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      “Dawn of the Akashic Age is full of riveting ideas about the great evolutionary leap now facing humanity, but that is not what distinguishes this book. It is the masterful orchestration of leading-edge thinking into full symphonic resonance that sets it apart as a classic. It defines a new pinnacle of coherence in mapping our utter transformation as an evolved planetary species.”

      JAMES O’DEA, AUTHOR OF CULTIVATING PEACE, FORMER PRESIDENT OF THE INSTITUTE OF NOETIC SCIENCES, AND FORMER DIRECTOR OF THE WASHINGTON, D.C., OFFICE OF AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL

      “In this remarkable book Laszlo and Dennis have done nothing less than draw the blueprint for a planetary society. The Akashic Age is the logical successor to both the Industrial Revolution and the Information Era, because it is based on a paradigm of connectedness not separation, of sustainability not exploitation, and of transformation not inertia. It serves as a healthy antidote to the doom and gloom found in most other books about humankind’s future and warns that a positive transition and a better world will require deliberate effort, conscious deliberation, and hard work. Given the alternatives, readers of Dawn of the Akashic Age may decide that the required love and labor will be worth it.”

      STANLEY KRIPPNER, PH.D., PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY AT SAYBROOK UNIVERSITY AND COAUTHOR OF THE VOICE OF ROLLING THUNDER AND HEALING STATES

      “Let it be said that a book has now been written about our future, a book that we ignore at our peril. This inspiring book is the alarm clock that can stir us from our slumber.”

      LARRY DOSSEY, M.D., AUTHOR OF ONE MIND AND HEALING WORDS AND FORMER EXECUTIVE EDITOR OF ALTERNATIVE THERAPIES IN HEALTH AND MEDICINE
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      INTRODUCTION

      RISING TO A NEW DAWN

      At first glance it may seem ambitious to name a book the dawn of something; more so when it heralds the dawn of what is called an Akashic Age. What do we mean when we refer to an age that is “Akashic”? The ancient rishis of India believed that beyond the four elements of the cosmos—fire, water, air, and earth—there is a fifth element that is more fundamental than all the others: the Akasha. The Akasha is the fundamental dimension of the world, a dimension that has been rediscovered at the cutting edge of contemporary physics and cosmology, where it is called variously Unified Field, nu-ether, cosmic matrix, or physical space-time. The Akasha thus heralds a dimension that is our fundamental underlying connectivity, one that is now being verified by our new sciences. The subtitle of this book, too, speaks of a new consciousness, quantum resonance, and the future of the world. You might be asking, Is this too far-fetched? Naturally, we—the authors—think not. Furthermore, we feel that not only is such a future possible, but that it is the natural developmental progression of a global civilization that is on the cusp of becoming a planetary society. However, we are aware that this is not a simple process. Nor is it likely to be a thoroughly smooth transition. Hence, the need for this book to further elucidate just what is meant by arriving at an interrelated, integral, and interdependent planetary society.

      Our species, Homo sapiens sapiens, has been on a historically long evolutionary journey prior to arriving at the point where we now find ourselves. Thus we begin our book by offering an—albeit brief—examination of the rise of hominid intelligence. Within this context we acknowledge that to arrive at a world that is complex and interdependent, by making the right type of choices, is hard, but critical. Whereas previously we perhaps had the luxury of making choices that affected only our immediate well-being and locale, we must now think and act in a global context and with a long time horizon. We feel it is important to be clear on this matter: we are approaching a crucial epoch that will serve as a cusp in our species development. We are leaving behind one age and entering the next. The epoch we are leaving behind is the Modern Age. The epoch we are about to shift into has been given many names—Postmodern, Digital, and the like—yet has so far suffered from lack of true and genuine foresight. Partly to blame is the human inclination to think in linear terms, and thus to imagine the future as a logical extension of the past. We see it as a gradual upward sloping curve on a graph. But nature—and evolution—doesn’t work that way, and never has. What we see are long periods of static where there is relatively little change; then the onset of a tipping point where a crucial—and critical—leap occurs. What is on the other side of this leap is often unexpected, because it does not conform to the older patterns of thinking, perception, and behavior. These periods of criticality are moments of opportunity, when catalysts for change exert a greater than normal influence on the outcome of events. It is a transition period where the anomalies begin to manifest at the periphery and witness the implosion of the incumbent status quo. At these points, ideas, institutions, and beliefs tend to outlive their usefulness.

