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FOREWORD 

ñWe possess the power 

If this should start to fall apart 

To mend divides, to change the world 

To reach the farthest starò 

~ Ronan Harris, VNV Nation 

In a culture where complexity, nuances and foresight is increasingly hard to find, especially as 

every message should ideally take five seconds to convey, standing for a vision like that of the 

EOS is not a simple task. The public likes their messages clear, mass media even more so ï 

everything should be fitted into competing narratives with clear delineations of heroes and 

villains, the intricacies of the real world turned into moral dramas sold for entertainment. 

We have committed the cardinal sin to convey a message and aesthetics which are not easy to 

pinpoint. The EOS is, in its very conception, a radically futurist organisation. Our aesthetics 

and relationship to technology are by definition optimistic ï we envision a future with sleek 

arcologies, widespread automation and space colonization. These aesthetics are beautiful and 

are beloved by futurists, transhumanists and techno-optimists. They are also serving to arouse 

the suspicion of greens, who generally prefer either more to Earth or more Celtic-looking, 

pre-industrial aesthetics. 

Our message, on the other hand, calls for a radical transformation of humanityôs relationship 

with the biosphere ï what eco-centrists would label ñMother Natureò ï and of an end to 

systems dependent on exponential growth. This message is undoubtedly popular among 

greens, and also arouse the suspicions of futurists, transhumanists and techno-optimists. 

Thus, our message, and how to interpret it ï at first glance seems self-contradictory. The 

norm, or ñthe rules of the gameò (narrative) is that there should be a division between the 

techno-optimists and the ñhard greensò, that the techno-optimists should be for economic 

growth under a free market regime and that the more orthodox greens should be critical of 

technology. It is not easy for those seeking easy answers to define where we are. 

These are our first two cardinal sins ï techno-positive aesthetics coupled with a message 

critical of the current civilisationary model. Since all good things come in three, we have of 

course also committed a third cardinal sin. We have suggested the development of a different 

civilisationary model, and that under an era when the polite thing to do is to loudly suggest 

that something has to be done and then allocate the actual decision-making power on how this 

something has to be done to the very authorities which caused the need for this something to 

be done in the first place! 

Our solution ï our Design ï straddles between the technological, the socio-structural and the 

ecological, without being clearly delineated in any single area. It encompasses a holistic 

vision of a future human civilization, yet speaks little of what kind of democratic or 

constitutional structures should govern human life in the future. We envision a total transition, 

not in order to overhaul the very human experience of reality, but in order to preserve 



 

 

civilized life for the future. A part of this preservation will mean the establishment of a new 

world paradigm marked by a higher degree of equity and egalitarianism during any preceding 

historical period since the invention of agriculture. 

If the Design is proven to be viable and is implemented, we are talking of a global community 

of mankind where: 

¶ There is a state of equilibrium between humanity and the planetary biosphere. 

¶ Where production is adapted after demand and optimized to be of minimal waste. 

¶ Where work hours conversely are reduced to the bare minimum. 

¶ Where all human beings are endowed with not only the human rights currently 

enjoyed in the most developed regions, but also with an income floor ensuring that 

nobody should suffer under life-threatening poverty. 

¶ Where local communities control their own power, food production, heating, water 

and other utilities. 

¶ Where power over infrastructure is simultaneously integrated and distributed. 

¶ Where the enormous class differences of our current civilization do not anymore exist. 

The many features of this Design are, in their scope, depth and direction, reminiscent of the 

Utopian visions of the 19
th
 century, pointing towards a world where all human beings exist for 

their own sake and for the sake of realising themselves in this world ï not having to entertain 

a constant squirrel wheel or to live for the sake of the profit margins of companies. 

Yet, what we are suggesting is not the global implementation of the Design, but rather to test 

its hypotheses and expose it for the most rigorous stress exercises. We want ï for all ends and 

purposes ï to break our own model, to try to disprove its core tenets and expose it for grim 

reality. Only by putting our models to empirical tests can we ever hope to develop viable 

alternatives to the current system. 

The Earth Organisation for Sustainability can from the point of view of an outsider appear as 

an enigma. Futuristic techno-optimism mixed with a belief that the last two hundred years of 

industrial development has been based on flawed technologies and that we desperately need a 

green transition. Said transition is based on a plan which would bring about a moneyless 

future civilization grounded in a resource-based economy, but this Design of a future would 

have to be tested before any (gradual implementation). We are radical and realistic, futuristic 

and ecological, utopian and empirical. All of that is who we are. We are a holistic 

environmental and scientific community straddling the intersect between ecologism and 

transhumanism. 

This text in your hands is an expanded version of the Design Lectures held by Enrique 

Lescure, and will serve as an introduction to the thoughts, concepts and goals of the EOS.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PART I: THE CURRENT CIVILIZATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

CHAPTER I ï THE ECOLOGICAL CRISIS 

 

I.i - What is the biosphere? 

We imagine the Earth as being composed of different layers, located both above and below 

surface level, much like the different levels of skins of an onion. The biosphere, located as a 

membrane between the lithosphere and atmosphere, is one of the thinnest ï extending just a 

few kilometres upward and downward. Yet, it is arguably the most important of the Earthôs 

layers as it provides the defining characteristic of our planet. 

The biosphere is the area where biomass ï i.e things which are alive ï are existing and 

thriving. Bacteria, algae, fungi, plants and animals interact, forming wider ecosystems where 

sunlight and organic matter is converted into energy, upholding what Mufasa and sir David 

Attenborough are calling ñthe circle of lifeò. 

For three and a half billion years, our planet has been 

teeming with life. For most of this period, the 

ecosystems were constricted to the microscopic level, 

seeing a constant war for survival between bacteria and 

viruses. Following the Cambrian Explosion ï half a 

billion years ago ï the tree of life arose and branched out 

into its five constituent kingdoms. 

Thus, complex life has evolved on this planet for one seventh of the time which life has 

moved over its surface. Five times during the last 500 million years, life has also experienced 

calamities caused by nature, wiping out a majority of species and leading life towards 

different trajectories. If one ascribes to the idea that such a natural calamity, being it gamma 



 

 

rays, supervolcano eruptions or meteorite impacts, could theoretically as well have wiped out 

all complex forms of life on Earth, then we should count ourselves lucky. Certainly, many 

cosmic events could have aligned to wipe out life on Earth. There is evidence that our 

neighbouring planet Mars has contained oceans since evaporated. 

While we have discovered thousands of exo-planets
1
 since the 1990ôs, only a handful of them 

are located within the goldilock zones capable of supporting Earth-like eco-systems. Some 

scholars are also hypothesising that a solar system with terrestrial rocky planets would need 

an outer screen of gas giants to eliminate a majority of the meteor showers which otherwise 

more regularly would bombard the inner planets
2
. 

Of course, the Cosmos could be teeming with life as well. The only problem is that physics as 

we understand them right now are constricting our speed to below the speed of light, and the 

closest star in our immediate stellar neighbourhood ï sans the Sun ï is located 4,5 Light Years 

from us. This will during the foreseeable future constrain us to the immediate stellar 

neighbourhood. 

Nevertheless, the Earthôs biosphere has managed to survive all calamities and have rebounded 

from mass extinction events towards new evolutionary paths and new ecosystems which have 

supported wide varieties of species and a thriving diversity of life. This Earth is also the 

cradle from which humanity has arisen ï our lives, our sustenance and our cultures are 

entirely informed by the fact that we have evolved alongside and within this biosphere. 

For the last two hundred years, however, we have begun an effort to unwittingly tear down 

the fabric of our planetary biosphere, causing an event chain which today is resembling a 

sixth mass extinction event. This creeping event, until now slow by the standards of a human 

lifetime, has happened with lightning speed in terms of the evolutionary timeline ï and it is 

our belief that the dominant characteristics of perhaps the following two centuries will be how 

to align our civilization with the biosphere. 
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 Planets orbiting other suns 

2 The Rare Earth Hypothesis 



 

 

I.ii ï the Environmental Crisis 

 

It is currently estimated that between 200 and 2000 species are disappearing every year, and 

that the current extinction rate is a thousand to ten thousand times higher than the one 

naturally occurring
3
. Meanwhile, out of all land vertebrates, humans and their domestic 

animals constitute 45% of the biomass each, while the remaining tenth is composed of 

wildlife. Around 40% of the land surface not consisting of deserts, mountain regions or tundra 

is devoted to the growing of mono-cultures, and out of that three quarters will go to the 

feeding of livestock which is consisting the global meat industry. 

It should be stated that the monocultures currently fostered by human ingenuity are depleting 

the soils of nutrition, creating a situation where most of the soils currently used to feed 

humanity will be lost by 2060. Already today, phosphor and fossil-based fertilizers are in high 

demand. 

Meanwhile, the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere has grown from 270 ppm to 

nearly 400 ppm during the last two centuries, undoubtedly a result of human civilization 

burning coal and oil to fuel the industrial and consumerist growth of the world. This growth of 

roughly 50% has contributed to a rise in global average temperatures which is continuing and 

is transforming the conditions for species globally, ours included. The Greenland Ice Sheet is 

crumbling at an alarming rate and sea levels may increase with up to one metre before the end 

of the century, putting coastal communities in jeopardy. 

Trawling, plastic pollution and the decline of coral reefs have put oceanic ecosystems in grave 

peril, and containing far less and more thinly spread-out biomass their collapse is expected to 

occur before the other life-supporting systems start to enter a phase of irredeemable decay. 

Some aspects of the crisis are so novel and so uncertain in their origins that we do not know 

the reasons for their occurrence. One such part is the decline in the insect population ï among 

them many pollinators. A recent study indicates that around 40% of all insects have declined 

worldwide
4
, and the reason for that is not fully mapped out ï though pesticides, monocultures, 

neonicotinids and pollution have all been assigned roles as contributing factors. 
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4 Biological Conservation, Sánchez-Bayo, Wyckhuys, issue 232 



 

 

There can be said to be two kinds of 

environmental problems ï those of  

qualitative and those of quantitative 

characteristics. Qualitative challenges are 

what people generally view as 

environmental problems ï namely pollution, 

leaks, local challenges to particular 

ecosystems through mining, poisonous 

substances in consumer items and industrial 

processes. 

Problems such as these can generally be solved by regulations ï often by the banning of 

certain substances, chemicals or processes, by better recycling and by informing the 

consumers. While such political decisions may doom corporations and disrupt some aspects 

of the economy, they are not posing an intrinsic challenge to the capitalistic system ï and 

many decision-makers and apologists would prefer that environmental problems only were 

problems of conservation. 

The different characteristic of quantitative challenges is that they do not necessary originate 

from the usage of damaging substances, but rather from the persistence of economic activity 

in its own right. Take for example monocultures ï the real damage is not done by any 

individual substance leaking out into nature, and neither by a group of substances, but rather 

by the surface being appropriated for land exploitation, and the intensity of the action. Case in 

point are some of the most common practices within the contemporary industrial economy, 

monocultures, trawling, widespread transports, the expansion of human habitation. Carbon 

emissions are a special case as they are both a quantitative and qualitative challenge, and 

dealing with them poses a far greater challenge for our current civilization than for example 

freons. 

The real political conflict of the early 21
st
 century is not ï like during the 19

th
 and early 20

th
 

centuries ï how we should interact with a reality we all share, but what reality should take 

precedence. Nowhere is this conflict as clearly delineated as in the issue of mankindôs 

relationship with the planetary biosphere. 

The EOS is arguing that the current socio-economic system in many regards is incompatible 

with the way in which the biosphere has evolved, and that this conflict will be resolved under 

this century either through the evolution towards a new socio-economic system, or through a 

civilizational collapse to a less complex state. 

Nevertheless, before we indict the current socio-economic system ï we can call it capitalism, 

the price system or a fiat-based monetary system ï we have to know and understand why we 

are critiquing it, how that corresponds to an objective reality which we are a part of and which 

affects us materially. 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER II ï CAPITALISM AND THE CURRENT MONETARY SYSTEM 

 

II.i ï A quite unusual era 

The adoption of free market capitalism has for the last two centuries ushered in an industrial 

revolution which has had many positive effects on humanity. Under just nine generations, a 

large part of the human race has moved from subsistence agriculture, wood heating, outdoor 

toilets and wax candles to supermarkets, mega-cities, public healthcare, running water, 

electricity and the Internet. In virtually every aspect of human existence, industrialization has 

improved the quality of life, extended the human lifespan and allowed humans access to 

education, higher income jobs, a middle class lifestyle, entertainment and improved 

communications ï allowing humans to travel around and experience the world. 

If we would judge this in comparison with the entire period under which human beings have 

existed on Earth, industrial capitalism is a novel occurrence ï having been introduced just for 

the last 0,001% of the entirety of the 150 000 years that we Homo Sapiens have roamed the 

globe. If we compare it with the time of documented history, which at its deepest point 

consists of 5000 years, it is a mere 4%. 

Certainly, capitalism has not ushered in middle class existence for every human being on 

Earth. Even in developed nations, people struggle with homelessness, unemployment and 

treatable health conditions. A large part of the world population are still subsistence 

agriculturalists or illiterate workers living under crushing poverty in favelas and shantytowns. 

These people, for all ends and purposes, are still living with one or two feet in the pre-



 

 

industrial age. It is true that with the amount of resources currently utilized globally, we 

would theoretically be able to abolish world poverty, and that capitalism is creating a 

ñbottleneck of demandò, where human needs are only verifiable by income and the possession 

of capital, thus putting large segments of the population at the risk of exclusion. It is also the 

truth that there is produced enough food today to satisfy the nutritional needs of several 

billions more than the current world population, that half of the food is currently wasted or 

wilful ly destroyed, and that those at the lower end of the supply chain, in cobalt mines, 

sweatshops and plantations, are often treated horrendously. 

Yet, it remains the truth that before industrialism, only 1-3% of a given population could live 

in relative comfort, while the rest struggled to survive. In pre-industrial Earth, most human 

beings lived either in small villages without electricity, heating or running water, or in filthy 

towns stinking from waste. 

 

While all of this is true, it does not negate the fact that the source of the current opulence of 

the human civilization is still rooted in material factors ï physics and chemistry. Just capital 

in its own right would not have ushered in the industrial revolution, and early capitalism 

existed for five hundred years in parts of Europe before the Industrial Revolution. Coal and 

steel made possible the huge gains in potential energy usage which coupled with the engine of 

growth transformed human civilization ï and the Earth. While the world population since the 

year 1900 has grown from 1,5 to 7,5 billion, the world economy has grown by a factor of 40, 

a 4000% increase. 

Our current civilizationôs wealth has not come without a price.  This price consists of the 

monocultures which still now are spreading across our planetôs surface, of the outcrowding of 

wildlife and their replacement with cattle, of the devastation wrought by trawling. Of the 

diminishing insect habitats. 



 

 

The problem is that it is a price too heavy to pay, leading to an ecological debt which will 

facilitate an end to not only exponential growth but also the relative prosperity of this era. 

Future generations will have to pay the price of destroyed soils, devastated ecosystems, 

rampant monocultures and man-made climate change by austerity and lowered standards of 

life ï unless we manage a successful transition. 

The question is not whether or not a transition is needed, but how much of our civilization, 

our culture and our socio-economic system we need to alter to facilitate that transition. Liberal 

greens are stating that the socio-economic system in general is fine and that replacing or 

dismantling it would cause greater upheaval and possible contribute to the crisis rather than 

solve it. After all, the socio-economic system has evolved organically, politically and 

structurally ï to just shuffle hundreds of years aside and move humanity on another trajectory 

could pose an existential risk in its own right. Other greens are claiming that capitalism is 

inherently at odds with the ways the biosphere is working. 

For the EOS, the important thing is not whether or not capitalism should be defended or 

vilified, but that we help contribute to a transition towards sustainability. If that sustainability, 

which we will define in later chapters in this treatise, means that capitalism would have to be 

dismantled and replaced, then so be it. If it means that we can achieve sustainability within 

the means of capitalism, then there is no need to dismantle and replace it. 

However, we have identified a few ways in which the current socio-economic system operates 

which are running at odds with how healthy eco-systems are operating. In the next segment 

we shall look at them closer. 

II.ii ï Exponential growth and Jevonsô paradox 

We, as in the collective human species, are currently 

estimated to be using an equivalent of what 1,75 Earths 

can renew every year
5
. This equivalent, marked by the 

so-called ñEarth Overshoot dayò, is creeping closer and 

closer to midsummer. This over-usage of the planetary 

resources accounts for excess carbon, but we can as 

easily see our civilizationôs deleterious effects on the 

planetary surface. 

There is thus an ecological budget ceiling, which we 

must take into account. And we have been exceeding it 

since 1971
6
. During the same period, there has been a 

near continuous exponential growth, and it should be 

added that for every year we use up more resources 

than the preceding one. 

                                                             
5
 Global Footprint Network 

6 overshootday.org 



 

 

So the question remains, is there a connection between economic growth and economic 

exploitation? While the intuitive answer would be yes, claims have been made stating that 

there is no intrinsic connection between growth and environmental degradation. During the 

1990ôs for example, there was much talk about the ñpaperless societyò, that growth had 

decoupled from resource usage due to the IT revolution. During the 1960ôs, the Green 

Revolution happened, where new fertilizers, crops and pesticides were introduced ï which 

would increase the yields of farms. One could expect that would lead to a decrease in the 

amount of farming ï instead we have seen an expansion to areas previously deemed 

unprofitable for farming, as well as an expansion of worldwide meat consumption as incomes 

have risen and meat is traditionally seen as ñhigh-status foodò. Today, we are talking very 

much about the ñGreen Energy Revolutionò, some proponents claiming it will create not only 

a climatologically but also environmentally neutral civilization. It remains to see whether 

claims such as these will stand the test of time, but oftentimes the production of solar panels 

require the usage of machinery which is far from carbon neutral. 

Of course, one could always improve environmental processes, but the current environmental 

crisis is not caused primarily by the usage of certain substances, chemicals and emissions, but 

by the sheer quantity of activities currently happening every day over the surface of our 

planet. Our problem today is a quantitative challenge. 

It is our belief that there indeed is a relationship between the transformation of Earthôs surface 

into economic zones and exponential economic growth. This relationship was touched upon 

already during the 19
th
 century by the British economist Stanley Jevons, who noticed that the 

introduction of new harvest machines and new crops did not lead to a reduction of crops, but 

rather that agriculture spread to regions previously unprofitable. This relationship is called 

ñJevonsô paradoxò ï increased production can lead to increased demand by making access to 

goods cheaper, and since demand is the driver of the economy that will lead to the conversion 

of more land into monocultures. 

Even the outline of western culture has been moulded to fit the needs of exponential growth. 

The Great Depression was partially a crisis predicated by a discrepancy between a supply 

expansion vastly greater than the available demand, causing profits to move towards zero and 

the economy unravelling. The Post-war period consequently saw a cultural transformation, 

away from protestant ethics and towards hedonistic individualistic consumerism ï a state of 

being where the citizens primarily identify as consumers and create their identities through 

experiences attainable for a price. 

Some liberal greens are claiming that the real power resides in the choice of the consumer, 

that we can choose to consume an ecological cappuccino at a hipster café rather than a 

semester in Thailand, or that we can choose to downgrade our own consumption. After all, 

our civilization is just the sum of the choices of every individual consumer, and exponential 

growth and environmental degradation are just by-products of it, isnôt it so? 

We argue that it, like much else, is far more complicated ï and that they lies in understanding 

what money is. 



 

 

II.iii ï A history of money and fractional reserve banking 

Money as a concept is so ingrained in human 

understanding that asking a regular person on 

the street what it is could possibly give them 

quite a headache ï for even though they 

ñknowò what money is, finding other words 

to define it with could pose a significant 

challenge. Like asking a fish for the definition 

of ñwaterò.  

