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Prelude
Humankind is at war with Nature.

The most important and urgent task facing humankind is the rapid transition
from the present unsustainably (or rather suicidally) organised "civilisation" to a
sustainably organised human society on Earth. We have less, perhaps significantly
less, than a quarter of a century to make this transition, on which the survival of life
on Earth depends.

The transition to a sustainably organised human society is only possible if
scientific knowledge becomes a decisive factor in the decision-making system. Of
course, scientists have to fight for such a status of scientific knowledge. We have
reached a turning point where the world's scientists, as carriers of scientific
knowledge and perhaps the only remaining hope for humanity, must abandon their
passivity and conformism and resolutely assume their responsibility for the survival
of the human race and life on Earth. As a starting point in this necessary struggle of
scientists, we propose the urgent creation of the "World Forum for a Sustainable
Society on Earth", as a forum of scientific knowledge, wisdom and humanity, and as
a creative source and initiator of action for scientists whose personal choice is to be
at the service of humanity.

More than three decades ago, a project known by the popular name of
"Ecological State of Montenegro" was born in the mind of the oldest author of this
booklet. The essence of this project was the vision of Montenegro as a global pilot
project and an example of the first sustainably organised human society on Earth.

In principle, the old project "Ecological State" and the new initiative "World
Forum for a Sustainable Society on Earth" are complementary and mutually
reinforcing projects; they are at the same time important for humanity and (if well
understood by the Montenegrin government) the best development opportunity
for Montenegro.

The indisputable scientific fact that humanity is at war with Nature must
become an active part of the consciousness of the vast majority of the planet's
citizens. The first part of our booklet is a small contribution to this crucial goal. To
this end, we have provided a series of easy-to-understand and varied examples,
necessary to give you a minimal picture of our war with Nature, and necessary to
understand the vast differences between opinions based on ignorance and those
based on scientific knowledge.

The second part of the booklet is much more important, because it contains
new ideas and thoughts about a possible way to make a rapid transition to a
sustainable society.

This booklet is written in such a way that no previous knowledge is necessary
to understand it, but natural curiosity, an open mind, the ability to think and
humanism are required. It is hoped that this simplified text, written to be accessible
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to everyone, will also be good enough to stimulate interest and creative thinking
among scientists.

Please pay particular attention to the following two proposals, which should be
further discussed and developed by scientists, for example in the framework of the
"World Forum for a Sustainable Society on Earth".

e Anew science-based decision-making system is a necessary step towards a
sustainable society. The first proposal is the introduction of a Fourth Power,
the Scientific Power (or the power of knowledge), which would enrich the
already existing democratic system based on the "triangle" of legislative,
executive and judicial power. The motivation for this is very simple. A
technologically advanced human society (whose technical and
technological power, if misused, can destroy life on earth) can only be
sustainable if scientific knowledge plays a decisive role in the decision-
making system. That's why scientists and scientific knowledge should be
given real decision-making power in matters relating to humankind's
relationship with the environment and respect for the laws of nature on
which our survival depends.

e The second proposal is a new paradigm of production called "Production
for Quality of Life"?. The cornerstone of the new paradigm is the universal
principle that the natural purpose of production is to ensure the quality of
life of humanity, that is, the quality of life of all people, both present and
future generations. To achieve this goal, the new paradigm states that
production must be organised by the new established scientific power, with
strict respect for scientific knowledge, regardless of any political and
ideological interests, differences and prejudices.

The reasoning behind the second proposal is as follows. Production is the
source of civilisation, but production (as the last 50 years of human history have
shown) can also be the death of civilisation if it is organised against scientific
knowledge and the laws of nature. In fact, the main reason why we have arrived at
the threshold of self-destruction is that, throughout the long history of humanity,
the organisation of human society and production has never been based on
scientific knowledge, but on the power of certain groups to impose their mixture of
ignorance and interests. In the case of a technologically advanced civilisation, such
organisation inevitably leads to war with Nature.

You will find much more in this booklet, which is deliberately limited to about
10,000 words. We hope you enjoy it and find it useful for humanity.

1 The concept of the Fourth Power, "Scientific Power", proposed in this booklet, is
fundamentally different from technocracy and similar concepts.

2 The "Production for Quality of Life" proposed in this booklet differs from all existing
paradigms, including capitalist production for profit and socialist production for use.
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Humankind at war with Nature

Humankind is at war with Nature. This may sound like an exaggeration, but it is not.

First, we have polluted water, land, food and air to an alarming degree. More
precisely, we have polluted the life support systems (atmosphere, hydrosphere,
surface layer of the lithosphere and biosphere) and disrupted the subtle balances
and processes within and between them.

Secondly, climate change (a misnomer for the increasing catastrophic
disruption caused by human activity) threatens to make many parts of the planet
(and, if we don't stop it in time, the whole planet) impossible for existing life forms.

Here are just a few easy-to-understand examples to illustrate the point.

Pollution of water, land, food, air and the biosphere

Phytoplankton (and other micro-organisms) and plastic pollution
Micro-organisms are essential to sustaining life on Earth; without the unicellular
organisms invisible to our eyes (which include phytoplankton), all terrestrial plants,
animals and humans would rapidly die out, as would life in the oceans. Put simply,
without the living world that is invisible to us, the living world that is visible to us
would also disappear. Although this truth is not well known to the majority of the
world's citizens, the threat to micro-organisms is an attack on the foundations of
life.

Phytoplankton is the name given to a large number of very different single-
celled organisms that can only be seen under a microscope. What all phytoplankton
have in common is that they live in water (most phytoplankton are found in the
ocean, with an average of about one million phytoplankton cells in every litre of
ocean water) and that they are capable of photosynthesis (similar to plants on land).

carbon dioxide + water

+
photons from the Sun

As a reminder, photosynthesis is the process of converting carbon dioxide and
water into oxygen and glucose (the first organic material in the Earth's food web).
Without photosynthesis, plant and animal life would run out of food and die out at
a high rate; the Earth would become a desert devoid of complex life forms.

Photosynthesis is a complex process that is made possible by, among other
things, the energy that sunlight provides to phytoplankton and by enzymes
(biocatalysts that speed up the reaction by lowering the energy level at which



photosynthesis is possible). The "cooperation" between the sun and phytoplankton
is a beautiful example of the universal connections in Nature. Imagine that photons
(quanta of light) born in processes on the Sun, after a journey of 150 million
kilometres, give themselves and their energy to the phytoplankton; poetically
speaking, they die to create life.

What everyone should know (and many do not, because the poor quality of
education around the planet does not give people a realistically possible and
necessary "minimum of knowledge") is that about half the oxygen in the
atmosphere comes from phytoplankton in the ocean; every second time we breathe
air we should say "thank you phytoplankton". What's more, without phytoplankton,
the world's oceans would quickly become a lifeless desert. Pollution and climate
change threaten phytoplankton in many ways. Here is just one example.