      Yet there are guiding principles that can help us, if not to predict the future, then at least to foresee alternative models of the future. Our view is that the systems sciences enable us to do just that—to view underlying trends that flow through the veins of biological as well as sociocultural evolution. To put it simply, the systems that arise and evolve—corporeal, environmental, social systems—veer toward ever-increasing size and complexity. We are embedded within systems that seek growth through increasing complexity and numerous levels of organization, greater dynamism, and closer interaction and more delicate balance with the environment. We foresee a future that is highly connected and integrated, more decentralized, technologically advanced, more sustainably balanced, and nonlocally interconnected. By nonlocally interconnected, we mean that physical objects/bodies—as well as human consciousness—maintain effective forms of relationships at a distance. The term nonlocality comes to us from the quantum sciences, which are central to offering the world a new paradigm of inclusive, intrinsic, and immediate oneness. It is a paradigm that helps to explain how we are all connected through fields of energy, which forms a basis for the continued physical proximity and connectivity that develops in the world. This emerging new paradigm is the key in understanding what we are calling the Akashic Age.

      Is this still far-fetched? Well, for us, it is entirely scientific; that is, within the domain of science and scientific validity. The new sciences, based on the physics of the quantum, show us that this wonderful world of ours is a gigantic macro-level quantum system, where all things, and not only supersmall quantum things, are entangled; that is, instantly interconnected. As we discuss in the book, this realization is set to change our values and aspirations, and the very way we think and act in the world. It may hold the key to our own well-being, and the survival of the whole human community. As we state in part 1, a sustainable global civilization could come about, and if it did, its advent would be in tune with the overall trend in the evolution of complex systems. Thus, we envision that a positive unfolding of the sociocultural evolutionary trend is definitely possible. But bringing it about depends on us: on what we do today, and in the years ahead.

      We are at the dawn of the Akashic Age because there remain a number of dilemmas and critical thresholds that we face. We see these as potential opportunities as well as potential disrupters. They will unfold over the next decade. Significantly, we view them as being based, to a large degree, on energy, communications, and consciousness. We refer to energy in terms of how we utilize our resources, communications in terms of how we connect and collaborate with each other, and consciousness in terms of our patterns of thinking and inner coherence.

      As we approach the Akashic Age, we are entering a time of transition, where our crises become our catalysts, and our disruptions become our driving forces. In such times, when there are major fluctuations in worldviews, values, and beliefs, we are compelled to reorganize how we think about and do things. Such moments are ripe for new models to emerge. These new models are likely to first emerge on the periphery—as anomalies—before creeping toward the center to overwhelm and outdo the centralized and self-centered old systems. These new models also display a marked difference from their predecessors in that they operate through decentralized and distributed channels, as horizontal networks of connection and collaboration, rather than as the vertical, top-down hierarchical systems of control in the old systems. Whereas previous models of civilization continued to grow through increasing centralization and hierarchy, they have now entered history with a death cry and the onset of final collapse.

      For our planet to have any future that is not only sustainable but also fosters human developmental growth and well-being, we need an Akashic Age that promotes the natural, integrated flow of living systems. Such an age, as we foresee it, encourages social as well as self-actualization, and plants the seeds of a new culture that respects and honors the Earth and her diverse peoples. The Akashic Age represents a new stage in human consciousness, a stage that allows humanity to rise and overcome all the challenges we now confront. We ask you, the reader, to join us on this journey, and to envision the possibility that such an age may be more than just a possible future. It can be our future, if we truly want it to be.
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      In part 1 of this book, “Our Path to the Akashic Age,” we examine the evolutionary journey of Homo sapiens sapiens and how we have arrived at our current stage. We ask the question What next? as we discuss the dilemmas that now face us as we stand at a historical turning point.

      Part 2, “At the Threshold of the Akashic Age,” looks at how we can shift our values and beliefs. In this section we introduce the background to the new quantum sciences that underlie the Akashic paradigm and that foster qualities of coherence and quantum resonance. With this in mind, we introduce to the reader our vision of what an Akashic dawn could look like, with new emerging models in society, energy, economics, food production, and education, among other things.

      Part 3, “The Conscious Advent of the Akashic Age,” takes this vision further to consider what a world of 2030 might have in store for us if we were to follow the Akashic path. With this vision, we take the opportunity to put forth what we consider to be the Manifesto of a New Consciousness, which suggests fifteen points to guide our steps as we seek a higher consciousness to live and thrive on this planet.

      Finally, part 4, “From Vision to Reality,” offers a rich set of future-visioning contributions from the world-shifting community on such issues as spirituality, education, social entrepreneurship, conscious leadership, and sacred economics.

