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Abstract: After a short description of my quarrel with (thencept of) “science” and its
derivatives (see previous Editorials in ETC in &t years) | enlarge the discussion with new
arguments and new suggestions for further resedtghstarting point is that the concept of
“science” is an obsolete one with bad consequetaése knowledge creation and even to
“science” itself. “Science” is a post-feudal constion that modernity developed in its
previous feudal structures instead of replacingnthend it is still taught in most universities
today, in the postmodern times. Former “sciencellld¢abe divided into “research” and
“knowledge”, just in order to have more specificdamlear distinction between a)
(re)searching and b) finding something new. Somg sag “knowledge” is too large and no
distinctions can be made against philosophy angioel So, what? The borders are futile in a
globalized reality. The feudal arrogance of thea§jumodern “science” needs to be replaced
with the democratic meritocracy of any new ideaeabl enrich our knowledge. Old modern
“science” started with disciplines as feuds witly bvalls and a feudal in the top of the
hierarchy which is frightened of new ideas thatldaeplace his monopoly with oligopoly or
with a competitive market of new ideas. Of course tscientific” feudal is interested in
stealing new ideas, in borrowing others’ ideas pr@moting them as being his merit. This
old style structure of “scientific” research hasad management and a very low rate of
return. The side effect of any euro/ dollar invdste “scientific” research is still to be
evaluated and to clearly appreciate its effectissndlowadays, at least in Europe, research is
a public/ social affair with low public effects aedpecially with private/ individual benefits.
In Information Era, in Knowledge Economy, the adcenput nor to information, nor to
knowledge, but to “science”, i.e. to an unclearlitgaf mixing up good intentions with
personal interests and financial matters. Heredcbal found the roots of plagiarism, onerous
contracts and a lot of imposture in the “scientifie. This is a good explanation of lack of
researches and studies in research managemerggésiuinterested people to converge the
efforts to change this reality. No revolutionary vement is necessary; just honest attitudes
and real interest in desocialization of “science”.
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postmodernity

Introduction
Some would say, reproaching, that in this artitleré are too many personal memories,
opinions and patrticular visions. Are they importemt “scientific” paper? My answer is YES. If an
article does not contain personal beliefs, promfgposals and personal contributions then whdiais t

1 Just because there are many definitions of arides towards postmodernity | confess my own @e.
postmodern thinking | understand something (reddyiv different of modern thinking, after modern iper
(closed at mid of last century, but in Romania abie eighties) and having some characteristicufeat
melting up of ideas, tastes, disciplines or formirarchies. Also, | think modernity made disciplity and
specialization as its great success, but postmigeish melting disciplines, forming interdiscipliag then,
postmodern thinkers try to fill up the empty spaceong disciplines and interdisciplines with new \kfesige.
In Romania, postmodern attitude was first of alpoetry and later in philosophy. Some make shasfindtions
between postmodernity and transmodernity, but kit anything non modern is postmodéBeorge Soros
is critical to the postmodern realities: “The postlarn idiom do not recognize reality, but only tisrative. |
think this position is as erroneous as the illustipositivism. The truth is somewhere in the middleThe
extreme relativism of our postmodern society dogsofifer us a satisfactory criterion for truth afiatse, good
and bad.” oros 2007, p. 37) (my translation from Romanian).



article aiming at? Some decades ago a “scientdititle (study, paper, analysis, etc.) should have
contained at least some pages with formulas, empgtialgebraic signs, or some logical inferences.
Of course, authors accepted this requirements aftat af articles of small practical usefulness
invaded the journals. As a result, nowadays venyjtairnals use mathematical equations, but, at the
same time a big wave of lack of confidence in tlsei¢nce” virtues appeared. Qualitative and
narrative postmodern research is replacing modeantgative and logic-mathematical research.

Since | was a student — at the end of the 60s wtrds “science” and “scientific” were used
by us, students with a critical attitude, more andre in an ironical sense. | experienced the
university years when every subject/ discipline weessented/ introduced by (too) serious teachers to
the innocent students as pure and true “scién&&, Birotics was presented as a new “science” tha
will generate more efficiency and prospetityA lot of “sciences” (as a matter of fact, disaiygs, or
“scientific” disciplines) appeared every day afte950. Basarab Nicolescucounted over 8000
disciplines (self considered as “sciences”) atttie of the centuryy This cancerous growth generated
an increasing suspicious attitude from many ofAtghe same time the trust in “science” decreased.
A good example is the evolution of Economics, whithly remain a terrain for discussion but not a
precise tool to predict future results. The idedtsgof pure market mechanisms do believe that
econometrics may be helpful to decision makerséalipt the future and the consequences of human
actions. But, | do agree thatThe only function of economic forecasting is to enaktrology look
respectablé (John Kenneth Galbraith). Soon after the financial and economic crisis stattebe
very present in our daily life a journalist exclaidy “Now, we’ll throw out through the window all
Economics booKs

The end/ purpose of this article is to underline thcompatibility between concepts
(“science”, “scientific” disciplines, “scientifictesearch, man of “science”, “scientific” predictjon
etc.) and the reality they pretend to depict. Tikig plea for sincerity and righteous connections
between theory and practice. Finally, | discussuaile@aluation of research and propose some things
to be pointed out in an article or study. One @sthpropositions is to clearly underline the lefel
original/ new contribution, i.e. to clearly des@&iwhat are the new things/ truths added to knovéedg
| just propose a classification of articles afteme universal standards established by global m&swvo
of researchers and every author could self evaluhieh category the article is part of. All thesaym
generate a true transparency in research fundidgresearch evaluating. This is more and more
necessary since the transdisciplinary approachesjaite different from the disciplinary ones and
their evaluation should be different, as well. Takativism of the postmodern thinking makes quite
difficult to strictly evaluate the value of a stddyticle, but interested people may use an axicthg
scale of human ends and concrete means. Thisvistatshould not be an open door to plagiarism
and mimetic research.

“Scientific” Management and “Scientific” Socialism — two facets of the same coin:
excessively belief in Modern (Social) “Science”

2 Kotarbinsky, Tadeusz apud:Raboaca, Ghe., Ciucur Dumitry Metodologia cercetarii stiintifice economice,
Editura Fundatiei Romania de Maine, Bucuresti, 1999 9. Kotarbinsky defined science as “any knolg&e
that is sufficiently grown up to be considered ® thught as a university discipline”. The resulttlts too
generous and imprecise definition was that a lotofe or less useful information was labeled agefs®s”
after introducing them into university curriculum.

3 “When science became a narrowly focused searchdimething immediately practical, it was bound to
eventually be hijacked by people who wanted totlhisecover of science for very impractical effoKgep in
mind that communism, once upon a time, was coreidgrefutable because it was supposedly hard-nosed
science about the human condition and destiny cthekpot theories of an out of touch German ietlial
were peddled as if they were on par with the thedrgravity’ said Mark Noonan at September 4, 2006 12:03
AM on a blog debate on the death of sceeathttp://www.blogsforbush.com/mt/archives/007726.html

“ In Aristotel times there were only seven basicigifnes and this number remained until 1300. At émd of
modernity there were 54 disciplines, but in 19788 8isciplines. In 2006 this number exploded D8, said
Basarab Nicolescu in his lessons to doctoral stisdariransdisciplinarity.

® It is interesting to note that George Soros isptieth to add capitalism and trust in markets ashematecular
ideology similar with socialism, communism, fascjsand national-socialismS6ros 2008, p. 53). He explains
this by lack of belief, lack of reflexivity and fddility of theories and ideologies that build upet upper
mentioned social systems. He said that “where kedge is impossible to grow, a way is opened toebéli
(Soros 2008, p. 53).




