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1. Introduction: passion for the possible

It is hard to imagine a bottom line more significant than the destruction of Earth’s biosphere, one which hosts an
extraordinary beauty of lifeforms including we homo sapiens and the myriad bedazzlements of our economic machine. Yet in
the late industrial era – for the first time in the planet’s history – such destruction is now possible. Additionally, global
economic inequality is accelerating whilst a variety of malaises upset the psychological well-being of many. The world seems
to be crying out for global mindset change capable of facilitating a future preferable to the nihilistic endgame of business-as-
usual [1–4]. Such a transdisciplinary quest can be approached through a rich interpretation of Ernest Boyer’s scholarship of

integration countering the current overextensions of the agendas of neoliberal economics and atomist-empiricist social
science [5–8].

This paper briefly outlines two key interrelated features underlying the dominant global mindset – namely, economism
and modern atomism – and contrasts these with three key interrelated features underlying prospective ‘‘eco-logical’’1

futures, namely, ecosophy, postformal thinking and poetics (complexly cohered as ‘‘postformal poetic ecosophy’’2). The
approach is aligned to Causal Layered Analysis whereby metaphoric templates are understood as underlying worldviews
which in turn underlay policy and litany layers [12].3 The potential generativity of addressing metaphoric templates is
indicated in Fig. 1.
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A B S T R A C T

A perspective is given regarding global mindset change: two key interrelated features

underlying late modernity – economism and modern atomism – are critically contrasted

with three key interrelated features underlying prospective ‘‘eco-logical’’ futures, namely,

ecosophy, postformal thinking, and poetics. From a transdisciplinary or complex-

integrative perspective, both economism and modern atomism are identified as suffering

‘‘economies of truth’’ whilst postformal poetic ecosophy is identified as involving

‘‘complexities of truth’’ – a better fit for an eco-logical future. The desirability of the

following hierarchies is indicated: that the archetype of economy be aptly embraced by

ecosophy, formal by postformal, and prosaics by poetics.
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1 In addition to the current usage, the term eco-logic is sometimes used to refer to that which pertains to environmental ecology (e.g. [9,10]), and

sometimes to socio-cultural phenomena [11].
2 ‘‘Postformal poetic ecosophy’’ may be used as shorthand for the hyphenated (and process-oriented) ‘‘postformal-poetic-ecosophical.’’ Although the

latter more accurately indicates the comparable status of each term and the complexity of their relationships, the foregrounding of ecosophy in the

unhyphenated amalgam accords with the importance of the current ecological crisis. Furthermore, through unity-in-diversity, the three terms should be

understood as implying both singular and plural possibilities.
3 From one perspective, modern atomism and economism (among others) can be seen as metaphoric templates underlying the late modern worldview,

whilst from another perspective, modern atomism can be seen as underlying an economist worldview (which itself pertains to the modern worldview);

postformal poetic ecosophy may similarly (‘‘fuzzily’’) be understood as (a) template(s) prospectively underlying (an) eco-logical worldview(s).
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Both economism and modern atomism pertain to the undue influence of the principle of economy – through economics

and economies (or contractions) of truth respectively. In contrast, postformal poetic ecosophy comprises complexities of truth, a
paradigmatic vector more fitting for eco-logical futures. Modern atomism – the privileging of explanation through simple,
homogenous units – can be understood as a metaphoric template underlying formal thinking, and can lead to such
imbalances as technicism, disciplinism, and prosaicism as described below. Through such concepts as utility, modern
atomism also underpins classical/neoliberal economics4 and thus also economism – the undue influence of economics in
theory and/or practice [14,15]. From an integrative, ‘‘big picture’’ or transdisciplinary perspective, modern atomism can be
understood as an undue partiality or reduction, insufficiently attentive to complexity, multidimensionality or Gestalt
considerations. The theoretical intention is not to critique the terrains of atom, formal thinking, economics, technology, or
prosaics5 per se, but rather to critique their overapplication or misconfiguration. The global economic machine operates as if
it is insufficiently aware that the planetary ‘‘organism’’ which hosts it might die – surely a wanton short-sightedness, a
potentially fatal economy of truth.