For decades, our "civilisation" has been polluting the planet with increasing
amounts of plastic. Plastic waste is shredded by various physical and chemical
processes. There are large quantities of plastic that have been shredded into
particles between billionths and millionths of a metre in size; we call plastic that has
been shredded to this size nanoplastics. Nanoplastics are everywhere and are
accumulating more and more in the oceans, in the air we breathe, in the water we
drink, in the food we eat, even in the snow of the Himalayas and in the polarice...

Nanoplastic particles pose the greatest threat to living organisms because they
can pass through biological membranes and enter unicellular organisms and cells of
plants and animals, including humans. The contamination of cells with nanoplastics
is already well underway and is increasing in size and speed.

Scientific tests show that even single-celled phytoplankton, which we can only
see under a microscope, are already contaminated with nanoplastic particles,
endangering their reproduction and photosynthesis; in short, we are striking at the
very heart of life.

Of course, nanoplastics are not only found in phytoplankton, but also in other
single-celled organisms, fish, plants and animals on land, and of course in humans
(in blood, lungs, placenta, breast milk...).

Phytoplankton is just one of many examples of the undeniable fact that plant,
animal and human life would not be possible without microorganisms. Another
good example of micro-organisms (which, like phytoplankton, are affected by
nanoplastics) are the bacteria in the soil that enable land plants to use nitrogen,
without which there would be no proteins and no plants (and therefore no us).

The damage that nanoplastics can cause to human health is still poorly
understood, but it is certain that as the concentration of nanoplastics in water, soil,
food and air rapidly increases, human health problems will increase; from metabolic
and immune disorders to brain and heart problems, an increase in cancer and
endangered human reproduction.
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If you are a young person and are having a baby this year, congratulations; but
to be a good parent, you need to know that by the time your child reaches
adulthood, the amount of plastic in the environment will have more than doubled.
And if you read on, you'll see that plastic is just a fraction of the dangers we face.

Plastic is only a small part of the pollution - pesticides, aerosol
particles, heavy metals, antibiotics...

A list of all the substances and chemicals with which our "civilisation" pollutes
water, land, food and air would be longer than this book. To illustrate, we will only
mention the pollution caused by antibiotics, pesticides and highly toxic metals such
as mercury and lead, which are found in living beings all over the planet, including
the most remote areas such as the polar regions.

The atmosphere is so polluted that only 1% of people on the planet are lucky
enough to breathe completely clean and healthy air; 99% of people breathe air that
is more or less polluted by our actions. Particularly dangerous are the ubiquitous
aerosol particles (of varying chemical composition), smaller than 2.5 millionths of a
metre, which can penetrate all parts of the body. They are responsible for more
than 4 million premature deaths worldwide each year, with many times that
number suffering from heart disease, respiratory and lung cancer, and stroke.

There are an enormous number of links between different phenomena, many
of which are surprising at first sight. Believe it or not, aerosol particles and plastics,
among other things, contribute to the alarming spread of antibiotic resistance,
which already directly kills more than a million people a year (and is expected to rise
rapidly).

Although we talk less about pollution than about climate change, pollution is
absolutely the main problem. In fact, climate disruption is only the consequence of
one type of pollution, air pollution caused by carbon dioxide and other greenhouse
gases. Climate change can be seen as a subset of all the problems caused by
pollution.

By the way, if you are wondering what the source of all the other sources of
pollution is, our answer is that it is the polluted human brain (polluted by the
consumer mentality, among other things).

Climate disruption

Carbon dioxide and global average temperature

Carbon dioxide occurs naturally in the atmosphere and is no less necessary than
oxygen for life on Earth today. Just as humans (and other terrestrial animals) would
die without sufficient oxygen in the atmosphere, so all terrestrial plants would die
without carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, because without carbon dioxide
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photosynthesis, the process by which plants make food for themselves (and us),
would become impossible.

Carbon dioxide is also the planet's temperature regulator. Increasing the
amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere increases the average temperature on
Earth; decreasing the amount of carbon dioxide decreases the temperature. If you
had a "vacuum cleaner" that could suck all the carbon dioxide out of the
atmosphere, the average temperature of the Earth's surface would fall by about
30°C. Therefore, existing life on Earth can be destroyed not only by increasing the
amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, but also by decreasing it. It is
important not to upset the natural balance.

The start of the temperature rise has triggered a number of dangerous
processes which, if the temperature continues to rise, could be catastrophic for
plant and animal life, such as:

- Very damaging melting of the frozen ocean surface in the northern polar

circle.

- Melting of ice on land; let's remember that the amount of ice in Antarctica
and Greenland is so great that if it were to melt completely, the level of the
world's oceans would rise by almost 70 metres. Imagine Montenegro and
the planet Earth with such a raised sea level.

- Thawing of the permafrost; complete thawing of the permafrost would
triple the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere and activate large
numbers of now frozen prehistoric viruses and bacteria.

- Disruption of the powerful water and air currents that together make up
the planet's "bloodstream", as important to the planet as the circulatory
system is to humans.

One of the characteristics of global warming is its uneven nature. By the end of
this third decade of the 21st century, the average temperature will have risen by
1.5°C (compared with almost 14°C before human-induced disruption began).

However, some parts of the planet are warming much more than the average;
for example, the temperature increase over land is about 70% greater than over the
ocean, and the average temperature increase in the Arctic Circle is almost four times
greater than the global average.

Arctic warming is also a good example of how processes that are already
underway can accelerate themselves. Ice is melting and the melted ice surface is
replaced by water, which absorbs much more solar energy than ice (which mainly
reflects light). The increased absorption of solar energy raises the temperature and
accelerates the melting of the ice, and the melting of the ice increases the
absorption even more...

One of the consequences is a smaller temperature difference between the
Arctic Circle and the southern parts of the Northern Hemisphere, and the change in
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temperature difference affects the powerful air currents in the atmosphere, which,
as we will see, are part of the planet's "bloodstream".

Permafrost

Put simply, permafrost is permanently frozen ground. Most of the permafrost on
the planet (more than 20 million square kilometres, twice the size of Europe) is the
ground around the North Pole (large parts of Alaska, Greenland, Canada, Norway,
Siberia...).

Permanently frozen ground (permafrost) contains about twice as much carbon
dioxide and methane as the current atmosphere. If the permafrost were to suddenly
melt, the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere would triple, and current life
on Earth (including all humans) would be condemned to a very quick death. Has it
ever occurred to you that the greatest mass murder in the history of the planet
could be committed by the rapid thawing of the ground?

The added danger is that many prehistoric viruses and bacteria are also frozen
in the permafrost: these micro-organisms will be activated when the permafrost
thaws.

The risk of accelerated melting of large areas of permafrost is very real because,
as we have said, the average temperature increase in the northern polar circle is
almost four times the global average.

The "bloodstream" of the planet

We will conclude this section with a brief review of the system of powerful and
mutually co-ordinated water and air currents which together form the
'bloodstream' of the planet, as important to the planet as the bloodstream is to us.

