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Abstract
Finding solutions to societal problems turns most difficult if not impossible when the society loses its connection to its 
foundation. Deficient societal structures often originate in ignored and misunderstood foundations in both the present and 
the past. Every society, in its transitions, loses the memory of part of its previous knowledge. The loss of historical memory 
is a serious deficiency that currently permeates every society and prevents a deeper understanding of current behaviors that 
have their origin in the knowledge of the past. From this perspective, the currently accepted view of the education system 
lacks a foundational anchor. Lack of awareness of foundational knowledge engenders a malfunctioning education system 
and a misunderstood psychology of human individual, adversely affecting societal existence. This article focuses on the 
societal foundation as a composite of knowledge and ignorance, demonstrating its management crucial for societal well-
being and existence. It attempts to provide an integrated view of the foundational structure of human societies, especially 
through effective management of knowledge and ignorance.
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Introduction
The twenty-first century is described as domain of existing or 
aspiring knowledge economies. On the surface, the knowledge 
economy seems competing with the traditional economy charac-
terized with machinery, equipment and buildings than knowledge. 
Psychology, education, business, and politics have to understand 
this transition if they are to remain relevant to human needs and 
well-being. In general, not understanding the knowledge economy 
would lead to societal failures that manifest as crises. When fol-
lowing the general definition of knowledge economy as an econ-
omy based on production, distribution and use of knowledge and 
information, a clear understanding may not be possible because 
from a foundational point of view, whether the product is a web-
page or a toaster, they both originate at knowledge and information 
that humans have. If so, what distinguishes one from the other? 
The education system, human psychology, business structure, and 
political system have to understand and manage the difference.

The education system is a selective life-complex that affects hu-
mans differently by capability, race, class, gender, and disability. 
While it directs some to Ivy League schools, it puts others on the 
school-to-prison path [1]. Without a foundational view of the edu-

cation system, the individual’s capability development would fol-
low the hierarchy of the society’s privilege structure. Economic 
factors, the most common definer of “privilege,” socially condi-
tion humans to make education decisions based on the potential 
for gaining privilege [2]. Along the same type of misdirection, 
when searching for foundational factors, today’s education system 
often ends up in assessment programs checking compliance with 
performance targets. This transforms the education system into a 
life-complex run by politicians that control the allocation of soci-
etal resources. The politicians in turn are advised by businessmen 
that contribute to politicians. This creates a one-size-fits-all, facto-
ry-like mode of instruction, convenient for teachers and adminis-
trators but not for students [3].

Every composite of humans and human-made things creates a 
life-complex. Prominent examples are government and business. 
Mundane examples are a human wearing clothes or a human 
driving a car [4]. Every life-complex has a lifecycle. No differ-
ent than human individual, life-complexes die when their lifecycle 
is completed. Every human, every life-complex is a creator and 
user of “knowledge-packets,” combinations of earth material with 
what humans know. The most common and well-known knowl-



edge-packets are the goods and services the societal life-complex-
es create and distribute for daily human needs.

Everything humans and life-complexes make and use, even ideas, 
are “knowledge-packets.” They are combinations of earth materi-
al with what humans know. Even a thought is an artifact created 
from what human knows. It uses the earth material in the form of 
the human brain, making it a subtle combination of earth material 
and human knowledge [5]. In aggregate, every aspect of human 
existence takes shape in a “world of knowledge-packets” [6]. If 
everything in human life is in the form of knowledge-packets, and 
therefore, humans live in a “world of knowledge-packets,” do we 
have a foundational understanding of the knowledge-packets when 
dealing with educational, psychological, business, and political 
challenges in human life?

In dealing with the knowledge-packets, the most overlooked fact 
is that every knowledge-packet uses “word” as its key ingredient. 
It is easy to miss the fact that everything humans make and use is 
largely a combination of words with earth material. Words are the 
core component in computer, house, airplane, political situation, 
economic activity, or education system. Seeing a human-made 
thing like a toaster is easy, but seeing the words that have gone into 
making it, most difficult. It is often not realized that if words are 
removed from any human-made thing, it would only leave behind 
a pile of earth material [7]. Words are the foundational glue that 
holds together every knowledge-packet and in turn every life-com-
plex.

In dealing with words as a foundational aspect of human existence, 
one needs a good model of what a word is and does. One effective 
model of “word” defines it as a suitcase, a thin shell, empty inside. 
A word’s suitcase, when empty, carries little knowledge—as there 
is little meaning in its shell alone. Higher levels of knowledge and 
meaning come from what is placed in the suitcase [8]. In a reverse 
view of this model, as emptiness in a word’s suitcase increases, 
it becomes more “abstract.” When totally empty, the only central 
feature of the word is its shell. At that level, detailed knowledge is 
taken out of the suitcase and omitted [9].

Consider the words “communication device.” The meaning in its 
empty suitcase is not clear. Is it a phone, a letter, a pigeon, a news 
program? If the words “cellular phone” are placed in its suitcase, 
its knowledge content increases. If we empty the “communication 
device” by taking out the words “cellular phone,” it returns to be-
ing abstract, communicating mostly ignorance and little knowl-
edge. Its empty suitcase no longer has a direct connection to the 
cellular phone, computer, letter, or any other piece of knowledge. 
Similarly, the words “having fun” create an abstract, high-igno-
rance-content knowledge-packet. Adding into its suitcase the 
words “playing basketball” gives it a higher knowledge content. It 
becomes abstract, an empty suitcase, if playing basketball is taken 
out of its suitcase [9]. The same can be observed in any other word 
used as an empty suitcase. Most common, “I love you.” How is 
the suitcase of “love” filled? It is always hoped that the person at 
whom this expression is directed would do the filling with what 
the individual likes. Otherwise it is a communication high in ig-
norance.

The word, as an empty suitcase, is a highly abstract representa-

tion. What one puts into the suitcase of a word, and how it gets 
combined with earth material, leads to creation of varying forms 
of knowledge-packets. This makes the shell’s empty space act 
like ignorance (what humans do not know) and the shell and the 
things placed in it functioning as knowledge (what humans know). 
This picture is essential for human understanding of life because, 
without exception, it makes every word, and thus every knowl-
edge-packet and every life-complex a “composite of knowledge 
and ignorance,” a composite of what humans know and do not 
know. It declares every word a device for managing both knowl-
edge and ignorance [8]. Without this foundational knowledge, it 
would be very difficult, if not impossible, to effectively manage 
ignorance in the world of knowledge-packets that humans create 
for their existence.

Managing knowledge and ignorance at the foundation
It is a foundational observation that every word is a composite 
of —what humans know, and ignorance—what humans 
do not know. It makes every human, at the core, a converter of 
ignorance to knowledge [10]. It is the human that continuously 
and incrementally turns what human does not know into what 
human knows. The conversion of ignorance to knowledge is a 
never-ending aspect of human existence. It never finishes. Every 
knowledge-packet will always have its “ignorance content” [11]. 
Without this foundational view, it is impossible to recognize the 
significance of managing words in human life. Without this foun-
dational view, it is impossible to see that the management of the 
composite of knowledge and ignorance is deeply embedded in ed-
ucational, psychological, economic, political, and any other aspect 
of societal existence.

The most overlooked aspect of a word is that it is an “artifact” 
[12]. Humans are the makers and users of words. Not only words, 
but everything that humans make and use as combination of words 
with earth material is also an artifact. Words are the main artifact 
in making other artifacts like the computer, the house, the airplane, 
education system, a political situation, or any other aspect of hu-
man existence. Humans see the obvious artifact, like a house, yet 
are incapable of noticing the words that have gone into making it. 
Without words, every artifact that humans make and use would 
become a pile of earth material. Words are the glue that holds the 
world and human life together and defines every aspect of human 
existence. Yet the “word-glue” always comes with its “ignorance 
content,” things that humans do not know. The ignorance content 
cannot be kept out of the process of making and using any artifact.

All goods and services have their origin in ignorance that has been 
converted to knowledge. The business world continually seeks to 
convert more of the “ignorance content” in its goods and services 
to knowledge. If not aware of words as suitcases—as mixtures of 
knowledge and ignorance—it is quite likely that certain activities 
would be conducted in high ignorance than high knowledge. En-
chanted by the ease of stringing together the empty suitcases, it can 
readily obviate the hard work of seeking knowledge in order to fill 
the empty suitcase of words.

Given that everything humans make and use comes from mixing 
words with earth material, the “ignorance content” is a feature of 
anything and everything that humans make and use. A twenty-
year-old car little resembles the new car from which it originated. 
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The transformation from brand new to broken down and useless is 
caused by car’s ignorance content—things humans do not know. 
And it is important to note that in making the new car, the business 
world would always diligently focus on using the highest knowl-
edge content available. Yet, nonetheless, over time, the ignorance 
content would tear the car apart. The foundational lesson here is 
that the ignorance content should be seen as a life destroyer while 
knowledge content functions as a life builder.

If unaware of words as carriers of knowledge and ignorance, 
humans, for short-term gains, would resort to using high-igno-
rance-content words. For example, the car manufacturer that has 
relied heavily on high knowledge content when building the car, 
returns to dishing out high ignorance when selling it. Its commu-
nication becomes a string of empty suitcases like “the heartbeat of 
America,” or “precision crafted performance” that function as the 
sales pitch in the commercials. Why use the high-ignorance-con-
tent communication to sell a high-knowledge-content good or 
service? What do the advertisers gain from throwing the empty 
suitcase of “heartbeat” or “precision crafted” at the masses of con-
sumers?

Knowing words as suitcases containing both knowledge and ig-
norance can explain the behavior that relies on ignorance than 
knowledge in order to reach a desired target. The ignorance-based 
method of ensnaring a customer relies on the fact that every hu-
man is a “converter of ignorance to knowledge.” The high-igno-
rance-content words like “heartbeat” or “precision crafted” look 
for those inclined to place their own knowledge into the suitcase 
of those words. Anyone that fills the suitcase of the commercial’s 
words, in doing so pays more attention to the product, thus cre-
ating a higher chance for buying it. The only problem with this 
approach is that it uses and relies on a “life destroying” mecha-
nism. The ignorance-filled, life-destroying commercials are used 
to promote an otherwise “life building,” high-knowledge-content 
aspect of the society, namely the making and use of cars to serve 
the daily human needs for transportation.