      As philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer once famously said, “Everyone takes the limits of his own vision for the limits of the world.” It is time now to throw off these limits, and together provide this wonderful world with the vision of a future that lives up to the true potential of a species endowed with higher purpose and consciousness.
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      HOW WE BECAME SAPIENS

      Homo sapiens no longer rely on the muscle of fight, the speed of flight, or the protective mask of shape and coloring for survival. We have come to depend on our intelligence. We evolved into Homo sapiens, subspecies sapiens, doubly man the knower. But do we live up to this proud designation?

      About 5 million years ago, the evolutionary line that led to modern humanity diverged from African apes, the common ancestors of humans, chimpanzees, and gorillas. Apes are knuckle-walking quadrupeds; Homo is an erect biped. Apes have large jaws and they have small brains (in the range of 300–600 cubic centimeters [ccm]); Homo has a small jaw and a fourfold brain size, in the range of 1400–1600 ccm. Most apes are adapted to life in the trees; Homo is suited to life on the ground. It is this adaptability to terrestrial life that proved to be the decisive factor in the evolution of intelligence. Why some bands of prehominids left the trees is still something of a mystery (some anthropologists maintain that they were pushed from the forests into the savannah by physically more developed arboreal primates), but once they left the trees, their destiny was sealed: they were condemned to a form of intelligence—or to extinction. The question we now face is whether the kind of intelligence that evolved is sufficient for survival into the twenty-first century. Humanity, as Buckminster Fuller said, is facing its final exam. It is an exam of intelligence—the collective IQ test of the species.

      Intelligence in a species is not unique to Homo—other animals have developed forms of it, and more species might have developed it, if they had had the need and the opportunity to do so. Whales and dolphins have intelligence, but they live in an aquatic environment that is more stable and more readily able to satisfy the requirements of living beings than life on land. Sea mammals had no need to evolve into the kind of active, manipulative intelligent beings that land-living humans did. This kind of intelligence is needed only in a terrestrial setting, where the availability and retention of water, continual energy storage and usage, and the maintenance of constant temperatures are essential to the running of complex biochemical reactions. A corresponding kind of intelligence may have emerged in various land-living species; in time it may have emerged among the dinosaurs. One species, the stenanicosaurus, had favorable prerequisites—a spacious cranium, large eyes, and long arms—but it disappeared along with the rest. Had stenanicosaurus evolved with a high level of intelligence, the biosphere might now be populated by reptilian rather than human beings, with (for us) mind-boggling consequences.

      Unlike the history of dinosaurs and sea-living mammals, the chance concatenation of circumstances that made up the history of our own species allowed, and even required, our ancestors to stake their survival on a form of intelligence that was able to adapt quickly and to manipulate its surroundings. The gamble had to be taken because, once they were out of the trees, our forebears found themselves in a perilous situation. The savannahs were already populated with meat-eating animals, most of them stronger and faster than our ancesters were. The shelter of the trees was gone, and in its place they had only one substitute: their newly freed forelimbs. These were no longer needed to hold on to the branches of trees and could thus be put to other uses. Most probably, the evolving arms were used to transport infants as the bands of early hominids followed migrating herds on Africa’s developing grasslands. But they must also have been used for self-defense with stones and sticks, as chimpanzees use their forelimbs. Unlike in chimps and other apes, however, our forebears’ method of survival put a premium on bodily control, tactile sensitivity, and especially on manual dexterity. Only hominids who evolved these capabilities could survive. Our early ancestors managed this feat: in the motor and sensory cortex of the brain of sapiens, the nerves governing the hand, especially the thumb, became highly developed.

      As forelimbs morphed into dexterous arms and hands, jaws were no longer required for defense. There was no selection pressure for canine teeth, sectorial premolars, or a capacious jaw to accommodate them. The pressure was for a bigger brain, capable of dexterity and intelligence, and for a cranium to shelter it. Hence, an erect bipedal species arose, with a large brain, a small jaw, and opposable thumbs—the hallmarks of sapiens to this day.

      With the development of a larger brain came a whole series of evolutionary innovations. Among the capabilities that were advantageous to terrestrial bipeds, the ability to cooperate in performing the critical tasks of survival must have been the foremost. Mutant individuals who had a superior ability to communicate with each other were most likely favored by natural selection. As these socialized individuals spread through the population, the genetically based sign language of the apes morphed into the flexible system of shared symbols characteristic of human language. Social behavior was freed from the rigidity of genetic programming and adapted to changing circumstances. In the neocortex, the capacities for manual dexterity and tool use were joined with newly evolved capacities for communication and socialization. Our forebears evolved from terrestrial apes into a species that, with some exaggeration but not entirely without reason, came to view itself as the “knower.”