For most people embedded within this 

civilization, money is the concept around 

which their lives are evolving. Without money, it is nigh impossible to hold down a job, to 

live in oneôs own home, whether one is owning or renting it, to maintain a car (needed for 

most jobs), to have access to electricity, to own a phone or a computer, to get access to food, 

and even to have a social life, since most pastimes require at least some investment. Today, 

even the acquisition of romantic relationships is being commodified, per the Tinder economy. 

In such a world, it is hardly surprising that money seems to be a law of nature, around which 

all of human existence revolves. 

When pressing on, most people ï even those with a college education ï generally are 

believing that money is created either through the mints or through political decisions by the 

various central banks, and that it is based on reserves of gold. This misconception runs 

through society, and even political decision-makers, tasked with legislative and executive 

power, often are oblivious to the real structure of the system ï which is fractional reserve 

banking, or money by fiat. Money created from debt, by private lenders (most often banks). 

In short: Banks are capable of lending out more money than they possess in their reserves, 

thus expanding the money supply temporarily, without any deposits actually being transferred 

since the money usually is located within the now imaginary vaults of the banks (as the 

largest share of the worldôs money reserve is currently digital). When repaid, the loan is once 

again absorbed by the original reserve, as if it never had existed. But, the interest (through the 

practice of usury) is considered real money, and is kept by the banks as profit. 

An example of how it works on a micro-level is that Pete owns a bank in his backyard, with a 

reserve of $100. Pete lends $90 to Mickey, for an interest rate of 5%. This puts the total 

reserve in the bank to $190. Then, Pete lends $81 to Donald, bringing the total reserves to 

$271. Lastly, Pete lends $72,9 to Goofy. When all the loans are repaid, the reserve will once 

again be $100, but with an added profit of $12,2 to Pete from the interest. Notice that in this 

closed economic system, these $12,2 will need to correspond to a real growth in the economy, 

unless we would get inflation which will make $100 worth $112,2. 

This system originally evolved during the renaissance, when banks mostly existed to issue 

letters of credit as transporting physical gold between the Republics and Principalities of 



 

 

Northern Italy and Constantinople was a hurdlesome and dangerous enterprise. Of course, as 

banks soon amassed huge reserves of deposited capital, states and private ventures took an 

interest in borrowing money, and the banks instituted interest to account for the risks they 

undertook by lending money to condottieres and generals wanting to wage war. 

It may not sound like much, but the process of fractional reserve banking jump-started 

capitalism during the late middle ages, as it allowed investments from credit and allowed risk-

taking not previously possible. 

 

Of course, this system had a backside as well. Insolvencies or rumours of those could make 

the depositors withdraw their capital from the vaults, causing bankcruptcies for the bank. This 

problem was accentuated with the invention of the telegraph, the railway and the steamboat, 

making communication that much faster. Partially to insulate the economy from the domino 

effects of repeated bank runs, governments instituted metal standards based on gold and 

silver, as well as central banks which were authorized with the power to steer interest rates 

and to ï when necessary ï provide private and business banks with reserves to increase the 

trustworthiness of the entire system. 

During the 20
th
 century, what now is a global monetary regime has gradually decoupled from 

gold, and for all ends and purposes petroleum products now are the de-facto reserve as most 

of their trade is conducted in US Dollars, one of the pillars of American geopolitical 

hegemony. Yet, for every one dollar added to the economy in terms of value, two are added in 

terms of debt. Today, the total amount of debt worldwide corresponds to nearly 400% of the 

global GDP and around 100% of the global monetary assets ï which means that if all debts 

tomorrow would be paid, there would not be any monetary capital left in the economy. 



 

 

This situation is untenable and requires further exponential growth, which requires more debt 

for investments, and thus even more growth down the line. Within the EOS, we mean that 

under the contemporary monetary regime, exponential growth is not optional but an inherent 

part of the system. Without the belief that economic activity and output will be larger the next 

year than the current, interest rates would go up and force companies and individuals into 

bankcruptcy, creating another financial crisis ï and a financial crisis without hope for future 

growth will cause another Great Depression, and eventually the collapse of the entire 

monetary economy. 

 

Questions for discussion 

 

Discuss the relationship between economic growth and the ecological crisis ï is there any way 

to have exponential economic growth without destroying the biosphere? 

 

Have you understood how money currently is created? Please discuss the outline of Fractional 

reserve banking and the practice of interest. 

 

Is it possible to design a monetary system which is not based on debt, and what risks would it 

have? Each one of the readers should design their own monetary system, describe them for 

one another and identify weaknesses with their own alternatives. 

 

Discuss capitalism and economic growth. Is it inherently dangerous to move towards another 

trajectory of human development? 

 

Does those in power try to maximize economic growth? How are they doing that? Discuss 

consumerism, advertisement, commodification and social status within the modern society. 

 

Is todayôs society the best we can achieve? Discuss. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER III ï GOALS AND THE SCIENTIFIC METHOD 

 

III.i ï On narratives and self-deception 

Whenever we are instituting changes, it is advisable that we have a concrete idea of 1) where 

we are aiming and 2) how our actions will further that aim. In short, we need to set goals on 

how to proceed from a situation we find disagreeable to one which we find less disagreeable. 

The EOS view of the world postulates an objective reality existing independent from any 

human interpretation of it. This reality does not have moral normative implications, it just is ï 

and ultimately it is consisting of space, energy, resources and organisms. Organisms need 

energy to survive, this energy either comes from stars or from chemical compounds with 

stored solar energy. 

There are systems working according to objective scientific laws which are working no matter 

public or individual sentiments. Carbon dioxide is affecting the climate, no matter what you 

think about the issue. Nicotine is harmful for your health, no matter if you think it isnôt so. 

The Earth is a spheroid. We are currently in a process of damaging the biosphere, and we are 

dependent on the biosphere to sustain our civilization. These are objective facts, not opinions. 

Whenever humans make collective decisions regarding their society and whatever goals they 

might aspire to, they need to act within the framework of what they know about the objective 

reality. This is a challenge, as our knowledge never will be 100% attuned with reality, since 

our ability to contemplate reality is limited by our human senses, our technological 

instruments and our mental ability to interpret data. 



 

 

This imperfection does however not negate the need for policies ï whether their purpose is 

maintenance or transition ï to be based on data rather than ideological purity or personal 

whim. One example of a policy not grounded on reality was the decision by the government 

of the Peopleôs Republic of China during the 1950ôs to kill the sparrows, with the argument 

that the sparrows ate seeds used in agriculture. The result was an increase in the number of 

pests and a famine which may have killed up to 70 million human beings.  

Sadly but not surprisingly, the green movement is not 

immune to the same way of thinking. The tendency to 

ascribe normative, doctrinaire or morality to practices is 

universal among all movements, sects and inclinations ï 

maybe to some extent humans tend to lean towards 

storytelling rather than engineering. While curiousity and 

risk aversion both are necessities in order to operate in the 

world as a functioning adult individual, an inability or 

unwillingness to critically analyse oneôs own emotions and 

how they relate to reality is a great problem for 

communication. Three concrete examples within the green 

movement are a tendency to sanctify alternative medicines, 

as well as aversions against nuclear power and genetically 

modified crops which often become dogmatic in their 

intensity and fail to take into account a holistic perspective. 

Of course it should be possible to be critical to GMOôs and nuclear power-plants as concepts, 

but to try to find arguments in favour of the position they from the beginning have decided to 

support without critically examining their absolutist positions is not a constructive path 

forward.  

Emotions and narratives are of course a potent positive driver for activating individuals and 

communities. Many activists have originally been inspired by nature documentaries, by their 

love of animals or their childhood memories, as well as tales of courageous resistance. This 

passion is a very powerful force when used to achieve goals, but narratives can be treacherous 

ï oftentimes we imagine ourselves the protagonists of a heroic journey, adorned by fate to 

slay dragons such as Apartheid regimes, corrupt petroleum multinationals and whale hunting 

ventures. We forget that the real material world we live in is not consisting of fates or 

narratives, but rather of flows of energy ï flows which care little for heroes or villains, justice 

or morality. 

If we turn the story of the transition into a narrative with heroes and villains, assign certain 

groups as oppressors and other as victims, and focus on conflicts between groups, we risk 

losing focus on the main goal. If we just focus on particular technologies, practices, cultural 

values and companies, we will not achieve our goals. If we just aim to solve the problems 

caused by climate change, or soil erosion, monocultures, meat consumption or any other 

singular issue while ignoring all the others, we will fail to reach a sustainable future for 

humanity. If all we do is to demand that the system which brought us into this situation should 



 

 

get its act together and take us out from the conundrum, we will abdicate our sovereignty as 

human beings. 

III.ii  ï The Scientific Method 

 

The EOS must base its work around the scientific method, which assumes a priori that the 

world is existing and is following natural laws which can be discerned and studied by a 

human observer. This since our aim is not to solve cultural or socio-political problems 

primarily, but to focus on the relationship between our civilization and the planetary 

biosphere and achieve a more sustainable relationship. If we do not believe that the world is 

understandable, achieving sustainability is an impossibility. 

¶ The first step should be to observe the way in which our system impacts ecosystems 

and energy flows, what resources it is dependent on and how that affects the 

environment. 

¶ The second step is to establish a definition for sustainability which can establish a goal 

towards which we should strive. 

¶ The third step is to establish a hypothesis of how a system which could achieve 

sustainability should be designed. 

¶ The fourth step is to establish hubs for experimentation and collect the data. 

¶ The fifth step is to analyse the data, break it down and achieve a consensus. If 

successful, we should be able to accept or reject the hypothesis. 



 

 

In short, what we need to do is to analyse resource usage in relationship to hypothetical 

optimal ways to get enough resources to operate a planetary human civilization, conduct field 

tests and simulations, gather data and to prove or disprove the credibility of our ideas. 

III.iii ï Different types of sustainability 

 

Before we can discuss achieving 

sustainability, we need to 

ascertain what type of 

sustainability we would like to 

achieve. Many people labelling 

themselves ñgreenò choose to 

imagine todayôs society, free 

market capitalism, consumerism 

and exponential growth, but 

carbon neutral. Others believe in 

a circular economy combined 

with todayôs system, and believe 

that it is possible to achieve 

through adjustments in 

consumer behaviour. Yet others want to see de-growth, and then there is a hard green 

minority who either wants us to return to the middle ages or to scrap civilization altogether 

and move back to a hunter-gathering state, choosing to either ignorantly or callously ignore 

that a hunter-gatherer humanity could only consist of fewer than fifty million individuals 

world-wide. 

 

Thus, the green movement as it stands today, is wider in its frame of perspective than the 

entire enlightenment-era political spectrum from conservatism to communism. Therefore, the 

essential matter for us within the EOS is to define where we stand in this matter, so we 

confidently and clearly can represent where we stand on the sustainability spectrum. 

One can state that there are three different perspectives on sustainability. 

¶ Anthropocentrism ï a perspective which puts the human being and the real or 

perceived needs of human society at centre. Most mainstream political forces ascribe 

to this perspective, either openly ideologically or tacitly in practice. 

¶ Ecocentrism ï a perspective which emphasises the central needs of the ecosystems and 

their interrelationship, and the need for biodiversity above the exponential growth 

needs of human civilization. 

¶ Biocentrism ï a perspective seemingly closely related with ecocentrism, stating that 

life should be at the centre of our civilizationôs goals, and ï in its extreme forms ï that 

all types of life should be held as equally valid. 

 



 

 

III.iv ï the vision of the EOS 

 

It is our belief that there is a spectrum between the different types of sustainability and their 

values. The idea about anthropocentrism is that it needs to emphasize the interests of 

humanity above all other interests, but the kind of value system upheld by our current 

civilization could equally well be called plutocentrism, i.e the upholding of the interests of 

capital above all other ï at the immediate-term expense of the ecosystems and of the 

economically disenfranchised, in the long term for us all.  

The EOS envisions the establishment of a global high-tech sustainable civilization, a future 

civilization, which would be capable of distributing energy and resources in a long-term 

sustainable manner. This civilization shall be designed with the purpose of providing a good 

quality of life for 7-11 billion human beings, while simultaneously providing the tools for a 

good stewardship of the planetary resources. Our goal is the preservation and development of 

human civilization, as well as the preservation of our planetôs diverse and bountiful 

ecosystems. 

From the point of view of our studies, we do however not believe that this is possible to 

achieve within the framework of the current socio-economic system, least of all our monetary 

system. Thus, the main raison dôetre for our existence is that we should investigate, design 

and test alternative ways of managing the resources of an industrial civilization and what 

effects such management types would have on society, the environment and the well-being of 

private citizens. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PART II: THE DESIGN 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER IV ï THE IDEOLOGY AND THE THREE CRITERIA 

 

IV.i ï The Ideology of the Third Millennium 

Science can never provide normative answers, just analytical tools to achieve goals. But goals 

seldom just appear from the sky ï they must emerge from something, and that something is 

either interests or values. All sentient organisms operate according to goals or directives, and 

most of these are centred on survival, food, shelter and sex. While it is possible to found the 

ethos of the new civilization on pure collective self-interest and survivalism, it is our belief 

that reason is not sustainable for the long term, since interests are fickle and tend to vary with 

the specific situation the organism finds itself under. Of course, it is possible to adjust, but a 

society without values would ï as proven by history ï be both opportunistic and unstable, and 

tend to devolve into anarchy or tyranny. 

Moreover, while humanity as a whole might cope ï at least for a while ï without values, our 

movement needs a firm credo on which we are basing our actions and our goals, otherwise we 

would either risk to disperse or to be transformed into something more accommodating to the 

current status quo. 

The Ideology of the Third Millennium is an integrated values system utilized by the EOS, 

aimed not at being situational and temporal, but universal and transcendent ï establishing a 

frame of values and a direction for the human civilization. We do know that some people find 

the very idea of ñismsò outdated, but the truth is that there is always going to be a hegemonic 

belief system. 

Currently, the hegemonic belief system in at least a large part of the world is globalistic 

liberalism, which in its various incarnations sees a trinity of liberal democracy, market 

liberalism and social freedoms as the standard to which the entire world should aspire. The 

key-word of liberalism is liberty, the idea that the (human) individual is endowed with the 



 

 

right to determine their own identity and pursue their own dreams within the framework of a 

constitutional system designed to protect liberty. 

In most of these regards, liberalism has been the until now most well-adapted ideology, and 

has been the one least likely to malfunction and produce human suffering (we consider social 

democracy and democratic socialism to be parts of liberalism as they have enshrined the core 

tenets of liberalism). Yet, there are obvious problems with liberalism. 

¶ Rights are seen as being derived from property rights and rationality, thus reducing 

animals into economic production units, either as a source for food and resources, or 

as entertainment (hunting and pets). 

¶ An economy built on the laws of supply and demand regulated by nothing but market 

forces will put the responsibility for sustainability on the shoulders of the individual, 

while the issue of sustainability would be relegated as a second-tier issue. 

¶ Exponential economic growth is generally seen as a primary policy directive, and 

environmental issues tend to be treated as a matter of consumer choice. 

Thus, while we desire to build on the idea of universal human rights, we operate from a point 

of view where they are embedded within a different context. 

 

Classical liberalism view the individual as a majestic but quite abstract independent entity, 

floating independently from biological, ecological and historical contexts. The purpose of 

society is to guarantee the individual their right to pursue their own happiness, and to prevent 



 

 

forceful attempts from other individuals, collectives or public entities to encroach upon 

individual liberty. 

The ideology of the third millennium, or ñI3Mò which we can abbreviate it to, views the 

individual autonomy as inviolable and like liberalism believes that the relationship between 

individuals and the hubs of power should be founded on equality and respect for individual 

autonomy. But unlike liberalism, it sees each human individual as intrinsically linked to our 

planet through the need for sustenance, housing and resources ï provided by the planet. Thus, 

if we collectively as a society are capable of sustaining humanity, meaning every human 

individual, the act of not doing so is as violent as physically abusing other human individuals. 

This derives from two foundational insights 

within our ideology. First, while life may or 

may not have a meaning, meanings in 

themselves would not be possible without 

life. Without life, there would be no observer 

existing in this universe, just dead matter. 

Therefore, awareness of existence is built 

upon life, and life makes all aspirations 

possible ï thus life in itself should be treated 

as the single most cherished value of the 

human civilization. Without life, liberty is not 

possible. 

Thus, the foremost purpose of our civilization 

should be to protect what grants us life ï our 

beautiful planet and its biosphere, into which 

each one of us are embedded and totally 

dependent on. Our relationship with the Earth 

must collectively be one of giving and taking, 

instead of just taking and treating the Earth as something external to the human individual and 

the human society. For the I3M, no individual can ever be seen as an isolated entity 

completely responsible for their own well-being, for we are all physical organisms dependent 

on sunlight, water, food, shelter and sleep. 

Secondly, the I3M does not view rights as property-based but as relational, meaning that 

interactions between individuals, collectives, private and public entities must be based on 

respect, consent and equality. This also means a duty to not injure. Unlike within classical 

liberalism, animals are seen as possessing inherent rights to express their own desire for life, 

and are thus awarded intrinsic protection ï though they seldom are able to reciprocate these 

rights. 

Another vital aspect of I3M is the emphasis on empathy, or love, which means that decisions 

whenever possible should be made in cooperation with those affected by said decisions, and 

that they should have the support to be able to affect the outcome. Communities affected by 

decisions on environmental policy should have the opportunity to plead, discuss and sit on 



 

 

panels where they should be able to affect how the transition is going to happen. Since we are 

all interdependent and affected by things beyond our power, we all must work together to 

manage this world and ensure liberty and security for all human beings. 

The values of the I3M is the guiding light for our definition of sustainability. We want to 

contribute to the creation of a world where every human being actually can experience life as 

a human being, where no one exists for the sake of anyone or anything else, but where the 

interconnectedness of everyone is fully recognised. 

IV.ii ï the Three Criteria 

 

Now when we know our values ï life-centric humanism ï and our goals ï a global high-tech 

sustainable civilization, we can start defining the frames and outlines for sustainability. Since 

we do not much like needless complexity, we have framed sustainability from three criteria. 

Of course, we cannot hope to create a sheet which will deal with all types of environmental 

problems, present and future. Some things which we today believe to be benign might be 

proven harmful, and likewise some things thought harmful could be proven to be neutral. 

What we need to do is to address the usage of the Earthôs resources and limit it to what we 

know the planet can sustainably renew. 

When establishing the criteria of sustainability, we must understand that they are the single 

most important thing of our organisation, and that while we can question and test the design, 

the criteria we define are things corresponding to the objective reality or our core values, and 

may not be tampered with by our organisation if they would become untrendy or politically 

incorrect in the future. They are the bridge between the ideology, the design and the objective 

reality we are acting within, the glue that binds the EOS together. 



 

 

Our definition of sustainability is containing just three criteria. The first criterion is absolutely 

essential for sustainability, whereas the second criterion focuses on the philosophy of resource 

management and the third on social sustainability. 

These are the three criteria: 

I. Not using more resources than the Earth can renew. 

II. The institution of a circular and blue economy. 

III.  Ensuring that all human beings have access to food, shelter, clothes and the other 

necessities of life. 

The first criterion is for us a no-brainer. It urges us to institute a global ecological budget 

ceiling. This criteria would transform our entire way of viewing the global economy. Instead 

of seeing it as a growth race, we would have to comprehend it as a limited system where we 

must use the resources wisely and with concern for implications of future sustainability and 

ecological balance. In short, it will serve to internalize the externalities and address the reality 

that we all are dependent on our planet. Notice that ñwhat the Earth can renewò may vary, and 

that policies instituted to increase our planetôs capability to sustain us will serve to grow the 

global economy. Instead of banning economic growth, a global ecological budget ceiling 

would foster economic growth from reinvestments in the planetary biosphere. 