The water of the oceans is in constant motion. Among other things, there are
huge rivers in the ocean. Some of these, such as the Gulf Stream in the Atlantic or
the Kuroshio Current in the Pacific near Japan, are surface currents caused by the
constant planetary winds and the Earth's rotation. The largest ocean currents
contain over 100 times more water than all land rivers combined.

In addition to surface currents, there are also deep currents that flow (roughly
speaking) along the ocean floor; these are called thermohaline currents because
they are driven and maintained by differences in temperature and salinity.

There is a highly branched network of interconnected smaller and larger surface
and deep currents (rivers). Instead of a complex network (similar in complexity to
the human bloodstream), the image shows the simplest possible representation of
these rivers, which shows the essence of the existence of a permanent flow of water
(like a giant conveyor belt) connecting all the oceans (in fact there is only one world
ocean). Note that the red surface river in the north sinks to the bottom, and then
flows as a deep river to the South Pole, where it splits into two parts, one coming to

13



the surface in the Indian Ocean and the other in the Pacific Ocean above Japan, then
both returning as surface rivers to complete the circle.

The places where the surface rivers fall to the bottom of the ocean are actually
the biggest waterfalls on the planet. Imagine a river much larger than all the rivers
on land combined falling from the surface to the bottom of the ocean (but much
slower than a waterfall on land, about 1cm/s, so you could swim there without
feeling like you were in a waterfall). More generally, believe it or not, the existence
of the waterfall you see in the picture to the north is largely dependent on the
formation of large amounts of new ice during the winter. The point is that due to
the cold and the salt expelled from the newly formed ice (ice does not contain salt,
even when formed from salt water), the surface water becomes heavier and sinks
to the bottom. An ice-free Arctic Circle, without periods of new ice formation, is
much more than a problem for polar bears - it is a problem for the planet's
bloodstream.

We know that the blood in the body carries oxygen and nutrients to each of the
30 billion or so cells in the average human body. Blood also carries the carbon
dioxide we breathe out of our lungs. Blood also carries heat; the part of the body
where the circulation is weaker is colder. If the circulation were to stop suddenly,
death would result.

The system of water and air currents, which we have figuratively called the
“bloodstream” of the planet, does for the planet what blood does for the organism;
it carries organic and inorganic matter and heat.

Always play with questions and think; what if our blood started to circulate
faster or slower, what if the amount of our blood increased or decreased, what if
the blood stopped going to a part of the body like a leg or the brain, what if the
amount of red blood cells was greatly reduced... Similar things can happen in the
system of water and air currents, that is, in the bloodstream of the planet.

The following image shows a detail of the planet's bloodstream, useful for
reflection and another illustration of the omnipresent connections in Nature.
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This is a satellite image of a huge cloud of dust that the winds have lifted from
the Sahara and carried towards the American continent. The cloud (which often
reaches the Amazon jungle) contains, among other things, microparticles of iron,
which are necessary for the development of phytoplankton. The Sahara, the largest
hot desert in the world, contributes significantly to the development of
phytoplankton and thus to life in the Atlantic and the Amazon.

Imagine if it suddenly stopped, not just this part of the “bloodstream” carrying
Saharan dust, but the whole "bloodstream" of the planet. One of the consequences
would be that there would be no more rain (because the water vapour produced by
evaporation from the ocean would not be able to come above the land and the
water cycle would be interrupted). Of course, the “bloodstream” of the planet will
not stop, but changes in the circulation can greatly alter the current rainfall regime
on the planet, making many areas that are currently hospitable to life difficult or
impossible to live in. Imagine Montenegro with its annual rainfall halved and its
rivers and lakes nearly dried up.

Of course, dramatic changes can affect areas much larger than Montenegro. As
things stand now, by the end of the century we will have a steppe instead of the
Amazon jungle (otherwise the Amazon jungle is about the size of the Mediterranean
Sea and all the European countries bordering the Mediterranean). By the end of the
century, the northern polar ice cap will have disappeared forever, with serious
consequences for the planet's circulation and the permafrost. The change in the
rainfall regime could be so great that many major rivers in Europe and the world
may disappear.

How to get an idea of the extent of damage caused by a given
temperature rise

We are so used to large differences in external temperature (e.g. between
winter and summer, or between morning and noon) that many people find it hard
to believe that a change in average temperature of 1.5°C is very harmful, and a
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change of 3°C is catastrophic, with likely unstoppable further growth, meaning a
death sentence for plant and animal life on Earth.

Think of the change in the Earth's average temperature not as a change in
external temperature, but as a permanent change in the internal temperature of a
living organism, say a human being. For example, it is vital for our health that our
body temperature is between 36°C and 37°C. A body temperature above 41°C, for
example, disables the biological functions of proteins in cells (known as protein
denaturation). Therefore, due to biochemical processes in the body, a sustained
increase in internal temperature of just 5°C will result in death. Just as it is important
for our health that our temperature is between 36°C and 37°C, it is vital for the
"health" of the Earth (i.e. all the flora and fauna on Earth) that the average
temperature is around 14°C (half a degree more or less is no problem). We should
point out that we have already raised the Earth's average temperature above 15°C,
and in less than a decade we will exceed 15.5°C.

It is important that even people without adequate scientific knowledge get a
sense of how much damage is caused by a given rise in temperature. The best we
could come up with was the following "method".

You would not be far wrong to think that the same increase in temperature will
cause the same amount of damage to your health and that of the planet. Imagine
your state of health if your temperature were to rise permanently by 3°C (i.e. from
now until the end of your life you would live at a temperature of 39.5°C, which
would be impossible to lower). The state of planet Earth would be about the same
in terms of scale and severity of disruption if the average surface temperature were
to rise to 17°C (only 3°C more than the comfortable 14°C).

So when you read how many degrees the Earth's surface temperature will rise,
think about how you'll feel with the same permanent temperature rise; that's
roughly how the planet will "feel".

Let us remind you that at a permanent temperature rise of 5-6°C you (like all of
us) will be dead very soon; at 5-6°C the planet will also be dead very soon. If a friend
of yours survives you for a short time on a planet at +6°C, he will not be able to bring
flowers to your grave because there will be no flowers left on Earth (except perhaps
the remains of plastic flowers).

We must quickly change the current behaviour of our "civilisation", otherwise
we will already have a rise of 3°C (and maybe more) by the end of this century.
Should we condemn the children born today to such an age?

The scientific study of climate disruption and the impact of

scientific knowledge
A large number of scientists around the world are studying climate change (more precisely,
climate disruption) and its consequences.
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Scientific research has led to a good understanding of the causes of climate change, its
current evolution and its consequences for people and life on Earth.

Possible directions of further development of climate change and its consequences are
also being studied. Of course, the future course of climate change depends on how humanity
as a whole will behave in the near future; will we behave as we have done so far, or better or
worse, and to what extent better or worse. Predictions are therefore made based on different
scenarios of future human behaviour. For example, in the best-case scenario, if we act
quickly, wisely and responsibly, the level of the Mediterranean Sea could rise by 'only' 40cm
by the end of the century; in the worst-case scenario, the sea level could rise by 2.5 metres.
Note that there is already irreparable damage; the level of the seas and oceans will rise
because of changes that have already occurred, even if we start acting responsibly today.