The use of high-ignorance-content words is equally popular in 
politics. The business world contributes to the politician’s igno-
rance-filled behavior through allocation of resources via lobbying. 
The business world does so because it knows that the high-knowl-
edge-content aspects of legislation would get discussed and an-
alyzed behind closed doors in favor of the business world. The 
public only hears the politicians’ empty-suitcase words and is to-
tally unaware of what goes on behind the closed doors. Unlike the 
business commercials whose prime purpose is to hook a human 
into buying a product, the prime purpose of the political high-igno-
rance-content words is to “distract.” The politician relies on emp-
ty-suitcase words to cause distraction from what the politician is 
actually doing, thus not allowing the masses to develop a real view 
of the societal management of knowledge and ignorance.

Ignorant of what the life-complexes do, humans are often sur-
prised by the path that a life-complex, as an aggregate of humans 
and human-made things, takes in its lifecycle. As an example, con-
sider the psychological concepts that were developed pre-1940 in 
Britain through the life-complex of National Institute of Industrial 
Psychology (NIIP), a ‘not for profit’ organization set up in 1921. 
NIIP, a societal life-complex, promoted practical applications of 

psychology by directly interfacing with the business world. It saw 
itself not only dedicated to the pursuit of greater efficiency in the 
business world but also to improving the work conditions for the 
workers, in short, dedicated to improving the business world’s 
life-complex [13].

Every life-complex exists on the base of the resources it controls. 
As a not-for-profit organization, NIIP relied on member contribu-
tions and donations for getting the resources it needed. This re-
sulted in a resource-deficient structure that could not sustain the 
life-complex. By 1977 the NIIP life-complex was dead and its 
functions and services were absorbed into other societal life-com-
plexes. This outcome is bemoaned by some. It is depicted as the 
result of unjust neglect of an otherwise societally useful life-com-
plex that had humanistic orientation in applied psychology where 
the “[d]ehumanizing notions of people were comprehensively re-
jected” [13].

Following the death of the NIIP life-complex, it was observed 
that the later generations of psychologists were largely unaware 
of NIIP’s influence and values. The material captured in textbooks 
and journals did not, and could not, recreate a complete view of 
the life-complex that was gone. Given that every life-complex is 
an agent of socialization, it is important to maintain knowledge 
flow continuity as life-complexes come into existence, change, 
and die. Otherwise, the discontinuity can arbitrarily assign labels 
of good to one life-complex and bad to another. The empty suitcas-
es of the words good and bad signal the absence of a foundational 
anchor for all life-complexes. In discontinuity, each life-complex 
would try to exist independent of others. The surviving memo-
ries of a past life-complex, instead of being a base for current and 
future life-complexes, might trap current life-complexes in finger 
pointing and accusing each other of wrongdoing, for example, by 
denouncing the non-psychologists that teach psychology under 
the umbrella of organizational behavior [13]. Such disjointed re-
lationships would not be beneficial to the society as collective of 
life-complexes.
As maker and user of artifacts, side taking is inherent to human in-
dividual and life-complexes. Not anchored to the societal founda-
tion, for each that takes one side, there would be another taking the 
other side. In this oppositional process, striving to be on the right, 
to be seen reasonable, to appear scientific, is always driven by pos-
sibilities for higher levels of privilege and status. The focus on 
privilege and greater wealth-making opportunities can undermine 
the focus on conversion of ignorance to knowledge [14]. This di-
rects attention to another foundational feature of human existence.

In addition to being a converter of ignorance to knowledge, every 
human, by nature, is also a “resource taker.” Every human must 
take the resources of earth and others in order to satisfy personal 
and organizational needs in daily life. The worker takes the re-
sources of business in salary, the business takes the resources of 
customers through price, and the customer takes the resources of 
business in the form of goods and services. The same pattern exists 
in individuals and life-complexes active in education, psychology, 
politics, and every other human activity. No human would survive 
if one ceases to act as taker of resources of earth and others [15]. 
In such setting, the challenge remains in maintenance of balance 
between resource taking and converting ignorance to knowledge.
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Both individuals and life-complexes are “resource takers.” Both 
seek to position themselves for greater resource taking and 
wealth-making opportunities. As a specific example, NIIP was in 
competition with other life-complexes, especially the ones coming 
to existence in the United States. Given the competition, it is not 
surprising that the winning life-complex’s textbooks would men-
tion the work of certain group more than others, or they would 
place greater emphasis on reliance on laboratory and experimen-
tation, ways that would better suit the winning life-complex’s re-
sources and capabilities, or that the majority of top psychology 
journals would be in the winning life-complex’s country [13]. Any 
expression of surprise in how a life-complex behaves would have 
its origin in lack of understanding the foundational drivers of hu-
man existence.

Deeper Understanding of the Education System
From the foundational point of view, what is the education that 
the masses ought to have? What are the current models of educa-
tion? Krstić claims that today’s education lacks self-reflection [16]. 
How would Krstić fill the suitcase of “self-reflection”? He defines 
it as the “ability to notice something immediate when consider-
ing things, regardless of the contextual ‘collective mechanisms’ in 
which we are embedded.” What does that mean? Not clear because 
the suggestion comes with empty suitcases of ability, notice, some-
thing, immediate, considering, things, collective mechanisms, etc. 
The only reason for offering this knowledge-packet as solution, 
without recognizing its ignorance content, is because every soci-
ety’s education system lacks an understanding of the ignorance 
content of the knowledge-packets created and used by humans.

Compulsory mass education attempts to cover almost everyone on 
earth. In the same breath that one can interpret this as “humani-
ty’s progress” one can also recognize that “the very meaning of 
the terms ‘humanity’ and ‘progress’ stay ambiguous and subject 
to interpretation” [16]. This view, at least, partially recognizes the 
presence of the empty suitcases and the ignorance content in the 
words humanity and progress. It contrasts the total absence of a 
similar recognition for “self-reflect.” This demonstrates that, un-
aware of the fact that every word is a composite of knowledge and 
ignorance, the recognition of ignorance content becomes selective 
and does not remain systematic. Similarly, rather than recogniz-
ing that the purpose of education is to teach and develop igno-
rance-to-knowledge-conversion skills, the reason for educating the 
individual of the masses gets expressed in terms such as creating 
“better individuals” or “happier society” without any recognition 
that such empty suitcases cannot possibly deliver the knowledge 
of why humans go to school and get educated. Such words only 
add another layer of ignorance to activities and life-complexes al-
ready mired in ignorance.

If education to create “enlightened citizens” is compared to educa-
tion to “create professionals,” what is being compared and what is 
the result? The enlightened citizen is a high-ignorance-content ar-
tifact. Its suitcases can be filled in many ways. The “professional” 
can be described—its suitcase filled—as dedicated to specialized 
flow of knowledge in production and distribution of goods and 
services for daily human needs. Thus any comparison of words 
always depends on how one decides to fill the suitcases. Consider 
a way of doing so that would involve two strategies of knowledge 
processing. In the first strategy—the enlightened human—the fo-

cus would be on conversion of ignorance to knowledge. In this 
strategy, the human focus in life, is to convert as much ignorance 
into knowledge as possible. In the second strategy—the profes-
sional human—the focus would be on certain types of conversion 
of ignorance to knowledge that satisfies the daily human needs for 
existence and well-being. The society that uses education to deliv-
er professional knowledge, with the promise of better job oppor-
tunities, is the one that has focused on maximizing the production 
and distribution of goods and services through resource taking and 
wealth-making incentives. It is not focused on just converting ig-
norance to knowledge.

Humans, in varying degree, are continuously engaged in conver-
sion of ignorance to knowledge. The intensity is high when facing 
something new or threatening, and low when performing routine 
and habitual acts. Nevertheless, at the foundation, the human in-
dividual remains a “knowledge processor” and a “convertor of 
ignorance to knowledge.” If one is not aware of this foundation 
of human existence, how would one observe and describe human 
behavior and action in terms of knowledge and ignorance? Krstić 
offers one example from Aristotle.

According to Krstić, Aristotle sees engaging in conversion of ig-
norance to knowledge as something optional [17]. It is deemed 
“better” if human does so [18]. This interpretation is partial in 
that Aristotle distinguishes two types of conversion of ignorance 
to knowledge. First, the conversion of ignorance to knowledge in 
order to take care of the daily necessities of human life. The other, 
the conversion of ignorance to knowledge for its own sake, espe-
cially to search for foundational principles and causes of human 
existence. It is this kind of ignorance to knowledge conversion that 
not only Aristotle sees as optional but also conditional on whether 
one has completed the ignorance to knowledge conversion needed 
in order to provide for daily necessities of human life [19]. Aristo-
tle thus treats the knowledge required for necessities (type 1), and 
for other conversions of ignorance to knowledge (type 2), as two 
separate categories.

There is another competing view of how the conversion of igno-
rance to knowledge should be characterized and managed. In this 
other view, originating at the Sermon on the Mount, human life 
would achieve its optimum condition if all conversions of igno-
rance to knowledge, whether for necessities or other, are integrated 
into a continuous awareness of all knowledge deficiencies—all ig-
norance contents—to be converted into knowledge. This approach 
is deemed most rewarding because it allows everyone and every 
organization to recognize and see instances of intense ignorance 
that result in massive societal pain and suffering, as evident in pov-
erty and war [20].

In another approach, emphasizing lifelong learning, the education 
system and human psychology are grouped into formal, non-for-
mal, and informal segments. The formal learning is structured, 
happens in an education institution, and leads to some form of cer-
tification that improves one’s resource taking and wealth-making 
opportunities. Non-formal learning is structured, but it happens 
outside of the education institutions, and its resource taking op-
portunities are limited as it comes with no formal recognition of 
its value such as a certification. Finally, the informal learning has 
no structure, and can happen in the process of work, family, or 

J Huma Soci Scie, 2021 www.opastonline.com          Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 166



other activities [21]. This type of categorization of learning views 
education in terms of changes in “knowledge content” and not the 
“ignorance content.”

From this point of view, Eneroth declares formal, non-formal and 
informal learning as different kinds of realities, each demanding 
different kinds of knowledge [21]. In a sense, this method of mod-
eling the education system is no different than saying that a soci-
ety splits into business, religion, and government life-complexes, 
where each life-complex represents its own “reality,” and each 
reality has its own form of knowledge. Note that in this mode of 
artifact making, the suitcase of the word “reality” is left empty, 
thus a high-ignorance-content artifact.

Eneroth tells us that formal knowledge is a “thought knowledge,” 
and it can be expressed in words. Then comes the surprise. We 
are told that the non-formal and informal knowledge “are in no 
way knowledge, not even tacit knowledge,” and it is impossible to 
formulate them in words. Furthermore, it is declared that informal 
learning is “no more than casual accidents, negligible casualties, 
meaningless incidents, in other words unfortunate disturbances.” 
This view then expands to say that the “incidental events constitute 
a specific learning setting where one must learn ignorance, system-
atic blindness and intentional not-seeing” [21].