Time demonstrated that American “scientific managetfi (Frederick Winslow Taylor’
with his 1911 book “Principles of Scientific Managent”) and theEngelss “scientific socialism”
(later on called Marxism-Leninism and applied tovi8b Russia after 1917) are equally “scientific”
(i.e. they pretended they could build new and bettalities only by respecting some “objective”
laws, rules and principles). For short, “scientifimiman behavior was supposed to mean/ to describe
non-utopian, mathematically measurable and logicaémonstrable human actions leading to
maximum of individual happiness or/ and social cifiicy. After a while, new “scientific”
discoveries proved that the previous “scientificSsabveries were wrong... Many examples are taken
from the so called “social sciences”, but a lobtfer examples may be extracted from the so called
“exact scienced’ On the other hand many successful activitiesnatebased on “scientific” rules.
This opinion was shared Welly who stated some decades ago thatidrge number of business
enterprises have been very successful economickdBpite the lack of rigorous theories of
organization from which the principles of executdahavior may be deducédKelly, J.1968, p.15).

Of course, this does not mean | am making a pledingnate any rules and principles extracted from
experience that proved to be useful in everydaydifin business. My principal attack is addresged
false laws and principles, mimetic research effddse only for obtaining funding and “prestige”, or
to establish nondemocratic regimes. National-s@tiaideology is a closed relative of international
communism, both imposed by force and “scientificbgaganda, with the result that they try to
destroy each other, as competitors on an open mafKscientific’ propaganda. A lot of lies and
misconduct are promoted by the “science” of sellimgrketing), by how to impose your decision to
others (“scientific” management). Financial toadsderivatives or hidden clauses in banking cordract
are “scientifically” proved by cognitive “scientiSt “neuroscientists”, “neuro-marketers” a.s.o.
Secret/ intelligent services are asking psychotegsd behaviorists how to influence or even to
attack some people in order to extract informato to change attitudes or beliefs. Stealing and
lying have (official) “scientific” backgrounds anchotivations. Wars are fueled with the latest
discoveries of destroying as many people as p@&ssibless than one second... | think that all these
could be important reasons to think over what ‘1308 is, to state which are the limits between real
and false research, between the declared endfiamdal purposes. The ethical and ideological &sue
would be only tangentially touched in this artickit if we accept to teach students to lie (i.e. to
convince people to buy a commodity which is noyyamnecessary but very unhealthy), then why not
accepting to sell diplomas directly to any posshalger?

A lot of other rules for paying the research attivare needed. First of all, public
transparency is needed in any public funded reke&s a former expert in a state organization that
allocated big money for research | found out that principal rule was to share money with those
having the last word in approval of a certain pcojd@he results of research were not publicly made,
so the rules were directly addressed against thedtagesearchers that didn’t accept to share money
for their real efforts...

A lot of opinions, assumptions, hypothesis and ¢fsb are taken for granted and considered
grounds for general understanding of human existefdot of “men of science” appeared every hour
and the prestige of being an “intellectual”, a &stific researcher” etc. became a commodity to be
bought on a parallel/ black market. Plagiarismywation and false “scientific” prophets explodet al
over the world, but especially after 1989, in colastthat enjoyed too much the freedom of the non-
dictatorial regimes (Central and Eastern Europenta@s have many representatives in the top of

® Kelly Joe, Is Scientific Management Possible? Ai€i Examination of Glacier's Theory of Organiimat,,
Faber and Faber Ltd, London, 1968

" Taylor, F.W., Scientific Management, Harper, Newrk, 1947

8 “Falsification Of The Atmospheric CO2 Greenhoudées Within The Frame Of Physics”, Version 4.0
(January 6, 2009), by Gerhard Gerlich and Ralf BchBuschner, Electronic version of an article shigll as
International Journal of Modern Physics B, Vol. 23o. 3 (2009) 275{364 , DOl No:
10.1142/S021797920904984X, © World Scientific Pslilig Company http://www.worldscinet.com/ijmpb
“By showing that (a) there are no common physiaald between the warming phenomenon in glass haugks
the fictitious atmospheric green-house effects, tfigre are no calculations to determine an avesagkce
temperature of a planet, (c) the frequently memtibulifference of 33 degrees C is a meaningless aumb
calculated wrongly, (d) the formulas of cavity ratibn are used inappropriately, (e) the assumptibma
radiative balance is unphysical, (f) thermal conihity and friction must not be set to zero, thenaspheric
greenhouse conjecture is falsified”, p.2
(http://www.worldscinet.com/ijmpb/23/2303/S021797928984X.htm)




most corrupted countries and Romania keeps thewep in 2009. On internet a lot of diplomas are
sold, with guarantees that they would help (stupidiployers to hire any owner of such a piece of
paper called (university) diploma. In Moscow, umsry diplomas are sold at newspapers kiosks.
Why not, if some other fools may believe that aldifa is a guarantee of intelligent and rational
behavior... The competition among universities iswadays, more and more, not a competition
among “scientific’ competences, but among marketaapniques to attract students and to mime the
research process. Of course, in this (higher etiugatery competitive market, not research skitis a
to be supplied to students, but the illusion thegyrget a job having a diploma and big marks on
it... Since almost ten years ago, | tell to studentse(@afly private university students) that they are
fool enough to pay two times for obtaining ... nothionce, to pay to be enrolled as a student @.e. t
learn) and secondly, to pay for passing exams witlearning anything (i.e. not to learn). So, can
someone explain this mad behavior: to pay two tiares to receive nothing? (I say nothing because
obtaining a Diploma is... really nothing, without alsting some info and skills). In all these contexts
science and scientific disciplines are all the teweked as the real content of university studiesm

all these observations and from the simple fact tkaientific researchers” are still consuming
resources in the name of “science”, “truth” andjéalive knowledge” without any big and serious &
useful discoveries (or at least credible) explametj | concluded that “science” is an empty word, a
false friend and that it describes a “reality” whis especially only in some minds.

As a partial conclusion to the above facts andasitns | wonder if blind belief in scientific
theories Taylor, Marx or Darwin) strongly influenced the political regimes, espéigi Bolshevik
and Nazi dictatorships. Religious dogmas were pmplaby ideological and “scientific” ones, and
education transferred these “truths” in the chitdéeads.

Against “science”, “scientific” disciplines, “scienific” research and (wo)men of “science”. For
an integrated global knowledge

My opinion is that the word/ concept of “sciencéibald be excluded from our vocabulary,
together other phantasmagoric words and phrases ‘“cientific communism”, “free speech and
public opinion in dictatorship” or even “scientifiesearch”. “Science” is one of the myths of the ne
brave world called modernity, capitalism, indudisia or materialism. But we are living today in a
postmodern, post capitalist, post industrial arfdrmation era. To use all these above mentioned
modern words and phrases in a postmodern worldastly as using geocentric theory for going to
study far galaxies. | personally make a proposdinguists and semioticians to coin new terms for
some of the reality covered by the old modern cphoé “science”. My suggestion is to replace the
word “science” with “research”, “research results”simply “approach” if it is applied to the proses
of investigating realities, and with the word “knledge” if it is applied to the obtained resultsttoé
previous investigation processes. This will helgancel out another old modern dichotomy between
“exact/ natural sciences” and “social sciencestcidl sciences” considered (or, at least accepted t
implication) that human beings are not part of rgtand they are viewed as “inexact sciences” (a
contradiction in terms). A quite interesting powit view on “modern science” is formulated by
Mazilu and Porumbreanu (2008, p. 8-9) which, underlying the crucial raé mathematicsin
Modern Science, they advance the idea that “Scipnmesd to be an expression of the original sin.
(i.e.) Man replaced God in creation of factsThis excess of imagination (good for creatiomeiv
theories and disciplines) misconducted the modeiense towards undesired results. One of it was
the accent put by modern “science” famce, while Bible puts the accent dight. Even light is
explained by the concept of force. | think thataagtlel may be made between these two pairs of
concepts: force was “scientifically” proved to bgetul in dictatorships (force = dictatorship) and
light was naturally promoted by democracies (lightlemocracy). As a conclusion, | consider that
“modern science based on fdrgenerated a lot of bad realities, so it comeseag normal to reject
it and to move our interest on thigght of knowledgé

° The authors (Mazilu & Porumbreanu, 2008, p. 2%vprto be honest researchers by mentioning Augistin
with his not very pleasant opinion about mathenmatis: “A good Christian should keep out mathematisi
and other guys who hold forth lip service. Theraissk that mathematicians made a pact with thal de
darken the spirit and to handcuff man into hell”.



