changes going on in economy, politics, science, media, communications, values, etc. She saw all the changes way before everyone else. Since 30 years she has written excellent books on paradigm shift, the solar age, the new win-win logic coming up, the failures of the actual economic system, and on the global ecological crisis approaching.  

When I was at the Forward Studies Unit, of the European Commission,  I invited her to meet our Think Tank and I organized a conference for the civil servants of the European Commission. Civil servants appreciated her, but I am not sure that everyone understood all the implications of what she was saying already, that time. However one of the top economists of the Commission, took me apart and said to me: “You have betrayed us bringing here a woman who is destroying all we are trying to maintain! You should not have done this!”.
Yes Hazel is leading the way in a global reflexion on the crisis of today’s institutions, and also on the financial crisis that she calls the “Global Casino”. She has also created an ethical investment fund, and has published the most advanced set of quality of life indicators for the investors and the Political authorities.
Thank you Hazel for your inspiration worldwide. 

Final reflections on my experience of re-enchantment

Re-enchantment has been and still is for me a very deep personal experience of light and shadow. But it is also a synchronicity between consciences around the world—a rise of a new collective consciousness—as well as a social and global phenomenon. The numbers are really impressive but, strangely enough, very few politicians have grasped the enormous challenge cultural creatives represent.

Re-enchantment is a personal and collective hurricane of positive energy waiting to unleash itself in our world. Re-enchantment is the energy humanity will need to accomplish the extraordinary leap forward in consciousness level.


Re-enchantment is a spiritual experience incarnated in my own life and in political and social reality. It is a personal and a collective experience.

The collective side has yet to fully rear its head… but that might require nothing more than time. 
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ANIMALS AND PLANTS HAVE  CONSCIENCE 
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� I am putting “scientific” between brackets, to underline that this definition of science is modern and would not be accepted anymore by Prigogine and others new thinkers of transmodern science.
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