Armed with foundational knowledge one would be amazed at the 
artifact that Eneroth has delivered for the structure and operations 
of the education system. On one hand it is the best propaganda for 
paying tens of thousands of dollars per year to a formal education 
institution in order to get a certification. On the other, it offers a 
superb example of how different humans can be in construction of 
artifacts, in this case about the education system.

Eneroth’s model rejects, or at best only partially recognizes, the 
human as “maker of mental artifacts” who externalizes mental 
artifacts into physical artifacts—the spoken and written words 
being the most prominent among externalized physical artifacts 
[22]. Every human, with or without attending a formal education 
institution, learns to be an externalizer of mental artifacts and thus 
a “word maker.” Clearly the notion that “word making” is only 
possible if one pays a formal education institution and receives 
certification is false. Most of the knowledge flow in human life 
happens through words created, used, and managed in the non-for-
mal and informal settings. Since every human is a “choice maker,” 
the non-formal and informal are the domains where choice-mak-
ing shines while in comparison, the formal education institution 
is where the human’s choice-making is most constrained in or-
der to force the human individual into specialties that the societal 
life-complexes need and demand [23].

The Eneroth model of the education institution is the best indicator 
of the need to have a foundational view of the human individual 
and life-complexes before engaging in the production and use of 
any artifact.

Deeper understanding of the psychological condition
The conversion of ignorance to knowledge can improve or destroy 
human life. The ignorance to knowledge conversion is “artifact 
making.” The artifact can be the food that nourishes the individual 
or a nuclear weapon that vaporizes everyone. These are choices 

made by human as artifact maker. One can portray this as a battle 
of knowledge and ignorance; ignorance winning when the soci-
ety shows preference for artifacts that destroy than build human 
life. This would lead to conclusions such as observed by Krstić 
that  “[k]nowledge renders unhappy, weighs upon life, thrusts into 
depression, leads to the loss of reliable standpoint and disorien-
tation, while ignorance, in contrast, is blissful” [24]. This is not 
a modern observation and one can add the ancients saying, ‘‘For 
in much wisdom is much grief: and he that increaseth knowledge 
increaseth sorrow’’ (Ecclesiastes 1: 18). Whether humans create 
food or poison should be seen as a reflection of the human as 
“choice maker” and not as a problem with conversion of ignorance 
to knowledge [25].

When not seeing the human as “choice maker” and “converter of 
ignorance to knowledge,” it is easy to fall into the trap of opposi-
tional dualities. For example one can see the human life’s educa-
tional and psychological challenge only in balancing and manag-
ing extremes such as “mere training to survive in our time” and 
“willing abdication of truth” [26]. On one side the human engages 
in conversion of ignorance to knowledge to become a machine 
that obediently serves the societal life-complexes, and on the other 
side, human chooses to not pursue the conversion of ignorance to 
knowledge in order to stay at lower—and supposedly more com-
fortable—levels of knowledge.

When human is not seen as a choice maker and converter of ig-
norance to knowledge, the convenient alternative for describing 
the human is through playing with words whose suitcase is empty. 
The human who has already satisfied the necessities of life, and 
is thinking beyond the routines, will play with words to arrive at 
observations like those made by Nietzsche who says: “Suppose 
we want truth: why not rather untruth? and uncertainty? even ig-
norance” [27]? It sounds “deep,” yet to see any value in that state-
ment one has to know words as suitcases. Stringing together the 
empty suitcases of truth, untruth, uncertainty and ignorance only 
creates a high-ignorance-content artifact that can be interpreted in 
infinite number of ways depending on what one chooses to place 
in each word’s suitcase.

What Nietzsche is saying is a challenge to the human as convert-
er of ignorance to knowledge. Human must excel in managing 
knowledge and ignorance and not get trapped in either ignorance 
or absolute knowledge. In ignorance trap, human ceases to convert 
ignorance to knowledge. In absolute knowledge trap, human is 
stuck in a knowledge-packet that has been declared absolute—an 
illusion of pure knowledge that has no “ignorance content,” and 
thus no longer in need of converting ignorance to knowledge.

When the foundational view of human as converter of ignorance to 
knowledge is absent, when the knowledge of word as composite of 
knowledge and ignorance is absent, then there would be confusion 
as to how to fill the suitcase of the word “ignorance.” From a foun-
dational point of view, the focus of managing ignorance should 
be on ignorance content of knowledge-packets and its incremental 
conversion into knowledge. But, instead, ignorance management 
can become the management of not knowing about existence of 
certain already-made artifacts. Thus, in that mindset, ignorance 
becomes “lack of knowledge” and “lack of information” than con-
version of ignorance to knowledge [28].
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The extant education system is primarily focused on reducing the 
“lack of knowledge” and not on teaching to enhance the human 
capability to convert ignorance to knowledge. The student mostly 
learns about already-existing knowledge-packets and little about 
seeing and understanding the knowledge-packets through the lens 
of converting ignorance to knowledge. That is also why most class-
rooms are one-sided flow from teacher to student than interactive. 
The teacher tells students about the knowledge-packets but there 
is no interactive analysis and understanding of how the conversion 
of ignorance to knowledge created that certain knowledge-packet 
and what is the current understanding and position for addressing 
that knowledge-packet’s ignorance content.

Consider the following definition of knowledge. “Primarily, knowl-
edge is concerned with the facts, information, and skills obtained 
through experience or education” [28]. Note that in this definition 
there is no recognition of human as artifact maker, and no recog-
nition of artifacts as knowledge-packets that combine knowledge 
and ignorance. There is no recognition of ignorance (what humans 
do not know) embedded in whatever humans make and use. There 
is no recognition that, in human life, knowledge and ignorance are 
the two sides of the same coin of “artifact making”.

When the presence of ignorance in every artifact is not known, 
its manifestation is often viewed as failure in artifact making. 
Such behavior can be seen in psychiatry. Psychiatry is rooted in 
the assumption that mental illness has a physical substrate. This 
assumption is an artifact with its own ignorance content. Lack of 
awareness of ignorance content can lead to the interpretation that 
psychiatry has failed to understand the physical basics of human’s 
mental illness. Those searching for the psychiatry profession’s 
driver can thus conclude that, “Ignorance is the consistent driving 
force behind the history of American psychiatry. The resilience of 
psychiatry is a testament to its more or less successful management 
of its basic ignorance, its ability to mitigate its effects and stave off 
a final reckoning” [29]. If instead of psychiatry, the subject matter 
was the automobile manufacturing, and how the automobile con-
tinually breaks down, then we could use the previous statement 
as a template and say that the driving force behind the automo-
bile industry actions is ignorance and the automobile industry’s 
resilience reflects its successful management of its ignorance, thus 
staving off a final reckoning of the unceasing automobile break-
downs. Does that sound right?

Instead of seeing psychiatry as failure, it is more accurate to say 
that in the process of incrementally converting the ignorance to 
knowledge, the psychiatrists “have simply reimagined that rela-
tionship between the diseased mind and body” [30]. Along the 
same line of observation, the most revealing statements about psy-
chiatry’s failure are the two concluding sentences in “Introduction” 
chapter of the book On the Heels of Ignorance: Psychiatry and the 
Politics of Not Knowing. The first sentence says, “In other words, 
I reveal a profession that is decidedly and tragically human.” The 
second sentence says, “As are we who enable it” [31]. These con-
cluding sentences would have looked much better if restated from 
a foundational point of view. They would have said, the psychiatry 
profession is one example of human individual and life-complexes 
acting as converter of ignorance to knowledge. Since every artifact 
that psychiatry makes and uses is a composite of ignorance and 

knowledge, the challenge of ignorance to knowledge conversion is 
unceasing in whatever psychiatry does. This is no different than all 
other individuals and life-complexes set up to serve the daily needs 
of others for goods and services.

Consider another instance that originates at not having a founda-
tional view of life. For example, how should one respond to the 
question of what is or is not “philosophy”? Hall provides a com-
parative view of two philosophers, Max Horkheimer and Bertrand 
Russell responding to the question [32]. Horkheimer takes the po-
sition that no version of philosophy should be modeled after the 
sciences because philosophy’s task, “even if unwelcome or unap-
preciated by society,” is to critique the things that society takes for 
granted [33]. Along the same mode of reasoning, Bertrand Russell 
states that the philosophy’s task is to dwell in uncertainty, asking 
questions that provide insights for the meaning of human existence 
while mired in uncertainty [34].

Both views are essentially saying that “philosophy” takes shape 
at the shores of the ocean of ignorance, dealing with high-igno-
rance-content artifacts and in doing so cannot move away from 
the shore and venture into the domain of the high-knowledge-con-
tent artifacts with which science deals. The philosophical focus 
on high-ignorance-content aspects of artifacts would also bring 
attention to forgotten “ignorance content” in fixated artifacts that 
society has chosen to create. It would shine a light on things that 
society is no longer spending time and energy to convert igno-
rance to knowledge. The philosopher would point at those fixated 
artifacts and demand conversion of ignorance to knowledge even 
when the society shows no interest in doing so. The foundational 
view of conversion of ignorance to knowledge at the shores of the 
ocean of ignorance can better explain the domain of philosophy 
and the philosopher’s role in creation and use of artifacts.

