
Are We Living in the Noosphere Now? Part One  

David Sloan Wilson: Well, hello Marta, so nice to be talking with you.  

Marta Lenartowicz:  Hello David.  

DSW:  I want to begin with your personal journey, so tell us who you are as a person and how you got 
into this peculiar line of work that we're in? 

ML:  Yes, it's a nice quesHon to start with. Indeed we are in an unusual space in terms of academic 
research as what we are doing doesn't really fit into any parHcular discipline. So, here we meet in 
between of everything. My background, I got a PhD in a parHcular type of management which is not 
coming from understanding management as a discipline of economics, but it's called humanisHc 
management. So, rather than arriving at the topic of humans involved from the framing or perspecHve of 
first managing assets and managing economic reality, and then realizing that humans are involved. This 
humanisHc management is flipping the perspecHve and thinking first in terms of humanity and what we 
are doing here together on this planet, and then realizing, uh-huh, so, we also need to coordinate and it 
has meaning for us, and it has personal meaning, it has collecHve meaning and understanding 
management from this perspecHve.  

 So that was my background before I joined the team here in Brussels, which then was working on the 
global brain concept and in the research group, which is called evoluHon, complexity, and cogniHon, but 
what is the path of interest that brought me to this complexity oriented research, was that I was 
studying social systems and I was very much curious about them. Because I was also involved in many, 
like really, really many different projects and startups and differently organized projects. And I was 
always interested in... Actually the point of interest, I realized was very precise. I was interested in this 
intersecHon, like, what is happening between what my mind, what I do, and how I act, and how I speak, 
and what I say and the ideas I have. And the parHcular social context that I'm involved in. 

 StarHng from scouHng, I was always leading the team and doing all sorts of things and saying, okay, we'll 
do this and we'll do this, and now this project will be about that, and so on. So, that was my preference 
or predisposiHon, but I was observing, okay, some ideas do fit and are very nicely followed, and some 
others... Here, everything goes smoothly and I'm able to contribute well, and here I'm basically working 
always cross purpose and this cross purpose was aSracHng me, and I was interested in change 
management, and I was living in Poland then and there was a lot of change management projects 
because of all the social transformaHon.  

 So, change management and leading change was the big topic and also this counter moHon of not 
willing to change, obviously. So, I arrived at an understanding of social systems, which was very informed 
by second order cyberneHcs thinking in terms of disHncHons and systems idenHHes, and so on, and so 
on. And this is how I joined the team that I'm working at now. 

DSW:  Okay, so Marta, I wanted to focus our conversaHon on two key concepts and their relaHonship. 
The first concept is interdependence. So systems that are richly interdependent in their elements. And 
the second concept is funcHonal organizaHon, a system that qualifies as funcHonally organized in some 
sense. If it's a biological unit, then, of course, an organism is the quintessenHal funcHonally organized 
unit. An insect colony is a funcHonally organized unit. In human life, of course, a well run corporaHon is a 
funcHonally organized unit. And of course, corporaHon is derived from the LaHn word for body.  

 And the posiHon I want to discuss, I'll call it my own posiHon, is that funcHonal organizaHon is a very 
special kind of interdependence. Of course, an organism or a corporaHon, or any funcHonally organized 
unit is richly interdependent. But there's other systems that are interdependent that do not qualify as 
funcHonally organized. So interdependence is a broader category than funcHonal organizaHon. And of 



course, whenever we talk about a brain or a global brain, or a superorganism, or the ideas of Teilhard in 
terms of the whole world becoming some kind of a Noosphere, we're talking about funcHonal 
organizaHon, we're not just talking about mere interdependence, we're talking about funcHonal 
organizaHon.  

 And so, the process that's required for something to become funcHonally organized becomes, I would 
say, the quesHon, how do we take a system that's merely interdependent, and turn it into something 
that's funcHonally organized? And also, it's very important for it to be funcHonally organized for the 
common good, because you can take something like a slave society, and it's funcHonally organized, but 
it's not funcHonally organized for the common good. So, we really have a very constraining set of criteria 
for what we're trying to create here. And I think that many of our systems are merely interdependent. 
And they are not what we want. And they're not what Teilhard meant by the Noosphere. So I'm staking 
out a fairly strong posiHon, and now please take your turn and we can dive into this. 