      Sapiens remained essentially unchanged since the species first emerged in Africa about 100,000 years ago. But its sophisticated manual and cognitive capacities did not pay off during the greater part of the 5 million years since our forebears first descended from the trees. During most of these thousands of millennia, the scattered bands of hominids just scraped by, barely surviving in a world that was always vulnerable and frequently precarious.

      The payoffs began slowly, perhaps 1.5 million years ago. Near Chesowanja in Kenya, archaeologists have found baked clay next to hominid bones and human-made stone implements. The clay showed traces of exposure to heat much higher than that which would normally occur in a bush fire. Whether it had been baked by fires tended by hominids who lived 1.5 million years ago is uncertain; the evidence is circumstantial—natural fires leading to an intense smoldering of a big tree trunk could have produced similarly high temperatures. But 500,000 years back in time, the evidence becomes uncontroversial. Fires of human origin are at least as old as that—and that is perhaps the first indication that our species’s gamble on intelligence would eventually pay off.

      The control of fire was an intelligent move: it gave the dispersed bands of hominids a small but decisive edge in their struggle for survival. Fire inspires fear in all creatures—flames and embers burn feathers, fur, hair, and skin on contact. Since the instinctive reaction to fire is to flee, those who master fire can use it for protection and defense. Fire is also an important aid in ensuring a continuous food supply; meat that quickly rots when raw remains edible far longer when it’s properly roasted. By roasting the food, lean periods between hunts in poor weather can be bridged; one is no longer living entirely from hand to mouth.

      Mastering fire, the most immediate and fearful of all elementary forces of nature, is not likely to have come about all at once, and in one place only. Homo erectus, our direct forebear, seems to have tended fires in far-distant locations over long periods. The finds speak clearly: there were humanly laid fires at such diverse sites as Zhoukoudian near Beijing, Aragon in the south of France, and Vértesszöllôs in Hungary. A number of hominid bands seem to have mastered fire almost simultaneously, without learning from, or probably even knowing about, each other.

      The process must have been slow, at least by modern standards. There are fires ignited periodically by lightning in all tropical and subtropical ecosystems. Natural fires play a vital role: they clear away dead organic matter and revitalize the soil, creating favorable conditions for fresh plant growth. Homo erectus certainly encountered natural fires for untold millennia and, most likely, reacted much the same as other apes and animals—by fleeing. But gradually, some adventuresome individuals were drawn back to the smoldering remains and began to poke around in them. No doubt, they discovered the remains of many kinds of animals, and found some that were charred but not entirely burned. Experience might have shown them that such remains could be eaten, not only at the site of the fire, but at home bases for days afterward.

      More and more of the exploring hominid bands undoubtedly returned to the sites of natural fires to forage for edible remains. They would not have been the only ones to do so: other animals, especially the readily imitating apes and monkeys, would have followed suit. But hominids had an advantage: with their thinly haired bodies they were less likely to be singed by flying sparks than more furry or hairy animals. Their erect posture was even more of an advantage. Liberated arms could be used far better to investigate embers and ashes than the forelimbs of quadrupeds; in addition, they could be used more effectively to hurl stones and sticks at competitors.

      Then a whole series of discoveries occurred. First, some hominids noticed that a stick that smolders or burns on one end is cool enough to be handled on the other. They found that such sticks make particularly effective weapons. Entire bands of hominids rallied, making noises and brandishing burning sticks to frighten off other animals. Another discovery was made subsequently: some individuals threw dry sticks on the flames, and made handy torches for use as a weapon.

      The act of igniting the end of a dry stick marked a decisive breakthrough in our species’s gamble on intelligence. A natural fire goes out after a time, but one that is kindled with additional sticks keeps burning. Our ancestors discovered that, by lighting sticks, they could not only frighten off other animals but could keep fires going. Since natural fires would not occur at all times—periods without lightning can be long—keeping fires burning became an important chore.

      And then a third discovery was made: fire could be transported. A burning stick could be carried and made to ignite fires at more convenient locations, for example, in or near caves. Fires were then built near human habitations and were used for roasting food as well as for keeping predators at bay. There is evidence that fires were indeed used in this way, and for staggering periods. The famous cave at Zhoukoudian, for example, seems to have had a fire that was tended off and on for about 230,000 years—and was abandoned only when the roof collapsed and the cave had to be vacated.