The second criterion is addressing resource usage within the framework of a global ecological 

budget ceiling. It urges us to transform the way in which we produce items and food, to 

become more economically constrained and to utilize energy and resources efficiently. Of 

course, we could have a global ecological budget ceiling and still employ wasteful practices, 

but that would be the definition of irrationality ï instead we should strive to do as much as 

possible with as little as possible. In a blue economy, as few resources as optimally possible 

are extracted in order to sustain the civilization. In a circular economy, items are reused and 

reconstructed as long as they have energy and use value, and they should also be designed 

with that in mind. 

The third criterion, maybe the most radical and controversial which isnôt saying a little about 

our time, stresses the fact that we are all interdependent, that human beings and communities 

are vulnerable and that there are huge social inequalities. Our current growth-centred system 

is deriving legitimacy from exponential growth ï that the impoverished masses have the 

theoretical freedom to drag themselves up by their bootstraps and one day be able to possess 

their own cars. That is not feasible in the real world, we do not have 4-5 Earths to share. 

Under a global ecological budget ceiling, without at least a minimum of distribution there 

would be hard to derive any social legitimacy, and thence social sustainability. Moreover, all 

human beings should have the opportunity to take part in an Earth which belongs to everyone. 

If you read through the three criteria, you can see that they define a frame and a scale ï in 

order to sustain billions of people we need a high-tech civilization. But we need to have it 

consciously of the fact that it isnôt existing independent from the biosphere, and take into 

account that the individual is embedded in the community which is embedded in the 

civilization which is embedded in the biosphere. Our only way of ensuring our long-term 



 

 

sustainability is to mentally and conceptually deal with this reality from a holistic and 

integrated perspective. The biosphere is not a disassociated array of externalities, but the very 

global economy which we are dependent on. The three criteria are urging us to take global 

responsibility, and ensuring the future prosperity of humanity. 

There could be some critique that we are not using the fifteen sustainability targets of the UN, 

but the problem with these targets is that while they intend for humanity to reach a certain 

state, there is little in them which runs counter to the current exponential growth narrative, 

and they blithely assume a priori that exponential growth in itself only brings benefits, and not 

may cause the undermining of the Earthôs long-term ability to uphold a civilisationary level 

where we can live in dignity and freedom. 

 

Questions for discussion 

 

The ideology: Discuss the I3M ï is it a good guiding position for the EOS and would it be a 

sustainable foundation for the human civilization? 

Can the I3M theoretically undermine some of its own values? How? 

Are human interests and the interests of the environment totally at odds with one another? 

 

The three criteria: Discuss the first criterion and a global ecological budget ceiling. Is that a 

good foundation for sustainability. Is that feasible? 

Discuss ways in which we can contribute as a community towards creating a circular and blue 

economy. 

Discuss the third criterion. Is each human being completely responsible for themselves, or 

should we ensure that everyone has the ability and means to live with dignity? 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER V ï ENERGY, THE CURRENCY OF THE UNIVERSE 

 

V.i ï What energy is 

Within the framework of the Design, we have decided to not measure the global flow of 

resources with money as a value, but rather with energy ï more specifically energy, exergy 

and emergy. Moving even further, we have envisioned the abolishment of money as usually 

understood, to be replaced with a post-monetary currency based on energy. 

The Universe can be defined as space, matter and energy, and ï perhaps more poignantly ï as 

the dying sparks of the most intense fire in existence, the Big Bang. Energy is a quantified 

property which must be transferred towards an organism or a machine so it can perform work 

or be heated up. The primary source of energy in our solar system is the sun, which provides 

most Earth-based organisms ï either directly or indirectly ï with the means to survive. Even 

oil is nothing but energy from the sun stored in the remnants of fossilized algae. 

Energy is transferring heat, and the ability of a system to fulfil actions is dependent on the 

system generating more heat than its surroundings. As the universe is looking for equilibrium, 

we see a situation where heat escapes into the colder void. If we would have a universe 

consisting of a shoebox and a cup of coffee, that universe would have reached its equilibrium 

when the cup of coffee holds the same temperature as the air in the shoebox. 

What I just have described is a part of the three laws of thermodynamics, stating that the total 

amount of internal energy of a closed system (i.e the shoebox universe and our own universe) 

always will be constant, that heat can only ever flow from warmer areas into colder areas, and 

that when a system reaches energy equilibrium, all work will cease.   



 

 

Having a civilization, no matter on what level we are talking about, would need extraneous 

energy sources. Likewise, the resources, labour, maintenance and investments of a civilization 

could be measured in energy, since energy ï for all ends and purposes, could be defined as the 

currency of the universe. 

Thus, for the design, we have intended to replace monetary capital with energy as the main 

measurement for economic calculations. Energy has many benefits in this regard, since we 

can use it to directly measure the economic capability of systems, costs and alternative costs, 

maintenance costs, restoration costs, and track economic flows through its usage. Moreover, 

we will directly be able to see and analyse where we have bottlenecks and crumbling 

infrastructure, whereas a monetary economy seemingly can seem to be running smoothly, yet 

hide obvious traps. Of course, there are also potential drawbacks with using energy as a 

currency, which we will explore later. 

We will use several types of measurement of energy within the Design. 

Exergy is the measurement of total amount of potential work contained within a singular 

system, for example a gallon of oil, a battery or a planet. We intend to use exergy to 

determine the economic capacity within the planetary ecological budget ceiling. The exergy 

of an industrial system is determined by its relationship with the equilibrium of a system and 

its environment, when the system has exhausted its reserves of available work and reached 

maximum entropy. At that point, the value would be zero. We will primarily strive to use 

exergy as a measurement when undertaking the energy surveys. 

Emergy is the measurement of the total amount of energy it takes to perform an action, for 

example producing an item. It can also be used to measure the energy cost of entire 

production chains, running maintenance operations and future reinvestments, such as 

restoration and compensation efforts. 

Variations of energy accounting are already employed both in order to improve energy 

efficiency of processes and to monitor environmental impacts. Thus, there are existing models 

in use which could be analysed. 

Questions for discussion 

Do you believe that energy is a good 

measurement of resource usage? 

 

Can energy be used to determine value 

of a given product? 

 

Can you think of any other ways energy 

can be used to manage the economy? 



 

 

 

CHAPTER VI ï THE ENERGY SURVEY 

 

VI.i ï The acquisition of data 

There was never an idea to design our current civilization as it is, rather it is the result of the 

evolution of technology, ideas, the survival interests of the billions together with the ruthless 

ambitions or selfless dreams of the few. When we collectively created industrial civilization, 

we did so without any thoughts on how it would affect the planetary biosphere, externalizing 

the nature from which we collected our resources. It should be noted that we knew very little 

about ecology when we first started industrializing. That is one of the reasons why we are 

finding ourselves in our current ecological predicaments. 

If we could return to our starting point, but with todayôs knowledge and tools at our disposal, 

would we have built the foundations of our civilization in the same way? If we would 

colonize a virgin planet, devoid of previous human habitation, would it follow identical 

principles as to the contemporary Earth? 

We believe that before initiating industrial procedures, there needs to be analyses made of 

alternative costs, as well as data regarding available energy, resources and environmental 

factors, as well as ripple effects on society and the wider biosphere. Such analyses take time, 

effort, resources and energy to conclude, but are nevertheless necessary ï especially if we 

somehow shall make ends meet on this blue ball out in space. 

The idea behind the energy survey is to establish a permanent, global, continuous and 

coordinated effort to monitor available resources and resource flows. This would be 

conducted in the form of surveys measuring thousands of systems, both natural and industrial, 

and measure the cost of maintaining, extracting and repairing them and thus determining the 

size of the global economy. 

This process would be continuous, though divided into periods of regular intervals, let us for 

the sake of clarity say 24 months. After the initial survey, a global ecological budget ceiling 

for the upcoming 24 months will be established, in the form of a global energy budget which 

will ï for all ends and purposes ï be the available global economy to be used for that 

upcoming period. 

When this budget is established, the work of the upcoming budget for the subsequent 24 

month period would already have started, with measurements based on data from the former 



 

 

24 months. Thus, the size of the global ecological budget ceiling may fluctuate ï natural 

disasters, environmental destruction, waste and mismanagement will decrease the planetary 

renewal capacity and thus retract the size of the available world economy, whereas successful 

restoration of soils, ecosystems and the introduction of less wasteful technologies and energy 

generation systems will increase the renewal capacity and thence the size of the world 

economy. 

This is the main reason that the Design is not envisioned as a de-growth or zero growth 

system, but as a system where the principles of growth are transformed, where growth does 

not any longer follow the trajectory of Jevonsô paradox but on the contrary grows together 

with the natural economy of the biosphere. 

It should be emphasized that only a verified, transparent and distributed global survey could 

determine the global ecological budget ceiling ï it is not a matter of political, dogmatic or 

ideological decisions, and the public must be invited to take part in the data and in the process 

to determine what budget we globally can use in a transparent and democratic manner. Thus, 

the process will not only be ecologically and economically sound, but also anchored in broad 

public legitimacy. 

The process will of course be partially digitalized, and the data would always be made readily 

available for the population. If we would institute it today, it would probably employ 

Blockchain technology, AI, cloud storage and similar, but we must be prepared that the 

energy survey itself could claim the usage of a significant amount of energy. 

Yet, we believe it to be absolutely essential that a survey is undertaken, and from our 

perspective the idea that we conduct the management of resources in a haphazardly 

disorganized manner without any form of global ecological budget ceiling, today under the 

conditions our species and our planet have found themselves is, is mind-boggling. We need to 

measure, weigh and calibrate what we can use, and know what challenges we could face in 

the future instead of stumbling into them blindly and then deal with the consequences. 

Finally, for this to work, the entire civilization and all its productive components would have 

to be if not integrated, then connected to the institutions, nodes and study groups which are 

conducting the energy survey. Even then, the data will never be 100% flawless, but by 

gradual calibration each new finished global energy survey will become more accurate over 

time, by the same process that makes algorithms more skilled at performing their tasks. 

It must also be stated, that the energy survey by default must become the aspect of our design 

first introduced during the transition process, simply because it provides the necessary 

measurements needed for the next phase in the transition. In the occurrence of a transition 

towards the Design, the energy survey would probably be operational for several consecutive 

accounting periods before any other features to the Design are introduced. 

The energy survey can also be tested through various simulators and programmes. 

 



 

 

VI.ii ï The ERCS 

 

In order to facilitate the transition towards energy surveys as a norm for human civilization, 

we need to look at how current technologies are moving us in that direction. One example is 

smart cities, which seek to integrate sensors into utilities so cities can monitor their usage of 

water and energy, and their waste management, in real time. This is a step in the right 

direction, though it only monitors usage. 

The EOS is striving to facilitate and speed up the transition towards a more sustainable world, 

as well as testing the principles and applications of energy surveys. Therefore, one of our 

projects is the development of a software programme capable of gathering data about 

resources and their usage. 

Imagine a search engine where you can type in ñironò and receive red dots stacked with 

information on a visual representation of a rotating Earth, seeing the location of known 

deposits, their estimated reserves and where the iron is extracted and to which industries it 

goes. The same for every resource. The name of this project is named the ñERCSò, or ñEarth 

Resource Coordination Softwareò. 

This programme could have several very beneficial utilities. It could ease the gathering of 

data and its presentation to the public, become an interactive platform for academic and public 

input and help democratise information, as well as helping communities reach consensus on 

transition issues. 

Questions for discussion: Is a global energy survey feasible or realistic?  

 Is a global energy survey necessary? 

 



 

 

CHAPTER VII ï ENERGY ACCOUNTING 

 

VII.i ï Energy units ï distribution  

When a global energy survey is concluded, the entire budget within the global ecological 

budget ceiling is converted into an energy pool, which could be subdivided into individual 

energy units. The purpose of these energy units is to be used within the human civilization to 

track the usage of resources and production capacity. This can, at first glance, sound like the 

beginning of a planned economy. This is not true, though it can be used as a distribution and 

tracking system by a planned economy. 

Energy units understood in this context are not money, rather they are units of information 

which can be used twice, for two different tasks. They can be distributed by the technate to 

the user (whether the user is a public, cooperative or private holon, or an individual citizen), 

and they can later be allocated for usage in industrial production processes. Energy units 

cannot be saved or accumulated, just used in distribution and allocation. 

The technate could distribute the energy units to several 

different types of entities. The manner in which they would be 

distributed would have to strike a balance between scientific, 

environmental and democratic concerns. One can imagine a 

distribution of energy units as divided between holons deemed 

essential, which would be the equivalent of the public sector, 

voluntary holons which would be the equivalent of the non-

public sector, individual citizens and then a portion either used 

exclusively for environmental reinvestments, or not used at all 

and counted as ñpassive environmental reinvestmentsò. 

Of course, regions can choose different distribution models based on their local needs. For 

example, some regions may choose to make glasses and hearing aids a part of the essential 

share rather than leaving the responsibility to citizens themselves to allocate, whereas others 



 

 

might want more aspects of healthcare to fall on the shoulders of the individual user. There is 

no compulsion to have it distributed in any particular way, as long as the integrity of the 

system stands protected. One can easily imagine, at least on a theoretical level, a distribution 

model that distributes everything to the holons, which then are tasked with producing 

everything that they deem the users would want. That system would be reminiscent of the 

cybernated model envisioned by the futurist Jacque Fresco. On the other side, we can imagine 

an anarchist model, where the complete amount of energy units available are distributed only 

to the users (citizens). However, the most realistic model is some kind of mixed model. 

The alert reader might already have noticed the first set of differences between this system 

and the current socio-economic system. 

¶ The size of the economy is not anymore a consequence of economic production, 

investments and activities, but determined through the energy survey (see the prior 

chapter) before the actual production of items, programmes and services has taken 

place. 

¶ No longer are public utilities funded by the taxation of the population, but rather the 

share of available production capacity is distributed to public utilities and the 

population at the beginning. 

Especially the second factor makes it reminiscent of a classical socialist planned economy, 

where taxes often counter-intuitively were quite low (often below 10%), and state revenue 

came from exports and the selling of goods. Yet, this is a poor analogy, since under a system 

of energy accounting the ñrevenueò is physical in nature, and money is not needed to be used 

(except for foreign trade in case the technate only encompasses a part of the world). 

Disregarding the part of the total ecological budget distributed to holons, we need to take a 

deeper look into those energy units which are issued and distributed for the allocation by 

users. We must understand that this topic is sensitive, since the perception will be that citizens 

will have less control over the way in which they earn their income than in a capitalistic 

market economy. This perception is, as we will see, not entirely correct ï in some aspects 

human beings will have more control over their income. The decisions on the way in which 

energy units are distributed to the citizenry cannot be subject only to technate machinations, 

but must converge in the area where the technate and the democratic sphere can establish a 

legitimate way of subdividing energy units. 

There are numerous ethical challenges, and one of the most contentious is according to what 

principles of fairness energy units should be distributed. The energy units can be said to 

represent the share of the global ecological budget owned by every particular individual. This 

of course means that every human being who is a citizen of the technate (or a human being if 

the technate is global) would have a human right to the possession of energy units for the 

duration of the period they are issued. This must per definition mean that every human being 

is entitled to energy unit access ï thus a basic income of some sort must be guaranteed. 

We have identified three methodologies to distribute energy units, which can be utilised on 

their own or together, depending on the situation. These are of course not the only 



 

 

methodologies potentially possible, but most other versions would be variations of these 

three. 

¶ Basic income ï each citizen is given an equal amount of energy units. 

¶ Time compensation ï the equivalent of an hourly wage, citizens receive it in relation 

to the amount of hours they work. 

¶ Validated income ï citizens responsible for the production of items, programmes and 

services receive a boon in relation to the popularity of the items, programmes and 

services they provide, simply by a tracking algorithm which follows allocation 

patterns. 

Below is a simple graph outlining energy unit distribution during three periods, which we 

might assume are 24 months long each. 

Thales has chosen to focus his life on his family of 

four and his home-made sailing boat, and has opted 

out from partaking in the production process. During 

period 1, he receives his basic income of energy units. 

During the same period, the Energy survey reveals a 

healthy amount of regeneration of soils and 

woodlands, increasing his income for period 2, during 

which a number of heat-waves and hurricane disasters 

affect period 3.  

Unlike Thales, Alexander begins working in a holon 

specialising on construction during period 1, which 

later on sees his income double during period 2, when 

he chooses to reduce his workload to focus on 

travelling ï why his income is reduced during period 

3. 

Hypatia, lastly, is taking the initiative to form a holon 

producing ecological fashion clothes. During period 2, 

she receives both a compensation for the time she has 

been working, and a more modest compensation for 

the allocation awarded to her product. During the third 

period, while her time compensation stays the same, the increased popularity of the items her 

holon is producing may once again increase her validated income.  

One can also think of another scenario, one in which Hypatiaôs holon isnôt at all going very 

well. In this case, the validated income may actually become negative, taking into account 

waste for the preceding period, and if this situation persists Hypatia would maybe start 

another holon, or seek a job as a constructor. 

Immediately, we can see two benefits for those desiring to innovate and pursue their dreams 

as producers and content creators. In todayôs world, a small business owner will not receive 



 

 

any wage, but in this system a person initiating a holon will 1) receive basic income, 2) 

receive an additional wage for the time they put into the effort. Of course, it is possible to 

imagine a system more in line with todayôs, where a holon operator would receive just the 

basic income and the validated income. 

If we also take into account that holon operators would not need to 1) pay wages, 2) pay 

taxes, this would eliminate most of the main hurdles of people wanting to become producers, 

thus stimulating initiatives. 

However, this system will also serve to limit the amount of income one individual could gain, 

albeit inadvertently. Firstly, since there is a global ecological budget ceiling, and all energy 

units are created from it, there is a natural limit to how much validation and time income one 

single person could get. Secondly, energy units cease to exist after the period they have been 

issued (we will discuss potential problems with that later), which would mean that incomes 

will no longer accumulate, and thence income differences will be far lower under a technate 

than under a monetary system. Depending on your outlook on life, you may find that thought 

harrowing or beautiful, or be completely indifferent to it ï and all of these reactions are 

perfectly acceptable. We do not propose this model because of egalitarianism, however, but 

because of our three criteria and the upholding of the integrity of the global ecological budget 

ceiling. Relative egalitarianism might be a natural consequence of this structure, but is not the 

overall goal. 

Finally, it should be reasserted that when each accounting period for the survey has passed, all 

accounts are reset and refilled, meaning that while energy units cannot be saved, neither can 

accounts never really be emptied forever, always seeking an equilibrium. 

VII.ii ï Energy units ï allocation 

This segment is a key segment in this treatise, outlining one 

of the main characteristics of Energy Accounting as 

envisioned by the EOS, explaining this seemingly self-

contradictory system in clarity. The allocation of energy 

units is a topic pertaining the relationship between the user, 

the conduit and the holons. 

 

The user in this case is a citizen endowed with the full mandate of utilizing their account of 

energy units for allocation according to their desires. Allocation should be understood as the 

user (a citizen who is using a service, compare consumer) is allocating a part of their energy 

units to acquire an item, a programme or a service. This can be understood as an equivalent to 

buying ï with the slight difference that the energy units will not end up with the producer, but 

be destroyed and converted into information regarding the allocation. The only manner in 

which those particular energy units can ñreturn from the deadò, would be if the producer was 

unable to fulfill the request. 



 

 

This is because energy units are not capital ï they are not money ï they are data. The purpose 

is not to ñsell for profitò, but to ensure that costs are accounted for. Thus, the ñpriceò ï or the 

amount of energy units withdrawn from a personal account when the allocation (notice, not 

transaction) is done ï is always equivalent to the cost in emergy in terms of 1) extracting the 

resource, 2) assembling the item/programme/service, 3) transporting it, 4) restoring damaged 

environment, or when not possible compensating for it. The equivalent of profits will show up 

as ñvalidated incomeò during the subsequent period. 