ML:  I understand, and correct me if I'm wrong, I like to imagine why... And I understand a liSle bit more, 
where the parHcular framing of the quesHon is coming from. And I imagine it's from this debate you also 
had with Francis Heylighen and the quesHon of the descripHon of the Noosphere. Is it a project or a 
vision we are working towards or basically another way of describing the human reality, human society 
as a complex system that you can do and you do already? So the quesHon is like, are we speaking about 
the Noosphere in terms of the organism-like funcHonal structure? Or are we just speaking about the fact 
that the communicaHon networks have covered the globe and there is interconnectedness? 

DSW:  It's an important theme in your wriHng, Marta. Is the Noosphere something that already exists or 
is the Noosphere something that we have to bring into being, and much of what you write you say, "No, 
the Noosphere is something that already exists." So, maybe you could elaborate that in your own words. 
In what in what sense can we say that the Noosphere is something that already exists? 

ML:  Okay, so let's go from there and we'll reach this interdependence and funcHonal differenHaHon. I 
don't know if it's even appropriate but I have this very, very clear comparison which... Allow me to use, 
but it's really out of context, but it's like a liSle bit in the context because it's in the context of the 
religious context, where also the noHon of the Noosphere can be said to come from. You see, there is 
this noHon about heaven, yes, and the thing that humanity we will reach the paradise one day, and then 
what you have as... I'm just bringing the similar structure to deliver the point. You have the situaHon, 
that you have people on the planet, killing each other, crusading over each other, because their religion 
needs to be the one that will win because they have a religious state. 

 You see when you put it like this, it's ridiculous, yes? What they are doing, they are fighHng, they're 
killing, they're murdering each other, because the descripHon and the logic, the social paradigm they are 
arguing for has this idea of reaching the goal of the paradise, and obviously they want the paradise. And 
then, you study this religion and what it says. I am not such a big expert on religion, but what it says 
about the paradise at least in the ChrisHan, the Bible source, it says, "But the..." How is it exactly? "God's 
kingdom is already here." And there's this... Whenever we debate about the Noosphere being here or 
not being here yet, I am reminded about this quote, because it's not such a cheap noHon that, okay, we 
have the paradise. Done. 

 And you see the suffering, you see the words, you see everything and you say like, "Yeah, but this is 
paradise." It's a liSle bit more complicated than that, because you see, descripHons are funcHonal 
narraHves. Social narraHves have a funcHonal power over how we act and how we behave. And this is 
what comes back to what I said before about the second order of cyberneHc understanding of social 
theories. Yes? So, what we understand what is, this is something that organizes our behavior and our 
interpretaHon of everything.  



 Compare those two scenarios. When you say that the Noosphere is a future, harmonious, wonderful, 
well organized, fully funcHonal, interconnected, but also funcHonally working as one organism. The state 
of humanity on a horizon, and we are working towards that. What this descripHon does to my ear, it 
creates this dichotomy, not only between now and then, which is powerful in our moHvaHonal 
structures, but also between us and them, those who want it, and those who don't want it, the social 
dynamics and processes which are not that. So then the quesHon is, and it's a serious quesHon, how do 
you implement that without all those things marked as not wanted, without them on board? 

 Okay, crusades used to be the old way. I understand that we have developed a liSle bit more 
sophisHcaHon already, but it is the same thing. Because when you say something is not wanted, and you 
say like, this. This thing that you are poinHng to will immediately speak up and protest, and will consider 
itself not included and not belonging to what you are proposing? So, what I'm suggesHng with this 
descripHon of the Noosphere being here, is that, yes, like okay, so if you take this as an understanding of 
what's happening, we are one organism, humanity, and as one organism, what am I doing?  

 And it's not so different from personal development. You are one organism, and then you look at 
yourself, and you will see, you smoke, you drink... I don't know, all the things you don't want to do. It 
doesn't mean you say, it's not me. You say, "Yes, it's me and actually I don't want to do that." 

 So it's not such a psychologically impossible scenario to say, yes, it's us humanity, and look what we are 
doing. But we are this organism. So I don't think it's such a dramaHc disHncHon between saying that the 
Noosphere is not yet here or it's here rather than this- 

DSW: I like that. I like that Marta.  Let me try to play some of that back. So, I think that was very useful. 
And especially the comparison with an individual. So as an individual, we're not perfect, but we're sHll an 
individual. We can get beSer, but it doesn't change our status as an individual. And so, you're saying that 
the Noosphere could be like that. All of humanity is far from perfect, but at the same Hme, is an 
organism in progress. But I wanted to highlight… this is very close to my own work and thought over 
many years. And the way I put it, is that every meaning system has to be evaluated according to three 
criteria. The first one is how does it moHvate you as an individual? How inspiring is it psychologically? 
How much does it animate you as an individual?  