In contrast to modern atomism and economism sit ecosophy, postformal thinking and poetics – broad and somewhat
open domains, able to act as semantic ‘‘strange attractors’’ that resist wholly technicist interpretations. Such balance
between semantic solidity and openness accords with the new paradigm(s) they indicate. In brief, ecosophy refers to Felix
Guattari’s three ecological registers of environment, human culture and psychology; it also refers to Arne Naess’
understanding regarding personal orientations toward deep ecology [17,18]. In psychology, postformal thought refers to
developmental levels beyond Piaget’s formal operations; whilst from education, it refers6 to the socio-cognitive expression
of postmodernity [20–26]. Poetics identifies the art in phenomena by way of an open conceptual system. As such, it embraces
such notions as artfulness, liminality, and ontological meaning [27–33]. Lastly, the term eco-logical points not only to an
environmentally sustainable future but to the metaphoric logic of ecology: ecologies of mind dialogic consciousness,
multivalent logics, etc. [34–37]. Additionally, the normativity of eco-logics points to well-being in relation to human
individuals, society and non-human life.

It is possible that the severity of the ecological crisis will lead to a revolution involving a change from late modernity’s
economic fundamentalism to an environmental fundamentalism, a revolution perhaps akin to modernity’s reaction against
medieval religious fundamentalism. In this ‘‘fundamentalist relay’’ scenario, the survival of humanity and the biosphere as a
whole could perhaps be attempted through the quasi-totalitarian structures. But is this the best that could be imagined?
Postformal poetic ecosophy suggests not: it seeks to counter the complexity reduction associated with fundamentalism and
the totalitarian mindset [38]. Indeed, the three-term amalgam inhibits the potential fundamentalisation of any of the three
individual terms.7 Rather, postformal poetic ecosophy – somewhat resembling Gidley’s postformal-integral-planetary [19] –
more easily maintains ‘‘buoyancy’’ through resisting a foundational centre. Each term is variously capable of embracing the

[(Fig._1)TD$FIG]

Fig. 1. The outermost and innermost layers of Causal Layered Analysis configured as concentric circles suggesting the efficacy of changing metaphors in

relation to the same effort being applied at the litany level (a greater angle or circle sector is accomplished).

4 Neo-liberalism goes beyond classical economics (with its assertion regarding economics as a ‘‘natural’’ domain) in that it asserts that the free market

must be actively supported by the government (and thus not left to ‘‘nature’’) [13].
5 Indeed, a case can be made for the valorisation of prosaics against complacent interpretations of poetics [16].
6 It can also refer to alternatives to the formal, factory model of education [19].
7 Including such fundamentalisations as postformal thought imbued with insufficient indeterminacy, poetics as involving analysis through the template

of a closed theory or system, or ecosophy as environmental fundamentalism.
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other two via an abundance of potential interrelationships (that are beyond the scope of this paper to explore). A key
coherence is that postformal poetic ecosophy seeks to harness ‘‘passion for the possible’’ [39, p. 174].

2. Economies of truth

2.1. Economism

Economism8 can be understood as the undue influence of economics – whether in theory or practice. Regarding
theoretical domination, it assumes that ‘‘the economy is everything, and that mainstream economic theory is true’’ [40, p. 89].
Underpinned by modern atomistic thinking – including contracted and biased forms of individualism [41,42] – economism
can be understood as a modern worldview, currently somewhat conterminous with the ideology of economic globalisation –
see, e.g. [43]. Regarding practice, at the policy level it refers to an overemphasis on economic dimensions at the expense of
social policies. The litany level is similarly affected: for instance, a casual glance at the newspaper on the day of writing,
reporting on the world economic recession refers to a ‘‘deteriorating world outlook’’ [44, p. 1] implicitly equating the entire
‘‘world’’ with the economy. Which world is deteriorating? Which ideology is speaking?