Hall voices concern with a current trend where philosophers turn 
to evolutionary psychology to find answers to philosophical prob-
lems. She takes the position that “reliance on evolutionary psy-
chology is best understood as an epistemology of ignorance that 
contributes to a climate of hostility and intolerance regarding fem-
inist insights about gender, identity, and the body” [32]. What is 
she saying here? To support her view, she points at Susan Oyama 
who claims that psychology, “turning biological,” would privilege 
the brain and ignore the whole person [35]. The challenge posed 
here is not in psychology looking into biology for insights, which 
is a good and normal behavior, but in how that process occurs. To 
delineate the problem, Hall points as the following aspects of psy-
chology turning biological [32]:
1. a heavy reliance on evolutionary psychology’s understanding 

of human nature
2. gene-centered thinking about human nature
3. an assumption of a biological basis for an innate, universal 

human nature
4. a tendency to understand the self as essentially the brain, and
5. the assumption that brain-imaging technologies provide evi-

dence of an underlying human nature

From a foundational point of view, a debate on Hall’s statements 
would center on two words whose suitcases are kept empty. They 
are: human nature, and self. The concern she expresses is about 
ways of filling the suitcase of those words. She gives no definition 
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for those two words. A definition would imply an agreed-upon way 
of filling the suitcase. Her argument thus is not about what the 
suitcase should contain, but what it should not. Thus, putting evo-
lutionary psychology, gene-centered and universal biological basis 
into the suitcase of “human nature” is deemed to provide a bad 
view of “person,” another word whose suitcase remains empty. 
All words with empty suitcases—in this example the human na-
ture, self, and person—are high-ignorance-content artifacts. Any 
suggestions as to what should or should not go into the suitcase of 
these words are essentially pointers at how the “ignorance content” 
of these words should or should not be converted into knowledge.
Consider the word “self.” What should we put into its suitcase to 
increase its knowledge content? We could choose to increase its 
knowledge content by adding that “self is essentially the brain, for 
it is the brain that perceives, experiences, and gives meaning to the 
world and our relationships to and with others.” Or, one can choose 
to include in the suitcase of self the knowledge that “brain can be 
and certainly is an object of scientific knowledge” with proviso 
that “it does not make sense to say that the experience one has of 
one’s self is an experience of one’s self as one’s brain” [32]. Both 
ways of filling the self’s suitcase are artifacts, each with its own 
ignorance content which has not yet been converted to knowledge. 
This is no different than filling the suitcase of the word “trans-
portation” in two different ways, one with Ford and another with 
Honda. Which one is better? Which one is more correct? Which 
one is more appropriate for life? In many ways, filling the suit-
case of the word self with two different knowledge-packets carries 
similar characteristics. If we were aware of artifacts as composites 
of knowledge and ignorance, one would be in a better position to 
develop arguments as to how to address the “ignorance content” in 
anything and everything which humans make and use. But without 
the foundational view, arguments will point at artifacts that have 
no common foundational anchor and thus only reflect the artifact 
maker’s preference for one or the other.

The foundational view would provide a better base for develop-
ment of knowledge-packets, and better possibilities of analysis 
when dealing with different words. For example, consider the two 
words human and person. How should we respond to the statement 
that if we think about “human,” then we would be forgetting the 
“person” [36]? First, thinking about human and forgetting the per-
son is a knowledge-packet, an artifact that tries to establish a rela-
tionship between the empty suitcases of two high-ignorance-con-
tent artifacts. If we are not aware of the words human and person 
as high-ignorance-content artifacts, then the knowledge-packet 
“to think human would forget person” may sound a reasonable 
construct—implying that the knowledge-packet just created has a 
good knowledge content. It would create the illusion that the two 
suitcases are interconnected. That filling the suitcase of one would 
affect what is or might be in the suitcase of the other. From a foun-
dational point of view, this is largely an exercise in wasting time 
and resources when comparing high-ignorance-content artifacts. 
Unless one chooses to do so through a foundational understanding 
of words as containers of knowledge and ignorance, and words 
with empty suitcases as high-knowledge-content artifacts, little 
will be gained. Thus one should exercise care as to how one is 
managing ignorance, and not presume the illusion of high knowl-
edge content when dealing with high-ignorance-content artifacts.

Playing with knowledge economy
What is Knowledge Economy? How is the suitcase of words 
knowledge and economy filled? Consider the claim that knowledge 
economy is taking shape—is being created; it is materializing—
in the advanced countries. What does that mean? Have advanced 
countries found new and different ways of converting ignorance 
to knowledge? We are told that the knowledge economy challeng-
es the basic economic principle of scarcity because knowledge, 
once consumed, does not disappear. It remains and can be used 
in further development of knowledge [28]. This sounds novel 
and different until we remember that every artifact is a composite 
of words with earth material. In consuming an artifact, the earth 
material may change and the artifact disappear (like a hamburg-
er being eaten) but the words that created the hamburger remain 
and continue to make more hamburgers. From this perspective, the 
so-called knowledge economy is no different than the traditional 
economy. So what else is different in the artifact “knowledge econ-
omy” compared to traditional economy?

The logic that declares the knowledge economy as different adds 
that in knowledge economy “the consumption or use of knowledge 
is non-rivalrous and may be non-excludable” [28]. Given that any 
knowledge-packet is made entirely through “words” mixing with 
earth material, and words, as given in the dictionary, are non-ri-
valrous and almost entirely non-excludable, then the same phe-
nomenon is happening in the traditional economy, and therefore, 
the uniqueness of knowledge economy must lie in something else.

Perhaps the first sign of a difference can be gleaned in the state-
ment that in knowledge economy “knowledge is more important 
as an input to the production process than in previous types of 
economy” [28]. Said differently, the knowledge economy uses 
more words in its artifacts than does the traditional economy. This 
is like comparing a book to a loaf of bread. The book uses many 
more words than the words used in making the loaf of bread. When 
the book is consumed (read), it remains as it was previously, with 
all of its words intact, to be read (consumed) by someone else. For 
the loaf of bread, even when totally consumed and no crumbs left 
for anyone, the words used by the baker remain and are used to 
make more loaves of bread. Is that then the key difference between 
knowledge economy and traditional economy—the knowledge 
economy having a higher concentration of reusable words?

The argument continues that the knowledge economy is different 
in that it changes the definition of knowledge to “application and 
productive use of information” So we now have the addition of the 
word “information” as an empty suitcase. We know that knowl-
edge is what human knows. If information is also a thing that hu-
man knows, how does it differ from knowledge? It seems that in 
comparison to a loaf of bread, information refers to “word-rich 
artifacts” when bread would be a “word-poor artifact.” So the so-
called knowledge economy refers to structures and life-complexes 
made of word-rich artifacts.

In knowledge economy we have an abundance of artifacts that act 
as “communication devices.” They are like large streams of words 
flowing among humans and their artifacts. This alone should make 
the understanding of words as composites of knowledge and igno-
rance critical to human well-being in the knowledge economy. The 
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more the flow of words is amplified, not only it amplifies the flow 
of knowledge, it also amplifies the flow of ignorance. If humans re-
main unaware of this foundational aspects of their existence, they 
may be later shocked when learning that they have created a world 
of artifacts in which everyone is drowning in ignorance that has 
gone unnoticed.

The key lesson in knowledge economy is that, through foundation-
al knowledge humans convert ignorance to knowledge. Every arti-
fact is a composite of earth material with words, and every word is 
a composite of knowledge and ignorance. That makes it easier to 
understand the meaning of “knowledge economy” as a collection of 
word-rich artifacts. Without foundational understanding, humans 
would continue to see the knowledge economy as something that 
is not emerging from “production techniques, resource availabil-
ity, market demand and supply conditions” but from “significant 
improvement in access to knowledge through the widespread ap-
plication of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs), 
which facilitate the acceleration of new knowledge production and 
with it the rate of technological change and innovation” [28]. Does 
that kind of explanation and elaboration offer the same degree of 
clarity that comes from saying, the knowledge economy uses a 
higher percentage of words in its artifacts than done previously in 
making and using artifacts?

From a foundational picture we learn that in knowledge economy 
there will be a greater need for people skilled in the use of words. 
Yet, without a foundational view, even for people skilled in word 
use, it is easy to get lost in high-ignorance-content artifacts. As 
examples, consider the following observations [28]:
• unlike the knowledge economy, the ignorance economy is not, 

or at least not yet, a common expression used amongst econo-
mists, managers, and policymakers.

• the knowledge economy is precisely rooted in the production, 
distribution, and consumption of ignorance and lack of infor-
mation.

• the knowledge economy is one wherein the production and 
use of knowledge also imply the creation and exploitation of 
ignorance.

The above statements see “ignorance economy” as something 
separate from “knowledge economy” because they lack an under-
standing of artifacts as composites of knowledge and ignorance. 
They do not recognize that the word-amplified artifacts already 
come with their “ignorance content.” So, what is the artifact “ig-
norance economy”? And what do the above statements mean by 
knowledge economy being rooted in ignorance economy and the 
two being strongly interlinked? Is this an indirect recognition of 
“ignorance to knowledge conversion” as foundation of human life 
and existence?

Even if one does not have a complete understanding of knowl-
edge economy, would one be in position to see and comprehend its 
modes of failure? Engelbrecht claims that the knowledge economy 
is intimately related to a feature of human life that can be described 
as “not knowing,” “unknown” or “ignorance”. From this point of 
view the following observations are made [37]:
• The creation of knowledge replaces some unknown.
• One cannot say that the knowledge economy reduces the col-

lective unknown. This presumes that the more is known, in 
parallel, the more will be found to be unknown.

• New knowledge depreciates, destroys, or neglects part of ex-
isting knowledge.

Do these observations bring us closer to a foundational under-
standing of knowledge economy? Is Engelbrecht correct in claim-
ing that these observations will demonstrate that “the knowledge 
economy is precisely rooted in the production, distribution, and 
consumption of ignorance and lack of information”? Is knowledge 
economy also the “ignorance economy”?

The meaning assigned to “ignorance economy” by Roberts & 
Armitage—the way they fill the suitcase of “ignorance econo-
my”—is not related to human as converter of ignorance to knowl-
edge, nor to words as carriers of knowledge and ignorance [28]. 
However, it offers insightful observations about human individ-
ual and life-complexes as resource takers, knowledge processors, 
and managers of knowledge-packets. The first aspect of ignorance 
economy is specialization. The more specialized certain groups of 
humans become, the more ignorant the others become as to what 
the specialized humans are doing. The specialization in knowledge 
economy thus creates many that are relatively ignorant of special-
ized fields of knowledge. These humans, in aggregate, can be rele-
gated to the ignorance economy.

Specialization is an inherent aspect of artifact making in any econ-
omy. Humans and life-complexes, by focusing their knowledge 
processing capabilities into narrow domains, develop higher levels 
of efficiency in production and distribution of goods and services. 
Despite its benefits, specialization can also have a dark side. Here 
is Adam Smith describing the negative aspect of specialization 
[38]:

The man whose whole life is spent in performing a few simple op-
erations, of which the effects too are, perhaps, always the same, or 
very nearly the same, has no occasion to exert his understanding, 
or to exercise his invention in finding out expedients for removing 
difficulties which never occur. He naturally loses, therefore, the 
habit of such exertion, and generally becomes as stupid and igno-
rant as it is possible for a human creature to become.