      Through the centuries, hominids have discovered that they could make fires on their own, without having to wait for the serendipity of a bolt of lightning igniting dry bush. Rubbing together sticks and stones and blowing on the sparks was a remarkable discovery by hominid intelligence. Together with the earlier discoveries, it endowed our ancestors with a significant measure of control over nature, far more than any other creature.

      With this discovery, our species acquired an assured path to dominance. Humans no longer had to struggle for survival in constant fear of more powerful species: they could establish habitations, protect them, and stockpile their staple foods. A Greek myth tells us that Prometheus stole the fire withheld by an avenging Zeus, angry at humans for having gotten the better of him. The Promethean spark, concealed according to legend in the hollow stalk of a fennel, may have been the greatest breakthrough in the history of sapiens.

      With the edge on survival assured, the payoffs of intelligence accumulated at an increasing rate. River valleys, such as the Nile, the Tigris, the Euphrates, the Ganges, and the Huang-Ho, were settled. In these environments, silt deposited by great streams acted as a natural fertilizer, and periodically flooding waters functioned as natural systems of irrigation. In the course of millennia, regular harvests were supplemented by seeds planted on favorable locations; several strains of previously wild plants could be successfully domesticated. The domestication of a few species of animals occurred at more or less the same time. With the advent of the Neolithic Age (circa 10,000 BCE)—a breakthrough that has a rightful claim to be the first great technological “revolution”—the nomadic bands of hominids morphed into settled pastoralists.

      The rest is indeed history—the history of sapiens, the dominant predator of this planet. The intelligence we evolved permitted us to reproduce in ever-greater numbers and to dominate—or at least to interfere with—nature, according to the dictates of our growing needs and our increasingly voracious appetites.

      
        BUT ARE WE REALLY SAPIENS?

        We have learned to make fire and have acted on the assumption that we can also put it out. But is such confidence justified? The forces we have called into being are all fires of one kind or another—dynamic processes in nature that we catalyze and then hope to control. We believe that we have tamed these Promethean fires, that we cannot only create them but can also extinguish them at will. Yet some of the fires we have sparked get out of hand occasionally. Some, like a maverick genie let out of a bottle, take on a life and will of their own. They act in unforeseen and unintended ways, destroying rather than building life and habitat. This was how the force we liberated with the invention of gunpowder behaved, and how most of our fossil fuel–based technologies behave today. As Hiroshima, Chernobyl, and, more recently, Fukushima taught us, the genie we have let out of the nucleus of the atom is more powerful and more difficult to tame than all the others. Robots, computers, and the myriad new technologies of automation and communication we have come up with may not turn out to be reliably domesticated, either.

        All this should give us pause. When the line of Homo branched off from the higher apes some 5 million years ago, our species—and with it terrestrial nature—took a chance. It put its own survival at stake. An intelligent species is not necessarily an evolutionary success, reproducing and enhancing its environment. It might also be an ecological disaster, degrading its milieu and threatening its own survival. If human intelligence were to end in a fiasco, the exit of our species could ignite a “fire” that destroys the habitat for all higher forms of life on the planet. The bet on intelligence is the greatest gamble the biosphere has ever entered into.

        Though the outcome was in doubt for millions of years, in the span of recorded history the bet seems to have paid off. Yet, could it be that this period in history is now coming to an end? To envision the extinction of our species is by no means far-fetched: elsewhere in the universe, intelligent species may have disappeared not long after they became dominant. Intelligence, after all, is one of the many answers that evolution can offer in the great dance of mutation and natural selection, and it is likely that in the wide reaches of the universe similar answers will have been chanced upon. Despite this, our efforts at interplanetary communication have been a failure. There have been reports of UFOs with extraterrestrials on board landing on Earth, but they are not confirmed and their veracity has been questioned.

        Even though there are many planets capable of supporting life within communication range from Earth, we have not established regular contact with any of them. The reason may not be that intelligent species do not exist beyond our planet, but that, even if a few may be interspersed in the galaxy, such species do not survive for long. If most of them have a short life expectancy, our chances of communicating with them are drastically reduced. We would have to be precisely coordinated in space and time to receive signals from them: a few hundred years too soon and they would not be capable of emitting the signals; a few hundred years too late and they would no longer be there to emit them.