Ominously, even Adam Smith, ‘‘father of modern economics,’’ foresaw the dangers of economism or ‘‘unbridled
capitalism’’ in the 18th century [45,46]. Despite its rhetorical face, the current neoliberal economic agenda can be seen as
illiberal to the extent that the role of human agency is held as less important than that of the market or of technology [43]. It
can be understood in relation to numerous ‘‘economies of truth’’ such as those pertaining to identities of human, polity,
corporations, and value. With regard to the human species, mainstream economics purports to treat the construct homo

economicus as a hypothesis, yet in practice employs it as a ‘‘taken for granted. . . obvious truth’’ [47, p. 3]. This ignores
alternative imaginaries regarding our species such as homo aestheticus, homo cogitans, homo complexus, homo faber, homo

ludens, homo poeticus, homo politicus, or homo socians [48–50]. Such an ecology of identifications rather points to a far more
complex situation than mainstream economics would have us believe – a fecundity surely ‘‘responsible for human openness
and adaptability’’ [51, p. 289].

The undue privileging of economic aspects of society over physical, biological, political and cultural dimensions has many
repercussions. For example, social interactions are reduced to a single type, namely trade – a situation ‘‘bound to produce
only trivial results’’ [40, p. 89] as trade ‘‘is neither a strong nor a lasting bond – not even in the business world’’ [40, p. 89],
thus mitigating against meaningful social futures. Indeed, even in economic transactions, acquaintanceship complexities tend
to be required [40]. Moreover, rather than understanding society as a complex adaptive system open to environment,
politics, culture and psyche, economism imagines the entire social system as ultimately static, one unable to appreciate the
value in disequilibria required for, ‘‘the trial and diffusion of unorthodox ideas and practices’’ [40, p. 89]. (Paradoxically, this
closure stands in contrast to the mythology of ever-expanding material production and consumption.) It is perhaps not
surprising, then, that economism is associated with ‘‘restrictions to democracy’’ [52, p. 23]; indeed, the neoliberal agenda is
often achieved through undemocratic, military means [43]. Even the identities of corporations are tainted: sociological and
micro-political analyses are ignored in favour of ‘‘black-box’’ approaches to organisations and ‘‘faceless’’ identifications of
individuals [40]. Furthermore, the notion of a ‘‘self-regulating market’’ can be identified as an economy of truth, one riding
roughshod over the fact that ‘‘the workings of the market are also planned and controlled, either by states or by other
bureaucratic entities such as transnational corporations’’ [52, p. 23]. In short,

the economic approach to everything social homogenizes and flattens social science by reducing all social relations to
exchanges, and all goods and bads to commodities, without regard to their specific functions. The approach does not
and cannot work for families or clubs, schools or hospitals, scientific laboratories or artist’s ateliers, churches or
charities, political parties or government departments, police stations or court rooms [40, p. 89].

A significant ‘‘economy of truth’’ in neoclassical/neoliberal economics can be seen in the construct of utility and its use in
utility theory. Although the idea of utility maximization was formulated in the 16th century, it was Jeremy Bentham’s
utilitarianism which brought utility to center stage; and it soon formed the backbone of economics [53,54]. Utility is built
upon a modern atomistic template such that it is potentially quantifiable through the measurement of ‘‘utils.’’ Whilst
utilitarianism was originally used, for example, to advocate for women’s rights, homosexual decriminalisation, socialism and
animal rights – over time it has tended toward a certain reductionism. (This need not be the case: the importance of
prioritising the address of climate change could, for example, be supported by a rich interpretation of utility.) Notably, the
concept was progressively ‘‘purged of psychological reference’’ [54, p. 3] by neoclassical economics, and happiness became
reduced to consumer choice. Since Bentham’s time, the release from conservative norms has also been a mixed blessing in
that utilitarianism had the unseen consequence of lifting the former religious ban on greediness [55]. The situation is not
assisted by the tendency for utilitarian maxims ‘‘to subordinate cooperation to competition’’ [56, p. 36]. Arguably, its ethical
heritage was severed by the rise of artificially stimulated economic demand. By the early 20th century in the U.S. for instance,
production capacity had outgrown demand; demand was then artificially stimulated through marketing [55]. The emergent
associated rise of corporation culture and the ideology of managerialism with its forms of accountability and non-futures-

8 Or ‘‘economicism.’’
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oriented ‘‘emphasis on short-term performance contracts’’ [57, p. 110] is also economistically implicated. Who manages
well-being? Who manages the managers? How much are we undervaluing the construction and empowerment of
organisations dedicated to expanding our moral, literary, scientific and mystical imaginations [58]? Such vision requires a
different order than economism or the modern atomism on which it rides.