One can interpret this observation in terms of a life-complex’s 
need for machine-like humans in production and distribution of 
goods and services. By its design, the life-complex creates humans 
as specialized machines ignorant of other specialized aspects of 
life, thus contributing to ignorance economy. However, one can 
also observe this phenomenon from the point of view of the hu-
man individual developing a specialty. Here, the human individual 
has two choices. The individual can choose to become the “ma-
chine” within and outside the production life-complex. Or, one can 
choose to become a machine inside the production life-complex, 
and a shining converter of ignorance to knowledge outside the 
production life-complex. The production life-complex wants Ar-
istotle’s type 1 behavior in knowledge processing, where human 
remains focused on providing for necessities. One can argue that 
as a “choice maker,” it is the human individual’s responsibility not 
to see the type 1 behavior as all that there is in life, and take on 
the hardship of behaving according to Aristotle’s type 2 behavior, 
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remaining an active converter of ignorance to knowledge outside 
the production life-complex. Thus the contribution to ignorance 
economy through specialization begins at the life-complex that 
demands such behavior at the workplace, but ends with human 
individual continuing or not continuing the workplace behavior 
outside the workplace.

It is also important to note that every aspect of human life comes 
into existence through sharing of specialized capabilities by mil-
lions of humans. Consider the production of a water bottle as a 
simple example of the “societal capability sharing system” [39]. 
What is the number of specialized capabilities that must be shared 
in order to create one bottle of water for the human needing it? 
Intuitively the answer would be in the range of a few to a few 
hundred, depending on one’s view of the number of workers at 
the bottling plant and those at the grocery store stocking and sell-
ing the bottled water. That, however, is the wrong answer. To see 
the shared specialties beyond the bottling plant one can start with 
the “machinery” at the bottling plant. The specialized humans that 
made the machinery have part of their capabilities flowing into 
the bottled water. The machinery is made of metal, therefore un-
counted specialized humans in the mining industry, metal process-
ing and manufacturing have part of their capabilities flowing into 
the bottle of water.

The bottled water produced at the plant has to be transported to 
the grocery store in a truck. Thus, part of the capabilities of spe-
cialized humans in auto manufacturing also flows into the bottle 
of water. Without fuel, the truck cannot deliver the bottled water 
to the grocery store, thus the whole oil industry, the refineries and 
the gas stations share in specialized capabilities that flow to the 
bottled water. The truck could not function without roads, thus the 
capabilities of road builders and constructors flow into the bottled 
water. The bottling plant cannot operate without electricity and 
natural gas, thus part of the specialized capabilities of all those in 
electric power plants, transmission and distribution lines, and nat-
ural gas pipelines flows into the bottle of water. All the people so 
far identified sharing their capabilities to create the bottled water 
have to be fed if they are to be capable of sharing. So, part of the 
capabilities of all those specializing as farmers and ranchers flows 
into the bottled water. Then, they all have to be sheltered, educat-
ed, and taken care of when sick. Thus, part of the capabilities of 
all those specialized as doctors, home builders, and teachers flows 
into the bottled water. On top of that, today, the extent of such ca-
pability sharing has gone global. In short, millions of specialized 
humans have to share their capabilities so that an individual would 
satisfy the need for one bottled water.

What is most important in drawing this picture of capability shar-
ing is the fact that the argument could have used any artifact. In-
stead of the water bottle one could start with an automobile, a roll 
of toilet paper, or even a thought, and the answer on specialized 
shared capabilities would be the same. To create anything for hu-
man individual, the specialized capabilities of millions must be 
developed and shared. Without such capability sharing the human 
individual ceases to exist. The recognition of this foundational 
condition is not something new. About two hundred years ago 
Adam Smith made the same observation [40]:

Every part of his cloathing, utensils, and food has been produced 

by the joint labour of an infinite number of hands.

He used the terminology of “joint labor” instead of “capabili-
ty sharing” and in place of “millions” he used “infinite number 
of hands,” but the message is the same. Every economic, polit-
ical, educational, and psychological system, as well as all other 
life-complexes, take shape and exist within the societal capability 
sharing system. Nothing can exist outside the network of humans 
developing and sharing their specialized capabilities in order to 
provide for the daily needs of everyone.

One can choose to look at specialization through the lens of “ig-
norance economy.” As generator of ignorance in others, special-
ization comes at the expense of others that remain largely ignorant 
as to what the specialized people know and do. This can happen 
at individual and life-complex levels. It becomes worst when both 
remain ignorant of the societal capability sharing system. On one 
hand specialization gives rise to relative ignorance, but on the oth-
er hand, it creates an efficient societal capability sharing system 
that serves the daily needs of all. Again, in doing so, who would be 
responsible for managing the level of ignorance, especially at the 
individual level? From the foundational point of view:
1. every human should keep full awareness of self as a converter 

of ignorance to knowledge, and 
2. every human should also keep full awareness of the fact that 

all other humans are capability sharers that at minimum main-
tain the processes that convert ignorance to knowledge to cre-
ate knowledge-packets, especially the goods and services that 
sustain everyone’s daily life.

Yet, doing so is hard when one is not aware of the human as “con-
verter of ignorance to knowledge.” Without that awareness, the 
human individual can succumb to the ease of behaving like a ma-
chine that serves one of the society’s life-complexes. Such human 
becomes a permanent member of the ignorance economy.

Given that all individuals and life-complexes are resource takers, 
ignorance can also become a tool for resource taking. According 
to Roberts & Armitage this happens as life-complexes create an 
increasing number of word-amplified products about which the 
consumer lacks knowledge for proper and effective use and main-
tenance [28]. This creates resource taking opportunities as the 
life-complex can now manage the consumer ignorance through 
services and repairs, thus turning the consumer ignorance into 
resource taking opportunities through seemingly legitimate com-
mercial products and services.

This phenomenon is aligned with the trend for extensive flow of 
words into products and services, making it harder for the individ-
ual to keep up with the growth of the societal knowledgebase. It 
is like previously the individual had to read one pamphlet on how 
to repair a car. Now the same individual would have to go through 
multiple thick manuals, none of which is readily available. Is this 
“ignorance creation”? Or, is it expanding “not knowing” at the 
individual level while increasing “knowing” at the life-complex 
level?

Roberts & Armitage’s concern is that the knowledge economy 
creates resource taking opportunities for the life-complex at the 
expense of the individual. If the life-complex acts as a self-ab-
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sorbed resource taker, it will not pay attention to situations where 
its activities undermine the human individual’s life and well-being. 
Yet this should be seen as a “problem of the individual,” as every 
life-complex is designed, created and maintained by individuals. 
If individuals lose control, and the life-complex becomes totally 
self-serving, as imagined in the science fiction movie Terminator 
where an artificial intelligence network known as Skynet becomes 
self-aware, it is the individuals as artifact makers that are at fault. 
In real life, the same loss of control can be observed in the arti-
fact “nuclear weapons.” Billions of humans have no control on 
the life-complex that creates and maintains nuclear weapons. That 
life-complex will decide the time of explosion of those weapons 
over human cities. The life-complex that would vaporize human-
kind is not at fault, the billions of humans are. Yet the human in-
dividual’s direct responsibility for artifact making is often over-
looked or ignored.

In the same manner that Adam Smith worried about the ma-
chine-like worker doing routine specialized work, the same con-
cern exists with specialization of the so-called “knowledge work-
ers” who excel in putting together word-rich artifacts. They may 
be highly paid but the life-complex uses them for great lengths 
of time, no different than the assembly line workers of a centu-
ry ago. So occupied with the work they are, they have to rely on 
low-skilled workers to walk the dog or tend the garden. Both the 
knowledge worker and the low-skilled worker are machines cre-
ated by the production life-complex in order to perform Aristotle 
type 1 conversion of ignorance to knowledge. Both are focused 
on providing for necessities; one operates at the word-rich lev-
el, the other at the word-poor level. Roberts & Armitage see this 
duality evolving into a societal behavior pattern where word-rich 
workers have more autonomous working environments while the 
word-poor workers face greater surveillance in what they do [28].

In managing “ignorance economy” as gradations of specializa-
tion, the “ignorance economy” is a shadow cast by “specialization 
economy.” The human individual sits at the interface created by 
individual uniqueness and the design of societal life-complexes. It 
is from this perspective that Roberts & Armitage raise the question 
of importance of developing a deeper understanding of concepts 
like forgetting, not knowing, and the need to know [28]. The key 
to better understanding of these concepts is the relationship be-
tween the individual and the societal capability sharing system. If 
I forget to put gas in the tank, does the car, an artifact created and 
maintained by the societal capability sharing system, remember 
and remind me by turning on a warning light? If I do not know 
how to change my car’s starter motor, does a life-complex in the 
societal capability sharing system know how to do that?

Thus the importance of forgetting, not knowing, and need to know 
at the individual level is determined by the knowledge accumu-
lated and maintained at the life-complex level. This also high-
lights the fact that, what a life-complex knows originates at the 
human individual acting as converter of ignorance to knowledge. 
It is most important to human life, and thus a key aspect of human 
psychology, education system, political structure, and every oth-
er life-complex, that the shared capabilities not fail in serving the 
individual and if they do, knowing that the life-complexes would 
have to return to individuals to convert ignorance to knowledge to 
prevent the occurrence of current and future failures.

Can we see the new words and their ignorance content?
The human is an artifact maker. Humans combine earth material 
with knowledge and ignorance to create infinite possibilities for 
artifacts. Regardless of one’s knowledge level, human can con-
struct artifacts about anything and everything. When in doing so 
the artifact’s ignorance content is high, some can choose to label 
it as “bullshit”. The meaning of the word bullshit is determined by 
what is placed in its suitcase. For example one can fill the suitcase 
of bullshit with “a person’s obligations or opportunities to speak 
about some topic exceed his knowledge of the facts that are rele-
vant to that topic” [41]. Yet that creates a hierarchy of possibilities. 
Anyone that knows more can declare the artifacts made by some-
one that knows less as “bullshit.” Such labeling comes to exist 
because we lack a foundational view of human as converter of ig-
norance to knowledge, and maker and user of knowledge-packets.

It is often overlooked that all challenges faced in human psycholo-
gy, education system, political structure, and every other life-com-
plex take shape through “words.” Unless the individual and the 
society excel in word management, problems will remain and am-
plify. It is also important to recognize that words can be made and 
used in variety of forms. It is easier to see this in languages spoken 
by different nations, but it is hard to see the same in languages 
created and spoken through specialization in artifact making. In 
recent times, the most challenging and the most difficult to see 
are word-forms that take shape as “data.” When facing datafica-
tion, instead of seeing it as a word management challenge, espe-
cially in education system, it is easier to study how the teaching 
profession would be affected by data-driven practices [42]. The 
effort to understand the teaching profession’s redefinition through 
datafication is different from understanding datafication through 
a foundational understanding of words as knowledge-packets hu-
mans make and use.