It is worth reading the Poetical theorenisof Basarab Nicolesctf and to find out a
suggestion not to make a new myth from the modeiense. Here are some theorems on this issue:
“(1) the modern science is the first rational aduem to discover the unknown. Far for being a
frightfully adventure, the unknown encourage usrfew ones; (2) the first postulate of the modern
science: the existence of mathematical generalewsal laws. This postulate assumes that man
knows the universe as a whole; (3) the second ladstaf modern science: the possibility to discover
by experiment the mathematical universal law. Bubugh what kind of miracle could human spirit
understand the language of Nature? Does human beimgins in itself all past, present and future
universe? (4) The third postulate of modern scietioe perfect reproducibility of the experimental
results. AsCharles Sanders Peirceobserved should we make an infinite experiencesréof the
perfect reproducibility of the experimental datal ahe validity of a law?* (The postulates 1-4 are
my translation) Edmund Husserl draws our attention on the fact science becomes aed more a
fetish. Against this fetishization and mythi(ci)pex | 1 suppose more and more researchers should
fight from now on.

From a suspicious attitude towards modern “sciemeaily of us came to a strong belief that
there is no “economic science”, no “managementnsei&” no “political science”, no “computer
science” and no “social sciences”. The word “scgntself became a meaningless and an unusable
one. Even physics and biology are suffering frorhnhaving generally accepted principles, rules and
laws. Are they “sciences” (i.e. they offer objeetitruths) or are simple collections of opinions,
visions, tools etc.? For some years, | simply prefet to use the word “science” anymore, just
because it is confusing and not having the pretkmaeuracy and clarity in demonstrating how the
world is structured and how it functions. It becamesort of mythical thinking we need to learn and
believe by taking it for granted. But almost anyesfion mark to one or another “classical scieritific
theories are raising the ironic question: “Oh! A smarter thafinstein/ Marx/ Leibniz etc.?”
Even the title of “man/ woman of science” thatially tried to indicate a strong-as-steel state of
mind, a very clever scholar with an irrefutablegaent and a solid prediction for future is nowadays
less and less used. When in crisis many parts pfsoaieties (especially journalists, politicians,
managers) are cryingWhere are now our scientists/ scholars/ intellelsua show us a way out
from this crisi®” And debate may begin: is a crisis originatedess or in more “science”? The war
itself is studied by a new “science”. polemologyid year, a newspaper announced that a new
science was born: psycho-cardiology. Probably, yeday, any new connection with a small or big
part of the infinite reality will transform itseilito a new “science”.

One thing is certainly needed to be changed: agipwion “science” and on its functions.
“Science” was/ is an overused word, till its owrmsatic (self) extinction. So, (I do repeat my
favorite slogan(Modern) “science” is dead! Long live (postmodera$earch, information, cognition
and knowledgeEven with this correction, a lot of criticism foll@d. Theodore Schick Jr.(1997)
asks himself: YWhy is science increasingly viewed as a failedlmiporather than an epistemological
ideal?” (see:http://www.csicop.org/si/9703/end.html#authdwly opinion is that one of the modern
ideologies called “science” is failing just becaule ideology of modernism failed and offered the
necessary reasons to postmodern thinking to appe#rideology is not a dead thing... It is only
changing its content. To assert that we are witngdbe death of ideologyp@niel Bell, 1960) is the
same thing as asserting the death of human thindingf human curiosity. In this respect | am
making pleas for using the word “ideology” in a piee, initial sense, not in its pejorative oneatth
appeared as a critique addressed to communisbigieal propaganda But not the word itself was a
guilty one...

19 physicist, promoter of transdisciplinarity andldégue between religion and science, philosopherd fof art
and beauty as forms of harmony

M Nicolescu, Basarab “Theoremes poetiques, Rocl¥¥4 And its Romanian translation “Teoreme poetice”,
Junimea, 2007, pp. 44, Chapter lll. Stiinta si TdadScience and tradition)

12 Telling a friend that management is not a scieheeasked amazed: “and how do you teach it to sta@e
This comes from Kotarbinsky's vision that a distipl taught at university is becoming immediately a
“science”...

3 1n a conference organized by Basarab NicolesctiTtve Dialogue between Science and Religion in the
Orthodox World” (Bucharest, 25 — 28 September 20@f)served that “ideology” was generally used guée
negative meaning, as a reminiscence of the fighinat) the communist ideology. | asked some paditip
(Basarab Nicolescu and Adrian Lemeny among othmats)o anymore use the ideology as blasphemy widyd.
argument was that religion itself is an ideologyl. & them warned me that my attempt to re-offeideology



From modern “science” disciplines to postmodern trasdisciplinarity and holistic
approaches
In my mind modern thinking means: disciplinary segmentation/ fragtagan?
specialization of knowledge, feudal isolation ofdiplines, strong belief that rationality may solve
any problem, exclusion of intuition and imaginat@s irrational tools in research, eRostmodern
thinking means interdisciplinary and transdiscigtin approaches, mixing up of methods, domains
and fields (disciplines), synthetic, chaotic, coexiy and synergic approaches, new logics, norafine
thinking, intuitive and inductive methods, quaiiat and narrative research, etc. For example,
synergic thinking is a way of melting up more disicies, methods or approaciesrom this point
of view, management is a synergic approach for ioloi better results in organizations. The
managerial theory and practice presupposes a lofaimation and knowledge from disciplines and
interdisciplines like: psychology, social psychagtpgociology, cognitive theories, anthropology,
behavioral economics, theory of institutions, comination and communicology, information theory,
semiotics/ semiology, hermeneutics, logics, theafrgecision, cybernetics, neural sciences, finance
and accounting, economics, politics and ethics, &uat, feudal castle walls do no permit
communication and transfer of information from a&adifiline to anothé?. Also, synergic vision
presupposes taking into consideration simultareity continuous existence of all these approaches/
disciplines. Very synergic is the unity of the silads inEnd Means Methodology (EMNY, and
especially Holly Trinity whose understanding is simply impossible withoatagining the
simultaneous and continuous existence of its tkmaponent parts. The six fundamental triads in
EMMY are: temporal triad: past-present-future; gdatiad: micro-macro-mondo; existential triad:
substance-energy-information; human essence tad:means-end/means ratio; theoretical triad on
human essence: politics-economics-ethics; spirttieed: Father-Son-Holy Spirit). Any human action
(with a specific and clear end and with clear meanise used in order to attain that end) should be
“passed” through the 18 criteria (6 triads X 3 comgnts each = 18) in order to better adequate
means to ends and ends to means. This is a qaesdisciplinary approach just because it is
necessary not a fragmented knowledge on almostc@serfering our actions. Some already
simplified EMMY and say: it is very, very simple &pply this approach: first we establish the end to
be achieved and then we need to find the mearmatthrthat end. That’s all.... Probably many other
approaches started with very good intentions Wil Iby little the (over)simplification appeareddan
destroyed them and their usefulness. As a mattdaatf EMMY is Management and this is not
simply at all... On the other hand, Management isuabaman behavior (studied by Ethics), so | do
consider that Management = Ethics = EMMY. Do yomkithat Ethics is simply to understood and
apply? Researchers need good definitions and atioe$ to solve theoretical and practical problems
but it happened that research itself was confugedobsidering science as a substitute of God. The

its initial positive meaning will fail. Napoleon drMarx charged the concept of ideology with a veegative
meaning, but its launching by Destutt de Tracy wasitical, anti feudal and anti imperial attituddis is really
a serious issue to research, and it is part ofacépd the feudal meaning of “science” with two cepis:
“research” and “knowledge”. I'll mention here somglative recent attempts to recharge “ideology”hwit
positive energy and light: it is about Deconchyl(@)) and Sandru (2009 and 2010).