The entire process can loosely be described like this: 

I. Hypatia desires new computer components. 

II. She browses through a list of holons responsible for producing the computer parts she 

has requested, finding three holons she find interesting, which can produce the parts 

for 1236 euôs, 1256 euôs and 1248 euôs. 

III.  When making her allocation, she also takes into account transport costs, which would 

land the final prices on 1258 euôs, 1263 euôs and 1252 euôs, making her choose the 

third holon. 

IV. Thus, she allocates 1252 euôs to the third holon, and three weeks later receives a box 

in her local storage depot with the requested parts. 

This process looks similar to Internet shopping, and for Hypatia herself there arenôt many 

differences. If we look at the entire process, we can see it from the perspective of the system, 

and then it looks different. 

a. The technate is receiving a request for the production of specific parts to holon #b3-

1337. 

b. The holon is validating that it can acquiesce to the demand. 

c. The technate is verifying the allocation order, converting the allocation into data 

information. 

d. The holon receives the resources necessary to initiate the assembly, and assembles the 

item. 

e. The technate has simultaneously sent a delivery order for a transport holon to bring the 

item to a depot when finished. 

f. The technate is saving the data of the information of the individual delivery, and using 

the last part of the allocated energy units to ensure that the process of producing, 

assembling and transporting the item should be environmentally compensated. 

There are a ecological benefits of the Design in comparison with the current system, which 

would serve to keep it within the framework of the Three Criteria. These benefits are both 

direct and indirect. 

¶ The global ecological budget ceiling imposes a limit which holons and the technate 

may not exceed. 

¶ The aggregated amount of users cannot physically use their energy units to exceed the 

global ecological budget ceiling. 



 

 

¶ Items, programmes and services are often produced first when a user actively is asking 

for them. 

¶ There is no incentive to try to maximise production and then find consumers. 

¶ Items, programmes and services will become ñcheaperò the more ecologically 

benevolent they are, thus incentivising green production. 

 

VII.iii ï Potential hazards 

Introducing Energy Accounting as the primary way of measuring production and allocating 

items and services is not something done lightly or swiftly ï though the system theoretically 

works, it runs counter to the traditional manner in which we manage our production and there 

are numerous technical, structural and institutional challenges which must be addressed and 

tested before even any limited permanent implementation could be a matter of question. We 

need to identify the potential weaknesses of the system, and analyze whether they are 

peripheral or essential to the systemôs structural integrity and ability to satisfy the Three 

Criteria. 



 

 

Some of these moral hazards are voiced by members of the public, and some are more often 

voiced by EOS researchers. There are a few moral hazards, however, which are based on 

misunderstandings of the Design and do not even address it
7
. That is hardly surprising, since 

people generally judge new information in relation to their frames of reference, and these 

frames are often built on binary analyses were alternatives are contrasted against one another. 

Thus, one of the most usual arguments contra the Design is that ñit is a planned economy, and 

planned economies do not work, the Soviet Union proves thatò. This fallacy can be called 

argumentum ad sovieticum. 

The Design may or may not work, but that property is not hinging on it being a planned 

economy ï since it, as currently envisioned, isnôt a planned economy. Of course, it is neither a 

free market economy, and possibly not even a market economy ï though it has traits of a 

market economy. 

To some extent, it is excusable to misinterpret Energy Accounting as a form of planned 

economy. It is excusable because the new currency is not transactionary but merely a medium 

of transferring data, which is transformed when used. This would alter the concept of trade 

and eliminate the concept of exchange. How could any form of market economy be possible 

under such conditions? 

Well, holons which see the popularity of their services increase will see the validated income 

of their participants increase during the following period. This is reminiscent of the effects of 

income growth under a market economy, and let us remind ourselves that as we have 

progressed from an agricultural to an industrial civilization, we have transformed how 

markets work in general. Nowadays, prices do not fluctuate in a shopping mall over the 

course of a single day or week in general. Nowadays, we have central banks trying to direct 

economic activity through the blunt but yet sophisticated instrument of interest rate 

adjustments. Nowadays, personnel do not receive their wage as cash in hand at the end of 

every working day, but often on the following month. 

The reason why the economy still would have traits of a market would be that those who are 

directing the production of items, programmes and services would mostly be the users, by the 

allocation of their energy units. If it would be a centrally planned economy, the technate or 

the governments would decide ï at various levels ï what should be produced and in what 

quantity, and who should do it. Under a planned economy, planners create the supply, 

whereas under the technate the citizens are creating the supply ï utilising their individual 

energy certificates. The unconvinced reader is perfectly entitled to the belief that this 

proposed is inferior to the one currently in usage, but while many epithets may be used to 

define it ï a planned economy isnôt one of them. 

Another classical concern, almost more common than the concern about central planning, is 

the concern of incentives. The line of the argument is that with a guaranteed minimum income 

                                                             
7
 One of the more comical misconceptions was that the individual energy certificates were tied to the amount 

of energy residing in the human body, and that people would be penalized for not being fit or able to provide 
with energy. 



 

 

people will sit on their thumbs and not contribute to society, and thus productivity will 

decrease, incomes will go down and the economy stagnate. There is also a ñsoftò version of 

this argument, stating that because innovators will no longer be able to become billionaires 

under this system, there will be no incentives to create new technologies, among which some 

may be green. 

¶ Hard version: An income floor will remove the incentives to work, reducing overall 

productivity. 

¶ Soft version: An income ceiling will remove the incentives to innovate, since no 

innovator can become a billionaire anymore. 

The issue with these two arguments is that they are impossible to prove or disprove, because 

they are categorical statements which reduce the human being down to an automaton that 

responds only to monetary stimuli. Both of these arguments can be summarized as ñhuman 

beings only care about money ï remove what they care about and they sink down into 

apathyò. 

We will not mention the fact that humanity for tens of thousands of years made do without 

money, since that was during a time before agriculture had been invented, and those making 

sweeping arguments regarding human motivation and action tend to look at that period with a 

sense of contempt since those people were technologically less advanced than we. For the 

sake of unwrapping the intellectual underpinnings of these arguments, it is therefore more 

fruitful to start with the second argument. 

It postulates that innovators are motivated chiefly by greed (we do not entail any derogatory 

hidden meanings in that word, we are just using it as an objective descriptor). Then, an obious 

counter-question would be why these innovators have chosen to put their efforts into R&D, 

when it is far more profitable to either invest in lucrative branches and following the leaders 

in innovation, rather than impose the risks on oneself for failure. Because most innovators 

would fail to one extent or the other.  

Nicola Tesla for example died practically homeless. Many innovators neither succeed nor fail, 

but have moderately successful inventions which either require decades to become popular, or 

which just sell enough well to compare with employment as a factory worker, clerk of 

something similar. Some inventions only ever attains a profit of $3000. Those innovators who 

have become affluent as a result of their creativity are an extreme minority amongst 

innovators. Also, it is very unlikely that the level of success is corresponding to the level of 

creativity, industriousness or charisma a singular innovator is having.  

Of course, one can use the argument that without the elusive prospect of becoming the next 

Bill Gates, innovators would not put the effort in ï for what matters is not what they are 

capable of achieving but what they believe they will achieve. Or, maybe not every innovator 

moves into their field with the goal of becoming a multi-billionaire? Maybe they have just 

identified areas where particular technologies can be improved on? 



 

 

The question also assumes a priori that todayôs society is more beneficial for innovators than a 

technate would be, ignoring that there are well-known problems in todayôs world for 

prospective innovators. One such problem is that innovators often are forcing to sacrifice vital 

parts of their lives, or live without secure income, in order to fulfil their dreams. Under a 

technate, with its income floor, the bar for moving from ideas to experimentation will be 

lower ï thus potentially inspiring more people to become innovators. 

This brings us to the hard version of the argument, the one which states that nobody will 

contribute because of the very existence of the income floor. This argument requires a more 

systemic answer, and we will not initially look to either confirm or disconfirm its allegations, 

rather look at the ways in which the Design differs from the current system, and what that 

says of the claim. 

Under the current system, most people are working for companies which sell goods and 

services for profit in a relatively unregulated free market. A share of the income of these 

workers are used as taxes to fund public utilities, retirement benefits, defence, police and 

infrastructure of the state these workers are living in. If too many workers are not 

contributing, tax revenue will decrease and the welfare system will have to be reduced ï thus 

everyone are dependent on the economy performing well in terms of how growth and 

consumption looks like. We know that this can be difficult to comprehend, but under the 

Design this equation would not look like this anymore. 

Primarily, under the Design, increased production and economic growth are not viewed as 

undisputedly positive characteristics. One of our primary purposes is to reduce production, by 

creating a system where most products and services are only assembled after a citizen has 

actively requested them (if you find this to be difficult to understand, please re-read the 

previous segments of this chapter). For example, while it would be a net loss for the economy 

if the founder of Mattel had chosen to stay at home with a modest income, a garden and a cat, 

it can arguably be claimed that the fossil resources used to produce hundreds of millions of 

Barbie and He-man figures could have been better off not utilised at all, and that the net effect 

still would have been positive even if he had donated a substantial amount of his fortune to 

conservation. 

What is the difference between lionizing an entrepreneuer who produces things which are 

unnecessary and will damage the environment, and for example idolizing an individual who 

manages to memorise every number in the phone book? There is one, and that is that the latter 

example is not damaging the environment, even if the corporation founder in all aspects has a 

more admirable personality and a more socially balanced drive. Of course, one could argue 

that the corporation founder has created hundreds of thousands of jobs, giving families 

income ï income which is utilised into cars, Thai vacations, flights, refrigerators, never used 

trampolines for the children and mountains of toys, cellphones, cellphone shells and other 

items of modern western mass consumerism. 

In short, one of our main problems is not an inadequacy of stuff that is being made, but too 

much stuff being made. 



 

 

Widespread idleness or unemployment in the technate would have smaller aggregate effects ï 

they will still be there, but be minimised ï by the virtue of public income not being a direct 

effect of citizen income. Rather, they are divvied after the energy survey is conducted, and 

then distributed simultaneously to the holons responsible for infrastructure and to the general 

public. Since nobody are paying any taxes anymore, the income of the individual will no 

longer be tied to the income of public utilities. 

Of course, if people choose to stay idle to the extent that needed tasks are not done, then there 

is a problem, and that problem is best managed by the local community. One solution can be 

mandatory rotation of tasks which do not require advanced education, making the local 

community reminiscent of a meerkat colony, in that healthy adult individuals without any 

permanent employment would be expected to spend a specific amount of time cleaning, 

rearing and guarding the children, assist at schools and elderly care facilities or other needed 

tasks. Of course, with increased automation, robots will shoulder an increasing amount of the 

labour burden. 

One effect which may be positive is that ï unlike in the current system ï an aging population 

may actually serve to increase the disposable economy. No more would we need an ever 

expanding pool of consumers to chase the illusion of exponential growth and ensure 

retirement to those who are elderly. 

At this current point, we cannot say how the 

introduction of the Design will affect 

incentives, since we currently have no real 

example of this system being utilised. The 

goal of our organisation is not to install the 

Design globally, but to test its principles at a 

limited scale. 

One problem which we often discuss in our publications and among ourselves is the 

bottleneck challenge. As energy units cease to exist at the end of every accounting cycle, 

citizens may want to maximise their consumption, thus trying to get rid of all their energy 

units before they are scrubbed and renewed. This could create energy spikes at the end of 

every cycle, assuming the users would like to maximise their consumption. This problem 

already exists, for example in departments which have gotten an assigned budget for a year, 

and then finds that they have a few millions left at the end of the accounting year, thus 

ordering a new set of office equipment which they do not need. 

This problem could see holons be over-swarmed with orders, but could be slightly averted by 

temporary ñinflationò, since the amount of allocations could force holons to increase their 

production capacity, which would reflect on the amount of energy units used, so in that aspect 

this bottleneck effect may be managing itself if the technate is intelligent enough to allow for 

a flexible calculation of the production costs and their aggregate effects down the line.  

 



 

 

Questions for discussion 

Discuss among your study group and identify five differences between the current monetary 

system and Energy Accounting. 

What benefits can you see with Energy Accounting in comparison with the current system? 

What drawbacks can you see with Energy Accounting in comparison with the current system? 

Do you think Energy Accounting is feasible, and how long time will it take to transit towards 

such a system? 

 

 

  

   



 

 

CHAPTER VIII ï HOLONS, DISTRIBUTED POWER AND THE CONSTITUTION 

 

VIII.i ï What is a holon? 

A holon could be understood as a ñwhole which is a partò ï meaning a system which can be 

studied as an entity in its own right while still being a part of a larger whole. A cell in a 

human body is an excellent example, since each cell is an autonomous entity, but still 

integrated into a wider system, forming organs which together are forming a body. 

In the context of the Design, a holon is an operational unit which performs a practical task and 

which can be studied as a separate entity with its own project plans and goals. One recent 

example was the Biodome task force which built the Alidhem Biodome. 

Here, we had a group led by 

EOS members which 

nevertheless was not under the 

operational control of the EOS 

Board. During the course of 

two summers, the groundwork 

was laid for a community 

greenhouse used by the local 

gardenersô association. While 

the funding came from and 

through the EOS, the group 

was autonomous from the 

central leadership. 

In our view, human societies are always organised in a holonic fashion, even if there are 

different layers of holons operating different aspects of society, and different systems at work 



 

 

in different societies. Most organisations tend to be consisting of hierarchies, where 

administrative structures manage larger and larger systems. One administrative example could 

be the relationship between municipalities, regions, states and the European Union. Another 

example could be the individual, the family, the clan and the tribe. We could also point to a 

co-workersô team, a department, a regional office and the multinational corporation owning 

them all. To use a non-human example, we can also conceptually include this following 

relationship: 

Humans > Primates > Mammals > Vertebrates > Animals > the Biosphere. 

Of course, a post-modern view of this relationship would claim that it is one-dimensional and 

may even be malevolent in terms of reinforcing hierarchies. The very manner of viewing the 

world in terms of categories may be destructive for life on Earth. While there might be merit 

to this way of thinking, it is our belief that in order to manage a complex technological 

civilization, we need to establish structures, guidelines and principles, and these must be 

informed by a balance between autonomy and centralization. 

Until now we have discussed how the Design handles allocation and distribution and informs 

the Three Criteria of Sustainability through the very way in which energy units are 

programmed and data gathered from their usage. In this chapter, we will discuss the matter of 

how production, distribution and resource management would happen on the organizational 

level, what principles would guide them and how to deal with power. 

VIII.ii ï Power 

What power is and is not has changed its definition since 

the pre-industrial period, during which terms like power 

and liberty often were associated with self-control over 

the ñbase animal natureò. During the Enlightenment, 

which preceded the first Industrial Reviolution, power 

came to be understood in the civic and constitutional 

sense ï that political power must be limited yet based on 

political influence, often with a division of judicial, executive and legislative responsibilities 

between various branches of government. These principles have until now been the 

benchmark of what political organization should be. However, they are fairly ill-equipped to 

deal with legal oppression. One example which was not prevalent in the 18
th
 century for 

example, would be an electrical company cutting the transfer of electricity to a singular 

household or even to a town, city or hospital, due to unpaid bills. In the 18
th
 century, 

electricity was cutting edge science at best and a curiousity at worst. What this example tells 

us is that power, for the 21
st
 century, has acquired dual characteristics. 

Two hundred years ago, most human beings were self-sufficient farmers. The fastest way of 

travelling was still by horse or sail. The telegraph was a novelty. During such conditions, 

states rather easily broke down when exposed to stress, but self-sufficient village communities 

were far more resilient and often survived even world-changing calamities, such as the fall of 

the Western Roman Empire, relatively unscathed. 



 

 

Today, communities are dependent upon globalized trade networks, a permanent connection 

to power grids, often central heating, centralized water purification and ï increasingly ï 

access to the Internet. 5G and the Internet of Things will probably increase the vulnerability 

of our civilization, as they will increase the sensitivity of even minor alterations in code or 

bugs, causing one disturbance in the system to create problems in other parts of the system. 

While we likewise are better equipped to deal with such challenges, one debate which has not 

been pursued in a holistic manner is the question of how the advent of applied technology 

transforms the democratic communities. 

For example, to partake in modern western or middle class society as an upstanding citizen 

with a family, you need to have: 

¶ Access to electricity. 

¶ Access to heating. 

¶ Access to plumbing. 

¶ Access to the Internet. 

¶ Access to transport. 

¶ A cellphone. 

¶ A cornershop or supermarket nearby. 

¶ A chemist nearby. 

¶ Schools and hospitals nearby. 

This dependency on infrastructure far exceeding the capabilities of a single individual, while 

we are building political systems explicitly denying anything but the existence of the 

individual, is a great irony. Also, it quite easily makes individuals victims of systems which 

they cannot exert influence over. One example being the power transmissions being cut ï the 

individual in question is dependent on the Internet to apply for employment and seek 

available positions. Without the Internet, a cellphone or a car, it would become more difficult 

to apply for a job, and thence exclusion tends to be self-reinforcing, by the virtue of most 

systems being accessible through money and specialisation. 

Another aspect, often overlooked, is the way in which the streamlining of technology and its 

way of moving the structure of production towards centralized, specialized and large-scale 

models such as mono-cultures. While this continuous realignment has arguably increased 

comfort, it has put a larger sphere of our lives under the control of other people in their role as 

representatives of their technological institutions. It is a matter of power when human beings 

are put into a context where they are disorganized and bound to rely on distant and 

depersonalised systems for their sustenance. 

Ideally, power should be built on principles of subsidiarity, meaning that political power 

should be exerted at a level as close to those affected by the decisions as possible. This would 

mean divesting power into a confederational structure, but also that local communities 

preferably should have 1) the ability to produce their own food, water, heating, cooling and 

energy, 2) should exert some level of communitarian control over these utilities. 



 

 

While communities would have to be formed 

after climatological, geographical and 

cultural considerations, and those best 

knowing how to accommodate their needs 

are those who will inhabit them, the overall 

design of a singular habitat within the Design 

would focus on a mixture of resilience, 

energy conservation, recycling and 

minimalism, for example common kitchens, 

bathrooms and living spaces for the 

inhabitants. Communities may, for 

conservation purposes, be built as single buildings ï even if they constitute villages which are 

apart from major settlements. Architecturally, they need to be constructed as ecologically as 

possible, preferably with materials harvested or recycled nearby. Production should ideally be 

modular, so buildings easily could be deconstructed and reassembled. All of these issues are 

technical and not so much institutional. Ideally, each community should also have its own 

holon, responsible for managing the utilities of the community, or at least making decisions 

pertaining the management of the utilities. 

VIII.iii ï the management of a holon 

We must understand that there will be several different forms of holons. Roughly speaking, 

they can be divided into four categories. 

¶ Essential holons which are running continuous operations (infrastructure management, 

education, waste management, the energy survey, permanent public institutions). 

¶ Non-essential holons which are running continuous operations (companies, 

cooperatives, NPOôs, foundations). 

¶ Essential holons which are responsible for time-limited projects (research studies, 

construction projects, programming). 

¶ Non-essential holons which are responsible for time-limited projects (see above). 

Under our model, every single holon, no matter if it is essential or non-essential, will be 

considered a part of the technate ï no matter if it is incorporated as a firm, a cooperative or 

any other structure. This arrangement is mostly nominal, as holons are running largely 

autonomously. 

The main difference is that essential holons will have more oversight and therefore slightly 

less functional autonomy. Otherwise, all holons will have the following features: 

¶ A functional guideline document. 

¶ A division of responsibilities and positions. 