 Number two, what does it cause you to do? Because it animates you as an individual and then send you 
off on some crusade that involves slaughtering other people, that’s not the kind of thing that we want. 
So how does it cause you to act? Is the second criterion. And then the third criterion, is how well does it 
accord with science? How well does it accord to the facts of the world as a scienHst and a scholar would 
call it? And of course, many religions, all enduring religions score high on the first criterion, they're 
animaHng and you can't get started unless it's animaHng at the individual level. What they cause you to 
do is highly variable. And historically, ChrisHanity and the other religions actually did a preSy good job of 
fostering cooperaHon within the community, oZen at a higher scale than before. Teilhard understood 
that. ChrisHan love actually bound people together in a posiHve sense at a larger scale than before. 

 From the very beginning, the idea that basically Judaism was being offered to non-Jews was what the 
birth of the ChrisHan religion was, but of course, that was not universal, by no means, but in any case, 
the second criterion, how does it cause you to act? And many religions of course, didn't need to pay 
much aSenHon to the third criterion, and the idea that our meaning systems have to somehow be 
scienHfically accountable is quite new. The idea that the way we think has to be accord with scienHfic 
knowledge is actually very new. But it's something that we need to strive for, if we're going to be 
scienHsts and humanists, and so if we act, we have to be able to jusHfy it according to scienHfic 
knowledge. And so, that's what we're striving for, is some kind of meaning system that scores high on all 
three of those. 



 And it strikes me as quite interesHng that you and also, in my conversaHon with Clement and his 
wriHngs, actually begin by saying, "One nice thing about the Noosphere concept is that it leads to global 
cooperaHon." First of all, it's inspiring, Teilhard is famous for being inspiring. So he does that really well. 
People, and including the founder of the Kacyra FoundaHon and the Human Energy Project, Ben Kacyra is 
inspired by Teilhard, his whole life. So score is high there, at least for some people. And what does it 
moHvate you to do? Well, it moHvates you to work towards some global, cooperaHve unit, that's great. 
And it does so beSer, as Clement put it. BeSer than then globalism as economists think of it. BeSer than 
Gaia, which kind of casts humans as the villain, beSer than techno futures, which is scary and can lead to 
technological dystopia. 

 So this is something that we should be paying aSenHon to recording to the second criterion. It's hopeful. 
But then, of course, there's the third criterion, how well does this story that we're telling, the so called 
Third Story, how well does it accord with modern science? And there, I think that I really like what you've 
said, Marta. In fact, it's only during this conversaHon that I've warmed to it. 

 And we could say that humanity in its current form is a really imperfect individual. It's an individual that 
needs a lot of work, in order to get it to be more cooperaHve, but sHll, let's call it an individual. That's the 
unit there were selecHng, and then the quesHon becomes how do we do this? How do we actually work 
these improvements to get us to be more cooperaHve at the scales that we are? And at that point, I 
think that I'd like to do... There's about three things that I want to do, let's begin with appealing to your 
management background. So when you're a manager, or even you said that you did scouHng as a young 
person, and they're presumably you were taking a group of people out into the wilderness, in the woods 
or something like that, and then you have to do the right things in order to... You're not going to die. But 
in order to set up camp and get to where you're going to go.  

 People have to do the right things, and they have to be led in some sense. But do you need an autocraHc 
leader? Maybe not, there's some governance that's needed. But actually, maybe not that kind of 
governance, maybe it needs to be a more open governance, maybe more parHcipatory, maybe more 
distributed. But some governance is needed, it's not going to just come together. And so, I think that one 
thing we can say from a pracHcal management perspecHve, is that two things typically are not going to 
work. One is pure laissez-faire, if everyone just does what they want to do without any coordinaHon, or 
any kind of governance or regulaHon or anything. No please, that's not going to work.  

 And the other thing that's not going to work is centralized planning. No, it's not going to work for some 
group of experts to figure out the grand plan, and the whole soviet experience speaks against that. In 
fact, every strong socialist experience has failed for two reasons, actually. One is the failure of centralized 
planning. The world is too complex for anyone to understand to that degree, and also, whenever power 
is concentrated in the hands of a few elites, then they just run things for their benefit. They don't run 
things for their common good. And so, we lead to a conclusion that some form of governance is needed, 
laissez-faire doesn't work.  