4 Many analysts believe that fragmentation is onthefbig sins of postmodern thinking. My convictierthat
fragmentation is part of the old modern thinkirepk from older feudality and transferred to postermity as a
poisoned fruit... A colleague of mine was surprisedi¢ar me declaring | am a postmodernist fightigairst
fragmentation, but | still consider fragmentatiodisciplinarity is part of modernity, and unificatib
transdisciplinarity is part of postmodernity.

15 «synergos” is the Greek word for “putting thingsjether”, “acting together”

18| personally remember many feudal attitudes ofuesion any attempt to enter on the territory oéad. When
writing a literary chronicle some asked me: bug wou a literature specialist? When working aswnjalist
some asked: do you have a diploma of journalis$?0A.

"EMMY was founded, in its essential features, i@ 8s and reached to be a general theory of huntama
also called management or ethics. Redefining tleeree of Politics (ends establishing and followjing)
Economics (means collecting, combining and consgjmamd Ethics (fitting, matching or adequating erals
means and means to ends) the conclusion is thalhtle former disciplines are just one and it ipassible to
separate them. It is a very big error of our (stibdern) education to separately teach and edpeaiple in
these three essential parts of human thinkinginigelnd action. It is exactly the same thing ashaa brain
functioning at a faculty, blood circulation at almet faculty, and legs and hands at another one.. eSotitles
on EMMY may be founded in ETQv(vw.ugb.ro/etg.



only thing that, when defining “science”, peopldeofa lot of (different) definitions creates a it
suspicions, confusions and false images.

It is a historical (proved) fact that at its begimgs human knowledge was not fragmented at
all, and then some disciplines appeared. Someeavh theparated into Philosophy, others generated
modern (exact) sciences, the social sciences aggheBine madness of multiplying of disciplines was,
surprisingly, a fact of postmodernity, but this kbbave an explanation. As modernity took the féuda
model of development, so did postmodernity thatktdbe modern style of development
(specialization and diversification). Modernityastgly underlined the distinction among philosophy,
science and religion, but postmodernity suggestinguthem together again. It is interesting to
observe that if Modernity abruptly separated fromadition, Postmodernity is closer and closer to
Tradition. But Tradition was less fragmented andtPodernity is also suggesting a unification of
disciplines of “science”, but also to reduce anffedences between “science” and Philosophy. The
cognitive slogan of our postmodern times could “Bésciplines from all over the world, unitef:
From here a quite practical idea came to me: cotimgpof knowledge, in order to make possible this
unification. At his turn, compactization can be mathrough esssentialization. | am using
esssentialization process in EMMY at redefiningtival, Economics and Ethics.

Hilary Kornblith (2002) makes a plea to replace the preoccupatfoRhidosophy for
concepts with a direct “attack” of the realitie®, $he American author argues thdthe subject
matter of philosophy of mind is the mind itselff nar concept of it. And the subject matter of
epistemology is knowledge itself, not our concepkmowledgeé (Kornblith, p.1). Of course,
“scientists” would pretend that the borders of thiisciplines are broken out, but who cares... The
trend is clearly breaking bordersn..a globalized world. Iam not in a position to say exactly how
philosophy differs from the special sciences...Alsitly W.V. Quine, | see philosophy as continddus
with sciencg (Kornblith, p. 177. But the perception of reality may generate diffenexalities and
different level of knowledge. It is useful to memtihere a remark of a senior adviseBtsh who
cynically described the difference between reatityated by the power of empires and the reality
studied, later on, by intellectu&lsThe dialogue was also used ®gorge Sorosto describe his own
vision on ‘The Postmodern Idighf' For short, this vision makes a clear connectiotween the
postmodern idiom anBush administration ideology, suggesting that this ares similar with the
totalitarian ideologies: manipulating the publidropn®’. My own opinion is that this temptation to
manipulate the truth is specific to any state powee greater is the power of the state, the bituger
temptation to manipulate. But this is common tdoadl states/ empires from all times (in pre-modern,
modern and postmodern times). As a conclusion hatcshare th&oross idea that manipulation is
(only) a postmodern feature.

18 Disciplines of the world, unite!,From Deirdre N. McCloskeyfimes Higher Educatiqry October 2010

191 am happy to find out the idea of continuity @stpf our contemporary common knowledge. | pin ithe
center of my EMMY; especially in the theory of humection where | underline that end-means adequiia
simultaneous and continuous process in at least fhedamental triads.

20 <In the summer of 2002, after | had written an aetim Esquire that the White House didn't like abBush's
former communications director, Karen Hughes, | lzatheeting with a senior adviser to Bush. He exqaés
the White House's displeasure, and then he toldongething that at the time | didn't fully comprethenbut
which | now believe gets to the very heart of thetBpresidency.

The aide said that guys like me were "in what alethe reality-based community," which he defimsdbeople
who "believe that solutions emerge from your jialis study of discernible reality." | nodded andrmured
something about enlightenment principles and erism. He cut me off. "That's not the way the woelally
works anymore," he continued. "We're an empire,rend when we act, we create our own reality. Mhie
you're studying that reality -- judiciously, as yaill -- we'll act again, creating other new redgdis, which you
can study too, and that's how things will sort de're history's actors . . . and you, all of yaui] be left to
just study what we db> The quotation, quoted b@eorge Sorosin his book on “The new paradigm of
financial markets: the credit crisis from 2008 arits implications” may be find out at
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/10/17/magazine/17BUSHIR r=1

%L The above quotation was mentioned®gorge Sorosin his book The new paradigm of financial markets:
the credit crisis from 2008 and its implicatidnRomanian translation, Litera International, 200849 - 50

2 probably it is not a simple happening that somgoirant American TV and some video clips promotead o
YouTube announced the Soros’s positive feelinddani ideology... It was the same in Ceusescu’s Roaahi
some critically addressed to him an accusation ehd “legionnaire” (member of a fascist movement in
Romania in the 1927 — 1941) appeared immediatehertioned that because there is a “science” céllstbry
and which pretends to tell the truth and only téht. ..




From the “science” of Management to Ethics and EMMY

| defend the idea tha¥lanagement = Ethics(or, from the practical point of viewgood
management = adequafé behavior). Bad management is, practically, bad behavionegged by
bad thinking and feeling concerning a present/reutaction/ behavior. |1 do consider that behavior is
applicable both to individuals, organizations, avgtions, states and the mankind as a whole,
although thinking and decision is an individual ggss. More than that | need to underline that in
defining a kind of behavior at a certain level otigl aggregation we have to consider simultangousl
and continuously all the other possible levels. Ehics is not only about “good” behavior, the
Management is not only about “good” managementhBi#d behavior and bad management are
implied in the two names of the (still) two academisciplines: Ethics and Management. As a matter
of fact, there exists only one such a disciplinewhuman behavior: some call it Management and
others call it EthidS. It is really immoral (or, the same, it is bad ragement) if we'll continue to
consider the two as separated and different. Thetolly” of last half century demonstrates that gver
year the management books are including largerlanggr chapters on (business) ethics. The other
chapters of any management book are also abowtinfinfeeling and acting in function of goals/
purposes (ends), principles, rules, codes, contedsurces (means) etc. The first bad consequence
not putting an equal between Ethics and Manageméihtbe the necessity to have books on
Management and books on Ethics, and then to haseslio show the necessity of including business
ethics in ...management. Lose of time and, worses lolsthe key point: there couldn’t be any
management activity without ethical dimensionsltike the definition of God (God is where the big
infinite includes the small infinite and vice veys&o, we have Business Ethics whdanagement
includes Ethicsand Ethics includes Managemenbntinuously and simultaneously). Or, the same,
Ethics is (especially good) Management. When wgdbit, we open the door to bad management or
to unethical behavior. This assertion is the vesult of a three decades research ended in a ebhere
and general theory of human action callend Means Methodology (EMMY) and | prove that
EMMY = Ethics = Management We need to have such a general theory that ceeddroth Ethics
and Management in it in order to be more convinlgiagd to save time in education and to diminish
the misunderstandings in teaching and applyingasogles, legal laws or civic attitudes.