2.2. Modern atomism

Modern atomism9 privileges explanation derived from simple, homogenous units – atoms – rather than complex entities.
It can be regarded as an economy of truth, reducing the domain of truth legitimacies. Mathematics, the digital metaphysics of
computing, and technology in general accord with modern atomism [60–62]. It also forms the basis of much modern
scientific thought. Although the overapplication of mathematics can lead to a undue limitations regarding understanding
[63], it would seem that the material successes of digitally-based knowledge and production – a situation catalysed by
Descartes’ mechanistic philosophy – has seduced us into believing that more analogical modalities are fundamentally less
valuable. Yet the make-up of our cerebrum rather seems to suggest an equal legitimacy – and interaction – between the more
digital left hemisphere and the more analogical right one. An analogy to such a relationship can perhaps be seen in
Heidegger’s discussion of techné and poiesis [64]. Modern atomism forms a key basis for the principle of techné which
involves constructions of pre-given atomistic components (whether material or ideational/linguistic). If techné is regarded
without non-technical context or consideration, an incomplete event occurs – it loses sight of its own poiesis, its own creative
poetry, so to speak: techné becomes downsized, made economic; meaning is reduced, and the limitations of the actuality and
metaphor of machine introduced. Narrow science and conventional society remain disenchanted, unable to break free of the
ratio template of ‘‘small r’’ rationality toward more holistic understandings [65,66]. Yet ‘‘many concrete situations even in

physics, in chemistry and in engineering are not amenable to a simple causal and experimental methodology. . . demographic,
economic, political and social phenomena are still less understandable using only classical models’’ [67, p. 618] (added
emphasis).

Modern atomism in the sphere of language can be termed prosaicism or literalism. This perspective states that ‘‘our natural
language consists of fundamental terms characterized as atoms’’ [68, p. 143]. Undue value is given to the conventional, literal
or ‘‘functional’’ over richer understandings and uses of language indicated by postmodernism’s linguistic turn. Logical
atomism is implicated through the notion that ‘‘propositions [can] be easily divided into those with truth values which [are]
descriptive, and those that [are] . . . value judgements’’ [54, p. 12]. In general, ‘‘ambiguity or any other sign of a lack of clarity
and distinctness is understood to be nothing more than a problem that needs to be fixed through further purifications and
severances’’ [69, p. 154]. It can be said that

the fallacy of literalism, like the fallacy of objectivity and progress, derives from a society which can accord significance
only to fact and figure, to testable unambiguous data and hard statistics [70, p. 95].

This includes the devaluing of metaphor which is often viewed negatively by many academics and administrators [71].
Yet language substantively involves the layered use of metaphor [72,73]. Indeed, ‘‘metaphorical thought is what makes
abstract scientific theorizing possible’’ [74, p. 128].

Another form of modern atomism is the undue influence of disciplinary approaches to knowledge. Etymologically,
discipline comes from the Latin discipere (‘‘to grasp intellectually, analyze thoroughly’’ – literally ‘‘to take apart’’) via discipulus