Today every society is increasingly defined by data. Datafication 
is the process of making the societal structure and operations “ma-
chine-readable” by giving them a digital format [43-45]. What is 
“data”? It is a certain type of word used in certain language spo-
ken by specialized humans, manifesting in societal life-complexes 
such as Google, Amazon, Facebook, and Twitter, each offering an 
endless variety of artifacts to humans and life-complexes. Educa-
tion is where humans learn word management and artifact making. 
How does datafication affect education? Or equally, how does ed-
ucation affect datafication?

Traditional knowledge has always included an element of special-
ization. The language used by certain trade could not be readily 
understood by others. The same is happening now, but at an am-
plified pace. Data is a form of words. Yet they are primarily words 
of a language spoken and used by a small group, even though, so-
cietally, the artifacts they produce are used by many quite widely. 
How are the educational, psychological, political and other aspects 
of such words to be managed? It is a mistake to look at data and 
not see words and artifacts originating at a specific specialized lan-
guage. It would only be a partial view if such production and use of 
artifacts is characterized as “governance by numbers” [46].

Better understanding of data as words and artifacts—thus better 
understanding as carriers of knowledge and ignorance—is critical 
for education system, human psychology, political structure, and 
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all other life-complexes because the word-rich mode of creation 
and use of knowledge-packets is getting increasingly incorporated 
into the societal infrastructure and operations. Those suggesting 
that the educational system should resist these developments by 
focusing on “democratic, engaged, creative, and sustainable prac-
tices” not only do not comprehend the human as artifact maker and 
converter of ignorance to knowledge, but have no understanding 
that the empty suitcase of words like democratic, engaged, etc. is 
only communicating high levels of ignorance. They are of little 
value for managing the world of artifacts that is using a new genre 
of words in the form of data [47].
 
Unaware of words as artifacts that carry knowledge and igno-
rance, it is easy to see the education system’s problems, and the 
corresponding solutions, in terms of a single word or a select 
group of words. Consider the word “evidence.” How is it relat-
ed to education system? It enters the education system through 
“evidence-based policy making” [48-49]. What does that mean? 
What is placed in the suitcase of “evidence-based”? We are told 
that the word evidence is filled with “assessment and evaluation 
tests.” Does this say that the problems and solutions in education 
system only originate in how the education system’s activities are 
assessed and evaluated? Instead of understanding the education 
system’s foundational problems, the assessment approach would 
only bring focus on development of assessment and evaluation in-
struments in order to satisfy the empty suitcase of other words like 
“quality assurance” [49]. By design it is a circular process mired in 
ignorance and thus cannot be a solution provider.

Education and psychology in relation to haunting
The notion of “haunting” is used to point at the continuity and 
relevance of the flow of knowledge between the past, present, and 
future zones of human existence. If knowledge of past is ignored, 
present, as characterized by Jacques Derrida, would become a “dis-
jointed or disadjusted now” [50]. In going forward, it is important 
to have a view of the road already travelled, thus the application 
of Derrida’s theory of ‘‘hauntology” which, as an example, uses 
Marxism as an ignored past influencing today’s capitalism [51].

Today’s psychology and education system are deficient in integrat-
ed and holistic management of the knowledge of present, past, and 
future. This behavior is not limited to psychology and education as 
all disciplines are reluctant to trace their history to ancient sources. 
This is reinforced by the observation that, giving homage to certain 
ancient sources can become inflated or misdirected [52]. Today’s 
individuals and societies are primarily now-focused. That is why 
the future knowledge, with global warming as a prime example, is 
turned into a ghost, and the knowledge of the distant past has even 
become a bigger ghost that at present haunts the human societies. 
It is critical to note that the ghost of the knowledge of the distant 
past is under continual threat of dying out, leaving humankind’s 
knowledge position totally deficient.

The best way to demonstrate and understand the degree of sig-
nificance of past knowledge haunting today’s societies is through 
a real example. From that perspective, the best example is the 
knowledge of the glacial earth. The story of the glacial earth’s 
knowledge haunting today’s societies begins with the fact that it 
is not common knowledge that earth comes in two versions. The 
first, named glacial, lasts about 85,000 years, the second, named 

interglacial, lasts about 15,000 years. Together, the glacial and in-
terglacial create a 100,000 year cycle that repeats regularly. Sci-
ence has detailed records of the past eight cycles [53-54]. Since 
the last glacial earth ended around 15,000 years ago, the current 
interglacial earth will soon transition into the glacial earth, making 
the knowledge of the glacial earth crucial for societal existence 
and survival.

The current scientific understanding of the earth’s two versions sets 
the difference primarily in the extent and intensity of earth’s ice 
sheets [55]. As an example, toward the end of the last glacial, all of 
Canada and all of the northern states of the United States were un-
der mile-high ice sheets. As a more specific view, in Ohio, most of 
the land and all of today’s population centres were under mile-high 
ice sheets [56]. None of the key societal life-complexes such as the 
psychology community, the education system, the business world, 
the science community, or the political system currently shines any 
light on behavioural guidelines to be deployed by today’s societies 
before the glacial earth arrives. Without preparation, in facing the 
glacial earth’s conditions, the result would be utter psychological 
shock in total absence of solutions that would provide goods and 
services for daily human needs. Thus, the prevalence of conditions 
that would destroy the individual and the society.

The simplest and longest-lasting form of haunting performed by 
past knowledge is through the “sacred texts.” In all the sacred 
texts,  in addition to strands of knowledge addressing human be-
haviour in relation to others and possible views of the creator of 
universe, each contains a strand that addresses the knowledge of 
the glacial earth. Highlighting this knowledgebase is the warn-
ing—psychological, educational, political, and every other pos-
sible dimension—about the glacial earth’s unbridled shock to 
unprepared human and society. It says that the current earth—
the interglacial earth—will end, replaced by a radically different 
earth—the glacial earth—and humans must prepare for that rad-
ical change, for otherwise they would face the possibility of not 
surviving the new conditions [57]. That warning should engender 
all sorts of educational activities, psychological inquiries, political 
considerations, and business analysis as to how the individuals and 
societies should and could manage the situation, yet none of that 
has happened even though the sacred texts have been available for 
thousands of years and the scientific knowledge of the glacial-in-
terglacial cycle for about a century and a half.

It is indisputable that the only actual views of the glacial earth 
originate at ancient populations that observed the earth under gla-
cial-interglacial conditions. The ancient populations were humans 
under tremendous psychological pressure, toiling in the worst of 
possible environments that squeezed humans, plants, and animals 
together into limited refugia [58-63]. Nonetheless, they survived 
their experience and responded and adapted to radical change in 
glacial-interglacial transitions [64-65]. In glacial-interglacial tran-
sitions, on one hand the interglacial climate would substantially 
expand the viable zone for human populations, favoring sedentism, 
population growth, and with it, the formation of village and the 
beginnings of agriculture [63]. In contrast, the glacial conditions 
would bring climatic deterioration that altered the availability of 
plant and animal resources and caused the environmentally-forced 
transformations that would readily destroy the unprepared [65-66].
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The ancient population’s transmission of key features of the gla-
cial-interglacial cycle’s knowledge to future generations and to 
geographic neighbours, and from there, all the way to current 
times reflects humans under tremendous psychological, societal, 
and behavioural pressure to pass on their knowledge to others in 
order to help them better cope with the challenges of such transi-
tions. This pressure for knowledge transmission was fueled by the 
biggest threat to human existence, namely food production. Even 
without the full knowledge of the glacial earth, it is easy to sur-
mise the level and intensity of psychological and political pressure 
when there is no food to eat. As it turns out, and it will be shown 
in more detail in the following, none of today’s rain-based agricul-
tural technologies would have relevance and value in the glacial 
earth. This aspect of the glacial earth and managing it become the 
greatest educational and political challenge to maintaining psycho-
logical health.

As an example of key knowledge transmission from distant past 
about the glacial earth, Herodotus reports that an ancient popu-
lation, the Egyptians, had observed and recorded four reversals 
in the direction of sunrise and sunset in a time period having a 
duration of about 14,000 years before present [67]. This model of 
the glacial-interglacial cycle is simple and concise. It specifies the 
time period, the event type, and the number of events, thus quite 
precise as to what is happening in a time period that corresponds 
to the last glacial-interglacial transition. How should today’s psy-
chologists, politicians, business executives, and education system 
orient themselves toward this piece of knowledge? It is important 
to note that, at best, the sunrise and sunset reversal is a faint ghost 
that barely haunts those that manage the societal life-complexes. 
Why should they pay any attention to such rapidly-fading ghost of 
the past?

It is not that there is a scientific problem with explaining the sun-
rise and sunset reversal phenomenon. To the contrary, the science 
of the reversal of the direction of sunrise and sunset is relative-
ly simple. The reversal is possible when a thin “material shell” 
surrounds the earth. The process for creating a thin material shell 
is also known and would resemble that which creates the meteor 
showers—earth passing through tiny fragments of the debris left 
behind by disintegrated comets. The meteor showers create a brief 
show of light and color in the skies. In contrast, the earth’s passage 
through a comet’s larger fragments [68-69] can create a “material 
shell” [70]. When the material shell exists, earth would be glacial. 
When the material shell collapses, earth would be interglacial. The 
key here is not that we know the science of what was observed 
in the glacial earth by ancient populations as reversed direction 
of sunrise and sunset. The key remains that this is a “ghost sto-
ry.” Knowing its science does not reduce its hauntological aspect. 
Even with its science revealed, it remains a ghost haunting the 
present societies and as such engenders little interest in facing and 
addressing it in the present.

Initially, when the material shell is being formed, the shell would 
be chaotic. It would envelope the whole earth in darkness. The 
physics of the transformation of a thin chaotic shell is known. The 
transformation from chaotic to ordered takes place in a short time 
[71-73]. With loss of chaotic energy and an ordered shell, the polar 
areas of the material shell would become unstable and collapse, 
opening the polar areas to sunlight that will reflect earthward from 

the interior of the material shell, thus a reversed direction com-
pared to the interglacial earth. We could ask: not considering any 
other educational, psychological, business, and political challenge 
of the glacial earth, how would human psyche respond just to the 
sun rising in the west, no longer as a sun disk, but as a very dif-
fuse polar source of light? But that is an irrelevant question for a 
ghost story. The fact remains that the information about this story 
is embedded in a sacred text. Not only it is a ghost story from dis-
tant past, in today’s societal mindset, that also demands attaching, 
almost automatically, the label of “high ignorance content” to the 
story. In fact, in today’s societies, humans, in general, have been 
socially conditioned to not see any high knowledge content in any 
strand of the sacred texts.