Management = theory/ practice on thinkinglifgeand acting of human beings
Ethics/ Morality = theory/ practice on thinkinggfang and acting of human beings
EMMY = theory/ practice on thinkinfgeling and acting of human beings

Any of the three denominators have exactly the saament, but this may be demonstrated later.
Any of the three theories/ practices are startinitty Wefining/ proposing thendsto be achieved in
function of themeanswe may use (this is mostly referred to feelingnking, and acting), then
continues with choosing the adequateansto achieve the proposemds (this is mostly referring to
thinking, feeling, and acting), and finally endibyg simultaneously and continuously comparing the
proposedends with chosenmeans (this needs simultaneously thinking, feeling, aacting).
Proposing arend is more emotional, choosirendsis more rational, and compariegdsto means
presupposes/ implies béth

Humans could be defined by the following formula:

% Especially after 1990 | largely (worldly) promotety EMMY and underlined the crucial importance oo
word from it. This is “adequate” (which etymolodigameans to equal, to arrive at equal terms irakatce, to
equilibrate). Some of my branch colleagues intigngsed it as a (at least) twofold reason: one twasse a
quite rare and new word and second was to showsthat they may use EMMY ... Of course, | was pleased
by this apparent acceptance of EMMY, but soon thingcame dramatically: a lot of journalists, esgetom
audio-visual, and politicians are (over)using iy dgy day, emptying its meaning... Of course; the té&smot

my invention. My contribution is to fill it up witlan essential meaning, that of harmony and eqiuititorin
human action.

% There is a German joke which says that the Gerondtnre has a giant poet, but lack of instructi@ogple
does not know his right pronunciation: some promeu@oethe, some pronounce Schiller. Similarly,dtisra
very good theory of human behavior; some name itdgament and some Ethics.

% | 'was surprised not to find any preoccupation ndseand means in American management. | suppose the
explanation is relatively simple when finding obait Americans, as more pragmatic people, are useans-
ends binom in order to manage a business. Indesd]-theans” (starting from human needs that generate
specific human ends) is more idealistic and “meamds” (starting from the existing means and prappsi
specific human ends) is more realistic.



Human being =f (Ends; Means; Ends/Means ratio)

i.e. any human being could be defined as a funaifathe ends proposed, the necessary means to be
used in order to achieve that purpose and the permanalysis of the degree of adequacy of means
to ends and ends to means. But an individual néedake into consideration all other existing
humans with their ends (hopes, desires etc.) ananégans to be used. Such a framework determines
us to be as transparent as possible, to take imsideration “the otherness” and the wholeness
(holism) of the world(s) we are living in. Finallgny individual should keep account of the context/
environment when taking making/ taking decisions.

| used sometimes “human beings” instead of “indiaid or “collective” decision makers,
just to underline the idea that by human beingsdeustand an individual, a collective/ group or the
entire humankind. EMMY is referring, simultanegu@nd continuously to all three levels of
aggregation. No individual action is strictly inaual; it is both collective and global at the same
time. Or, any human action is to be consideredmulsaneously and continuously - as individual,
collective and global.

EMMY is using triadic structures in order to obtaionsensus: Temporal (past-present-future
continuum), Spatial (micro, macro, global or indival-collective-humankind continuum) Structural/
Ontological (Substance-Energy-Information continjiionmention only three fundamental triads. All
these refer only to contexts of human action. Beté are triads that are directly connected wiéh th
human actionend (goal, aim, target, purpose, hope, ideal, desirgh, plan, strategy, and program);
means (human resources — not only the human actors Isot @ntextual and tangential people,
material resources, time resources, money or finkhcesources, experience, creativity, new ideas,
climates, social realities, human contexts, le¥elspirations etc, etc.). A lot of journalistic Htusing
ends and meanss keywords in banal contexts generates a labmfiusion just because they simplify
excessively the realities. Or, the world is mord arore complex: there are hidden ends, future ends
or collateral results when we are fulfilling a @ntend and choose specifiteans When | say “my
end” | need to compare it with as many as possitiler present and future ends. In a lesson offered
to students in cinematography in Bucharest a wetiwn Romanian journalisiCristian Tudor
Popescd’, said that the essence of the postmodern civilization is, ynopinion, the contradiction
between ends and means. More sophisticated medes énds. So it happens in our contemporary
society: we see a huge use of technological meansder to give birth to almost nothind?!). If
this would really happen, we’ll assist at the bigjgeefficiency in the whole history of humankind...
Popescu’s opinion shows that this couple of wogjsfor some ones, a simple fashionQther
authors insist to have at least a phrase contaimiegns and endsGeorge Cristian Maior (Maior,
2010, p. 12) explains the features of contempargnrmation services:I espionage activity, there
remains the old adversity among states; despiteemamd more sophisticated means of the
postmodern spies there are changes of methodsfibe dackground, i.e. of ends of activitiean
epidemic of “ends and means” there exists in tHgipgphere in Romania. As | said, in USA a lot of
“means-ends analysis” appeared.

Computers and programming are called to help mithinense world of ends and of means.
The chaos theory, games theory and complexity yhae nowadays most appropriate approaches in
management/ ethics.

One example of un-appropriate using of end-meatisnide is: “could bad means justify
good ends?” (a propos to Machiavellian ethics).'Babd” and “bad” are justelations between ends
and means. There is no end in itself. The endslatke time intimately co-related with means. The
means are all the time co-related and directeg@ciBc ends. There is no means collected, combined

It is interesting to observe the etymology of therdv“finance”. It comes from the French “fin” thateans
“end”. So, if English speaking people were the fibens of what the French people called “fin-ance’ finench
term may be “end-ance”... But the realm of ends & dbject study of Politics, as the realm of meanthe
object study of Economics. No Politics without Eoorics is possible and no Economics without Politics
possible. They are not only twins but intrinsicaltyertwined and impossible to be studied separaiétat is
why | compare the ends-means continuum as a sfitktiae two ends. We may consider one end as “angiea
and the other one as “an end”. Or, vice versa. Fnene we may put an equal between ends and medns an
define anything or action as an end or as a mddns.is a kind of relativistic Ethics, i.e. themeano rigid rules

to be followed but to continuously and simultandpasiapt ends to means and means to ends.

*YouTube stored this lessonkitp://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LJa638kmbZM&featureated




and consumed as such, without any purpose in aod.niven Sissify work had a kind of purpose...
(Maybe this was to demonstrate that an endless weorkonhuman and stupid by definition).
According to EMMY, “good” is the result of considieg that means are adequate to the proposed
ends. So, “good” (situation/ action) implies botfus and means, not only ends or only means. Saying
“good ends” is a non sense; it is possible to sdy ‘@adequate ends to means”, or “adequate means to
ends”. That is why EMMY is often rejected: it isaygimplified and then appreciated as vulgar
psychology or common thinking ...

A true ethical behavior is based on provisioningstnd not all, possible consequences and
assuming the responsibility of doing that or tidte present global (economic and financial) ciisis
the very result of in-adequate decisions, i.e. raeged to attain strictly personal or corporatdifpro
pereat mundugOr, the “good” management (the ethical behavietp keep in mind that only micro-
macro-mondo continuum may decide what ends and wigsins are chosen and what degree of
adequacy is between them. Otherwise, we may somgtdacide to destroy the global environment
(i.e. the mondo level) for personal profit (i.e.cnai level). Of course, this will be also the deatfall
three levels... It is not the place here to develdfiVEY but it may be studied from other articles or
books. Here it is sufficiently to declare that dissing and planning in terms of ends, means and end
means adequacy is a very good beginning to avbidatdilemmas. But remember, EMMY is about
future actions not for justifying the past ones...Way use EMMY for a post factum analysis but
only to test if the plans to action are correciye.

If this (new) vision on Management/ Ethics is ad¢edpa lot of good things could happen in
the process of understanding of human life. Busireegl Medicine are the most visible stakeholders
of EMMY. A sound curricular reform in pre-univengilevel of education is imperative. This reform
will put together all info on humans in one and #ame discipline and no separation between
Politics, Economics and Ethics could appear. We oadlyit either Ethics or Management. Of course,
this proposal is hardly accepted by the disciplindgudal of modern thinking and of doing
“scientific” research. So, EMMY is not “scientificat all; it is only long lasting research, a
contribution to improving our knowledge and a tdol improve and making more efficient the
research in human actions field.