(‘‘pupil’’) and disciplina (‘‘instruction given to a disciple’’). Its etymological roots are thus entwined with separation and
analysis – and so somewhat kin to science’s root, scindere (‘‘to cut, divide’’). ‘‘The standard image of [the] disciplinary order is
that of a universe neatly divided in a large number of only slightly overlapping areas, each one being the speciality of a
particular group of professional experts’’ [75, pp. 23–24]. As such, disciplinism classifies both the world and its observers
through ‘‘the erection of rigid boundaries’’ [76, p. 104] in contrast to transdisciplinary approaches. Imagining disciplines as
homogenous atoms, however, is not accurate. They are decidedly heterogeneous. Additionally, their inherent fuzziness is
such that ‘‘sometimes arbitrariness is involved in calling one area a ‘discipline’ and another an ‘intersecting field.’ Geography,
for example, might qualify for either list, as might education and linguistics’’ [77, pp. 60–61]. Such reductionism can occur
both among disciplines and within them. With respect to the former, bibliometrics often provide misleading accounts [78, p.
2]; with respect to the latter,

up to the mid-twentieth century, most scientific disciplines obeyed the principle of reduction of the knowledge as a
whole to knowledge of its parts, as if the organization of an entity did not produce new qualities or properties with
respect to the parts taken in isolation [48, p. 35].

In general, ‘‘disciplinarian thinking seems to be unable to cope with the complexity which is overwhelming us’’ [79, p. 3].
Michael Finkenthal traces this back to Aristotle’s understanding that disciplines sit in relation to the essential qualities of the
objects of study [79]. However, a question here would be: what if the ‘‘essence’’ of the particular object was multifaceted and
irreducibly complex? Such a possibility is enabled by postformal poetic ecosophy.

9 Not to be conflated with ancient atomism (see [59]).
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3. Toward eco-logical futures: postformal poetic ecosophy

3.1. Ecosophy

Ecosophy was coined separately by Arne Naess and Félix Guattari, about 130 years after Haeckel’s 1869 identification of
ecology [17,18]. Although Naess and Guattari did not refer to each other’s usage of ecosophy, consideration of both
interpretations together might prove generative. Etymologically, the term’s root, eco- (also leading to economy) is derived
from the Greek oikos, signifying home, household, dwelling place, habitation; whilst -sophy (also found in philosophy) comes
from the Greek sophia, signifying wisdom.10

For Norwegian philosopher Arne Naess, ecosophy refers to particular personal orientations toward deep ecology – he
labels his own orientation Ecosophy T: his use of the term thus points to an intrinsic pluralism [18]. He also indicates that
ecosophy is differentiated from ecology partly through the former’s incorporation of values. Regarding the distinction
between deep ecology and shallow ecology, Naess comments:

What characterizes the deep movement (in relation to the shallow) is not so much the answers that are given to ‘‘deep
questions’’ but rather that ‘‘deep questions’’ are raised and taken seriously [81, p. 29] (original emphasis).

He notes that depth ‘‘must include not just systematic philosophical deepness, but also the ‘deepness’ of proposed social
changes’’ [81, p. 22]. Naess’ Ecosophy T (further) indicates the potential spiritual depth of ecosophies through his
identification of the ‘‘fundamental norm’’ of Self-realization. He states both ‘‘that the higher the levels of Self-realization
attained by a person, the more any further increase depends upon the Self-realization of others’’ [81, p. 52] and that ‘‘plants
and animals also have a right to unfolding and self-realisation’’ [81, p. 165]. Deep ecology can be understood as a
quintessential futures-oriented approach in that it has ‘‘a long-range maximal perspective of time and place’’ [81, p. 43], such
that ‘‘any short-range solution should cover at least the next fifty years’’ [81, p. 17], and indeed, ‘‘a thousand years has . . . to
do with the problem of today’’ [81, p. 19]. Ecosophy can also be understood as an integrative approach in that it refers to a
variously multi-leveled or hierarchical11 ‘‘total view’’ [81, p. 17].