Scientists publish thousands of important scientific papers on climate change every year.
All these scientific papers are assessed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC). The IPCC is a United Nations body that does not carry out scientific research, but
evaluates thousands of scientific papers published every year and, since 1990, has published
reports every six years or so that represent the multidisciplinary scientific understanding of
climate change.

The first assessment (published by the IPCC in 1990) contained more than enough clear
and alarming scientific evidence for humanity to act wisely and forcefully to stop the war with
nature. Each subsequent IPCC assessment has contained even more knowledge than the
previous one.

The latest, sixth IPCC assessment runs to some 8,000 pages, another giant leap in the
growth of scientific knowledge. For people who make fateful decisions for their countries and
the world, a simplified summary of about 100 pages has been written.

An interesting question is what percentage of decision-makers have read and
understood the simplified IPCC assessment prepared for them. As far as we know, no one has
ever checked whether the people who make decisions about life on the planet have at least
a minimum of scientific knowledge.
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Average carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere as a
function of the year from 1980 to 2022

entration in parts per million

Cong

The red dots represent carbon dioxide levels corresponding to the years of publication of six
IPCC reports, which can rightly be taken as a measure of the growth of scientific knowledge.
The graph above therefore shows that pollution increases as knowledge increases.

We conclude with a graph showing the extent to which scientific knowledge is
respected in the world. At first glance, the graph shows the increase in the amount
of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere from 1980 to 2022. However, on the graph we
have marked with red dots the amount of carbon dioxide in the years of publication
of each of the 6 IPCC reports. We can see that the amount of carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere increases after each report.

Since each subsequent report contains more knowledge, with a bit of black
humour we can say that the amount of carbon dioxide (as well as all other pollution,
from plastics to heavy metals) increases with scientific knowledge, and if the
problems really do increase with scientific knowledge, perhaps the solution is to ban
science.

Of course, the problems do not increase with scientific knowledge, but with the
complete disregard for scientific knowledge within the current decision-making
system in the world.
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How did we get to this point?

Let us start with the recent words of Professor
Celeste Saulo, the Secretary-General of the
World Meteorological Organisation: The world
needs to act quickly, but there are powerful
economic forces that keep it from happening.

Humanity is the victim of a very small but
economically  extremely  powerful  and
influential minority for whom their wishes and
interests are more important than humanity. It
does not matter to Nature whether this
minority treats humanity as slaves or as free
people; all that matters to Nature is that
humanity's production is organised on a scale
and in a way that does not disturb the natural
balance. So, from the point of view of the war
against nature, the problem is not the
relationship of this tiny minority to humanity;
the problem is that this minority, intoxicated by
a sense of omnipotence and lacking the
necessary scientific culture and knowledge,
does not take seriously the scale and speed of
the coming danger and does not understand
that it is actually working against its own
interests.

We are not really victims of their interests,
but victims of their inability to understand what
their interests are.

The extreme and frightening concentration
of power in the hands of an extremely small
number of people and states (aggravated by
their mutual conflicts) is intertwined with a
number of other problems, which are mainly
rooted in the existing dictatorship of the logic of
power and profit. In the rest of this booklet we
will talk more about problems and ways of
solving them, while here we will mention only
some of the most important ones.

First, the system of production, whose
dominant (and often only) goal is profit, has for
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decades successfully built a "civilisation" of terrible consumerism, exacerbated by
ignorance. Our 'civilisation' does not respect the obvious fact that we can only take
as much from nature as it can give, not as much as we want. With a good
organisation of production (based on scientific knowledge and humanism), what
nature can give us is enough for a great life for all of us; metaphorically speaking, if
we seek more than what nature can give us, we banish ourselves from life's paradise
to life's hell.

It is important to understand that only scientists have enough knowledge to
assess the limits of production and consumption imposed by Nature. Of course, the
longevity of humankind is only possible if scientific assessments are respected.

When talking about consumerism, it is inevitable to mention contemporary
marketing. The dominant goal of modern marketing is to artificially increase
consumption (beyond any real human need) through a kind of mind control of
people (using techniques that can be called mind engineering). In principle, this kind
of marketing must be banned because it is one of many attacks on human freedom3,
and attempts to control the human mind; worse, the resulting consumerism is a
cornerstone of our war with nature (and therefore a potential killer of humanity).

Secondly, we live in a "civilisation" in which the general education of the vast
majority of people is very poor. In most cases, even great experts in certain fields,
and even great scientists, know almost nothing outside their narrow field. This is a
far cry from the wonderful human nature that can be seen in children, full of
curiosity, imagination and creativity. Narrowly specialised people, without a
minimum of general knowledge of other fields and sciences, are in fact people in
whom true human nature is suppressed; easily controllable working machines in the
service of profit.

Thirdly, a surprising and sad problem so far is the passivity and conformism of
most scientists; in the growing war against nature, such behaviour of scientists (as
carriers of knowledge) is a source of increasing damage and danger. Scientists
urgently need to come out of their passivity; otherwise humanity is in danger of
falling into a death sleep.

3 Metaphorically speaking, as a result of mind enslavement, there are modern slaves in our
"civilisation" who are mostly convinced that they are free people (unlike slaves in ancient
times who were aware that they were slaves). So there is an evolution of slavery, from a
society of physical slavery in the past to a society of mental slavery (i.e. slavery achieved
through massive mind engineering) today. So we are mainly a "civilisation" of perfect slaves
who are convinced that they are free people. If you disagree, please reconsider after reading
the second part of this booklet, where you will be confronted with the fact that people accept
as absolutely normal that scientific knowledge is totally neglected in the decision-making
system and is treated as a "third class citizen" compared to the impact of marketing,
consumerism and profit of the "masters of the world".
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References*

Scientists Warnings

Let us start with a general link where you can find a complete list (50 so far) of
Scientists Warnings articles written by groups of eminent scientists. In a reader-
friendly way, these Scientists Warnings cover everything from all kinds of pollution,
climate change and overpopulation to their impact on human health, the biosphere
and biodiversity.

A full list of already 50 warnings can be found on the websites of the Alliance of
World Scientists (https://scientistswarning.forestry.oregonstate.edu ) and the

Scientists' Warning Foundation (https://scientistswarning.org/ ).

Note that Scientists Warnings is inspired by the work of Henry W. Kendall, Nobel
Laureate in Physics and co-founder of the Union of Concerned Scientists
(https://www.ucsusa.org/ ), who wrote a seminal article in 1992 entitled "World

Scientists' Warning to Humanity". The current, rapidly growing and already well-
established initiative of systematic scientific warnings was launched 25 years later
(in November 2017) with the article "World Scientists' Warning to Humanity: A
Second Notice" by William J. Ripple and seven co-authors.