Business Ethics is Ethics/ Management applied tgp kind of business. There is no
specificity of Business Ethics in comparison toestltkinds of human actions, others than the
specificity of business itself: profit seeking, porate social responsibility and contractual relai

Probably, many people who are living (for moneyi fllusion of doing (big!) science will
react negatively or, at least will ignore any agmto contrary to what they do consider is authentic
“science”. | used to replace the word “science” hwitresearch” (when someone is trying to
demonstrate/ suggest/ find out something), and Wittowledge” (when there are obtained some
concrete informational results from the previousadar research). For example, riypd Means
Methodology (EMMY)?® does not pretend to be another “science”, butnktit can generate new
useful knowledge, if appropriately applied. Sinifatransdisciplinary approach is not a “scienae” i
a classical meaning, although some try to introdiices a discipline in curriculum... And the
usefulness of new knowledge on humans may be apfrddf it is less time wasting, is easier to
understand and apply and if it helps us to betteletstand our behavior. Of course, it can be simply
ignored (as many other visions) if the promisedrimmpment wouldn’t appear. Did | say “simply”?
Oh, when it is about vision changing things aresimiple at all. We may remember the joke about an
Australian who intended to throw and change his lmd@merang, but he didn’t succeed to just
because when he throw it away the boomerang some drck, again and again... Probably, the
solution could be to destroy it, not to throw ithel same it happens when trying to throw away
dogmatic and rigid old and un-useful “scientifictinziples, rules and formulas... Immediately,
someone find them and offer them to us again aathag When we critically speak about (former,
older and “modern”) “science”, and about repladingith some critical and postmodern approaches,
a lot of criticism appears from old modern dogmétiokers who imagine that someone is destroying
in a minute all the progress the humankind acquiresnturies...

| already mentioned the lack of trust people sadisgiplines as Economics, Political Science
or Social Science. But things are more serious itheame at the first sight. Let mention some.

8 Just to found out what is about in this transgisTary vision on human feeling, thinking and agtiyou may
see atvww.ugb.ro/etcwhere | published in almost every issue of ET@kt on EMMY, on “science” and its
necessary reform.



A strange “science” is history. It pretends to ketraly as geometry, but it is full of claims,
interests, stories and fantasies. Here is the apiof Stephen M. Walt, on history, published in
Foreign Policy, 07/30/09:I"'m equally baffled by when someone invokes "hystdo justify a
territorial claim and assumes that this basis i<hallengeable. This view assumes that sovereignty
over some area is infinitely inheritable (no mattdrat has happened in the interim), ignores theé fac
the borders have changed a lot over time, and &rissumes that there's only one version of history
that matters. | understand why Serbs invoke thdldBaf Kosovo in 1389 to justify their current
claims to control that region, why Israelis and €stinians invoke different readings of history to
justify their positions on Jerusalem, or why certéisian states invoke different historical clairas t
assorted rocks in the South China Sea -- they hreaking for some way to persuade others to let
them have what they want. What's odd is that pagptemake such claims tend to think their view is
simply incontestable and other equally valid higtakclaims aren’t worth paying attention to. Yaa'r
entitled to your version of history, | suppose, lty do you assume that anyone is going to be
persuaded by it?° The so called “social sciences” may well be melteé unique and coherent
corpus of knowledge on human beings and their éeoiul will propose, again and again, a
curricular reform with the suggestion to introducansdisciplinary approaches as a way of getting
synthetic knowledge, reducing time consuming wéharhing by heart a lot of unuseful disciplinary
things and with the good result of thinking glogallhis may be considered as a solution to the
informational aggression of a lot of “sciences” o¥ke poor and undefended children. The new
corpus of knowledge could be simple named as “Omams”, “About human life” or similar
names...

Just since 1975Paul Feyerabend wrote that Science is much closer to myth than a
scientific philosophy is prepared to admit. It ieeoof the many forms of thought that had been
developed by man, and not necessarily the befg. donspicuously, noisy, and impudent, but it is
inherently superior for those who have already exrauah its advantages and its limits. And as the
accepting and rejecting of ideologies should betkethe individual it follows that the separatiof
state and church must be complemented by the depad state and science, that most recent, most
aggressive, and most dogmatic religious institutiSach a separation may be our only chance to
achieve a humanity we are capable of, but havernieMy realized. (Feyerabend, 1975, p. 295).
Such a mythical belief is promoted Bygmund Freud, the modern scientist, who strongly thought
that only “science” can offer us what we need town“No, science is not an illusion, but it would be
illusory to think we can find elsewhere what it sahoffef.

The limits of “science” come from its arrogant taftie towards reality. When the “scientific”
discourse can’'t demonstrate what life is, which iggeorigins and where “science” and spirituality
converge, it prefers to offer proofs of the supgtyoof its own logic and thinking. There is a dasal
example in Romanian literature, in a noveMdrin Preda (1955), which shows that self conviction
and self believe are stronger than reality itSifie story says that an old man arrived at a Zoa&ar
and sees an animal with a very long neck (giraff$. exclamation Such a thing does not eXist
shows that his belief in the power of his brains w&onger than the objective world around himsThi
kind of “scientific” arrogance is better describky Peter Ustinov who said that The last voice
someone may hear before the world will blow up dlthat of an expert who will shout: “such a
thing is impossible from the scientific point ofwf. A kind of joke very well described the attitude
of young pupils towards the arrogance of differeciences” to explain the worldif‘it's green — is
biology; if it smells — is chemistry; if doesn’tnfition — is physics; if it is meaningless — is
mathematics; if it is senseless — it is or econsmicpsychology Even the daily newspapers take
position against the so called “bad scierte”.

2 Seehttp://walt.foreignpolicy.com/category/topic/hisgor

%0 Guardian columnist Dr Ben Goldacre takes us oilaidus, invigorating and informative journey thigh
the bad science we're fed by the worst of the hacksthe quacks! When Dr Ben Goldacre saw somenne o
daytime TV dipping her feet in an 'Aqua Detox' foath, releasing her toxins into the water and hgrnit
brown, he thought he'd try the same at home. 'kikme kind of Johnny Ball cum Witchfinder Genenasing
his girlfriend's Barbie doll, he gently passed &ctical current through the warm salt wateruhnted brown.
In his words: 'before my very eyes, the world'stfiDetox Barbie was sat, with her feet in a poobadwn
sludge, purged of a weekend's immorality." Dr Benidacre is the author of the 'Bad Science' columthée
Guardian and his book is about all the 'bad scieweeare constantly bombarded with in the media iand
advertising. At a time when science is used to @reverything and nothing, everyone has their ovea 'b
science' moments -- from the useless pie-charherbaick of cereal packets to the use of the wasibly' in




The issue under fire is “SCIENCE” in its feudala@yance to solve almost anything and to
offer predictions and rigorous explanations. lsvitat we really need? Can it satisfy our insatiable
curiosity? Is it really improving our life? Do pdepdo “science” whenever they say they do? Is
research a quite special thing or it is a commosnyalay activity? Is research a job, a vocation, a
pleasure, or a simple speculation to generate tamdeproud? Is “science” really over or it might be
so? Can we speak about the death of science srabaut the death ahodernscience with its
pretentions to find truth (even The Answer!), tngeate a good for all theory and theories for
everything? Is modernity over and what replacedsiffostmodern thinking a derivative of modernity
or is it trying to be quite different/ opposed apgch? These too many questions may generate & lot o
research, but not very many expected answers. dNoelk about The Answer..A lot of books
doubting the tools and the results of modern seieppeared. After the already proclaimed the End
of History Francis Fukuyama), Death of GodKr. Nietzschg, Death of Ideology@aniel Bell) here
it came the Death/ End of “Sciencg’.