Whilst Naess’s ecosophy foregrounds that which is commonly identified as ‘‘environment,’’ Guattari’s usage (less common
in Anglophone discourse) explicitly transverses three domains [17]. Guattari explains that ecosophy is ‘‘an ethico-political
articulation . . . between the three ecological registers (the environment, social relations and human subjectivity)’’ [17, pp.
41–42].12 These sit against a general disequilibria caused by ‘‘Integrated World Capitalism’’ [17, pp. 41–42]. Regarding
environment, Guattari states that ‘‘if no remedy is found, the ecological disequilibrium . . . will ultimately threaten the
continuation of life on the planet’s surface’’ [17, p. 27]. In relation to the socio-political domain, he identifies ‘‘Third World . . .

pauperisation’’ [17, p. 29] involving the ‘‘long-term establishment of immense zones of misery, hunger and death’’ [17, p. 31],
now also including parts of the materially developed world. He also identifies oppressive marginalisation and
unemployment, noting that ‘‘young people . . . are crushed by the dominant economic relations’’ [17, p. 33]. Regarding
the domain of the individual, he mentions such malaises as ‘‘loneliness, boredom, anxiety and neurosis’’ [17, p. 28] and
identifies the prevalent standardization of behaviour as an ‘‘ossification’’ [17, p. 27]. He evaluates the whole crisis as a type of
contraction and developmental regression – ‘‘a sort of general movement of implosion and regressive infantalization’’ [17, p.
27].

Spanning across the three domains of environment, socius and psyche a range of ecosophical features can be identified
including artistry, complexity, creativity, dissensus, ethics, evolution, many-sidedness, mutuality, openness, and
transversality. Guattari also explicitly differentiates the three domains. For instance, regarding environmental ecology,
‘‘anything is possible – the worst disasters or the most flexible evolutions’’ [17, p. 66]; social ecology ‘‘will consist in
developing specific practices that will modify and reinvent the ways in which we live’’ [17, p. 34]; whilst mental ecology ‘‘will
lead us . . . [in part] to search for antidotes to mass-media and telematic standardization, the conformism of fashion, the
manipulation of opinion by advertising, surveys, etc. Its ways of operating will be more like those of an artist’’ [17, p. 35] – in
other words, a poetic sensibility is called for.

Of the three ecological registers, Guattari identifies a significant undervaluation of mental ecosophy. The construction
postformal poetic ecosophy seeks in part to rectify this; notably, both postformal and poetic substantively address subjectivity.
In addressing this domain, Guattari valorises a host of features such as the included middle of postformal logic, organic and
ecological metaphors, ‘‘creative proliferation’’ [17, p. 55], the drama of multiplicity (pluralism) and the baroque.

Ecosophy encompasses the notion of sustainable futures. From another direction, it has been suggested that futures
studies itself be linked to sustainability [83]; however, ‘‘sustainability does not capture adequately the essence and
complexity of the ecological crisis in its various dimensions’’ [84, p. 665]. Ecosophy, on the other hand, does embrace and
facilitate the required complexity, through for example the identification of ‘‘green’’ knowledge, the ethics of enough,
poststructuralist political ecology and the valorization of social technologies [85–88]. It is possible, though, that ‘‘without
postformal thought, the ecology movement, Gaia, and other views of the Earth are just new orthodox formal logical

10 The archeytpe of Sophia is furthered in the spiritual-philosophical approach of sophiology found in Vladimir Sergeievich Soloviev’s ‘‘Great Synthesis’’ of

‘‘integral reason and sobornost [spiritual community]’’ [80].
11 Naess’ embrace of hierarchical understanding adds to the problematisation of Wilber’s conceptualisation of the Green developmental level (see [82]).
12 Somewhat akin to Sasha Kegan’s identification of sustainability as ‘‘the triptych of biodiversity, cultural diversity and human well-being’’ [this volume].
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positions’’ [24, p. 299]: here, Jan Sinnott suggests that postformal perspectives are generative or even necessary to enhance
ecological understandings – as indicated below.

3.2. Postformal thinking

The term post-formal/postformal can be found in three discourses, namely, developmental psychology, education and
integral/integrative studies. In the first it signifies an individual developmental level or levels beyond Piaget’s formal

operations; in the second it is taken to mean the socio-cognitive expression of postmodernism, emphasising critical, social
concerns (mostly framed non-developmentally) [26]. Regarding the third discourse, Ken Wilber, for instance, uses
developmental psychology’s postformal as a core feature of his integral theory [89] – a theory (albeit critiqued [82]) which
involves a developmental schema including both individual and social dimensions; whilst Gidley’s ‘‘postformal-integral-
planetary’’ identification references psychological, educational and integral discourses [19] [also see Gidley, this volume].