Notwithstanding its hauntological background, the science of the 
glacial earth’s ghost story and its impact on human societies can 
be further analyzed. For example, in today’s interglacial earth, the 
equator receives the most solar heating, causing the air to rise in 
the equatorial region and flow poleward high in the atmosphere. 
That uneven heating of earth’s surface and the corresponding 
winds and clouds would disappear in the glacial earth as the equa-
torial heat engine ceases to exist and instead gets replaced with the 
diffusely scattered polar insolation. The details of how that alters 
the earth’s water cycle are to be developed by hydrology experts. 
But regardless, under those conditions, the education system and 
psychological stability of both the experts and non-experts deter-
mine whether the societies’ political system and business structure 
can be organized to produce and distribute adequate levels of food. 
The reality remains that no life-complex can function when all its 
members become politically, educationally and psychologically 
dysfunctional because of inability to produce food.

Yet all such observations fall into the category of scary ghost sto-
ries. While one may argue that such response to hauntology of the 
glacial earth would not be rational, it is easy to demonstrate that it 
is the “normal” mode of human behavior in present societies. One 
does not need to go back to tens of thousands of years ago to scare 
humans through ghost of the glacial earth haunting them. One can 
provide the same scary ghost stories of humans getting vaporized 
in a shower of exploding nuclear bombs. Yet such story about the 
ghost of the nuclear arsenals is ignored with the same lack of in-
terest exhibited for the ghost of the glacial earth. No different than 
the glacial earth, the reality of the nuclear arsenals is perceived as 
a ghost story that should be ignored in the present.

Facing the hauntological challenge, how should the education 
system treat the knowledge of the glacial earth? Should it regard 
the glacial earth as a crucial aspect of human psychology, politics, 
business, and education, or ignore it, like all previous societies? 
Psychology of ignoring the ancient knowledge of the glacial earth 
is millennia old. For thousands of years, the sacred texts of ev-
ery society have informed that this earth (the interglacial) will end 
and get replaced with a radically different one (the glacial), and 
humans should prepare for that radical change, yet no education 
system listens and teaches to prepare for the glacial earth. The 
predominant educational orientation is currently dedicated to rel-
evance denial. The societal psychology and the education system 
display a strong tendency to dismiss and ignore the knowledge 
transmitted by ancient populations [74].
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Conclusion
Humans live in the “world of artifacts” which is the same as the 
“world of knowledge-packets”. The artifacts (knowledge-packets) 
that humans create and use in the societal setting define the soci-
ety’s psychological stand, economic system, political thought, and 
its mode of public discourse. Every societal life-complex has the 
choice of filling the suitcase of words differently. They can choose 
to create information or misinformation. They can allow open 
access to knowledge or choose to limit access to certain knowl-
edge-packets, thus creating different modes of knowledge-dams 
and censorships. One can interpret this as keeping humans away 
from reality. Yet, it is more real to see all such possibilities for 
managing knowledge and ignorance defining and setting up the 
reality as the “world of artifacts.” The world of artifacts in which 
humans live is made and maintained by humans. There is no pre-
requisite as to how the words are to be constructed and how the 
suitcases of words are to be filled. All that is decided by humans as 
choice makers, artifact makers, and resource takers.

Some can choose to label the current mode of remaking the world 
of artifacts as “miseducation,” but it is not [75]. All possibilities 
of the world of artifacts are human choices in “ignorance manage-
ment,” intended on typecasting groups and situations, determining 
identity formation, and disseminating propaganda, all to shape and 
direct the society according to the view of those that are in con-
trol of the societal life-complexes. It creates the world of artifacts 
according to the image the individuals and life-complexes deem 
to be the right design for the world of artifacts. In that sense, such 
behavior is no different than deciding how to fill the suitcase of 
words like “human nature” or “self.” Of course, even though there 
are foundational considerations as to how one makes and uses ar-
tifacts, there are no universal recipes for the world of artifacts. 
The world of artifacts is what the artifact makers choose to make. 
It could focus on feeding children or making bombs or both in 
varying proportions.

Suggestions and ideas to improve human psychology, political 
structure, and education system come from a variety of directions. 
Should we include “hauntology” in our psychological mindset, po-
litical dialogue, and education discourse in order to keep the ghost 
of the past alive? As a method of maintaining the link to the past, 
should the education system, for example, include reminders about 
those that have died or disappeared in acts of war and dictator-
ship? Should the education system propagate the stories of those 
that were agents of making others die and disappear in acts of war 
and dictatorship? Would such arrangement improve human life by 
invoking thinking and learning about “the war dead” and “the dis-
appeared” [76]? At present, the education system, political orienta-
tion, and human psychology prefer to not bring those aspects of the 
past into the present. They treat them as ghosts that the individuals 
and societies should avoid if possible, and only informally learn to 
live with those ghosts of the past if they cannot be forgotten, even 
though that creates the possibility of leaving the society prone to 
repeating the same undesirable experiences—more wars and more 
disappearances.

The prime task of the education system is to teach, and for the par-
ticipants to learn. The education system is a teaching and learning 
life-complex. Using its specialized jargon, the education system is 
said to be about pedagogy. Consider the analysis by Chen which 

starts with the etymological definition of pedagogy. It is to “lead 
the child” [77]. The key question thus becomes “how?” Is leading 
the child the same as the teaching technique [78]? Or, is it just the 
delivery of information [79]?

Others who have thought about leading the child have character-
ized it as experiential education [80], or paying attention to the 
child’s developmental and learning life-stages [81], or emphasiz-
ing the teaching and learning as a lifelong process [82], or advo-
cating a radical approach—teaching about things not known [83], 
or other views and variants of how the child should be led [77]. 
In this article we have offered the alternative of leading the child 
through full awareness of the foundational aspects of human exis-
tence, like human being a converter of ignorance to knowledge, a 
maker of knowledge-packets, and every knowledge-packet being 
a composite of knowledge and ignorance. Currently the education 
system either does not know or ignores the foundational aspects of 
human existence highlighted in this article.

The specialized world can be characterized as a world of “plu-
ralistic ignorance” in which it is proper for everyone to remain 
ignorant. It is OK for one to be ignorant of how a computer is made 
or how one does brain surgery when one’s specialization is to sing 
opera. Pluralistic ignorance is always present in every life-com-
plex when a group of humans, each with different specialty, or 
same specialty but different levels of skill and experience, make 
decisions about a situation [84]. Such view of ignorance through 
specialization is different than the group’s focus on “ignorance 
content” of the situation and the intent of converting ignorance to 
knowledge to better understand the situation being faced.

Consider the situation flagged by Hendricks [85]. It is a group of 
students. They are asked about the difficulties they might have en-
countered in an assignment. No one seems willing to start the “dif-
ficulty” conversation. No one knows that the conversation is about 
a process that involves the conversion of ignorance to knowledge. 
What does that mean? They are humans without a view of the 
foundation of their existence, namely human as “converter of ig-
norance to knowledge.”

Hendricks interprets the reluctance to share thoughts and experi-
ence as a reflection of each individual “deciding whether to flag 
ignorance or not.” Before talking, each wants to see “whether the 
other students encountered the same problem.” To avoid hurting 
one’s standing in the group, “nobody signals ignorance” [85]. It 
is important to recognize that this is not the same as pluralistic ig-
norance. The students are not specialists pooling their knowledge 
(and thus acting out of their pluralistic experience) in order to con-
vert the ignorance content of a situation to knowledge to improve 
the understanding of the situation.

A different interpretation would see the student behavior originat-
ing at being in the dark about their own foundation of existence. 
They are unwilling to talk about their experience of converting 
ignorance to knowledge because any difficulty can be interpret-
ed not as scholastic venture to convert ignorance to knowledge, 
but as “failure.” If one speaks while everyone else remains silent, 
then that student would publicly and self-consciously get labeled 
a failure and his or her status lowered. As a resource taker, no hu-
man sees value in such position, thus everyone remains reluctant 
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to engage in a conversation about their experience of converting 
ignorance to knowledge. While this is more evident in the class-
room setting, it vegetates in every aspect of human life because the 
society has structured itself ignorant of the foundational aspects of 
human existence.

When one poses the question of “What is knowledge?” it is ob-
served that the answer is not easy [86]. Various reasons are offered 
for the difficulty. Knowledge has a personal dimension and is not 
static [87]. Or, it involves the mind and emotions [88-89]. Or, it 
incorporates cultural and social aspects of human existence [90-
91]. Many of these definitional problems would be avoided if the 
starting question becomes “what is a knowledge-packet?” What 
gets created when humans mix what they know with earth ma-
terial? Then the ensuing question would be, what is that humans 
know? That would be answered by saying that, humans know that 
every knowledge-packet they create is a mix of knowledge and 
ignorance. That returns to the foundational aspect of human exis-
tence, namely human as convertor of ignorance to knowledge. The 
question of “What is knowledge” then gets answered as the arti-
fact that humans create from converting ignorance to knowledge, 
and then mixing it with earth material. In this approach, instead of 
“knowledge,” the focus would be on “conversion of ignorance to 
knowledge.”

In making a knowledge-packet—in the process of converting ig-
norance to knowledge and mixing with earth material—there are 
other influences that dictate the knowledge-packet’s operational 
and structural design. Top of the list of such influences is human 
as “resource taker.” Unless the human’s resource position benefits 
from conversion of ignorance to knowledge, no one would engage 
in that activity. Thus the worker has to be paid if he or she is to 
work. Even in a setting where the knowledge-packet being cre-
ated is a paper published in a journal—even a paper that few if 
any might read, the process is sustained by the salary the author 
receives and the privilege that comes with publishing papers, a 
privilege that can be later converted into other resource taking op-
portunities.

In every artifact, whether it is the toilet paper or an article pub-
lished in a scholarly journal, there is always the concern that those 
making the knowledge-packet would cut corners and deliver a de-
ficient product. In a published paper the deficiency can be in the 
form of inflated or inaccurate claims in converting ignorance to 
knowledge. Since most published articles are not read by anyone 
and are primarily “privilege trophies” for the author, it amplifies 
the possibilities where the benefit to the author is not in the knowl-
edge being published but in the act of having been published [92]. 
This amplifies the societal challenge of converting ignorance to 
knowledge in ways that would be beneficial to daily needs of all.