Another recent and interesting approach to whaief®e” is and could be is thidicolae
Mazilu's Book “Science as a Sirappeared as a kindle edition in August 2008, pablished in
Romanian together another authblifcea Porumbreanu, at Dacia, Cluj, 2008. My quotations are
from Romanian edition and translation of quotatimnmine. Essentially, the aim of the authors is to
reconcile Modern science with old Biblical TraditioThe cornerstone of any true Science is its
fallibility, said the authors irKarl Poppers good tradition. The authors put a very interesting
guestion: “b6 Science faithful to itselfandeed, even many of us do believe in Sciencen&Sod,
Science is not very faithful to itself. The demytition approach of the two Romanian authors is
based on a simple observation: instead of tryingrtwve that any scientific theory is fallible all
scientists claim for infallibility! “Science is iaflible!* cry out the modern scholars in their atig to
replace Bible with Science. Fallibility is the sapre truth criteria for a true “science”. If a thgor
could not be demonstrated part of it is uncertaid possible to offer vague answers, then it is not
“scientific”. The presupposition that a theory erfect is the very sign that something is wronghwit
that theory. [Karl Popper] thought we may be wrong; | think odestiny is to be wrong. | name this
the radical fallibility postulate, which is based the following: we can extract ideas from realibyt
as we understand more and more, we have to understamre and moirg(Soros 2008, p. 53). This
was a solid argument for Soros to offer his opemesp idea a quite strong foundatioWVhat is not
perfect may be improved; radical fallibility givepace for improvemen{Soros 2008, p. 55). So,
fallibility is good, perfection is bad... Strange,thwue: Soros proud imperfection, as a way to
perfectibility. Otherwise said, relativism is bahd then long live the absolute relativism! Theutes
is that postmodern relativism is a good opportutatypuild a strong knowledge, not to accept a weak
“science”.

From schizoid modern disciplinary approaches to pdsodern integrated, holistic and
transdisciplinary ones
This schizoid approach (or Bible or Science) i® asticized byBasarab Nicolescuin his
books to promote transdisciplinary and the logictleé third included Nicolescy 2008). Also,
Basarab Nicolescuis promoting the postulate of the hidden thirduded as another name for the
presence of divinity or of G3tlin his entire Creation. On the other hahligolescuis promoting
another kind of obtaining more information using thgic of the third included and transdisciplinary
approachesBasarab Nicolescualready created a school of thinking which is pi@dg new ideas

cosmetics ads. This book will help people to gdgirthieir instincts -- that a lot of the so-calledience’ which
appears in the media and in advertising is justngror misleading. Satirical and amusing -- and tadfto
expose the ridiculous -- it provides the readehiite facts they need to differentiate the goodnftbe bad.
Full of spleen, this is a hilarious, invigoratingdainformative journey through the world of 'badesce’.

Bad Science is Ben Goldadre's savage attack on-toditescience, where some ones takes fact andstiiinto
fiction to suit their own needs.

31 One of its writers is John Horgan with his “ThedEsf Science”. All the above mentioned ideas anidiops
determined me to buy and redohn Horgan's book ‘The End of Science. Facing the Limits of Knowleidge
the Twilight of the Scientific Agepublished in USA in 1996 and in UK in 1997. I'vead the British edition
that contains an interesting and useful “Afterword”

32 Basarab Nicolescu is a Romanian thinker livingaris and teaching at Cluj Napoca (Romania) atciodal
school preparing students to obtain PhD in traszplinarity. One of his keen preoccupations isgooncile
religion and modern science using transdiscipligamnd logic of the third included as principal ko



and arguments in favor of transdisciplinarity antegrated (non-disciplinary) vision on reality.ll I
mention some recent contributions of his schoothmfught just as an argument that it is quite
impossible that modern “science” may remain theesasin the former modern times (a historical
period that ended at the mid of the last centudyle interesting contribution is that created byiadt
(sic!) of Romanian authors and entitle@ihe transdisciplinary research. A fusion of horigdrom
theology, science and philosofihyMemelis et al 2010). They use transdisciplinarity as a
methodology of dialog between science and theolagy promote the transreligious spirit of
Christianity. Even | do not agree the excess afigithe word “science” (reader is invited to observe
that the next text gains in clarity if we omit teord “science”) | agree with their attempt to
“inaugurate in the scientific knowledge a methodiglaigand terminological flexibility which permit
enlarging the knowledge horizon beyond the redonattomodels and language clichés, towards an
<apophatic> space of science itsél{Memelis et al, 2010, p. 16). In one of his poetical theorems,
Basarab Nicolescuwrote that There are two asymptotic postulates of modern setereductionism
and holism. It is ridiculous to have a big fighttlwveen them: both are right(Nicolescy 2007, p.
49).

In a quite suggestive and plastic metaphor of Geiizsvid Brower (apudPasset 2010, p.
13) argues for rapid change on the Earth Platlef:& six jours que la Terre a commence a se forme
'lhomme est apparu depuis trois minutes; il y aquart de seconde que le Christ este ne et un
guarantieme de seconde qu’a surgi la societe imgst <Il est maintenant minuit, samedi soir, et
nous sommes entures de gens qui croient que cefgpfidepuis un quarantieme de seconde peut
continuer indefiniment* I'll translate only the conclusion of this hisical vision: the industrial era
represents 1/40 seconds from the 6 days life oEtdr¢gh and there are people that do believe tlat th
era will last forever...

Transdisciplinarity is “en plein marche” all ovédretworld and it is time to put it officially in
the high school curriculum. My opinion is that timedel of primary school with a single teacher to
more disciplines is a good one to be followed ioosglary school, as well. The reason is to melt up
knowledge from different disciplines in order taamty parts of reality not parts of a curricular
program.Margaret A. Somerville andDavid J. Rapport said in the Preface to the book edited by
them: ‘The now widespread recognition of the need for ddisciplinarity represents a very new
insight and a revolutionary change. ...it is abolidiege, not just about thedrgSomerville, 2000, p.
XII). Problem is that this change is not possiighout an official recognition of it. | do not knoif
transdisciplinarity is part of law on educationadiiher countries, but a project of law on education
Romania is mentioning the necessity of “transdigwpy evaluation” of pupils in high schoalulie
Thompson Klein underlies thatth an age characterized by new dimensions of caxitplescale and
uncertainty, calls for transcending the limited izons of disciplines have mountgdgomerville,
2000, p. 4). In a similar plea for introducing sdrsciplinarity in our ways of thinking is made by
Alfonso Montuori: “The project of transdisciplinarity is an emancipgt@ne. It provides us with a
way of thinking and a way of organizing knowledgd aforming action that can assist us in tackling
the complexity of the world, while at the same timating us to come to grips with the role of the
inquirer in the process of inquiry. Transdiscipliitg recognizes that we are living in a complex,
uncertain, and pluralistic world, and begins to pite us with the tools needed to confront a world
that is different than the one hypothesizedAigtotle and Descartes two of the founders of the
present approaches to inquiry in western tholgtticolescy 2008, p. ix). This collection of
excellent essays should be on the work table oMinyister of Education. It needs to be translated i
as many languages as possible just to dissemihateatguments in favor of this new tool of
education.

We are living in postmodern times, but the terralfts not known and understood. It is a bad
thing that in the discourses of the Romanian malitclass members there are pleas for “modernizing
the Romanian state and our education system”, lBunged not to modernize, but to match and
adequate our actions to postmodernity. ConfusidwdrEn meanings should be avoided if we really
intend to improve our life. To modernize a postnmradsorld is to go back in the XVIII — mid of XX
centuries.

Postmodern world needs postmodern transdisciplikaoyledge!

Conclusion
The evolution of the knowledge of humankind kno¥wsé important stages: pjemodern
classical Tradition, b)modern (disciplinary) science and qostmodern transdisciplinary and



integrated knowledge. The last stage is on theafa@panging the persistent paradigm of disciplinary
and interdisciplinary “science” and building upagtated and holistic transdisciplinary knowledge. |
this respect | proposed to give up using the same W'science”) for describing more stages of
obtaining and transmitting knowledge and repladingvith the more neutral and general words:
“research” and “knowledge”. | hope my proposal v critically received and any suggestions are
welcome! | repeat my desire/ hope/ end to work waither people at this ambitious projegtbon
entendeurs, salut!
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ANEXES

The following pages are the slides presented tecant 8 international conference of ROASS
(Romanian Association for Semiotic Studies) heldlari at the beginning of November 2010. |
choose to reproduce them as such, just becausatheyore synthetically presented.