Climate Change and IPCC reports

The Sixth Assessment Report prepared by IPCC has 4 parts:
e (Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis, the Working Group |
contribution to the Sixth Assessment Report.
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessment-report-working-group-i/

e (Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability, the Working
Group Il contribution to the Sixth Assessment Report.
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessment-report-working-group-ii/

e (Climate Change 2022: Mitigation of Climate Change, the Working Group
Il contribution to the Sixth Assessment Report.
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessment-report-working-group-3/

e ARG Synthesis Report: Climate Change 2023
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sixth-assessment-report-cycle/

The good thing is that although these reports are very long, there are short
sections specially written especially for non-experts.

4 This is not a scientific review or scientific paper, and a full (and very long) list of references
is not given. Readers who are scientists can easily find references on all the topics mentioned.
However, we feel it is necessary to provide a very limited number of references to scientific
papers and suggestions for further reading for non-scientific readers.
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Further reading for non-scientific readers

There are so many online resources that you may get lost. You may find the
following two sites satisfying, as they present all the sciences in a popular way on a
daily basis.

- Live Science, https://www.livescience.com/about-live-science

- Science X portal devoted to science, https://phys.org/
You can also learn a lot from the following websites, among many others

- The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP,

https://www.unep.org/),
- NASA Science, https://science.nasa.gov/
- Conservation International, https://www.conservation.org/

Links to quotations used in this book

UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres

https://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-55147647

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/nov/04/un-secretary-general-

antonio-guterres-cop27-climate-action

https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2022-04-04/secretary-generals-
video-message-the-launch-of-the-third-ipcc-report-scroll-down-for-languages

WMO Secretary-General Celeste Saulo
https://phys.org/news/2024-02-weather-agency-chief-global.html
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Global Proposals
and Initiatives

"Scientific power" as the fourth
power in a new science-based
decision-making system

Let us emphasise once again that our
"civilisation" is at war with Nature.

The fact that we are on the verge of self-
extinction, shows that our “civilisation” is
organised in an unsustainable way. The most
important and the most urgent task in the
history of humankind is a rapid transition (in less
than 25 years, and probably less than 20 years)
from the present unsustainable society to a
society organised in a sustainable way, with a
new economic model that respects the
biocapacity of the planet.

A technologically advanced society cannot
be sustainable if scientific knowledge is not the
cornerstone of the decision-making process.
Therefore, for the first time in human history,
scientific knowledge must become an integral
part of the decision-making system, especially
in decisions that ensure the sustainability of
existing life on Earth and in decisions that
prevent the misuse of scientific knowledge
against people and Nature.

Our proposal is to improve and ennoble the
existing democratic system based on the
legislative, executive and judicial powers by
introducing the fourth power, the scientific
power (or the power of knowledge). Simply put,
the reason for the existence of the "scientific
power" will be to end war and maintain a lasting
peace with Nature, a peace that is crucial to the
sustainability of our society.
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Throughout human history,
the governance of our
“civilisation” has always
been based on an imposed
mixture of ignorance and
the interests of powerful
groups. Our survival requires
a rapid transition from
ignorance and the interests
of powerful minority groups
to scientific knowledge and
the interests of humanity.

“Scientific power” in a new
decision-making system

As a solution, we propose
the creation of a fourth
power, the scientific power,
in addition to the existing
democratic decision-making
system (consisting of the
legislative, executive and
judicial powers).

Our proposal is therefore,
the urgent replacement of
the three-power democratic
system by the corresponding
four-power system.

The purpose of the scientific
power: In short, the purpose
of the scientific power is to
end war and maintain a
lasting peace with Nature.




Figuratively speaking, we can compare the judicial and scientific powers in the
following way. The role of the judicial power is to ensure that human laws are
respected, while the role of the scientific power is to ensure that the laws of nature
are respected. So far, by neglecting the need for scientific power, we have behaved
as if human laws were more important than the laws of Nature.

Incidentally, a society with a knowledge-based decision-making system is a
universal human right; perhaps the most violated human right. It is a human right
that is vital to our survival, but it can also bring many other essential benefits, from
much better education for everyone in the world to much greater freedom?® of the
human mind.

There are good reasons for establishing science as the fourth power; we will
mention just a few of them.

The decision-making system cannot be set in stone, but must evolve with
society. The old system of three powers (legislative, executive and judicial) was
relatively adequate at a time when we were not capable of causing significant
disruption to the life-support systems on Earth. In a fundamentally new situation of
a technologically advanced society that can (and does) have apocalyptic effects on
the environment, we need a new decision-making system based on scientific
knowledge; we cannot survive with the old system of governance.

We are witnessing decades (if not a century) of complete disregard for scientific
evidence within the existing global decision-making system. Consider the 32 years
between the first (1990) and the current Sixth Assessment Report (AR6) of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Despite the excellent work of
IPCC scientists (and many others), this has been a period of alarming increases in
pollution and carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere. The current situation is far
worse than three decades ago and is well described by UN Secretary-General
Antdnio Guterres' words that humanity is on a 'fast track' to disaster and facing
'collective suicide'. Unfortunately, the Secretary General of the UN is just as
powerless as the scientists.

In short, for decades, the world's existing decision-making system has
systematically ignored all scientific warnings, demonstrating utter incompetence
and irresponsibility in dealing with Nature. From this accumulated experience,
scientists must learn once and for all the ultimate lesson that scientific work and
warnings are absolutely not enough; in the struggle for survival, we must act
differently. A successful transition to a sustainable society is impossible without a
new global decision-making system, which scientists must fight for. For its survival,
humanity needs more than ever a strong voice of scientists; if necessary, even a

5 For example, an official scientific power would be a significant barrier to various forms of
mind control (marketing being one of them, as already mentioned) and propaganda.
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rebellion of scientists, a rebellion characterised by tenacity, wisdom, dignity and
pacifism.

Scientists should never forget that their responsibility is directly proportional to
their knowledge. That's why the world's scientists have an unprecedented moral
obligation and responsibility to urgently think, design and propose to humanity the
best way for scientific knowledge to become the basis of a new planetary decision-
making system; a system that gives them the appropriate power to organise human
society in a way that establishes and ensures lasting harmony with Nature (thus
preventing activities that threaten the survival of humanity and life on Earth).

A scientist at the service of humanity must also be aware that scientific
knowledge is always necessary but never sufficient without a guiding human
principle. Science can only be at the service of humanity if the well-being of
humanity and respect for universal human rights and freedoms are placed above all
other principles and interests.

In other words, for the survival of humanity and life on Earth, we need a
government based on knowledge, but not just any knowledge; knowledge must be
refined by humanism and dedicated to the well-being of humanity and each
individual. Although human nature is imperfect and a perfect government is not
possible, humanity could ensure its longevity if knowledge and humanism were the
foundations of the value system on which the governance of civilisation is based.

For a brief interlude, let us ask a question that reveals the fundamental
shortcoming of our "civilisation". Do you have the right to fly an aeroplane even if
you don't have a pilot's licence and have never even learned how to fly an
aeroplane? If your answer is NO, you are wrong; it all depends on the size of the
plane. Without a licence, you have no right to fly small man-made aircraft carrying
a few hundred passengers. But when it comes to the largest aircraft in existence,
planet Earth with 8 billion passengers, you don't need any knowledge or permission.
While in a man-made aircraft the passengers will always try to stop an ignorant
person from flying the aircraft, in the largest aircraft called the Earth it is almost the
opposite. Ignorant people are largely welcome in the governance of the world.