¶ A log. 

The functional guideline document will outline the purpose and the goals of the holon, a 

methodology description and the constitution as an attachment. This guideline will serve as 



 

 

the ñDNAò of the holon, outlining how aligned the holon is with its purpose for the duration 

of its operation, whether the operation is time-limited or continuous in its characteristics. The 

guidelines can only be amended through a holon meeting, apart from the constitution which 

may never be amended. 

An important part of the guideline will be a differentiation into two functional categories, 

principles and classes. Principles generally outline different methodologies and theoretical 

management tools, whereas classes of course are denoting the different categories whereas 

within the principles are applicable. 

Each holon should have a division of responsibilities and functions, held by its various 

members. There should ideally be one or two chairpersons for each holon, a secretary and an 

individual tasked with monitoring the available energy units or other vital resources of the 

holon. There should also be a person ensuring that the log and the data of the holon are 

impeccable and thus ensuring that all versions of the data are stored ï a confessor of sorts. 

Thus, ideally, a holon should have a minimum of four roles to be divided between its 

members. Note that these roles and the implicit hierarchy of the holon board need not reflect 

the relationship on the ground. 

The principles and ideals of the work within our holarchy should be one of empirical testing, 

transparency and authentication.  

VIII.iv ï Holons within holonsé 

 

Within the scope of the Design, the holon is the basic unit. The physical body of the technate 

is built from holons forming larger entities which together acquire more responsibilities, much 

like how cells build up organs. For example, a hospital might be a holon in its own right, but 



 

 

each department are their own sub-autonomous holons, and each team within those 

departments would be their own holons. This would pose a challenge if we are opting for an 

egalitarian relationship within the holarchy ï how to ensure that holons communicate well and 

perform their services smoothly, while avoiding falling down into authoritarianism and 

repression of personal responsibility? 

Two things are important to understand. The first one is that our beliefs are not based upon 

anarchism, which is why a blanket rejection of the concept of authority is not on the table, for 

the reason that it could be a dangerous route with applying complete autonomist values for 

example to supply chains providing hospitals with medicines and surgical equipment. The 

second is that the form of interrelationship between holons would need to vary between 

different areas and departments, dependent on the local needs and even changing depending 

on how the local situation changes. The structure must be flexible, and resilient, much like the 

sea.  

The sea is composed of billions upon billions 

of molecules, constantly moving around, 

forming different constellations, changing 

and transfixing dependent on the situation at 

hand.  

Concretely, this would mean that holons 

rather easily would be possible to move from 

one wider holon to another. Entire 

departments and structures could be 

transferred in a matter of days, from one 

organizational form to another, without 

much delay or organizational chaos, since all holons are using the same documentation 

system and the same software platforms, their data and forms existing in a virtual cloud which 

easily would see them transform after changed needs, either from the holon itself or from the 

wider whole. 

Thus, a holon doing elecric maintenance services attached to some specific infrastructural 

holon could ï if they want ï when the infrastructure becomes obsolete be transferred to a 

tutorial holon to upgrade their programming skills and then move on to general maintenance 

services. Thus, not only the infrastructure will be increasingly modular ï the very institutions 

which make up the civilization will be modular and capable of changing their missions, 

methodologies and alignments when need so would arise. 

Administrative units will be holons, private and cooperative firms will be holons, the regional 

centres will be holons and capable of connecting in transparent forms of multi-level 

governance. What appears to be centralized control points can the next week transform into 

supporting units. 

With this kind of structure, no capitol city is needed. Capitols are a remnant of the pre-

industrial age, when communication was reliant on physical couriers and letters. Without any 



 

 

natural, given centre, the system would not facilitate geographical inequality in the same 

manner as we often see in the contemporary world ï especially as most capitols are adjacent 

to vulnerable coasts and their population weight would need to be gradually and responsibly 

dispersed into other regions. 

The technate itself is a holon, within which most other holons will organize their information 

sharing, though most of them will only have the lightest possible contact with the technate, in 

the form of the distribution and allocation of energy units and data. 

VIII.v ï The Constitution 

 

If a holon want to even be a part of the technate and get a part of the benefits, it must include 

the Constitution as an appendix in its directive guiding documents, and follow its tenets. 

While this might sound authoritarian, the purpose is to counteract authoritarian tendencies. 

The Constitution is the guiding document of the technate, and founded on three foundations: 

¶ The Ideology of the Third Millennium and the tenets of Relational Rights 

¶ The UN Declaration of Universal Human Rights 

¶ The Three Criteria 

In short, the Constitution will put up limits which no holon might cross without repercussions. 

Obviously, a holon should not have the power to force a human being to work for it, and 

neither the power to exert physical or mental violence over other human beings. No human 

being should be barred from leaving a location, and no human being should have their 

personal space, integrity or identity violated by a holon. A holon may not discriminate human 

beings based on race, gender, disabilities, religious or cultural background, or civil 

engagements. 



 

 

This would also mean that holons would be held liable for the production of items, food, 

medicine or other things which may be harmful to humans. It also entails a protection of 

animal rights. Neither may holons pursue discriminatory, authoritarian or violence-based 

ideologies and still be a working part of the technate. 

The same applies if the holon is proven to actively disregard the three criteria and is found 

trying to claim its operations are costing less allocated energy units to pursue than reality 

would have.  

The Technate Constitution only exists to frame limits for acceptable behaviour. Holons 

violating the Constitution and have been discovered doing so would be subject to inquiries, 

sanctions, potentially be cut off from the technate, or in the worst-case scenario ï dissolved. 

However, a holon might not be forcefully dissolved if it doesnôt find itself in violation of the 

Constitution ï which thus offers protection to the autonomy of holons against the rest of the 

technate. 

Of course, there needs to be discussed how holons should be vested with the authority to 

determine sanctions against holons which violate the Constitution, and how the power should 

be wielded and what protections should be in place to prevent abuse of constitutional legal 

power. 

This inclusion of the Constitution into every type of organization would also serve to increase 

the protection of those working in independent firms operating within the technate, as these 

holons too must follow the principles of the Constitution.  

The technate itself, the largest type of institutional organism within the Design, is itself a 

holon. 

 

VIII.vi ï Authentication 

The methodology of holonic work will be modelled on a developed version of the scientific 

method. The directives and goals outline the purpose of the holon, the constitution outlines 



 

 

the limits of acceptable conduct, and the scientific method is a guideline for how the holons 

best approach their goals. 

In general, the principle is that each holon ï no matter if it works with R&D or not ï should 

envision itself as a science team, evaluate its performance and internally suggest ways to 

better achieve its goals, both by a dialogue among its members and through mentorship 

programmes with more experienced holons. 

Authentication is a process reminiscent of peer review and a complement to formal 

experience, where a holon submits copies of its log, project plans and/or raw data to third 

party holons, either for submission to the holons responsible for distributing energy units to 

projects, or for general usage. The holon and the third party holons will then conduct identical 

processes through calculations and experimentation to authenticate the project plan or the 

process, and see whether it can be ascertained. 

The public would also be encouraged to join into the process of authentication, as data would 

be transparently available on wiki-like platforms. Thus, research and studies would no longer 

be constrained by the artificial bottlenecks provided by current-day universities, but will truly 

be the heritage of all humanity. 

Of course, authentication will be a complement to peer review and regular inspections, and 

will serve to facilitate the holarchic nature of the system. 

Questions for discussion 

 

Which strengths and weaknesses can you identify with holonic systems? 

 

What similarities and differences can you see in relation to current organizational institutions? 

 

What can give a holon the right to exert power over another holon? 

 

Is the Constitution a good idea? 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER IX ï THE TECHNATE 

 

IX.i ï What is a technate? 

A technate in its own right is an administrative geographical area tasked with the oversight of 

technological infrastructure, resource management and energy flows. Theoretically, it can 

mean anything from a centralised system directly managing an entire area, to a distributed 

system which only exists as a network and exerts the lightest possible form of coordination 

necessary to have an industrial system run smoothly. The EOS tends to favour a model 

reminiscent of the latter arrangement. 

The technate as a part of the Design has two definitions: 

¶ A global interconnected system composed of millions of interacting autonomous 

holons. 

¶ The mover primarily responsible for coordinating the energy survey and the 

distribution of energy units, as well as energy flow and resource oversight. 

We can say that the first point is painting with broad strokes, whereas the second is narrowing 

the definition into two areas, the energy survey and the creation and distribution of energy 

units. Of course, not one singular holon would be responsible for these more narrower, central 

functionalities of the technate, but perhaps hundreds, but these holons would be those who 

would be seen as ñthe technateò for any observer inside the system, whereas for an observer 

positioned outside the civilization and looking in, the technate would probably appear as 

synonymous with ñhuman civilizationò. 



 

 

To elaborate, the holons connected to the ñcore functionalitiesò of the technate are responsible 

for analysing the data regarding available resources within the planetary ecological budget 

ceiling (defined by another group of holons), studying the infrastructure and the energy flows 

and then set up several scenarios, establish a consensus with mentor holons, authenticators 

and the public, then move the analysis to another group of holons who are responsible for 

defining the future ecological budget ceiling, and yet another group responsible for the 

creation and issuing of energy units to the civilization. Yet another group of holons will keep 

track on allocations and resource flows. All of these clusters will give feedback to one 

another, and they in their turn will be under surveillance from holons which will authenticate 

the data. 

In short, the model can be described as following: 

I. Cluster A conducts the Global 

Energy Survey and brings the data to Cluster B. 

II. Cluster B creates and distributes the 

Energy Units. 

III.  Cluster C is monitoring allocations 

and bringing back data to Cluster A+B, for the 

outline of the future Energy Surveys and the 

distribution of the next period. 

IV. Cluster D is monitoring the process 

to ensure that it is conducted in a constitutional, 

legitimate and scientifically sound manner. 

These clusters will both consist of human personnel and AI systems, and the same system 

with double authentication, peer review, reporting and raw data logs will be used during the 

entire process, to be put into public records and analysed among researchers and students, to 

give proposals of ways in which the management could be improved. 

Of course, not all of these holons involved will be a part of the core group who are 

responsible for setting up the frames ï especially the cluster managing the Energy Survey 

would have to include universities, other schools, industries, environmentalist groups and 

regional administrative holons in their operational work. 

As technology progresses, AI and Internet of Things will play a more important role, and we 

can one day imagine holons consisting primarily of AI algorithms conducting the majority of 

the work in the core functions of the technate. 

IX ï The technate and the state 

A common misconception is that the technate either is a form of system of government, or an 

entity which should replace and acquire the authorities of existing states ï that all executives, 

legislatures, judicial chambers and militaries would be subsumed and replaced with holons. 

That there will be one flag, the flag of the Terran Technate, and every nation and state would 

be dissolved. That vision would of course be nightmarish, especially as all of us have acquired 



 

 

identities with the world that is familiar, and neither is that vision something remotely similar 

to what the introduction of a global or continental technate would be like under the Design. 

The issue of flags, systems of government, 

borders, sports teams and nations is to be decided 

on a democratic basis by the people inhabiting the 

countries of the world, even after the countries 

have joined the technate, which better can be 

understood as a supranational treaty organization 

than a substitute for the state. 

If the people of Sweden (for example) would like to keep their royal family as representatives 

of the country, it is a matter for them to decide on, and has no bearings on the core 

functionalities of the technate. Likewise, the technate is not supposed to actively involve itself 

in politics, imposing norms on a population or make decisions regarding loaded political 

questions. While you personally might hold political convictions regarding the abolishment of 

the state or specific political opinions regarding issues in your society, the technate will not 

address these issues and even if you are a technate citizen you would have to work for these 

changes to occur democratically within the context of your community. 

Granted, the transition towards a system based on or derived from the Design would be a 

profoundly political act, and legislative changes would have to be enacted to facilitate the 

process, which would have to be preceded by a deep and serious political conversation 

involving the entire people of a country. Moreover, during the transition when a state has 

decided to join the technate, most organizations (starting with public authorities) will 

conceptually be converted into holons (which would be a technical necessity in order for them 

to receive energy units, but they will continue to function according to national laws). The 

technate can thus be compared to a supranational arrangement like the UN or the European 

Union. 

Governments and parliaments will still be responsible for legislative measures on their 

territories, and any form in the change of government or change of laws. The only standards 

the technate would have in relationship to the states it consists of is that they adhere to the 

values of the Technate Constitution (see VIII.v) and work within the rule of law to protect and 

include all their inhabitants, strive to uphold sustainability and seek a transition towards 

global sustainability. 

Of course, this would not mean that society and culture will not be transformed, there will be 

several major changes: 

¶ The introduction of a common technate citizenship comnected with the individual 

Energy Unit account. 

¶ The changes described in chapters VI and VII, a gradual convergence and retraction of 

the income span between individuals and between populations in different countries. 

¶ Probably large-scale projects, if we take into account the severity of the environmental 

crisis when and if a transition to a technate is facilitated. 



 

 

The technate itself will however not try to actively initiate any social or cultural 

transformations, even if it can choose to not cooperate with certain holons based on their 

values or actions being in disalignment with the constitution. Such holons can range in size 

from football clubs to states. It should also be noted that we hold no illusions that a transition 

towards a system resembling the Design (or any other Transition-era alternative system) will 

be a painful and very risky process. This is a real world we are living in, and our actions will 

have real consequences. That is why it is important that every member or sympathiser of the 

EOS is in alignment with the understanding that we seek not to destroy, but to help repair. 

 

Questions for discussion 

 

Discuss your thoughts on the core functions of the technate. Why are the Energy Survey and 

Energy Accounting thought of as essential parts of the technate? 

 

Why would governments and countries continue to exist within the technate? Why is the 

technate not responsible for legislation and executive political power? 

 

Is a technate needed? 

 

The technate has been described as ña government over technological infrastructure. Agree? 

Disagree? Discuss. 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PART III: THE TRANSITION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

CHAPTER X ï WHAT CAN I DO? 

 

X.i ï The world you were thrust into 

 

It is easy to react with the knowledge of our 

current situation with confusion, anger, 

despair, and a sense of powerlessness. Most 

of us human beings desire to live for our 

own dreams, for the sake of building homes 

and families, and to live our lives and 

explore our interests in peace. You are one 

of several billion human beings, whoôve 

been thrust into gathering storm clouds 

accumulated by the aggregated decisions of 

previous generations, who built an industrial 

world on exponential growth without any 

knowledge of the consequences ahead. For 

two generations, we have been aware that 

we are destroying the biosphere, yet the 

decision-makers of those generations quite openly stated that these issues were a matter for us 

who are living here today to solve. This is highly unfair ï when you were seven you dreamt of 

being a policeman, a palaeontologist, a shopkeeper or a Youtube vlogger. Yet, here we are, 

like frogs slowly boiling, or like Titanic passengers those last six hours.  

You have been brought up in the world where the prevailing consensus is that todayôs system, 

capitalistic market economics built on exponential growth and fiat banking, is the best and 

only thinkable system, and yet we are destroying the foundations for complex life on this 

world. Mark Fisher observed that it is easier to imagine the end of the world than the end of 

capitalism in his book ñCapitalist realismò, and it is easy to see why. The solutions you are 

presented with by society through media is about what you individually can do. Low-energy 

light bulbs. Fair trade coffee shops instead of Thailand holidays. Consume this ecological 

product. No, that ecological product. Recycle. Eat less meat. 

And then, when recession strikes, you are told by the same media that we need to consume 

more, to get the wheels of growth turning again. It is a confusing, uncanny world. But you do 

your besté but still you despair. You are but one, of soon to be eight billion, and in 

comparison with the tycoons up in their towers of steel and glass you are powerless ï just a 

tiny human being, and yet an entire cosmos of emotions, thoughts and memories inside. Your 

world exists because you are a breathing, living being, endowed with a mind capable of 

processing complex relationships. 



 

 

Think of those worst affected by the ecological collapse. Most of those individuals have 

brains less developed than yours, less inclined to complex thought patterns. They too desired 

to live their lives pursuing their interests, but the situation has affected them too, and thus the 

animal kingdom is suffering immensely without any ability to consciously trying to change 

the situation, because they are incapable of intellectually grasping the situation. Like you, 

they are endowed with eyes to see, ears to hear, but their world is one of existence in the 

presence, not in the past or future. 

No, we are not writing that to give you a sense of bad conscience. Maybe you ate a chicken 

yesterday? Maybe you flew with your parents to Thailand? Maybe you took the car to the 

supermarket, having a family of four requires shopping, and having three bags on the bus is a 

drag, especially when it rains. The point is, you should not feel bad about that. You were 

thrust into this world, with its infrastructure which makes some behaviours more feasible and 

rational. Societies are designed to facilitate their own continuation ï the Aztecs sacrificed tens 

of thousands of prisoners of war as a form of blood transfusion to their gods, while we in the 

modern industrial civilization has created a sophisticated cargo cult centred on producing stuff 

to consume stuff in an eternal cycle of exponential growth, and you as an individual are 

powerless to fix that. 

Or are you? 

You have the ability to read, otherwise you wouldnôt have read this text. The key is your 

mind, and your willpower. And each action originates inside the human mind, inside the 

human desire to affect a change in the situation surrounding them, be it for personal or 

communitarian goals. If you have the ability to comprehend and to speak, your power is by a 

magnitude of hundreds larger than the billions of animals which are worst affected by the 

crisis. This power is further amplified by social media, which allows you access to millions of 

other human beings. You do not need to obsessively narrow your focus down to your own 

life, tending your own garden and feeling the anxiety rise. 

In the wild, we human beings are individually 

quite defenceless. In a prey relationship with 

most other big predators, with wolves, bears, 

tigers and crocodiles, we are easily dispatched 

of. As hunters with our bare hands, most prey 

animals ï even rats and squirrels ï would be 

able to maul us quite badly. Despite our big 

brains. Yet, it was we who became the ultimate 

apex predators, who now are holding the fate of 

this planet in our hands. In your hands. The world is not the one you wanted, but as long as 

you have a mind and a voice, you have power. So rise up, talk with your friends, and organize 

your community. 

We are not telling you to join with us. Maybe you disagree with our proposed model, the 

Design? Maybe you think we are too marginal? Maybe you want to directly protest against 

the system which destroys the biosphere? Good, join the Fridays for Future or Extinction 



 

 

Rebellion. Do you prefer other ways of organizing, trying the approach of changing your 

consumption patterns? Do it together with your neighbours and your friends, and have fun 

while youôre doing it. Donôt you have time to affect change in either of these ways ï do not be 

afraid to speak up, at the bus, at the workplace cafeteria, on the Internet, stating that what we 

do now is unsustainable, stating the same words you now are reading here. Do you believe 

that the current system is unsustainable, that we need to transition away from it? 

Read up on fractional reserve banking, on the fiat system. Read up on Jevonsô paradox. And 

then tell other people about it, tell them that money is not what they think it is, tell them that 

we currently are having an enormous ecological deficit, that we are living on 1,75 Earths, that 

90% of the land vertebrate biomass are humans and livestock, and that the system we have 

has covered 40% of the Earthôs living land surface with monocultures. Tell them that if we 

continue on this trajectory, climate change or not, we will cause the collapse of human 

civilization before the end of this century. Maybe they will laugh at you, maybe they will 

object, maybe they will shake their heads. But for every word that leaves your mouth, every 

text which your fingers send over the phone. Point out the absurdity with the fact that half the 

worldôs produced food is thrown away by the producers or the supermarkets before even 

reaching any consumers, that states are paying farmers to destroy their own crops, that stores 

shred clothes going out of fashion so no one should be able to use them. Point out the 

meaninglessness of mass consumerism. Do and say everything, apart from hurting other 

people or lying.  