Redefining the essences (signs) of disciplines, reating integrated sets of (inter)disciplines and
rebuilding the transdisciplinary unity of knowledge

Liviu Drugus, George Bacovia University from Bacau

* The human knowledge is a huge and growing elephanino one (or very few) can see it as
a whole and unitary being

e This article could be named “Incrementa et DecrdmeBcientiae” just because the
humankind is on the edge of a process consistingecreasing volumes of (nonuseful)
information in the benefit of increasing sense atiity. For short, instead of big volumes of
data and info keep only their essences/ sensegasity manipulate them to improve the
understanding of this and future world.  Anothetles for my paper could be
“Demassification of Science”, “Less quantity - mayaality” or “Small is beautiful” — a
slogan that re-launched the Western and globalangrsome decades ago

 Compacting and unifying knowledge is determined thg cancerous growth of the
“scientific” disciplines (from under 10 in ancie@reek and Roman times until over 9000
nowadays)

» The very sign of knowledge (the Apple Tree and epals its fruits) is simply destroyed and
decomposed into molecules and atoms. The resulb ikaste, no use, non sense.

* Even the chance to analyze quanta and sub quametsts lof the knowledge apple simply
remains, | do consider is time to study especidily seeds and the genomic dimension of
knowledge (especially on humans)

* Multidisciplinary approaches generated Interdisognity, but the growing number of
“interdisciplines” added to the growing number dédblines... The very result of this
process is the growing lack of intercommunicatioroag researchers and the loss of sense in
knowing very much about almost nothing

» Complexity theory and Chaos theory help us to stdpt and to ask ourselves: Is there a
possible end of this process of dissolution? Ispaeting only necessary but not possible?

* The diversification and differentiating of humanoledge into thousands of pieces
(disciplines) attained its principal end/ goal: &plit the hugeness of knowledge and to
penetrate it, step by step. From seven discipline§&reek and Roman cultures, in two
millennia humans generated over 9000, with bad egusnces for knowledge process itself.
Interdisciplinary approaches discovered a lot ahiarities and superposition among the so
called “autonomous” disciplines and suggested tthas is the way to integrate knowledge
into coherent sets of knowledge intercommunicatiity each other.

* The Universe in which we are living in has two pipal possibilities of evolution: to
continuously expanad infinitumfrom the initial Big Bang of a small black (w)holethe
Great explosion-, or to compact it in a reversingcpss of re-turning towards initial origins -
the Great Implosion

» After Big Bang the evolution of the Universe wasnir a lack of (visible) light (of the black
hole), while the reverse process of implosion imgado a concentrated light which is less and
less bright and sparkling. So, the future evolutadnour Universe could be from dark to
bright light and to more and more light, or, theawse one, from bright light to dark and very
concentrated light

» The evolution of knowledge tightly followed thisqmess, just because Information is an
inseparable part of Matter and Energy (see Priggis a consequence, Knowledge should
be prepared for both possible processes: a) tonexpare and more and b) to compact more



and more. If the foundations of expanding of knalgle were put (especially) by modern
“science”, the foundations of the reverse procdssompacting of knowledge were put by
postmodern thinkers through transdisciplinarity

The very sign of this breaking point (from expamgdito compacting) is questioning the
“scientific” process itself. The end/ death of ‘mute” (as it was conceived by modern
thinkers) is a process of stopping the quantitati@acerous growth of smaller and smaller
disciplines. “Killing” superfluous disciplines wittut a real content, utility and finality is a
necessary process. This will be followed by comipgcthe disciplines into transdisciplinary
visions on large(r) fields/ domains. For examplging the transdisciplinary approach called
EMMY (End Means Methodology) ALL the so called fiebf the Social Sciences may be
compacting into a single and very concentratecrisin human knowledge. The key of this
process is transdisciplinarity. To concentrate rimi@tion is possible to be done only by
extracting the essences / eide/ signs of the phenomwe are knowing

Transdisciplinarity is most adequate to generatistioknowledge and to re-create the unity
of knowledge. In my opinion all three stages (giloary, interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary) could be better performed byefedng disciplines, sets of disciplines and
knowledge as a whole by their essences (eide pltinal of eidos) which are the very sign of
their usefulness. A transdisciplinary semiotic s appears and it is closely linked with
phenomenological vision. This is a “compacting” ggss with quite surprising consequences
for curriculum and for giving up the term of “sct&i as a (presupposed) rigorous and exact
term. Science is dead! Long live (compact) KnowledgeMMY started from compacting
new disciplines (Politics, Economics and Ethicsefgetd) and now new disciplines are
melted down into this compact knowledge we may EAIMY or Humanistics (the new
disciplines are Aestethics and LogicSdlomon Marcustold us about “false barriers and
borders” among disciplines.

Disciplines are specific “languages” to describedent ways to visit (un)known fields of
reality. But, as in natural languages, we may uk# af words to describe an object, or we
may use only some. Sometimes, the fewer — therb&tb& may say about a picture is “nice”
or “marvelous”, but some may choose to write atyrem it. The result is not necessarily
more knowledge (in the best case we may have nmaiseahd info, but not more knowledge
and wisdom!). Keeping in mind this metaphor - difioes seen as languages - | propose to
reduce the number of words to fewer and fewer,| wnti may retain the most specific/
characteristic WORD. For example, in EMMY | suggelsto reduce the “domain” (what a
feudal word!) of Economy/ Economics to “Means fondks)”, the “domain” of Policy/
Politics to “End(s) in function of Means” and thedmain” of Morality/ Ethics to “the
continuous and simultaneous adequation of Endadans and Means to Ends”. All three
mentioned disciplines are about Ends and Meansysdave a single “domain”, not three...
Finally, Aesthetics is also an “end/ means adequoatiimage to be perceived), so there are
four domains reduced to one... And the show goes on....

CONCLUSIONS

Semiotics (a la Jourdain or not) is a transdisegly (TD) approach that enables a holistic
and integrative vision on all disciplines, inte@ines and new fields studying humans
“Disciplines of the world unite!” this could be the slogan that best describes ragent
paper and approach. This slogan is, as a mattécotf the title of an article published in
Times Higher Education, October 7, 201Mdterialism has had its day. To understand the
ideas that drive human activity, including econ@ni@e need a new field that combines the
arts and sciencés arguesDeirdre N. McCloskey, the author of the article, an American
postmodern humanist radical thinker

Ideas matter This is a conclusion of any passionate of hunhamking (feeling and acting). |
do agreeFoucault acceptation of the word “ideology” as a systenbeliefs and interests
expressed as ideas/ eides (ides). | am in favazoafing back to the initial meaning of
“ideology (Destutt de Tracy), which was an anti feudal anti imperial and tchssiplinary
“avant la lettre” concept on systemic and holistic thinking
“By eidos | mean the essence of each thing and riteagy substance Aristotle,
Metaphysics, 1032b 1-2



Family words: eidos, ideas, idol, identical, ideaymptom, figure, form, video, vede
(Sanskrit)
Eidos = “something that is seen” (form, figure, @prance, beauty) Plural of “eidos” is “eide”

My opinion is that ideology is looking for similéigs and formal appearances in what people
is seeing/ thinking. On the other hand, eidos iprecursor of identical essences of the
disciplines, i.e. it is possible to unify knowledgker the common / identical/ similar/ formal
essences in a new IDEOLOGY of the third millennidrhe new Ideology (or Humanistics)
must be a quite compacted and concentrated séea$ ithat could better explain the harmony
and equilibrium between ENDS and MEANS of humans

Bacau, 2 Noiembrie 2010 - lasi 5 November 2010