If established, an eventual 'scientific power' will have an unimaginably difficult
task in making the transition to a sustainable society. It would require heroic efforts
and enormous scientific knowledge. It is obvious that production is the main cause
of our war with nature; the Scientific Power must abandon the present system of
production and develop a radically new one, perhaps similar to the "Production for
Quality of Life" proposed and outlined in the next section. Both concepts, Scientific
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Power and Production for Quality of Life, were first presented® a year ago and are
available on the SSRN preprint server.

Apart from production, there are many other major problems that require
creative solutions, from the mobility of people and goods to radically improving the
(dangerously) low level of general education in the world and preventing the many
misuses and abuses of scientific knowledge.

Just one example of a serious misuse/abuse of scientific knowledge is the very
rapid commercialisation of scientific knowledge, with a high risk of unexpected
consequences. We live in a natural environment where everything is interconnected
and there is always a risk of neglecting something; extreme scientific caution is
always required. A rapid commercialisation is mainly based on the fact that there is
still no scientific proof that their (careless) activity is dangerous. This is the wrong
approach. Figuratively speaking, unlike the law where (and this is a good thing)
everyone is considered innocent until proven guilty, the fight for survival requires
scientific caution to the extent that everyone (i.e. every activity) should be
considered guilty until proven innocent.

A very limited time makes already difficult problems even more difficult. The
transition to a sustainably organised society must take a few decades, but the fact
is that we are about to cross a series of tipping points and are very close to the point
of no return. To give the transition a chance, an eventual "scientific power" may
need to initiate a carefully defined and prepared planetary state of emergency,
agreed by the United Nations...

Here (because the booklet is limited to less than 10,000 words) we must end
this section, but you mustn't stop thinking.

6 D.S. Hajdukovic, I. Hajdukovic, A.M. Hajdukovic, Sustainable Society or Mass Extinction,
that Is the Question (2023), http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4328308
D.S. Hajdukovic, I. Hajdukovic, A.M. Hajdukovic, A Global Rebellion of Scientists in Order
to Prevent an Uninhabitable Earth (2023), http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4350604
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New Economy - Production for Quality of Life

To survive, wolves and lions must hunt, while humans must produce. Humanity
cannot survive without production; production is not our decision and choice, but
(in a way) the law of Nature.

Production is the source of civilisation, but production (as the last 50 years of
human history have shown) can also be the death of civilisation if it is organised
against scientific knowledge and the laws of Nature.

In principle, in a technologically advanced society, the organisation of
production (in the environmentally relevant part) must be the result of scientific
knowledge and respect for the laws of Nature, without the slightest regard for
political and ideological interests, differences and prejudices. We believe that the
proposed scientific power is the best way to achieve such a science-based
organisation of production.

Throughout the long history of humanity, there have been many different
models for organising human society and production. Let us emphasise once again
that what all these production models have in common is that none of them was
the result of scientific knowledge and reflection, but the result of the power of
certain groups to impose the mixture of their ignorance and interests. This is the
main reason why we have come to the brink of self-destruction.

In principle, different production objectives | production for

require different ways of organising production. Quality of Life
Scientists need to know the purpose of

production before they can determine (strictly The primary purpose of

according to scientific knowledge) the best way production is to ensure the

to organise production. quality of life of humanity,

The natural purpose of production is to
ensure the quality of life of humanity, i.e. the
quality of life of all people, both present and
future generations.

This goal of production seems simple and
acceptable to everyone, but there are certainly
powerful minority groups who put their wishes
before the interests of humanity; that is why
this goal has never been a primary goal of our
"civilisation". Therefore, it would be good if
scientists, whose personal choice is to be at the
service of humanity, clearly stated that this is

that is, the quality of life of all
people, both present and
future generations.

We call "Production for
Quality of Life" a production
system that is strictly
dedicated to this
fundamental objective and is
designed by the "scientific
power" with strict respect for

existing scientific knowledge.

the only acceptable goal of production for them. This would be an important

message from scientists to humanity.
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We will call "Production for Quality of Life" a production system that is strictly
dedicated to this fundamental objective of production and designed by the newly
established "scientific power" with strict respect for existing scientific knowledge.

Of course, scientists, like all human beings, are imperfect and perfect
governance is not possible. But, no one can compete with scientists in the following:

- Scientific knowledge that makes it possible to understand and
guantitatively assess the limits of production imposed by Nature (i.e. the
limited size and resources of the Earth and the conditions necessary for the
proper functioning of life-support systems).

- The creation of a strictly scientific system of production (in principle free
from political and ideological interests, differences and prejudices), best
suited to the purpose of production and ensuring respect for the limits
imposed by Nature.

- The ability to think purely scientifically in the face of problems such as "how
to achieve a given level of material quality of life with a minimum of
production".

As is well known, in our current "civilisation" the main objective of production
is de facto not the quality of life of humanity; the objective to which everything is
subordinated, absolutely everything is subordinated, is profit.

Production for the quality of life and production for profit are not compatible;
production for profit can, to a large and dangerous extent, conflict with production
for the quality of life. This is not an anti-profit story, but an indication of the fact
that the current organisation of society allows an unacceptable type of profit; profit
based on production that is harmful to the quality of life of humanity and even
threatens the survival of humanity. There has been, and still is, production for profit,
where profit has been made by doing useful work for humanity, but much greater
profits have been made by doing harm.

The simplest example of the incompatibility between producing for quality of
life and producing for profit is the deliberate reduction of product lifetime.

If the manufacturer deliberately produces a product with a life span that is, for
example, twice as short as the technically and technologically possible life span, he
actually manages to sell you two products instead of one in the same period of time.
In other words, this kind of production for profit is twice as much as the necessary
production for quality of life. Therefore, the same quality of life could be achieved
with twice less production; in fact, if we take into account less pollution and less
consumption of labour, energy and raw materials, we have an example where the
quality of life would increase with twice less production.

In simple terms, of two different production systems that use the same
technology and provide the same quality of life for humanity, the one that achieves
it with less production is superior. In the example above, producing for quality of
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life is a much better choice than producing for profit, and this is, as it should be, a
conclusion based on scientific thinking rather than politics and ideology.

Note that “production for quality of life” is the primary objective, which does
not in principle exclude secondary objectives such as “production for profit' if a
particular secondary objective can be achieved with full respect for the primary
objective.

A book could be written about the damage caused by the "philosophy" of
production that we have called "production for profit". The reader can try to find
numerous examples on their own, from the pharmaceutical and cosmetics
industries to food production, and the fashion industry. Here is just one example.