Postformal researchers identify a variety of features including big-picture/contextual/integrative-thinking, complexity,
creativity, dialectics, meaning/narrative, multiperspectivality, pattern-finding, problem-finding, reflexivity, and spirituality
[19–26,90]. Space does not permit discussion of the potential significance and complexity of such signifiers and their
interrelationships (see [82]). Nonetheless, note should be made regarding a postformal understanding of languaging such as
indicated by poststructuralism’s linguistic turn, construct-awareness, deconstruction, etymology, and metaphoric cognition
[22,26,24].

Just as formal operations is associated with formal logic involving the law of non-contradiction [91], so postformal
operations can be associated with postformal logics. These include fuzzy logic, probability logic, and many-valued logics
(supporting multi-causality) [37,92–95] – modalities which valorise contingency and indeterminacy while rejecting the
principle of a fundamentalised bivalence. Both the incompleteness theorem of mathematician and Platonist Kurt Gödel and
the later philosophy of Ludwig Wittgenstein can be seen as lending gravitas to postformal reasoning, including apprehension
of the non-mechanistic nature of mind13 [96], effective thinking as comprising ‘‘an appropriate dialectic between the formal
and the intuitive’’ [97, p. 372], and indeed the understanding that ‘‘one True Logic does not exist’’ [98, p. 280] (original
emphasis) – for even ‘‘mathematical thinking is, and must remain, essentially creative’’ [99, p. 88]. Such creativity is valorised
through a postformal interpretation of poetics.

3.3. Poetics

The term poetics stretches back to Aristotle’s Poetics – a work mostly addressing the structural characteristics of tragedy.
In modern times it has been furthered in literary studies addressing questions such as What makes a verbal message a work of

art? and more latterly in social, political, and cultural studies [100–102]. Whilst some significations of the term are technical
and narrow, poetics can be said to be ‘‘still very young’’ [103, p. 5] despite its classical heritage. As such, extensive
interpretations of the term are possible. Indeed, poetics can be understood as ‘‘passion for the possible’’ [39, p. 174], an
impulse ‘‘persistently push[ing] at the very edges of . . . possibility’’ [29, p. 12]. Such an idea indicates that futures scenarios
themselves (including eco-logical futures) rely on the poetic imagination. Broad identifications of poetics can also be
understood as inherently transformative [104, p. 4], facilitated by processes of defamiliarization, the intensification of
awareness through palpability [105,106], and a template of openness – poetics as ‘‘an open, ever-changing theoretical
structure’’ [107 p. 14]. Poetics thus sits in accord with the complexity theory construct of open system, whilst contrasting the
‘‘intellectual aridity of a closed taxonomy’’ [101, p. 100]. Poetics identifies the art in phenomena by way of a fecund open
conceptual system.

The sense of abundance in poetics contrasts markedly with the archetype of economy – whether as frugality or as
economics (and its principle of scarcity). Indeed, as the art of life, poetics ‘‘may offer ethical resistance . . . [encouraging] us to
begin again, and begin to remember a life that is governed by other than instrumentalist agendas’’ [108, p. 1176]. It can
‘‘counter the linguistic closure that arises as a result of the occlusion by the global economic language’’ [29, p.39] because, for
poetics, the threat of difference is not domesticated. Instead, one might – poetically – say that the reflexive wile of difference
rides with a wilful wildness, a wilderness habitat rich with semantic biodiversity. Such an entwinement between poetics and
ecology indicates poetics as complex integration whereby harmonic convergences and disharmonic divergences cohere at
more embracing levels as dynamic unities.