Change must be facilitated, and this current system needs to be delegitimized. That is the 

single most subversive ï and responsible ï act you can do. Like millions of drips, your words 

will erode the thick rock of ignorance, inevitability and capitalist realism around you. Like 

soft but resilient green roots, your actions will penetrate the hardest concrete. You are 

immensely powerful, and together with others no instruments can measure your power level. 

X.ii ï Strategies for communication 

If you desire to communicate these issues 

with your friends, neighbours, co-workers or 

strangers on a bus, there are strategies to 

achieve optimum result. They will not 

always yield that, and it is arguable so that 

what optimum is never can be ascertained 

given that we human beings never have full 

knowledge. 

The level of communication needs to be 

tuned with the level of understanding of the 

issue you access the other party is on, and be connected to the general debate of your 

community. There are a few things which generally should be avoided when engaging other 

individuals whom you do not know. These are common sense no-no things which a lot of 

people who are engaged manage to slip into due to passion. 



 

 

¶ Be assertive and preachy. 

¶ Come off as being condemning of their lifestyle. 

¶ Asserting your higher moral level. 

¶ Speak from frames of reference the receiver do not possess. 

¶ Allow yourself to be framed into a box and become a living label named ñgreenò. 

¶ Bombard the receiver with a  hundred different opinions to try to overwhelm them. 

¶ Remember, your goal is not to defeat the other party, but to influence them to move 

slightly towards your position. 

In general, discussions will go better if you do not address the other party from a point of 

view of class, ethnicity, subculture or any other label, but instead try to connect, and even 

ñbondò with them as a human being. You must try to create a warm, accessible and playful 

atmosphere which nevertheless should be safe for the other person to partake in. Never go for 

misanthropy, or for a sense of animosity against the dominant culture or show disdain for 

ónormiesô. While critiquing consumerism and the fiat banking system, you should avoid 

coming off as an anti-capitalist. Do not deny that capitalism has brought an environment 

which has allowed industrialization, or that industrialization have brought positive benefits to 

humanity ï instead point out the inherent unsustainability of our current equation. Describe 

the ecological deficit to the other party, and ask them for proposing solutions. 

When they ask you for solutions, it is important that you stress the need for collective action, 

for organizing the neighbourhood for a transition on the local, national and global level, and 

also stress the importance of resilience and of a communityôs ability to sustain itself. If the 

receiver for example is a down-to-earth farmer or conservative, you should perhaps rather 

than using the word ñsustainabilityò use the word ñsurvivalismò, and speak of retaking the 

autonomy and liberty of the community. 

If the receiver is moving into racism, homophobia or sexism, do not engage them and do not 

agree with them or get baited by them into attacking. Likewise if the receiver is a very devout 

follower of a religious faith. If a receiver makes it clear that they are unreceptive, you should 

accept that and move on. The fundamental answer against reactionary opinions based on anti-

egalitarianism and exclusion, should always be that ñI find your opinions abhorrent, but I 

wish you a good day. Thank you for your time.ò For religious persons who object based on 

their religion, the base answer should be to bid them a good day. 

Remember, we are not building the future civilization only for people who think like us and 

believe in our fundamental values. Our fundamental values stand for the inclusion of every 

human being on Earth, including people who have reprehensible beliefs and people who have 

committed reprehensible actions. You need your energy to facilitate positive change, not 

wasting it on destructive arguments with those individuals least inclined to change. 

You should also avoid building in-groups based on total alignment. While alignment are good 

for holons regarding projects, a total homogeneity in values and outlook inside a group can 1) 

make the group stagnate, 2) lead to a radicalization of the group which turns the group into a 

subculture which seeks to express its own identity at the expense of the wider community. For 



 

 

the same reason, you should not primarily communicate with people who already are on the 

ñgreen pillò. You should communicate and build trust with people who are like people are 

most, focused on their own lives and their families, who tend to hold the opinions considered 

ñcentreò in your country and culture. The rule of dialogue is to both talk and listen ï when 

they see you, they should not see primarily a green activist but another human being. 

Humans tend to be so constituted that we like to put one another in categories. The primary 

aim of building engagement is to create a connection which can allow the persons involved 

transcending any labels and actually tune in to the words. And the more radical your message 

is, the more you need to work to build it up as a sensible solution. 

The primary tactics to break through the ice during a discussion with your dialogue partner 

could be: 

¶ Focusing on the challenges rather than (individual) blame. 

¶ Explain that we all have been born in a civilization based on unsustainable ground. 

¶ Use parables, like the one of the impossible hamster. 

¶ Attack the absurd weaknesses of the system, such as the food waste, the destruction of 

good second hand-clothes, the EU subsidies for pork commercials, the idea of 

limitless growth, etc. 

¶ Attack these features by laughing at them. Anger and sanctimony makes you look like 

a bore and a fanatic. 

¶ Laughter and humour are your greatest assets. 

¶ Commend your dialogue partner for the areas where they have made good decisions, 

rather than to commend yourself. 

¶ Emphasize that what you want is the same as they want, a happy future for yourself 

and your family. 

¶ Admit that you do not know everything, but stress the importance to learn and 

transition. 

Communicating with other people is a low-intensity thing which everyone are occasionally 

doing. If you do not have time to much else, this could be a good starting point for moving the 

world towards transition. Who knows, maybe your words move the entire human civilization 

half a second closer to transition? 

Questions for discussion 

 

Your thoughts about the strategy for communication? 

 

What are the things this chapter might have overlooked? 

 



 

 

CHAPTER XI ï HOW DOES THE EOS INTEND TO PROCEED? 

 

XI.i ï Defining the EOS 

The EOS has three main purposes, namely research, educating the public about our goals and 

raising awareness about our goals through social activism projects. 

What makes the EOS virtually unique among organizations is our unique position. Of course 

it cannot be said that we are located at the centre of the green movement ï our position is 

currently a marginal one within that environment, existing on the periphery of the wider green 

movement, opposite anarcho-primitivists and tendencies of similar ilk. To properly map and 

define the EOS, we need to realise that our movement is an amalgamation of three different 

clusters. We draw both sympathisers and ideas from tendencies within the Green Movement, 

the Tech/Transhumanism Movement and the ideas of Non-marxist Utopian Futurists such as 

Technocracy Inc. and the RBE Movement. 

 

This does not mean that we opportunistically have 

slammed several incompatible ideas together, creating a 

Frankensteinôs monster of ideas, no. What it means is that 

we are a pro-sustainability movement which believes that 

the current socio-economic system is the cause why we 

currently have deep ecological problems, and that we 

believe that technological solutions have their place in the 

transition agenda, but only through a combination with 

deep and revolutionary systemic change. 

Even this model disregards another aspect, which is that 



 

 

we likewise draw our outlook on systemic change from several different sources. It can be 

jarring, especially for the jaded reader who knows about our environmental challenges, but is 

disturbed by any argument in favour of replacing the current form of capitalism with another 

system, especially one based on a post-monetary outlook. After all, havenôt attempts to create 

non-capitalist industrial economies during the 20
th
 centuries caused the excess deaths of 50-80 

million people in the Soviet Union and China? Isnôt the Design, the trinity of the energy 

survey, energy units and the technate, a system completely untried, untested, unlike anything 

previously attempted on Earth?  

If the concerned centrist reader hasnôt already put aside this book, congratulations! This 

chapter will elaborate on the relationship between the EOS and the Design, and explain more 

of what we are.  

The EOS is founded on an idealist idea, the idea that it 

is possible to transcend our current socio-economic 

system towards a socio-economic system built on the 

Three Criteria. While the latter is absolute, the Design 

is more of an untested blueprint. The EOS is 

moderating its burning idealism with the cooling fluid 

of empiricism ï we need to verify the application of 

the Design. 

The primary purpose of the EOS is thus to build 

collaborative platforms with other movements and 

communities, to create simulations and field tests of 

aspects of the Design, in order to measure the 

efficiency, sustainability, user satisfaction and 

unforeseen effects. We do not base our movement on the political advocacy for an immediate 

transition from the current socio-economic system into the Design. Rather, what we want ï 

the only thing we are asking for ï is the opportunity to test the Design and its different 

aspects. Whatôs more, rather than jealously guard the Design, we urge other movements to 

tweak and test it, to see if they develop ideas which will better reflect the needs of 

sustainability than our movement. If you find parts of the Design agreeable, while disagreeing 

with other parts, you are thus welcome to launch your own experiments, and we are willing to 

cooperate with you to what extent we are capable of doing so. 

The EOS is thus primarily a grassroots research network, aiming to put forward experiments 

regarding resource management and expose them to various conditions to: 

I. Verify or disregard them. 

II. Improve on them. 

III.  Find new and interesting data to publically share with the world. 

That is our core purpose ï to test whether the Design is a possible alternative to the currently 

dominant paradigm. 



 

 

XI.ii ï Testing the Design 

 

There is no singular experiment, or for that matter clusters of experiments, which ever will 

confirm with a hundred percent certainty that the Design is the optimal system for resource 

management. Nevertheless, there is a time-tested process of validation, authentication and 

empirical experimentation. This process can help to ascertain whether or not we are on a 

sustainable trajectory with our alternative model. 

There are several different forms and scales of experiments, which can be said to be divided 

into two main categories: 

I. R&D 

II. Field tests 

The basis for the Design, especially the energy survey and the energy units, are 

technologically based systems dependent on programming, monitoring and code. Thus, one 

core aspect would be the production and refinement of software and monitoring tools which 

would constitute parts of the Design. Examples of these could be: 

¶ Mapping tools with real-time implications weighing and measuring different aspects 

of natural and industrial systems. 

¶ Prototype energy units issued for limited experimental use among target groups. 

¶ Simulations and games portraying such systems and their functionalities. 

¶ Integrated networks intended to facilitate the transfer of information between holons. 

¶ AI analysis tools to monitor this entire process. 



 

 

Another area where this can be applied lies 

in robotics and production processes, and 

aspects of the particular components of the 

Design can be developed in strategic 

partnerships with universities and industry, 

even if the EOS must stand firmly rooted in 

its principles and on its three criteria for 

sustainability. 

These experiments intend to test various means to address the technological needs of the 

Design, and identify through evolutionary development and open source coding the most 

effective ways to design software with the purpose of fulfilling the three criteria. Yet, the 

research which is of outmost importance in terms of proving or disproving the Design lies in 

the intersect where the Design would interact with human society ï how it would affect the 

millions of individual interests, aspirations, ambitions and personalities in the vast tapestry 

that is the human race. 

These experiments will need to be conducted with the outmost carefulness, and only patient 

repetition and an analysis untainted by prejudice or preferences can ascertain their outcome ï 

we may not enter them with the preconception that the Design is 1) unflawed or 2) 

immeasurably superior than the current capitalist system. That would be dishonest, and serve 

to retard the process towards understanding what alternative systems could achieve 

sustainability, if we would give preferential treatment to one model and disregard all other 

potentialities. 

Another aspect which must be taken into account, and which would make such experiments 

challenging, is that this very strongly relates to the subject of ethics. This is of double 

importance as the experiments will most often be autonomously conducted. 

The reason why ethics play such a paramount role is that testing the Design or the branches of 

its trinity ï namely the energy survey, the energy units and the technate concept ï would 

necessarily involve human test subjects. The criteria for ethics would of course need to be in 

harmony with the foundations of the EOS and the UN  Declaration of Human Rights. These 

following aspects need to be ascertained before every experiment is initiated. 

¶ The participants must be voluntary and consenting to the participation in the 

experiment. 

¶ The participants must be aware of the experiment and able to consciously effect it. 

¶ The participants must be free to leave the experiment when they choose too. 

¶ If a majority of participants desire to abort an experiment, it should be aborted. 

¶ The project plan for the experiment and the documentation must be conducted with 

transparency in relation to the participants, *apart from cases where this might involve 

sensitive personal data for one or several participants. 

¶ The process and the log reports must be undertaken with the consent from the 

participants and respect for their dignity and personal integrity. 



 

 

It is an absolute necessity for even conducting any experiments that these ethical principles 

are upheld, and that the team leaders of the experiment add a description of how they intend 

to conform to a general conduct of ethics into their project plan. It is also highly advisable that 

the team leaders ensure that the participants would have a safety net to fall back on if the 

experiment would be aborted before its finish. If they with-take these actions, there are 

several different experiments which could be carried out within the category of field tests: 

¶ The usage of an ecological budget ceiling within a community or a factory with the 

purpose of studying environmental and logistical effects. 

¶ The substitution of regular income with energy units or an equivalent and studying the 

sociological and economic behaviour changes in a small community. 

¶ The testing of autonomous holons and their ability to act independently, as well as 

approximating the ideal conditions for holon management. 

¶ Studies of allocation patterns when energy units are utilised. 

¶ Studies of work behaviour and motivation. 

¶ Monitoring of environmental health over time. 

¶ Measuring the three criteria within the framework of limited resources or a limited 

area. 

¶ Etc, etc, etcé 

Regarding the setting of the experiments, they could either be intentional communities created 

for the purpose of conducting the experiment and running it, or they could be existing 

structures where the participants agree to take part in the experiment, for example 

cooperatives, corporations or intentional communities. 

It is more than certain that after running a significant number of experiments we will start to 

see areas where the Design is failing, and areas where it can improve sustainability. We will 

also most likely see tweaks and alterations on the Design which would be beneficial. 

Remember, the goal is not to prove that the Design is working, but to see what is working and 

what could be improved on. It is not unlikely that when we have established a consensus we 

will find ourselves with a model which is transformed and which we today cannot imagine 

because we do not possess the data. 

Questions for discussion 

 

Why is it necessary to test the Design before we advocate for its implementation? 

 

Discuss what kind of other potential experiments could be carried out. 

 

Are your group interested in starting and running an experiment? Discuss. 



 

 

 

CHAPTER XII ï FORMING HOLONS 

 

XII.i  ï Forming a House Group 

Let us say that you are an EOS member and that you desire to form a holon. The first step 

would be to find collaborators, either by recruiting them to the EOS or by forming a joint 

project. While there are numerous different ways of forming such a group of 2-10 individuals, 

there are two main routes ï either recruiting strangers or recruiting friends. Our experience is 

that the second route generally is yielding far more agreeable results. 

The key is to form stable groups, something which can be a challenging endeavour in our 

highly urbanized and individualistic civilization. People tend to possess little time to dispose 

of, and in todayôs society there are many interests which people are expected to conform to ï 

cooking, exercise routines, courtship ï interests focused mainly on the self. Groups formed 

around ideas tend to have a stable core of 2-5 individuals and then a number of people who 

temporarily find themselves engaged. 

EOS holons are not simply ordinary advocacy groups focused on projects embedded in 

existing social and cultural infrastructures. Their purpose is to act as facilitators for the Design 

experiments, which can entail construction projects, programming code, acquiring properties 

and building social structures intended to be of permanent character. 

Therefore, a holon could rarely be assembled from day zero, consisting of inexperienced 

individuals who do not know what the EOS is or what our long-term goals are. Of course, 



 

 

most of those initially interested in participating would be people with such characteristics, 

and often they will become de-motivated when confronted with the challenges of facilitating 

their local projects and push them to fruition. Often, projects will encounter unexpected 

hurdles, become more expensive than originally predicted and see problems with logistics 

chains and losses of participants due to high personal mobility and the economic needs 

imposed by our current civilization. 

Thus, it is advised that rather than starting a holon, a house group should be initiated first 

before any projects are even decided. 

A house group would be a sort of shapeless proto-holon, which would meet once every 

second week, preferably in the living room of one of its participants. The group should ensure 

that there is a rudimentary plan as well as ñfikaò
8
, or maybe making a dinner together. After 

the completion of these initial tasks, they can sit down in the living room, devoting one half of 

the meeting to local or global sustainability issues, the EOS, the Design or local issues 

important for the transition. The rules for a house group are the following: 

¶ Each member, if possible, should take turns arranging the meetings and be the 

dialogue leader (a token, like a plush animal, can pass between the members). 

¶ There should be no pressure for a particular outcome. 

¶ The atmosphere must be tolerant, friendly, warm and calm. 

¶ Therefore, avoid policing one anotherôs behaviour, donôt create a culture where people 

are ñrewardedò for commenting down on one anotherôs lifestyle choices, eating habits 

and travel. We are a solutions-focused community, not one obsessed with the right 

living. 

¶ Do not be afraid neither to chit-chat or to talk about serious personal issues. 

¶ The group should have a pool of money (note, this is well before any technate is in 

place, in our current contemporary world), which could be used for projects, ñfikaò, 

dinner, and even in case of helping members of your house group. 

¶ The group should also seek to help one another with networking, with finding 

employment for its members and housing if needed.  

If the house groups consists of strangers, it is a good idea to have a round of presentations 

before starting the first meeting. It is advisable that there should be a core of 2-3 people who 

know and are comfortable with one another, to create a high-trust environment. 

House groups allow people with little disposable time to partake, while lowering the level of 

the step needed to join the movement. Also, they would encourage newcomers to view the 

members of the EOS not primarily as representatives of an organisation with a radical goal, 

but as fellow human beings. 

The most important thing for the reader to understand is that the house group should not have 

a complex structure. It should be egalitarian and simple in its shape, and not at all focused on 

reaching any targets, deadlines or goals. The purpose is each human being. 

                                                             
8 Term for tidbits of sweets, fruits or other things people can nibble on. 



 

 

XII.ii ï The holon 

 

When a house group has been firmly rooted 

and stable, it could become the staging point 

for the launch of a holon. One could say that 

the holon is a house group + a project, but 

that would ignore that the holon also would 

be substantially different in more aspects. 

The holon, with 3-10 members, would 

consist of a team which at their disposal 

would have a project plan and a log. This 

arrangement will be universal for all base 

holons conducting projects under the aegis 

of the EOS. 

The team would consist of 1-2 team leaders 

who can be dismissed and replaced by the 

team and a secretary who is the individual primarily responsible for the log.  The team leaders 

would be responsible for chairing the meetings and ensuring that the projects are following 

the plans, and that each participant in the holon should be heard, seen and treated with dignity 

and respect in accordance with the constitution and the I3M. The team leaders would also be 

responsible for utilizing the economic means of the holons in accordance with the Project 

Plan, while the secretary should publically audit the finances and ensure that the project 

leaders can account for all expenditure. 

The Project Plan would consist of a 

document outlining the goal, the 

method, the estimated time for 

completion, the budget and the needed 

equipment to complete the project. 

These parts will all be amendable 

through democratic decision by the 

holon. The constitution and the log are 

not amendable, the first one because it 

delineates values which the project 

and/or the holon may not violate, the 

second because it documents the work 

process of the holon and should be publically available within the EOS so the regional or 

central Board can view the process as it moves along, and other holons can study an on-going 

project and learn from its completion. 

Of course, for larger projects holons may join together, forming larger holons, for which the 

same rules would apply. 



 

 

XII.iii ï Projects and social activism 

There are three kinds of EOS projects, which all are conducted by holons: 

¶ Research. 

¶ Organisational. 

¶ Social activism. 

Our core functions are and will continue to be research 

into the Design, while our organisational holons 

generally will focus on the maintenance, well-being and 

expansion of the organisation itself. What this segment 

will focus on, however, is social activism and what it 

entails, especially since it is the part of our movement 

our sympathisers like the most. 

Social activism is a process with which our holons interact with the wider communities they 

are embedded in. One example is the Ålidhem Biodome Project of 2017-2019, which for 

$4000 saw the local urban gardeners receive a new greenhouse. This project has raised the 

local profile of the EOS, but also created the mistaken impression that our main goal is to 

build biodomes. That is not true. 

Social activism in our vocabulary means activism intended to contribute positively to a 

community, ecologically and socially. A positive ecological contribution entails both the 

curbing of environmental pollution, and an increase in local resilience. A positive social 

contribution means a reduction of crime and social exclusion, and an improvement of local 

autonomy and democratic participation in the community. Social activism projects can have 

temporary or permanent effects on the neighbourhoods where they are initiated. 