In the fashion industry, the three-thirds rule roughly applies: one third of
products are never sold, one third of products (actually half of the products sold)
are thrown away less than a year after they are sold, and only one third are used for
more than a year’. Unsold products are mostly destroyed; in particular, companies
that profit from snobbery and the encouragement of snobbery prefer to burn
unsold products in order to maintain exclusivity, i.e. to prevent their products from
falling into the hands of the "lower classes". The statistics are clear: the quantity of
current production in the fashion industry could be reduced by half without
reducing the material quality of life of the citizens.

Reducing production is possible almost everywhere, not just in the fashion
industry. Multidisciplinary teams of scientists need to assess the extent to which the
global quantity of production and the use of raw materials, energy and labour could
be reduced (while maintaining the quality of life in terms of material goods). It's
impossible to know for sure without research, but the total amount of planetary
production and the damage it causes can probably be reduced by several tens of
per cent; this would be a precious truce in the war with Nature.

We must stop, but let's mention that there is a large production of completely
unnecessary products (an extreme example of such products are artificial cigarette
butts and, excuse the expression, artificial dog shit, which are more expensive than
a litre of milk; these products are sold as children's toys, the child puts them on the
carpet to trick the mother). There are pharmaceutical and cosmetic products that
are not only useless, but you are lucky if they do not harm you in the long run. There
is sophisticated marketing to encourage a consumer mentality, especially for
unnecessary products. An interesting question is how production for profit affects
education (production for profit needs people as working machines, while the aim
of education should be people who know much more than their narrow professional
knowledge). Profit also affects the funding of scientific research; for example, the

7 https://fashionunited.uk/news/fashion/infographic-the-extent-of-overproduction-in-the-
fashion-industry/2018121240500
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pharmaceutical industry (because of its more profitable investments, according to
the logic that profit is more important than people) neglects the much-needed
development of new antibiotics (for which millions of people will pay with their lives
every year).

Prospects
It seems unlikely, but in our opinion, it is absolutely necessary for the survival of
humanity to create a new power, the scientific power, which must, among other
things, establish a new organisation of production, very similar to the proposed new
paradigm of "production for quality of life".

Such a success, if achieved before the end of the first half of this century, would
be a precious truce in the war with nature; a truce that would give us the chance to
solve the remaining problems?® and establish a lasting peace with nature.

Let us reiterate that the responsibility of scientists is directly proportional to
their knowledge. Faced with our enormous responsibility for the destiny of
humanity, we have two choices. The first choice is a kind of rebellion (a rebellion
with the highest degree of tenacity, wisdom, dignity and pacifism) in order to obtain
a decision-making power commensurate with our knowledge; such a power is
necessary to prevent the self-extinction of humanity. The second choice is to
continue to live a conformist life in the service of the centres of power; in other
words, the second choice is to betray humanity and become accomplices in the
worst genocide in history, the genocide of the whole of humanity. The time to
choose is now or never. Let's make the right choice; our duty is to serve humanity.
The alternative is an uninhabitable Earth and mass extinction.

There is no excuse that we cannot change the current suicidal organisation of
humanity. We can, if we really want to. For example, imagine (in the hope that it
will not be necessary) the effect of a regular, global and massive warning strike by
scientists. Surely a very large majority of humanity would support its scientists if
they deserved it by their tenacity, wisdom, dignity and pacifism. Scientists are one
of the last chances, if not the last chance, of humanity in a world dominated by the
combined ignorance and selfishness of the "masters of the world".

8 For example, we haven't even mentioned the problem of overpopulation. By its very nature,
it is a problem that (with the best work) will take a century to solve. Reducing the human
population cannot therefore be achieved quickly enough to contribute to a truce in the war
with nature within the next two decades. For example, if a global limit of two children per
woman were accepted and respected immediately, we wouldn't see significant results until
the next century. Even a rapid (and inhumane) transition to a global one-child policy cannot
produce results fast enough.
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UNESCO and a common global framework of

"minimum knowledge"

It would be great to know everything that humanity knows. Unfortunately, this is
impossible. Even the most educated person in the world and the greatest genius on
the planet knows less than one per cent of all human knowledge. In fact, there are
people who largely understand the principles, processes, connections and
interactions, but the insurmountable problem is a colossal number of details.

The great scientists do not even have complete knowledge of the science they
practise; the problem is again the colossal number of details. For example, a
physicist may have an admirable understanding of the principles, processes,
connections and interactions in all areas of physics, but not of all the details outside
his field.

This clearly tells us that, in keeping with human nature, the best that people can
achieve is a relatively complete and deep knowledge in a field of their choice in
which they wish to become experts, together with a good general education (i.e. a
basic knowledge and understanding of all other fields).

In principle, every citizen of the world should and could, by the time he or she
reaches adulthood, acquire a "minimum of scientific knowledge", i.e. a minimum of
general scientific culture (in the mathematical, natural, social and technical
sciences), but also a minimum of knowledge of the cultural achievements of
humanity. However, this absolutely fundamental objective is poorly achieved in
current primary and secondary education in the world, without any significant
improvement at university level. Our worrying experience is that many people,
including some with university degrees, are not even aware of the (less than basic)
knowledge presented in this booklet (such as phytoplankton, permafrost, ocean
currents...).

As a digression, imagine that you have graduated from a good university; you
are satisfied with the level of narrow knowledge you have acquired, but frustrated
by the fact that you are ignorant in other areas apart from your focused skills. So
you want to complete your general education on your own and ask for advice on
which textbooks or online courses we can recommend. Unfortunately, despite the
vast amount of information that surrounds us, there is no a short and simple,
pedagogically and creatively written presentation of the minimum knowledge that
you and everyone else should have.

All this points to the need to rethink and improve primary and secondary
education in the world, but also to help people who want to learn a "minimum of
knowledge" on their own.

Our proposal is that consideration be given to the establishment of a
permanent intergovernmental United Nations body within the United Nations
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Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO), composed of highly
creative people from all fields of science and culture, together with appropriate
experts in pedagogy and psychology, to design the best education for the younger
generations from a pedagogical and psychological point of view. In general, this UN
body should be dedicated to radically improving the quality of education. One of its
main objectives should be to define a common global framework of "minimum
knowledge" to be taught to all people in the world in primary and secondary schools
(i.e. the first three levels of the International Standard Classification of Education).

It is obvious that a set of appropriate textbooks must be written for this
common global framework of "minimum knowledge". This set of textbooks must be
written in a simple way, with a lot of imagination and creativity, preserving (if not
increasing) the natural curiosity of young people, stimulating their thinking and
focusing only on the general understanding of principles, processes, relationships
and interactions, with details reduced to a minimum. Too many details are quickly
forgotten, while the effort to memorise them prevents students from
understanding the principles and general relationships of processes and
phenomena. In schools, an over-ambitious programme can lead to ignorance. The
right measure of what students can absorb and retain as permanent knowledge that
becomes an integral part of their personality must be carefully determined by
experts in the given science, together with appropriate experts in pedagogy and
psychology. It is a challenging task, for example, phytoplankton can be the subject
of a monograph book and only one page as in the first part of this booklet.