        Whether or not it exists elsewhere in the cosmos, we pride ourselves that intelligent life exists here on Earth. But does it? The answer depends on the meaning we attach to intelligence. As a strategy for competitive survival, intelligence of the human kind does exist: it has paid off handsomely in the last few thousand years. Yet its costs have been rising and now threaten to supersede its benefits. If they do, our species will turn into a planetary parasite that kills the host on which it feeds, a kind of cancer that destroys the biosphere. And that would hardly be intelligent—deserving to be called sapiens sapiens.

      

    

  
    
      
        [image: image]
      

      2

      WHAT NEXT?

      It could still turn out that Homo is sapiens sapiens. Being sapient—intelligent—means having the ability to make considered choices. In a world that is complex and interdependent, making such choices is not easy. It calls for thinking and acting in a global context, with a long time horizon. Short-range tunnel vision could prove fatal: it may lead to choices that prove disastrous for the individual who makes them and catastrophic for the environment in which that species has evolved.

      Will our intelligence test out in the end; that is, will we make the right choices? This is the ultimate question. Our collective survival depends on it. When a Stone Age fire got out of hand, part of the forest or savannah was destroyed and some habitations had to be vacated, so the nomadic bands of sapiens living there moved to untouched regions. Throughout the Modern Age, “Go West, young man” was a feasible proposition—one could always set out for as-yet-virgin lands. But today the situation is altogether different. The forces humanity is now unleashing do not leave any region of this planet untouched: if they get out of hand, there will be nowhere left to go. If we make the wrong choices, we will use our megatechnologies to dig a megagrave for ourselves.

      We are approaching a crucial epoch: a cusp in our species development. We are leaving behind one age and entering the next. The epoch we are leaving behind is the Modern Age. The one we are entering most people know only as the Postmodern Age—although some speculate that it will be the Digital Age, the Ecological Age, or the Integral Age. What will that epoch or age really be like?

      The drive to identify the age or epoch that comes after the modern one runs up against a major problem: that of seeing into the future. Gone are the days when people could content themselves with consulting sages, astrologers, and soothsayers; tea leaves, horoscopes, and crystal balls tend to become fuzzy when it comes to answering queries about the future of humanity. Social scientists, too, seem reluctant to commit themselves. Why? Because in the standard branches of the social sciences, one can read and extrapolate trends, provided the parameters are constant and the epoch itself is stable, but not if the rules of the game themselves change. Periods of fundamental change bedevil the calculations, and often those making them.

      We need to respond to some basic questions. Can we predict the human future? And, if so, within what limits? The limits of predictability in the human sphere may not be the same as those that apply to simpler systems. Take a well-wound clock, for example. Its hands move across the dial face with strict regularity. If we know where the hands are now, we shall know where they will be five minutes, one hour, or twenty-four hours from now. Also, the movement of the planets in the solar system is, for all intents and purposes, regular and dependable, and, hence, predictable. But the “movement” of humanity through history may not be as predictable as that. We could question whether it is predictable at all.

      The human future is predictable if the past is—that is, if there are laws or regularities that have determined the course of history. Could there be such laws, and, if there are, what are they?

      Two kinds of laws might come into play here. One pertains to the nature of the human organism; the other to the nature of societies. The former set of laws or factors is biological; if it is determinant, it would create a form of biological (or, more precisely, genetic) determinism. The latter set is sociological, and, if determinant, it would, in turn, spell societal (that is, sociocultural or civilizational) determinism. Let us look at each in turn.

      
        BIOLOGICAL EVOLUTION

        If biological factors determined the course of history, they would also determine the future. Our history, the same as our destiny, would be decided by the biological evolution of our species. Our future would be more or less unchanged if our species remained unchanged, and different if our species changed—that is, if it evolved into another species or subspecies.

        This viewpoint accords with a reputable school of thought that looks at the information encoded in our genes as the ultimate determinant of behavior. Sociobiology, as developed in the 1970s by Harvard biologist E. O. Wilson, produced an impressive array of evidence. Sociobiology’s central principle is that individuals tend to behave in a manner that maximizes their inclusive fitness. “Fitness” is measured by reproduction, by the success of individuals in projecting copies of themselves—more precisely, of their genes—into succeeding generations. Genes, according to biologist Richard Dawkins, are “selfish”; that is, their sole purpose is to reproduce themselves. The complexities of the human body and of human behavior are the only means to achieve this paramount end.