Examples of social activism can be: 

¶ Ecological food production. 

¶ Green energy production. 

¶ Sustainable transport. 

¶ Food waste reduction and management. 

¶ Improved water management. 

¶ The formation of networking platforms and democratic participatory councils. 

¶ Public awareness campaigns. 

The goal is that the project must contribute in a meaningful way and have a positive impact on 

the lives of the local inhabitants, as well as including these local inhabitants before, during 

and after the duration of the project. The project should also ideally be documented, not only 

through the log but also through visual media ï to foment a ripple effect and inspire more 

people to learn about the EOS, more EOS sympathisers to become EOS members and more 

EOS members to become holon project leaders. In that way, social activism will create a 

strong social gravity. 



 

 

XII .iv ï Resources for inspiration 

 

Remember, while innovation is 

impressive, reinventing the wheel for 

the purpose of a holon is foolishness 

and a waste of time. In short, when 

initiating a project where any sort of 

construction will play a role, it is 

prudent and of paramount importance 

to study similar projects before. 

Some projects could be devoted 

entirely to learning, for example 

understanding the production of solar 

panels, water filter systems, 

aquaponics systems, recycling 

systems and turbines. Before conducting an infrastructure project, a holon should investigate 

different methods of construction and ideally conduct a cost-benefit analysis where durability, 

sustainability, health concerns and price all must weigh in. If you want to build machinery, it 

is a good tip to visit the resource homepage opensourceecology.org. 

 

XII.v ï Political advocacy. 

EOS as an organisation is not a political party and does not stand for elections. We will 

however listen to politicians, and speak with them as well. We should not lend our support to 

any singular political party, but rather seek a support for policies. Our position should 

generally be: 

¶ The protection of human rights. 

¶ That prices increasingly should reflect the environmental impact of different products. 

¶ Support initiatives which bring us closer to sustainability, even if they do not bring us 

the whole way. 

¶ Support for measures which are helping our efforts to foment the Transition. 

¶ Support for increased international collaboration, a decrease of tensions between the 

great powers and the eventual transition towards a global confederation of a United 

Humanity. 

¶ Resistance against tribalism ï politics which are upholding the interests of one group 

of humans over another group of humans. 

¶ Migration ï here we should ensure to reduce tensions by focusing on activating 

migrants in projects which benefit entire communities, which can help create inroads 

for integration. 

We should stand clear in all encounters with politicians that global sustainability can never be 

achieved on the national level.  

 



 

 

Questions for discussion 

What are your thoughts about the house group concept? Discuss in the group. 

How would you like to improve on the concept? Discuss in the group. 

 

 

CHAPTER XIII ï THE PROTO-TECHNATE 

 
 

XIII.i ï A large-scale field test 

 

A technate does not need to be global, even if it ï for the sake of the Design ï is highly 

advisable for us to envision it with our entire Earth in mind. While it is difficult to imagine a 

technate being constricted to a single country with the need to import key products, such as 

food, iron, energy, it is entirely conceivable to imagine for example a continent utilizing a 

version of the Design for the management of its own resources. A proto-technate, however, is 

different from a global or a continental technate in regards to it not necessarily possessing any 

contingent territorial dominion. 

 

A proto-technate can be seen as an embryo of a technate minus the territory. The land it owns 

it will own under the laws of the jurisdiction of the host countries. It would be composed of 

nodes ï clusters of holons conducting projects of permanent or semi-permanent nature, 

intended to fulfil key needs of the participants. In this regard a proto-technate could be viewed 

in two ways, 1) as a large-scale field test, and 2) as an evolving socio-structural organism 

intended to eventually grow and replace the current system, while learning about itself while 

doing so. 

 

 



 

 

XIII.ii ï A union of three holons 

 

Imagine for a moment three holons, one which is 

possessing an ecological farm for the production of 

food, a second producing energy through solar 

power and a third producing 3D-printed clothes 

from recycled materials. These three holons would 

each constitute a part of a wider network, and 

internally they will use a system of energy 

accounting to determine the distribution and 

allocation of production to their participants. 

Externally, none of these three holons will conduct 

trade with the outside world, rather they will distribute the produce which is aimed for the 

external world towards holons which are set up as trading companies ï which would have as 

their task to sell the stock they received in return for capital, which would then be reinvested 

into the proto-technate. 

 

Let us say that the proto-technate has built up a reserve of capital, and decides to then begin to 

operate a workshop which among other things would provide the farm, the power-plant and 

the tailor with tools, reserve parts and electronics. After that, the next step would be to acquire 

raw materials or ersatz materials taken from recycling, thus buying land to produce for 

example insulation for wires, metal and wood. A successful proto-technate would slowly but 

gradually begin to make itself virtually independent from the wider economy, thus reducing 

its need to ñimportò materials and products. For the proto-technate, existing borders and laws 

would only matter in the manner they will aid or impede its own realization. 

 

Of course, the proto-technate would also encounter problems and challenges, which would be 

a good way to determine the credibility of the Design. But ideally this form of experiment 

should be run with the purpose of eventually turning into something greater than a mere field 

test. Rather than applying for a political mandate to begin the transition, a successful proto-

technate would expand and convert existing infrastructure, corporations and systems into a 

technate, which would exist side by with, surrounded by but eventually surrounding the 

capitalistic system. 

 

What is more, it is not necessary to put all the eggs in one basket. Several proto-technates can 

be launched, and when two successful proto-technates are starting to make contact ï rather 

than to compete they will immediately merge, forming a larger proto-technate, internally 

working from the logic of energy accounting. Of course, since there are many challenges to 

overcome, it is prudent that only the holons most experienced and dedicated to the transition 

towards sustainability would take this leap. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

While it remains highly unlikely that the 

proto-technates formed would supplant 

the existing price system and ósilentlyô 

replacing the institutions with their own, 

given the size of the world economy, its 

inherent unsustainability and the 

pressing concerns for a transition, their 

existence can nevertheless serve an 

important role. 

 

Firstly, they can become a haven for 

people to learn and improve their skills, 

to create resilient communities with the 

capability of sustaining themselves, 

with the added benefit of a network 

oriented towards sustainability. 

 

Secondly, they can ï if successful and 

attractive, provide a compelling 

argument why a transition towards a 

different system may be preferable.  

 

There might however be certain political risks with launching a proto-technate and especially 

when expanding it ï risks which may cause our movement legal and political problems in 

certain countries. The expansion of a proto-technate could be viewed as a form of hostile 

conspiracy by the society surrounding the development, and its failures and especially 

successes may inspire a reactionary backlash. Thus, when discussing issues such as expansion 

it is important that the project leaders of the holons involved have an understanding of the 

local political situation and how their decisions can affect the safety of their members. Of 

course, it is not advisable that those being a part of a community or a proto-technate establish 

an armed militia to defend themselves, since that 1) is illegal in most countries, 2) it will give 

fear-mongers fuel, 3) it violates our own core principles. It is always prudent of us to seek to 

work within the realm of law, and to turn the other cheek. Our movement strives to improve 

on civilization, not conduct a political revolution. 

 

Questions for discussion 

 

Discuss pros and cons with the proto-technate approach. 

 

Discuss what solutions a proto-technate could offer to your local region. 

 

Discuss the ethics of establishing a proto-technate. 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER XIV ï THE TRANSITION 

 
XIV.i ï The determining factors of the 21

st
 century 

 

For most of the existence of the species Homo Sapiens, our prime concern was survival and 

food. When we gradually developed civilization and entered the historical period, we saw 

how these immediate survival concerns moved to the background of collective human 

consciousness, and we instead came to focus on the issue of how to arrange our societies 

economically and politically. While optimists like Stephen Pinker are correct in their 

statements that violence has been on a decline since the advent of industrialization, their 

assertion that things only will continue to improve (because they have improved before) are 

ignoring the physical facts on how we are misusing soils, how anthropogenic climate change 

is destroying glaciers and inland ice sheets, and how the oceanic ecosystems are being 

damaged by plastic pollution and trawling. 

 

The EOS might focus too much on the causes, and we might emphasize exponential economic 

growth in its own right at the expense of technological, environmental and qualitative 

explanations. Nevertheless, all environmental organizations agree that we need to embark on 

a transition ï though what we mean with a transition can vary between organizations. In 

general, what is meant is to move the human civilization from a relationship with the planet 

which is not characterised by sustainability, to one which is. This can seem quite easy and 

straightforward, but it is complicated by the fact that there is a gap between the expert 

conception of sustainability and the nature of the problems, and that of the public. Also, 

different experts and organizations have different definitions of sustainability and of what 

causes the problems. Even if the convergence of opinions generally is strong, the main 

contention is between two factions which we can call cornucopians and gaians. 

 

The cornucopian case is generally that the crises are either exaggerated by gaians, or that the 

power of markets, economic growth and technological development is strong enough to offset 

the negative effects we see on the biosphere, and even reversing the trend. They are on one 



 

 

extreme of the spectrum, and though the number of high-profiled cornucopians have 

decreased recently, their position do exist. They believe the transition is best fomented by 

maximising economic growth, which would create capital for investment in R&D (ignoring 

that R&D is a very small part of the total amount of investments in an economy, and that most 

of it goes to the development of marketing and technologies intended for consumption, not 

transition-related ventures). 

 

On the other end of the extreme, there are the anarcho-primitivists, who claim that any type of 

civilization is inherently impossible because they attribute exponential growth and 

consumerism as inherent human behaviours driven by civilization. They believe that 

civilization will collapse due to what they see as its inherent contradictions. Between the two 

extreme positions, the rest of us would find ourselves distributed. 

 

 
Generally, one could say that the level of radicalism of the kind of transition an individual or 

a group advocates is related to the severity of the threat assessment, as well as the level of 

optimism or pessimism related to the current civilization, its socio-economic system and its 

technological prowess. Within the EOS, we tend to believe that technology has a role to play 

and that civilization is not inherently unsustainable, but that our current socio-economic 

system as it is constituted is working in the opposite manner to how nature works and that we 

therefore need not only a transition towards more sustainable practices but also a systemic 

transition. 

 

Nevertheless, we must avoid ñeither-or-thinkingò. The EOS does not in any way, manner or 

form advocate that an internal socio-economic transition (or the three criteria for that matter) 

is sufficient to solve all problems and that there arenôt ecological problems which must be 



 

 

directly addressed. In our view, we must do everything in our power to halt and reverse the 

ecological trends. 

 

For a civilization which in the minds of its participants have solved most of its pressing 

concerns, the transition will thus be a process of re-evaluation. It would mean discomfort and 

even hardships, and human beings will experience their plans and dreams being postponed. 

We are already today at the beginning of this process, with higher prices for plastic bags, a 

concerted political attack against commercial flight and a questioning of consumption 

patterns. While these trends for the average consumer might be a nuisance, they are a mere 

waft of air in comparison to the transition which will come. 

 

The transition would see society temporarily transcend to something akin to a World War 

Two economy, a system characterised by total mobilization. The more we drag our feet, the 

more reluctantly we institute changes, the more we waver about continuing economic growth, 

and the more reactionaries are trying to delay policies by installing scepticism regarding the 

environmental problems, the more radical the transition will become ï not because the 

divergent advocates for transition favour radicalism, but because the situation will grow ever 

more stark the more we are procrastinating. 

 

In short, there are five large ecological crises which are global in nature and which must be 

addressed thoroughly, and with systematic swiftness. These are: 

 

¶ Climate change 

¶ Soil deterioration 

¶ Freshwater depletion 

¶ The collapse of land-based ecosystems 

¶ The collapse of oceanic ecosystems 

These five processes are interrelated, yet to some extent present different threats and must be 

addressed in different manners, often with initially painful adjustments of our culture, 

behaviour, social structure and thus our expectations for our lives. The transition should be 

understood as a concerted effort by human civilization, or by what could be labelled ñthe 

vanguard of human civilizationò to address these five catastrophes simultaneously. 

What is common for all of these challenges is that they cannot be solved with only one 

method, and they cannot be isolated from human society and treated as externalities. Rather, 

we need to reduce their impact while we work with volunteers and machines on the ground to 

reverse the trends. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

XIV.ii ï Climate change 

The first and most important aspect of curbing climate change is to create a comprehensive 

plan for reducing the emissions. Coal- and oil-driven power plants need to be closed as soon 

as possible, and there needs to be comprehensive strategy of replacing them with alternative 

energy sources. Solar is an obvious choice, but Thorium can be an interesting alternative as 

well though it needs to be investigated more.  

Air travel would have to bear its impact in terms of costs, or to be heavily restricted and 

replaced with other types of travel, from trains to zeppelins. This would mean a transition 

towards a slightly slower world. Physical meetings, such as board meetings or sessions of 

parliament, should be complemented with the alternative of the person being present through 

digital means. 

In terms of traffic, more of the transport sector should be moved from trucks to trains, though 

there is a significant problem with emissions from oceanic travel. This would by necessity 

mean that products would no longer be manufactured on three different continents, as the case 

often is today. 

Regarding cars, a credible transition demands a fundamental change. Of course, all the cars in 

use on roads should move towards a greater degree of carbon neutrality ï which by necessity 

means becoming electric or hydrogen-fuelled. Yet, even the production of these hundreds of 

millions of units has a toll on the environment and the climate which on the long run is 

unacceptable. Therefore, in urban areas, the individual ownership of cars will have to be 



 

 

phased out and replaced with car pools, public transit, monorails or other solutions. This could 

also mean a need for a higher degree of local production and resilience. 

We must not forget the excess CO2 already affecting our climate. What currently is affecting 

our climate is not only the current emissions, but the emissions from even the early days of 

industrial civilization. It would take decades if not centuries for the CO2 levels to dissipate 

into the oceans ï necessitating action to reduce the amount of CO2 in the atmosphere. 

The foremost of these actions would be to increase the amount of woodland on the planet. 

This solution is often touted today as ñplant a tree and give yourself a pat on the shoulder.ò 

Sadly, while trees are not disappearing in the pace as they did during early industrialism, the 

world currently has half the amount of trees it had before humans developed agriculture. 

Currently, 40% of the surface of Earth suited for plants is occupied by industrial mono-

cultures, most which are devoted to producing fodder for livestock. 

If forests are going to play a role in amending climate change effects, there needs to be a 

discussion regarding the future of the monocultures and the meat industry. And this 

discussion must lead to a reduction of the amount of land surface we use to produce corn, 

wheat, palm oil and cash crops. Of course, this would also entail a reduction of the production 

of meat, eggs and dairy, globally ï as well as a structural change from large-scale industrial 

animal farming to smaller, more localised units. In much of North America and West Europe, 

the population are accustomed to eat beef and pork 4-5 times a week ï which would be a 

culinary change they would have to cope with during the transition. Of course, lab-grown 

meat might be an alternative, even if the amount of energy needed to contain the vats and the 

facilities would constrain the ability to produce non-animalistic beef ï leading to an increased 

reliance on vegetables, mushrooms, seaweeds and other types of food. 

Depending on where we are when we are initiating the transition, we might need to start 

thinking about sea level rise. If we are continuing to waste our precious decades on populism, 

neoliberalism, culture wars, continued exponential growth and trade conflicts, there is a risk 

that we will wake up one morning and find that we are in the year 2050. From that point, there 

is a growing likelihood that substantial parts of Greenlandôs inland ice sheet might be 

irredeemably lost. This event would affect the 80% or more of the world population living 

alongside the coasts, necessitating the construction of sea walls and in some cases even the 

permanent evacuation of hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions of people. This would mean 

a need to construct a substantial amount of housing ï perhaps new towns and cities. 

While sea level rise remains uncertain, it is clear that the great glaciers of the world are on 

retreat. One of the most underappreciated biomes of the world is the Himalayas, a 

mountainous plateau which is providing the great rivers of China and India with fresh water ï 

it is highly unlikely that those ancient civilizations would have arisen had it not been for the 

glaciers around Everest. Their disappearance will herald the disappearance of the Indus, the 

Ganges and the Yellow River, and thus precipitate a water crisis affecting two and a half 

billion human beings. 



 

 

There is a need to address this issue of vulnerability directly, both by improving the water 

management of Asia in particular and the world in general, but also to prepare for a great 

migration, to move millions of people to regions more rich in water. The 21
st
 century may be 

witness to the greatest displacement of humans in world history, and a shifting of the 

distribution of the world population. Preparing for this eventuality would necessitate the 

construction of new cities and new infrastructure, and to commit to that process with all 

available resources. This could mean the mass mobilization of every idle worker, their re-

education and their transfer into construction brigades. 

 

XIV.iii ï Soil degradation 

It is estimated that a third of the soils on our planetôs land surface are suffering from severe 

degradation. Intense monocultures and industrial agriculture practices have extinguished the 

nutrients from the soils and reduced the once fertile layers into thin slices. Whatôs worse, it is 

estimated that by 2080 most of the soils have their nutrients used, which would threaten a 

collapse of agricultural production. While we currently are producing enough food for 12 

billion people (and half of it is thrown away already before reaching the consumers), the way 

in which we are producing this food is hardly what one could call sustainable. 

Often, proponents of the continuation of the current system are painting the issue of transition 

as a cost-benefit analysis, where the benefits of the transition is only measured by an 

environment which aesthetically is more appealing. This flawed dichotomy helps conceal the 

truth ï that we currently like Goofy are sawing off the branch weôre sitting on. 



 

 

There is no quick way of addressing soil deterioration. Solutions would need to be localised, 

yet the endeavour must be global in its scope, and it is further complicated by the fact that we 

humans need to eat. We need to transition the entire global agricultural sector while ensuring 

that we do not initiate famines while doing so ï during conditions where famines and 

shortages might become more common occurrences. 

The soils must be regenerated, and therefore they must be allowed some rest. The worst 

affected soils soon to the unusable for agriculture must become entirely devoted, at least 

during a substantial amount of decades, to rebuilding their litter. This would be aided by 

forest plantation, but planting trees in damaged soils might not be entirely healthy for the trees 

ï though most trees certainly would aid in long-term to the restoration of soils. Increasing 

moisture by creating covered dams and allow areas to be flooded through key biomes such as 

the beaver may serve to restore the soil, as would the filling of ditches and the expansion of 

insect populations in the zones devoted to regeneration. 

Since we still need to produce food to feed humanity, most of the degraded soils would still 

need to be utilised for agricultural purposes. This will mean a shift away from the production 

of fodder for livestock and moving towards a more herbivorous diet. Still, it might be 

necessary to devote more areas for growing ï all from lawns, rooftops and window sides, to 

public parks and coastal areas converted into kelp farms. Building vertical farms might also 

help alleviate some of the pressing food needs. 

In terms of strengthening democracy and local resilience, and of simple survival during the 

transition, it is important that every community is capable of sustaining itself with its own 

food ï especially if the environmental conditions are so degraded during the transition itself 

that there are regional food shortages. 

This would mean the stimulation of urban gardening, of the conversion of decrepit malls and 

office buildings into indoor greenhouses, and the usage of subterranean space to grow 

mushrooms and kelp. To a large extent, the elderly population of urban neighbourhoods 

would largely become the glue keeping the local urban gardens and greenhouses working ï 

but these solutions could only provide for a mere fraction of the needs of humanity. 

Lastly, climate change will probably make Scandinavia, Canada and Siberia far more 

accessible for agriculture, which could provide zones for migration, but such a process would 

also pose a risk for deforestation ï an event which we would like to avoid given that we will 

need the forests to breathe for us and help store carbon in the ground and revitalising the soils. 

The issue of how to feed humanity during the transition would probably be the single most 

important structural, technological and social issue during this century. 