Poetics as liminal may also be identified. At the social level, this might involve, for example, the politician, educator or
researcher as poet – a liminal figure bridging hegemonic and counter-hegemonic worlds [29], even, perhaps, holding
sociology as an art [109]; whilst the transgressive quality of poetics may surface as ‘‘a politically committed, critical social
poetics’’ [101, p. 203] ‘‘aiming to answer the big questions and issues’’ [110, p. 6], perhaps an ‘‘ecological poetics’’ [111, p. 12]
facilitating appreciation of the strange-familiar like-otherness of other species, ecosystems as earthly poems, or language as
ecology; a ‘‘poetics of resistance’’ [112] ‘‘disrupting the smooth functioning of technology’’ [113, p. 12] through community-
founded ‘‘poetic dwelling’’; or a poetics of transgression apprehending the significance of ‘‘the carnival, the circus, the gypsy’’
[114, p. 286].

13 Which is not to say that the mind cannot enter into a mechanistic imagination.
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The poetic paradigm is most strongly configured through poetics as ontology wherein the Cartesian split between internal
reality and external appearance is problematised [104]. Instead lies a cosmic poetry which ‘‘pulls us into its question, its

repose, its regard’’ [33, p. 91], an ontopoetics comprising a ‘‘field-likeness’’ between psyche, meaning and cosmos, a
perspective opening up a ‘‘world hidden within the world’’ such that the world, the word and ourselves may come yet more
alive [31].

4. Conclusion: complexities of truth

Complexities of truth can be identified in relation to poetics, postformal thinking and ecosophy. This perspective
contrasts with the economies of truth of modern atomism and economism. Economism, formalism and prosaicism each
variously pertain to the modern atomistic attractor, whilst ecosophy, postformality and poetics variously comprise
attractors of complexity. The term economies of truth indicates unacknowledged elements – hidden aspects, shadows,
dialectics – and thus types of ‘‘false economy.’’ In contrast, the idea of complexities of truth includes synergistic,
complementary and antagonistic relations; substantive (holonic) relations between atom and Gestalt (part and whole); and
multilayered schemas such that complexity does not preclude spiritual simplicity (indeed, dialectical understanding
intimates as such a juxtaposition) [115,116]. Specifically, the desirability of the following hierarchies is indicated: that the

archetype of economy be aptly embraced by ecosophy, formal by postformal, and prosaics by poetics – as outlined below.
Regarding ecosophy, eco-nomy, eco-logy and eco-sophy all derive from oikos (household, dwelling, habitat). Whereas

(classical/neoliberal) economics – ‘‘household management’’ – substantively ignores the nature of the ‘‘house’’ or habitat in
which the management takes place, ecology and (especially) ecosophy explicitly include the nature of our global dwelling.
This suggests that ecology/ecosophy are more capable of aptly positioning and containing economy than economy is of
appropriately addressing ecology/ecosophy unless economics fundamentally reworks itself to institute ‘‘household’’ as (at
least) meaning ‘‘this planet (and its medium and long-term futures).’’

Regarding post/formal, formal logic can be held within postformal logics; it can be held in dialectic with other cognitive
modalities such as creativity, intuition, imagination and inspiration. It can also be explicitly brought into relationship with
values, both in terms of uncovering those hidden in apparently neutral discourse as well as those pertaining to our preferred
futures. Formal operations can similarly be held within broader contexts such as our life-narratives (at whatever scale). In
short, both formal logic and formal operations are important, yet undue regard should not be given to either: larger contexts
of meaning surround and infuse (our use of) these modalities.

Regarding poetics, from a single lifetime perspective, words are mostly already-made; yet we can still make the world
afresh with the already-made – bringing new life and meaning to each word as they relay anew, narrating new
understandings, new lives. Bureaucratese, clichés or non-metaphorical understandings of language may deaden our sense(s)
making it harder to regenerate the world. Conversely, the more resonant semantic ‘‘biodiversity’’ of poetics can open up
spaces of ‘‘cosmic poetry,’’ potentially facilitating eco-logical futures. The ongoing regeneration of the word sits – or flows – in
generatively metaphorical relationship with the ongoing regeneration of the world.

In general, the ontological scarcity of a fundamentalised Occam’s razor could give way to a more fecund unity-in-diversity
regarding individual, social and biospherical well-being. Late modernity could eventually give way to one of a number of eco-
logical futures.
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