        If we press the argument to its logical conclusion, even social interactions appear largely determined by our genes. Other than the embellishment of this or that function through the creation of this or that social structure, human society is as much the expression of the genetic endowment of its members as an animal or insect society is. We may think that we live in societies freely created by us; in reality, we live in superanthills and ultrabeehives in which the complexities of structure and function are due mainly to our own genetic makeup. Our genes make us egotistical: social structure is the result of a trade-off between the selfish aims of individuals and the recognition that many of these aims can be better served by joining forces than by going it alone. Our genes make us aggressive: the history of societies is the history of wars, only interspersed by the cessation of hostilities because periodically there is a need to recoup one’s strength and regroup one’s forces. Our genes make us thirst for power: the structures of society are the product of the power struggle of individuals as the stronger subdue and bind the weaker. The basic traits of individual human behavior are all mirrored by corresponding characteristics in society.

        The conclusion one is tempted to draw from this view is that human society is unlikely to change in the near future. People will be selfish, aggressive, power-seeking tomorrow, just as they are today. There will be wars, power plays, and other conflict-driven behaviors in the future as well. Human society, like the human body, is the way it is because human genes are the way they are. As long as our genes remain the same, society remains the same. No hope for a different future, at least not in the span of the next few generations. It would take a new human to make a new society, and the new human awaits a new mutation in the gene pool of the human species.

        There have been many dreams of creating a new and superior human being; they have ranged from Friedrich Nietzsche’s Ãœbermensch and Adolf Hitler’s Teutonic superman to more recent speculations concerning the attempt to control human breeding stocks through eugenics. The Nazi regime attempted to spread the Aryan stock widely and eliminate what it considered inferior breeds, such as Gypsies, Jews, and Slavs. Extermination camps that put the worst excesses of the medieval Inquisition to shame were the means of accomplishing this “final solution.”

        More well-meaning champions of genetic engineering speak of the elimination of deficient traits by splicing the amino-acid sequences that make up the genetic code of individuals. They hope that laboratories could produce a species genetically superior to today’s sapiens, with traits such as greater intellectual ability; less proneness to aggression, fear, and rage; less susceptibility to disease; and greater tolerance of a wider range of climates and environments.

        The prospect appears promising. Through careful genetic manipulation, controlled interbreeding, and the selective diffusion of the new stock, we could mutate sapiens to a higher form. We could breed Homo supersapiens, whose selfish traits would be balanced by genes coding for sociability, whose aggression would be kept in check by an instinct for belongingness, and whose hunger for power would be mitigated by a genetic disposition for cooperation. Supersapiens may not need a larger cranium and bigger brain than today’s sapiens: it would be enough for supersapiens to use more of their brain. Intelligent, sociable, and cooperative, supersapiens would create a new society and usher in a new age.

        New genes, a new humanity, and a new society—all made to order. The concept may be attractive; the more is the pity that it is hopelessly unrealistic. Why so?

        First, because it turns out that specific DNA sequences do not produce corresponding personality traits. Genes are only the basic switches operated by adaptive and manipulative systems in the individual. The living state is maintained by epigenetic, and not directly genetic, regulation. A system of regulation within the organism activates and deactivates the genetic endowment of the species to meet the survival needs of the individual organism. Experiments show that epigenetic self-regulation has long-standing effects: it can even be handed down to succeeding generations.

        Second, even if we assumed that we could accelerate the evolutionary process by deliberate and purposeful intervention, we would still have to count on at least thirty generations passing before a mutant gene could diffuse and define the dominant traits of the human species. This would give us an evolutionary leap of some six thousand years, far too long to be relevant to our own common future. When confronted with these realities, the dream of creating the future by creating the “new person” soon evaporates.

        In any case, creating individual personality traits would not be enough: we would also have to legitimize the emerging traits, ensuring that individuals possessing them could reproduce and spread them throughout the population. In the absence of a radical intervention in the normal processes of society, the “new person” with a hyperintellectual and nonaggressive disposition would soon end up in the dustbin of history, eliminated in the competition with more egotistical and aggressive specimens. The latter would breed on, making more of their selfish and aggressive kind.

        It does not matter in the least that we cannot mutate our species as we would like. The kind of change we need in the future is not the kind that our good sapiens stock would be unable to produce. We have been essentially the same genetic individuals for the past 100,000 years and, except for straightening our posture, reducing the size of our jaw, increasing the size of our brain, and developing a better gripping hand (and less well-gripping feet), we have not been very different for the past 5 million years. Genetically, we are surprisingly close to the higher apes and almost identical with a whole series of previous hominid types—no specimen of which would we enjoy having as our next-door neighbor.