 So some form of governance is needed, but it can't be top down command and control governance, it's 
got to be something else. That's where we get to and you can call that humanisHc if it's for the benefit of 
the people that are in this organizaHon, and that's what it's for, then it's humanisHc management. And 
maybe the way we might think about the Noosphere and Teilhard and the global brain, is basically... It's 
the humanisHc management project on a grand scale and nothing more or less than that. So, your 
comments please on that? 

ML:  Thinking and  going back to your quesHon about funcHon, it seems to me that, at least that was my 
line of theoreHcal development for a while, that one of the strongest governing structures which are 
operaHng on our planet are actually narraHves and you can describe and add descripHons of any 
organizaHon as a narraHve structure, and any, either poliHcal or economic and so on, that they are 
narraHves. And I understand the search for the Third Story of the Noosphere, also has that. What kind of 



story organizaHon of meaning can be proposed such that it will have power of coordinaHng those 
different funcHons and different posiHons in a society? 

 And you see the whole idea about the Noosphere being the development of consciousness and a 
cogniHve structure, thus suggests and thus point to this very distributed nature of different points of 
cogniHon and different points of funcHonal power that this story needs to be simultaneously appealing 
to, simultaneously moHvaHng towards a greater coordinaHon. So, to my mind this quesHon about... 
Okay, so what do we do or how do you govern or how do you envision the governance structure of 
something that would work more like a Noosphere than how it works now. To me it's always a quesHon, 
okay, but with whom we are speaking. Is the future president of the world asking or is the manager of 
one company asking, or is a school kid asking? 

 Because you see, each such person does influence the whole structure. It doesn't mean that the whole 
structure is just a loose interdependent mess of different factors. Because once you have a coherent 
story, moHvaHng story, this organizing structure is present. But it will anyhow appeal and moHvate 
differently depending on to... Whom do we have in mind? What kind of funcHon in a society, we are 
considering relaHve to this narraHve? So, I don't know if this is coming anyhow as a response to this, but 
I know that governance quesHons, quesHons about poliHcal structures, economic structures, reforms, 
poliHcal systems, and so on, those are the biggest quesHons, obviously, yes.  

 But it's not the case that the rest of humanity are just passengers and unHl people in those posiHons 
don't ask the specific type of quesHons, and want the specific type of answers, the Noosphere cannot 
get beSer every day, and every acHon, every step. So, governance... I have proposed we have wriSen a 
paper together with a few people also Francis at the Global Brain InsHtute, which is called the human 
takeover. And it was a liSle bit more like a joke Htle responding to the threat of the AI takeover, but to 
my mind the more important part was the takeover of the individual mind relaHve to the meaning 
structures that are imposed on this mind. How do you do that and free the mind, as this humanity take 
over. 

 But there we have a whole secHon which is called what is governance? And it's a liSle bit I know 
controversial and daring but there we formulated the quesHon that the answer is that the governance is 
the structure of decision making in a system, however it is consHtuted. So if there is one world king 
si^ng somewhere, that would be the governor, but when there isn't, it doesn't mean that there is no 
global governance. The global governance is precisely this parHcular structure of decision making, which 
makes the world go. So, it can be a bad governance, if it's so messy and distributed that nothing can 
change, or it can be a liSle bit beSer, and so on and so on. It is as it is. It is where decisions about 
parHcular things are taken on a daily basis. 

 And it's never as clear in charts that you can draw about the formal decision making structure, that 
when you have the President and you have United NaHons, and you have this, and you have this, this is 
our governance, yes, it's insHtuHons of governance. But where is decision making happening, and when, 
and who is making those decisions? Many decisions are distributed, basically taken by cultural 
narraHves. Yes, because when you speak to a CEO or a general...general, maybe not, it's not a good 
example. But any poliHcian, many of them will tell you that they are so constrained that they don't really 
have much decisions to take.  

 And then you ask, okay, so who is making decision? They will say media. You will go to... This is 
something in the systems funcHonal approach, is called funcHonal differenHaHon of the society, that you 
have those funcHons, you have the funcHon, for example, the global media network has a parHcular 
funcHon, which, for example, for the official governors, which is the poliHcians, is the stronger power 
than that.  