Our "civilisation" invests a lot and is very efficient in creating better
technologies that allow higher profits; it invests efficiently in turning people into
working machines, specialised for their part of the job. However, our "civilisation"
is completely inefficient in creating better people who have excellent general
knowledge as well as excellent knowledge of their profession.

Human society cannot be sustainable if it keeps people in ignorance. Just
consider that if the citizens of the world had been given a satisfactory minimum of
general knowledge in the last 60 years, humanity's resistance to war against nature
would be much stronger and the current situation would be much better.

Ignorance is not only a threat to our survival but also a degradation of
democracy. Itis questionable whether a society without excellent general education
can be considered a democratic society. Democracy is based on the rule of the
majority, which in a society without excellent education is reduced to the rule of
ignorance.

In a world where we have both dictatorships and democracy (degraded by
ignorance), it is amusing to ask the following question. Which is better, a different
opinion suppressed by force or a different opinion prevented by ignorance?
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World Forum for a Sustainable Society on Earth
The World Forum for a Sustainable Society on Earth (WFSSE), to be held annually in
Montenegro, is conceived as a forum of scientific knowledge, wisdom and
humanism (as opposed to the existing forums of power and wealth). WFSSE debates
should be an encouraging source of ideas, proposals, initiatives and actions.

The Forum will be dedicated to the most important and urgent task in human
history, which is the rapid transition to a sustainably organised human society from
our present 'civilisation', which is organised in an unsustainable (or rather suicidal)
way. The time available for this transition is a quarter of a century at most and
probably less than 20 years.

We have envisaged a forum with two distinct parts.

The first part of the Forum would be a multidisciplinary scientific conference
"Sustainable Society on Earth", which will actually have two separate scientific
sessions:

e The first scientific session will be a classical scientific conference with
scientific papers dedicated to the study of (existing and expected)
perturbations in the life-support systems (atmosphere, hydrosphere,
surface layer of the Earth, biosphere) and the impact of these
perturbations on people and the economy.

e The second scientific session will deal with scientific considerations on the
best possible organisation of human society, in particular the best possible
organisation of production as the basis of society; recommendations by
scientists on how to realise a human society organised in a sustainable way.
A technologically advanced society can only become sustainable if
scientific knowledge is the basis for decision-making; therefore, we will
work particularly on developing the idea of enriching the existing
democratic decision-making system by introducing a fourth power, the
"scientific power", which would complement the existing legislative,
executive and judicial powers.

The second part of the Forum will be a dialogue between scientists and other
sectors of society (environmentally and socially responsible investors, celebrities,
NGOs...). Only a small fraction of humanity has the necessary minimum
understanding of the dramatic threats to our survival. Scientists have an
unprecedented challenge and obligation to explain to the citizens of the world the
nature and proximity of the danger, and how we can together achieve an extremely
urgent transition from our totally unsustainable "civilisation" to a sustainable
organised human society on Earth; the second part of the Forum will be a
contribution to the realisation of this scientific obligation, which is essential for the
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survival of humanity and the basis for the unity and cooperation between scientists
and society.
We expect that the global and local proposals and initiatives outlined in this

booklet will be a tiny fraction of the enormous creativity of scientists around the

world, awakened from long passivity and determined to win the battle for the

survival of life on Earth.

About Montenegro, the host country of the WFSSE
Montenegro is a small country. The following is a minimum of what you should

know.
(0]
(0]

Montenegro is one of the most beautiful countries in the world.
Montenegro is a small country with a long epic history of successful
resistance against various conquerors. As a country of warriors, the Old
Montenegro (the nucleus of modern Montenegro) was compared in
Europe with ancient Sparta, while the very high level of individual
freedom of its people was unique in the world at that time. It is amazing
that such a tiny country of warriors was printing books in the 15th
century (at the time when Christopher Columbus sailed to America) and
had clever and enlightened rulers (including the greatest poet of the
South Slavs).

Montenegro is the birthplace of the vision to create “The First Ecological
State” as a global pilot project and the first example of a sustainable
society. Unfortunately, this 35-year-old vision was thwarted by the
violent break-up of Yugoslavia and the prolonged tensions that followed.
However, the renewal of the vision of "The First Ecological State" is still
our dream and an important project for Montenegro and humanity.
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Local Proposals and Initiatives

Montenegro's two development paths
Humanity as a whole is organised in an unsustainable way, i.e. in a way that, if not
changed, will lead to the disappearance of humanity and life on Earth.

All the states of the world, which in their complex interactions make up
humanity as a whole, are organised in an unsustainable way.

Simply put, instead of the current chaos, which is only in the interest of tycoons
and the cruellest capitalism, Montenegro should choose between two very different
paths.

The first is to think and decide which country (or group of countries) in the world
is the best model to adopt. Do we want to be like Switzerland, or Iceland, or
Canada... or do we want to create a combination of the best solutions from the
countries that serve as a model for us? For example, if we were to combine the best
of the US and some other countries, we would certainly not adopt the American
model of health care, which is one of the most inhumane in the world. According to
this, if we adopt an existing path and model, it should be implemented consistently
with the aim of becoming like these countries.

This path of development can be called the path of "imitating of richer
patients". On a planetary level, we live in a very ill "civilisation" that has brought
itself to the brink of self-destruction, and no matter how much better these
countries seem to us, they are like patients in a hospital. Therefore, the decision to
try to become like one of these richer countries is “imitating of richer patients”.

Another way of development is for Montenegro to try to become a planetary
pilot project and an example of the first sustainably organised human society on
Earth. Therefore, instead of following the bad examples of other countries,
Montenegro should try to become a good example for humanity. This was the
essence of the project known by the popular name "Ecological State".

Of course, for this ascent of Montenegro to the level of a planetary example,
the serious intention of the Montenegrins to do it is not enough; Montenegro needs
world knowledge, socially responsible capital and planetary publicity. Montenegro
does not have this, but if it sincerely and energetically embarks on the project of an
"ecological state", it can count on the necessary and sufficient help from the wisest
and most humane forces of humanity.

The first pragmatic step towards the Ecological State of Montenegro could be
the realisation of the project on the territory of the historical nucleus of
Montenegro, under the name "Ecological Principality of Old Montenegro", which
poetically relates the epic past and the green future of a sustainable society.
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Adriatic without army
Let's say it again. Much in this booklet looks like utopia and probably is utopia, but
for the first time in human history, our survival depends on our ability to realise such
utopias.

Humanity is in a deep and dangerous crisis. More than ever, the world needs
examples and pilot projects that can encourage and inspire.

One such globally significant example, which could be realised with the goodwill
and wisdom of the Mediterranean countries, the European Union and the United
Nations, is the following three-decade-old initiative:

Adriatic sea without army

The initiative is to give the
Adriatic the status of a sea
without military presence.

The demilitarised zone would
include the sea, the land up
to ten kilometres as the crow
flies from the coast and the
airspace above this area.

It would be enough for all member states of the United Nations to sign a short
pledge never to send their military forces (either permanently or in transit) to this
area. With the good will of the Adriatic and Mediterranean countries, NATO
members and Russia, this could become a significant reality in a very short time.
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