        There has been a complex series of different cultural types in the history of Homo sapiens. Only three thousand years have elapsed since the advent of Homo classicus, one thousand years since the emergence of Homo medievalis, and four hundred years since Homo modernus. Each of these cultural types created a different age, even if their genes were the same—for it is not genes that determine the nature of an age. The genetic heritage of sapiens is generous enough to give rise to many scores of ages and societies, several times more than those that have come about in our history. Homo modernus could be followed by many different varieties of Homo postmodernus.

        One day, probably in the as-yet-distant future, our species may very well mutate biologically. But we should hold off trying to create a major mutation: that way is filled with danger. A major mutation has such a high probability of depressing the viability of a species as to amount to a near-certainty. Only a long process of natural selection can weed out the unfit mutants and find that small fraction that has enhanced viability. Intentional, technologically driven intervention cannot be sure to produce a viable mutation. All intentional interference with the human gene pool—even those who seek the elimination of so-called genetic defects—entails grave dangers and is rightfully viewed with suspicion.

        However, there could also be unintentional, accidental mutations. The threat of an accidental mutation is real—as real as that of any other technological catastrophe. Today, with the higher radiation levels to which we are exposed; the huge amount of airborne pollutants we breathe in; the chemicals we consume in our food; and all the synthetics we’re exposed to, even in our clothing, our gene pool is seriously under attack. Experiments show that genetic changes can and do result from radiation and unnatural living conditions. They could result from the conditions to which we are exposed in our lifetime.

        While we do not know how to create a desirable mutation, we could well create an undesirable one—entirely inadvertently.

        If accidental mutations occurred in large numbers, the human gene pool would soon be severely contaminated. Future generations would be born with defective genes; they would have less resistance to disease, a shorter life span, and fewer children. For all intents and purposes, the effects would be irreversible: we would not know how to regenerate our present characteristics. The conclusion is obvious: we should let biological evolution be. We should not strive to create intentional mutations, and avert the specter of accidental ones.

        But we need not grieve over our inability to create a genetically new human. What we need is not a biologically, but a socially, culturally, and civilizationally new human.

      

      
        SOCIOCULTURAL EVOLUTION

        What about social, or more precisely sociocultural, civilizational evolution: is it predictable or not?

        Few people would agree that society is as determined as the hands of a clock. There are, however, other kinds and degrees of determinism, and just how, and to what extent, society may be determined is the subject of lively debate. On one side are the philosophers and social theorists who believe that society is governed by “iron laws”—laws of history that will determine its future as they have determined its past. On the other side are thinkers and scientists who go as far as to deny any kind and degree of determinism in regard to society. Far from moving ahead on a predetermined trajectory, like the hands of a clock, society has no trajectory but makes its way through chance and circumstance.

        Let us look at the determinist hypothesis first. The future of society is predictable if there are determining factors of sociocultural evolution and we know what they are. These factors could be iron laws, natural principles, or even the will of God. We could know them through the empirical method of science, through mystical intuition, or through religious revelation. All that counts is that the determinant factors should exist and be knowable. If we know what they are, we can predict the future.

        Determinism of this kind lands us in a fatalistic frame of mind. The future will be what it will be; as a once popular song had it, “Que sera, sera.” We may want to know what the next year or the next century will bring, but this interest will stem more from curiosity than from a desire to master our destiny. Predicting the future will be like solving a crossword puzzle: the solution exists already; the task is just to find it.

        Yet predictability of a complete, fatalistic kind is hardly ever affirmed in the sciences and only seldom in the world’s religions. Almost always some leeway is allowed for conscious and purposeful action—for intervention even in an otherwise deterministic process. Even Marxist doctrine, the radically deterministic theory of historical materialism, held that intentional human action could influence the course of events. And non-Marxist doctrines are far less deterministic than that.

        Most scientists agree that what people do could be decisive in creating a different kind of society. This does not necessarily mean creating it consciously. History is full of surprises, with people creating changed conditions beyond the ability of anyone to foresee them. Tsarist Russia yielded to the Bolshevik ideology, even though Russia was not a bourgeois society and had no proletariat to speak of—not to mention a historically conscious one. The intellectually sophisticated Germany of the Weimar Republic gave rise to Hitler, even though Nazi slogans and theories bordered on the insane. The shah of Iran, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, the self-styled king of kings with a powerful military and vast police machinery at his command, fled before the followers of an aged and exiled Islamic fundamentalist. And the same kind of surprise occurred in Fulgencio Battista’s Cuba, Ferdinand Marcos’s Philippines, and the wild swings of allegiance in Ethiopia and Benin, to mention only a few of the major “surprises” of the past hundred years. Historians did not predict and politicians did not anticipate these and similar events.
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