 

 



 

 

 

XIV. iv ï Freshwater depletion 

Studies show that a third of the global freshwater reservoirs are severely compromised, that a 

quarter of humanity is facing a water crisis and seventeen countries comprising almost two 

and a half billion people are experiencing extremely high water stress ï i.e using nearly all 

their available freshwater. Since water is an absolute necessity for human life, it is imperative 

that a large part of the transition is devoted into ensuring that every human being has water to 

drink and to wash themselves with. There is also a need to carefully restore wetlands and raise 

the groundwater levels globally. These ecological and societal concerns go hand in hand. 

Groundwater does actually play a role in binding greenhouse gasses to the ground, and the 

rising of the groundwater level which could come about through the restoration of wetlands 

and the filling of irrigation ditches ï especially in areas where they arenôt needed, such as the 

forests of Sweden ï can reduce the impact of emissions significantly. Thus, though 

biodiversity would clearly be impacted positively, a groundwater rising would have positive 

effects on climate and thus on the human civilization. Restoring groundwater reservoirs is 

also essential for ensuring soil regeneration. 

In terms of water scarcity and its effects on human society, there are two main strategies at 

our disposal to mitigate the effects. The first one is to minimise waste, for example by reusing 

grey water from washing and showers. Infrastructurally, we can reduce use by replacing 

round tap openings with slit-shaped taps and shower heads, ensuring that less water gets 

wasted (only about 20% of shower water makes any contact with human skin). An issue 

which might become controversial is the need to transition towards toilets using less water or 

no water at all, at least in affected regions. 



 

 

Finding alternatives to groundwater will help the aquifers recover and increase the supply to 

urban centres. Rainwater collection could mitigate a fraction of the needs, but the largest 

impact will probably come from desalination, and there would probably need to be an 

infrastructure network of power plants connected to desalination facilities in order to sustain 

cities with fresh water. 

Not even this need can probably effectively sustain cities with tens of millions of inhabitants, 

and we will have to look for an alternate distribution of the population ï with less focus on 

concentration and a global scope of the dependency of external resources. 

 

XIV.v ï Other 

Discussing the ecosystems, we cannot treat their salvation as something externalized from 

human experience or our civilization, especially as their health incubates and provides for the 

renewal of the planetôs biomass ï a biomass which we human beings are dependent on. Two 

obvious examples of life-supporting systems are pollinators on land, and the fish which many 

coastal communities are dependent on. Both these systems are also obvious examples of 

biomes caught in a state of collapse, one by the expansion of industrial agriculture, the other 

by the expansion of trawling. Of course, pollution, climate change and the introduction of 

certain substances into the biomes have served to increase the pace of the collapse. 

Currently, humans and their livestock constitute 90% of land vertebrates, whereas oceanic 

ecosystems are in free-fall. 

The obvious solution in relation to oceanic management is to transform fishing 

methodologies, phase out trawling and eventually instituting an end to that barbaric and 

destructive practice. This will of course make fish as food less accessible, at least in the short 



 

 

term. Also, we will need a near complete cessation of the production of plastic bags, plastic 

packaging and the usage of plastics in toys, electronics and textiles. Waste management must 

be adapted to a circular economy and universally applied, where resources are inadequate 

other regions must step in with support. 

Regarding biodiversity in general, it is hard to advocate any other course than to conduct a 

retreat from certain biomes and give them time to recover. In the future, rather than having the 

baseline that resources are up for grabs if they are not located within specially designated 

regions like conservation areas and Natura 2000 areas, rather the mainstream point should be 

that regions and resources should only be designated for usage after a process where those 

desiring to utilise said regions and resources have made a compelling argument for that before 

the entire community. 

One final observation regarding the transition era is that the infrastructural, logistical and 

economical needs of the transition will ï if it is implemented ï negate any effects of 

technological unemployment wrought about by automation. Drone and human alike are 

needed to sow seeds, and there is a likelihood that the entire adult population of the Earth 

would have to be mass mobilized to conduct a successful transition, a transition which would 

need to touch nearly every aspect of every human beingôs life on the planet. The thought of 

this could be frightening, and it should be ï but it is not a matter of wishful thinking but of the 

reality subsequent generations have built up. 

 

Questions for discussion 

 

Is there anything you believe is omitted from this chapter which is important for the 

transition? 

 

Do you believe the transition would be popular amongst the people? Arguments for? 

Arguments against? 



 

 

CHAPTER XV ï THE FUTURE CIVILIZATION 

 

XV.i ï And then? 

Self-evidently a society never gets stuck in a particular phase of transition (though one can 

argue that all societies always undergo different types of transition ï this is inevitable with the 

flow of human generations). Thus, the question emerges how the post-transition civilization 

will constitute itself. In this matter, our movement holds no orthodox position, and rather than 

presenting a fixed path forward, we are establishing guidelines and principles. 

To elaborate further, there are some clear delineations in our ideal model. These principles 

are: 

¶ The civilization must adhere to the Three Criteria. 

¶ There should be a universal respect for human rights and the individual human being 

as a goal in themselves. 

¶ There must be a holistic realisation that we all are interconnected with nature, and that 

the ecosystems are interconnected with the biosphere. This co-dependency is the key 

to human thriving on Earth. 

¶ Where possible, there should be a high degree of local autonomy ï in terms of 

communities controlling their own resources and their own democratic institutions. 

¶ Decisions must be grounded in the basis of scientific inquiry and transparent dialogue 

encompassing all human beings. 

¶ Humans must be provided with the intellectual and conceptual tools to partake in the 

dialogue. 



 

 

 

XV.ii ï RBE organisations, similarities and differences 

Those readers with familiarity to organisations espousing the concept of a Resource-Based 

Economyò will already have seen some similarities between the Design and the model 

espoused by their multitudes. Two of the obvious similarities are that we both 1) strive to 

build a model based on scientific understanding, 2) that we envision smart cities or a ñsmart 

gridò which helps to monitor resources and provide a database. Our existence has made 

followers of a particular other organisation question why we are not collaborated with them or 

outright joined with them. 

We can answer that though we have collaborated with them (for example by helping to 

arrange a particular Stockholm lecture in the early 2010ôs), cooperation has been complicated 

by their insistence that we should devote our time into promoting their material, and that they 

have had a very lukewarm interest into our contributions. This is of course their right, they 

have the liberty to choose what route they desire to pursue. Nevertheless, an enthusiastic 

follower may question why we even have bothered to create our own model, since the model 

espoused by them is portrayed in far more vivid detail, and with what appears to be far more 

self-confidence. 

To make their model justice, it will consist of hubs with sensor and monitor systems to 

measure resources, flows of energy, water quality, temperature, soil quality and all the other  

multitudes of factors which would then be plugged into a computer system, which then would 

plan the production of items and services ï while all the mundane and monotonous jobs will 

be automated away. The impeccable planning of the computer will ensure complete material 

abundance. Money will be abolished, and no unit of measurement or data will ever have to be 

distributed to or allocated by an individual ï all of that information will be managed by a 

computer system, working as a cityôs ñbrainò. This was the basic mode of their founder, and 



 

 

most of his other contributions to the model were of technical, sociological and psychological 

nature. 

All critique towards the system and its shortcomings in relation to the subject of ñhuman 

natureò were waved aside by referencing Skinnerian Behaviourism, a school of psychology 

espousing the idea that the human being is mostly nurture and very little nature ï that a 

society as altruistic and abundant as the Resource-Based Economy would eliminate most 

social ills. 

Their founder also asserted that this system would indisputably work as envisioned, that the 

transition would become a short, smooth and painless affair ï taking five to ten years at most. 

He was also certain that all environmental problems could be solved without hassle. 

This optimism can be said to be admirable. 

These three points, however, can create unforeseen hazards, both of a structural and moral 

character ï and the inability or unwillingness to seriously question and scrutinize oneôs own 

preconceptions of a model might cause problems for said model when the time has come for 

the implementation. This will also lead us to our fourth contention. 

I. The idea that implementing a computerised planned economy will automatically solve 

all problems of scarcity appears to be blurred, and partially based on incomplete 

information about the severity of the current ecological crisis. What is more, I.ii) no 

computer is flawless and all electronics will decay, creating bugs which especially in 

complex systems can wreak havoc. This problem can of course appear in the model 

proposed in the Design, but our model does not lend unto computers the power to 

directly run the economy. Then, there is the self-evident fact, I.iii) that computers are 

capable of measuring and weighing the world, but their ability to understand it is 

constricted by the ability of their creators to comprehend it. 

II. To believe that behaviourism, a school of psychology which today has been 

superseded by developments in the understanding of the human mind, has the answers 

of all critiques regarding the modelôs effect on human behaviour is simplifying the 

human being and also ignoring that there are things about the model which cannot be 

known until they actually are applied. 

III.  The transition will encompass 8-9 billion people, divided in around 200 countries, 

with often stratified social and institutional systems, vested interests and crisis-induced 

heightened tensions. Though a transition must take place, it would not be a simple 

task, and even if the model would find acceptance among large segments of the 

population, other segments would resist and we would find it to become more difficult 

than envisioned. 

IV. One crucial difference between the Design and the RBE model city is that the latter is 

envisioning to showcase the near perfection of a preconceived model, whereas the 

former strives to learn and expects mistakes and miscalculations to be made. 



 

 

The optimism and drive of this and many other RBE organisations are impressive, as well as 

the journey they have made. It can conceivably be so that their model is near perfect and will 

bring about a perfect society, and that their assumptions are correct. We simply believe that 

there is a stark possibility that is not the case, and rather than putting our fate into individuals, 

even if they happen to be near flawless geniuses, we must look at what science is at its core. 

Science is not yet another faith, or a hack which allows one to create vastly improved 

societies at a blink of an eye. Neither should it be wielded as a blunt object to deflect critical 

questions. We should never blindly assume that we are correct, and we should not profess 

dogmatic or ideological alignment to the Design. 

There is only one arbiter of what may work to fulfil the Three Criteria, and that is reality. 

While the humility of our movement, and our unwillingness to passionately advocate for the 

Design as the solution to all the ills of human society may appear as a weakness, it is our 

belief that it is our greatest strength. The EOS possesses the bravery both to put forward 

heterodox, radical ideas for socio-economic transformation, and the willingness to expose 

these ideas through rigorous tests to see whether they should be validated or rejected, and 

whether something valuable for the wider society could be learnt from them. 

 

XV.iii ï Characteristics of life under the Design 

We do not claim that the Design would solve all problems, eliminate all crime or create 

happiness for all human beings. As previously stated in this document, our societal model 



 

 

needs to be tested and refined before being a serious political alternative. This chapter will 

discuss the hypothetical characteristics of society under the Design, if the Design is proven to 

be a functioning model which can achieve the Three Criteria. 

The changes in comparison to todayôs society would be large, and certainly some people 

would love this transformation, while others will loathe it. 

Work . A large part of the life of a typical human being in todayôs fiat-based monetary system 

is about accruing debt in order to be employable, so that one can earn enough money to pay 

back the debt. Even those who do not study at colleges or universities tend to accrue debt for 

housing or a personal mean of transportation.  

Under the Design, the sustenance of each human being would be guaranteed through a basic 

income, while it as a high-tech civilization will pursue automation where ecologically and 

socially possible. Add to this that there no longer would be a need to fund expenses through 

taxation, and the rationale for a high-intensity production economy vanishes. No longer will 

there be any incentives to maximise production and then coax buyers into consumption of the 

items. 

Taken together, the post-transition civilization would be characterised by the following 

features: 

¶ Shorter work hours. 

¶ An increased incentive for automating monotonous or disagreeable tasks. 

¶ A severing of the relationship between the general employment of a society and the 

ability of a society to fund its core tasks. 

¶ Higher choice and freedom in the amount of work an individual chooses to pursue. 

In short, rather than finding themselves often crushed either under a stressful work 

environment which is physically or mentally hazardous, and the humiliating and sometimes 

life-threatening condition of unemployment, human beings would find themselves having 

more power over their own time and subsequently their own lives. It could also be stated that 

financial and economic stress can accentuate domestic abuse and leave individuals in 

dangerous family situations due to economic dependency. Under this model, this relationship 

will discontinue. 

Entrepreneurship. It can seem to be counter-intuitive that a post-monetary system like the 

Design would offer some benefits for people who desire to innovate and start companies. And 

it is true that there are a few setbacks. Even if work- and validation-based income is added, 

there will be a soft but real limit to how much many energy units one individual could accrue 

ï to not speak of the fact that energy units are non-saveable. This will mean that an ambitious 

entrepreneur can forget their dream of owning a stable of Ferraris and their own Caribbean 

island, or to become the next super-billionaire. 



 

 

However, just a fraction of a fraction of entrepreneurs become extremely wealthy, and that 

slice is probably smaller than the amount of entrepreneurs under the current system who find 

themselves ending up in personal bankruptcy, with shattered dreams and families. That, too, 

would cease to be a concern under the Design. 

¶ The basic income ensures that innovators would not need to starve or to work double 

time in order to realise their dreams. 

¶ The compensation for personnel work hours will be covered by the technate, not the 

individual holon and thence not the individual entrepreneur. No more worrying about 

paying wages. 

¶ There will be no taxes to pay. 

¶ The platforms for broadcasting information about items and services will be level and 

with very low thresholds for participation. 

¶ No need to produce 10 000 items of one product and then worrying about selling 

them. 

In todayôs world, many small business owners are working their entire wake time, often 

paying high rent and taxes on top of that, while they are sinking into ever deeper debt. Under 

this model, these individuals would not have to worry about administrative costs, salaries or 

other peripheral factors ï they can focus on producing good items and services which are 

ecologically and socially sustainable. 

Property. In todayôs world, much of the wealth is created by property valuation (and 

speculation) ï the property being buildings, land or infrastructure. This, we are afraid to say, 

is an area where the application of the Design will change the world profoundly. 

Nothing in the Design says that the idea of private property will be abolished, but a post-

monetary system designed to measure and value transactions on the basis of formal energy 

flows cannot and should not value the passive hoarding of space and cannot act as a venue for 

speculation. 

People could still operate services like providing housing, but the concept of ñlandlordò will 

vanish, since both the tenant and the owner will be compensated through the technate. An 

owner can probably receive a validation perk through the technate, but that would be based on 

the satisfaction of their users, not on some rent. 

Likewise, a person owning forest can probably receive a perk for doing a good environmental 

service. 

Yet, these incomes will be mere trickles in comparison to the current position enjoyed by 

landlords and property owners in the highly desired areas of modern super-cities. Thus, most 

likely, the amount of privately owned property will gradually decrease and give way for other 

arrangements. 



 

 

Trade. When an item is purchased, the energy units allocated are not transferred to the holon 

responsible for production. Rather, any additional income for the production and distribution 

of items will be available first at the next accounting period. 

Regarding antiquities and second hand, such items could be traded through barter or local 

currencies ï since nothing in the Design is prohibiting the usage of either. Only in terms of 

production of items and the usage of energy, the usage of energy units is required. 

For the user, the system will not impose restrictions on what items they would like to have, 

other than that some items will be manufactured first when the user requests them. Unlike in 

centrally planned economies, where there often only is one manufacturer, there would be a 

multitude of manufacturers to choose from, and inefficient manufacturers may receive 

negative validation points which would reduce their income of energy units for the next 

period. 

Travel and transport. Though travel would have to, per the system of energy accounting, 

bear the costs of its effects on the environment, within the area of the technate there will be no 

VISA requirements, and people could move from one region to another relatively unimpeded, 

even taking up residence and beginning new lives fairly easy. Though personal transport will 

probably become rarer due to loading inefficiencies
9
 which would make the production of 

cars more rare, newer forms of transport will emerge. 

Regarding transport of items for assembly or distribution, global transport networks will 

largely be disbanded, while the system of energy accounting intrinsically would favour a 

higher degree of local resiliency and autonomy. This would of course not be universal, if a 

user favours a pair of foreign shoes before a pair of domestic ones, and is prepared to allocate 

more energy units to see to that, that will still be the preferred outcome. 

Production. In terms of what items are produced, there would probably be a trend towards 

modularization, which would mean a standardization of micro-components such as batteries, 

screws, connector ports, wires and the shape of circuit cards. Producers would have little 

incentive to make their products hard to repair, and thus most products will be manufactured 

with durability and reparability in mind. Instead of producing new items, there will be 

hardware upgrades for older products, and probably circular patterns for resources, as a holon 

would rather receive back old and defunct products than orchestrating the expensive mining 

of resources (remember, what previously was called externalities are now internalized). 

In terms of copyright, while intellectual claims may still exist they will probably be relaxed 

due to the far lowered risks, and this will prompt cooperation rather than competition. Holons 

can cooperate, and rather than fighting over the same pie they can use their resources to 

benefit both of them, since the benefits received through validated income filters through the 

technate. 

                                                             
9
 The manner in which one person occupying a six square metre vehicle precipitates waste of space and 

wasteful production 



 

 

In terms of production space, we could probably see very large multi-usage factories emerge 

alongside smaller workshops. The larger factories could possess a stock of machinery used by 

multiple companies and holons with the purpose of production, and a rotating order which 

sees assembly and production during the entire day and night cycle, since items no longer 

would be manufactured en masse and then sold out, but produced on request. In this regard, 

3D printing could be of aid in the transition. 

Habitation . There would of course still be houses pre-manufactured for family or individual 

usage, and people could still ask for a company to build their house or build it themselves. 

Moreover, for generations, people will still probably live in existing housing. For new mass 

housing to be built, we would probably see a transition towards something resembling 

arcologies, large buildings where habitats, distribution centres, gardens, schools and clinics 

co-exist. The habitation in these buildings will most likely focus on the smart usage of power, 

water and heat, and for example have common bathrooms, common kitchens and some 

common social spaces, including sports and recreational facilities. 

In such a habitat, the social work tasks ï like looking after the small and the elderly as well as 

cleaning and cooking tasks and tending the gardens, may be circulated among every 

inhabitant on a schedule basis, and viewed as any other work tasks in the computerised 

system. This could produce some tension, but living in todayôs society is neither frictionless, 

and the human factor will probably always sometimes backfire. 

Democracy and autonomy. The Design is stressing the importance of local resilience and 

peopleôs power, under a constitution which protects minorities, freedom of speech and 

movement, and human rights. Local autonomy is ascertained through the ability of the local 

community to have democratic influence over their local resources, and control over their 

ability to sustain themselves with food, water, electricity, heating and cooling. These matters 

will necessitate the participation of the population in both the tasks of managing these local 

utilities, and in democratic bodies endowed with the power of making decisions. 

On the national level, people will still have their parliaments, executives and flags, and the 

right to democratic participation through their national constitutions. The Design extends the 

power and influence of the individual to a higher degree of control over their local livelihood, 

but at the expense of the individual also gaining a greater degree of communitarian 

responsibility. 



 

 

 

In summary: What we will get, if the Design is successful, is a sustainable civilization where 

human beings can live their lives and pursue their dreams within the carrying capacity of the 

Earth. In some aspects, it might be a slower world than todayôs, with more time for reflection, 

family life and the pursuit of oneôs interests. The risks will be lower, the rewards will be 

redirected towards actions which cause less harm to the biosphere. Human beings will live 

their lives, and would probably need to think a lot less about the energy units than humans 

currently today are thinking about money. 

There will still be challenges and problems to be overcome. There will be software bugs, and 

there will be people who make the wrong decisions. There will be natural disasters, and the 

efforts to curb these natural disasters will not always be satisfactorily. Machines will fail, 

windows will break ï and sometimes people will feel unhappy and alienated. The Design is 

not envisioned as a utopia, but as a civilisationary model where human beings are incentivised 

to take care of the environment and one another ï to love and cherish rather than to compete 

and develop ulcers. 

A world where every human being could have the time to explore their humanity and be a 

human being. 

Questions for discussion 

Can you see any other differences between life under the Design and life today? Positive and 

negative? Discuss. 

 