If we are not aware of the societal sharing system, not aware that 
every aspect of our existence originates at capabilities shared by 
millions of others, how would we understand and describe the so-
ciety in which we live? Rooney offers one example of such be-
havior. He characterizes his view of the otherwise invisible socie-
tal sharing system with the word “generosity” [86]. Even though 
Rooney is focused on knowledge, he does not see the societal shar-
ing system as a “world of knowledge-packets” that defines human 

existence. Instead he sees the “knowledge economy” amplified by 
generosity. How does Rooney fill the suitcase of the word “gener-
osity”?

Rooney starts with tacit knowledge, knowledge that is understood 
in personal ways, knowledge critical for development of capabili-
ties that lead to innovation and creativity, even though tacit knowl-
edge is inherently difficult to characterize and manage formally 
[93-95]. The suitcase of the word “generosity” is then filled with 
how the tacit knowledge is transferred from parent to child, teacher 
to student, and master to apprentice. In short, generosity, as flow of 
tacit knowledge, becomes a knowledge-packet that points at how 
capabilities are shared in the societal capability sharing system. 
This model sees generosity as agent of “social connectedness of 
minds and knowledge” even when the model-maker does not see 
the societal capability sharing system that connects minds, capa-
bilities, resources, knowledge and ignorance societally in order to 
serve the daily needs of every individual.

Rooney continues to point at the shadow of the societal capability 
sharing system as a structure of knowledge visible at three levels 
[86]:
1. It is a structure more than just data and information.
2. The society benefits greatly by investing in knowledge econ-

omy.
3. The implementation and maintenance of generosity in the 

knowledge economy rests on the shoulders of the society’s 
policymakers.

The societal capability sharing system is the “world of knowl-
edge-packets” and it is more than just the artifacts we know as 
data and information. It includes the house, the hug, the thought, 
the toilet paper and the myriad of artifacts humans make and use 
by mixing what they know with earth material. The recommenda-
tion that the society should invest more in knowledge economy 
is a partial view in that, it does not recognize that the only place 
for human to exist is the world of knowledge-packets. There is 
nowhere else for the human.

Finally, the societal capability sharing system is managed based 
on “manager-managed duality.” In all times and in every society, 
without exception, the societal capability sharing system is built 
on the basis of manager-managed duality, where a small group of 
“managers” manage the affairs of the masses of “managed.” Thus 
the CEO manages the workers in the business, the teacher manages 
the students in the classroom, and the President manages the citi-
zens in the nation. Humankind knows of no other way of managing 
the society’s shared capabilities. Both the managers and managed 
must share their capabilities symbiotically in order to keep the so-
cietal capability sharing system optimal [96]. Therefore, the notion 
that the implementation and maintenance of the societal capability 
sharing system rests on the shoulders of the policymaker (the man-
ager) is false. In rests on shoulders of both the manager and the 
managed. Both the manager and the managed must actively work 
to keep the manager-managed duality functional and optimal. This 
is true whether the life-complex is the business world, the political 
structure, the education system, the psychology community, or any 
other.

J Huma Soci Scie, 2021 www.opastonline.com          Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 176



References
1. Hill LA (2017) Disrupting the Trajectory: Representing Dis-

abled African American Boys in a System Designed to Send 
Them To Prison. Fordham Urban Law Journal 45: 201-239.

2. Menon ME, Markadjis E, Theodoropoulos N, Socratous M 
(2017) Influences on the intention to enter higher education: 
the importance of expected returns. Journal of Further and 
Higher Education 41: 831-843.

3. Goral T (2018) Time to flunk failure. District Administration 
54: 12-14.

4. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway, chapter 2.

5. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 12-14.

6. Jonesburg H (1992) The Waste Streams of Ignorance. Dayton: 
Les Livres, chapter 1.

7. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 78.

8. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 74-75.

9. Trope Y, Liberman N (2010) Construal-Level Theory of Psy-
chological Distance. Psychological Review 117: 440-463.

10. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 47.

11. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 72-73.

12. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 140-141.

13. Kwiatkowski R, Duncan DC, Shimmin S (2006) What have 
we forgotten – and why? Journal of Occupational and Organi-
zational Psychology 79: 183-201.

14. Richards G (1996) Putting psychology in its place: An in-
troduction from a critical psychology perspective. London: 
Routledge.

15. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 59-60.

16. Krstić P (2016) Three Naive Questions: Addressed to the 
Modern Educational Optimism. Studies in Philosophy and 
Education 35: 129-144.

17. Krstić P (2016) Three Naive Questions: Addressed to the 
Modern Educational Optimism. Studies in Philosophy and 
Education 35: 129-144.

18. Aristotle (1984) Metaphysics. In: Complete works of Aristo-
tle (Vol. 2). Barnes J, editor. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press 983b: 11-19.

19. Aristotle (1984) Metaphysics. In: Complete works of Aristo-
tle (Vol. 2). Barnes J, editor. Princeton: Princeton University 
Press 982b: 17-25.

20. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Choice Maker. Bloomington: Arch-
way, chapters 3 and 4.

21. Eneroth B (2008) Knowledge, Sentience and Receptivity: a 
paradigm of lifelong learning. European Journal of Education 
43: 229-240.

22. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 78-79.

23. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Choice Maker. Bloomington: Arch-
way.

24. Krstić P (2016) Three Naive Questions: Addressed to the 
Modern Educational Optimism. Studies in Philosophy and 
Education 35: 129-144.

25. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Choice Maker. Bloomington: Arch-
way p. 6-7.

26. Krstić P (2016) Three Naive Questions: Addressed to the 
Modern Educational Optimism. Studies in Philosophy and 
Education 35: 129-144.

27. Nietzsche F (1992) Beyond Good and Evil. In: Basic writings 
of Nietzsche. Kaufmann W, editor and translator. New York: 
Modern Library p. 199.

28. Roberts J, Armitage J (2008) The Ignorance Economy. Pro-
metheus 26: 335-354.

29. Whooley O (2019) Introduction. In: On the Heels of Igno-
rance: Psychiatry and the Politics of Not Knowing. Whooley 
O, editor. Chicago: University of Chicago Press p. 9. 

30. Doyle D (2020) On the Heels of Ignorance: Psychiatry and the 
Politics of Not Knowing. Journal of the History of the Behav-
ioral Sciences 56: 64-65.

31. Whooley O (2019) Introduction. In: On the Heels of Igno-
rance: Psychiatry and the Politics of Not Knowing. Whooley 
O, editor. Chicago: University of Chicago Press p. 27. 

32. Hall KQ (2012) “Not Much to Praise in Such Seeking and 
Finding”: Evolutionary Psychology, the Biological Turn in the 
Humanities, and the Epistemology of Ignorance. Hypatia 27: 
29-49.

33. Horkheimer M (1972) The social function of philosophy. In 
Critical theory: Selected essays. O’Connell MJ, et al., transla-
tors. New York: Seabury Press.

34. Russell B (1959) The value of philosophy. In The problems of 
philosophy. New York: Oxford University Press.

35. Oyama S (2000) Evolution’s eye: A system’s view of the bi-
ology-culture divide. Durham, N.C., and London: Duke Uni-
versity Press.

36. Oyama S (2000) Evolution’s eye: A system’s view of the bi-
ology-culture divide. Durham, N.C., and London: Duke Uni-
versity Press p. 176.

37. Engelbrecht H-J (2009) Pathological Knowledge-Based 
Economies: Towards a Knowledge-Based Economy Perspec-
tive on the Current Crisis. Prometheus 27: 403-414.

38. Smith A (1998 [1776]) The Wealth of Nations. Cannan E, ed-
itor. New York: Bantam p. 987.

39. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-
ton: Archway p. 48-50.

40. Smith A (1982) Lectures on Jurisprudence. Liberty Classics 
p. 340.

41. Frankfurt HG (2005) On Bullshit. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press p. 63.

42. Lewis S, Holloway J (2018) Datafying the teaching ‘profes-
sion’: remaking the professional teacher in the image of data. 
Cambridge Journal of Education.

43. Lycett M (2013) ‘Datafication’: Making sense of (big) data in 
a complex world. European Journal of Information Systems 
22: 381-386.

44. Mayer-Schönberger V, Cukier K (2013) Big data: A revolu-
tion that will transform how we live, work and think. New 
York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

45. Williamson B, Bayne S, Shay S (2020) The datafication of 
teaching in Higher Education: critical issues and perspectives. 
Teaching in Higher Education 25: 351-365.

46. Piattoeva N, Boden R (2020) Escaping Numbers? The Ambi-
guities of the Governance of Education Through Data. Inter-
national Studies in Sociology of Education.

J Huma Soci Scie, 2021 www.opastonline.com          Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 177



47. Connell R (2019) The Good University: What Universities 
Actually Do and Why It’s Time for Radical Change. Mel-
bourne: Monash University Press.

48. Biesta GJJ (2010) Why ‘what works’ still won’t work: From 
evidence-based education to value-based education. Studies 
in Philosophy and Education 29: 491-503.

49. Malone A, Hogan P (2020) Evidence and its consequences in 
educational research. British Educational Research Journal 
46: 265-280.

50. Saltmarsh S (2009) Haunting concepts in social research. Dis-
course: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education 30: 539-
546.

51. Derrida J (1994) Spectres of Marx: The state of debt, the work 
of mourning, and the new international. Kamuf P, Translator. 
New York: Routledge.

52. Robinson DN (2013) Historiography in psychology: A note 
on ignorance. Theory & Psychology 23: 819-828.

53. Petit, JRJouzel, JRaynaud, DBarkov, NIBarnola, JM et al. 
(1999) Climate and atmospheric history of the past 420,000 
years from the Vostok ice core, Antarctica. Nature 399: 429-
436.

54. EPICA community members (2004) Eight glacial cycles from 
an Antarctic ice core. Nature 429: 623-628.

55. Paillard D (2015) Quaternary glaciations: from observations 
to theories. Quaternary Science Reviews 107: 11-24.

56. Goldthwait RP (2013) Scenes in Ohio during the Last Ice Age. 
Ohio Journal of Science 111: 2-17 https://kb.osu.edu/dspace/
bitstream/handle/1811/4623/V59N04_193.pdf?sequence.

57. Polkinghorne J, Welker M, editors (2000) The end of the 
world and the ends of god: science and theology on eschatol-
ogy. Harrisburg: Trinity Press International.

58. Bar-Yosef O (1989) The Natufian Culture in the Levant, 
Threshold to the Origins of Agriculture. Evolutionary Anthro-
pology Issues, News, and Reviews 6: 159-177.

59. Bar-Yosef O, Belfer-Cohen A (1989) The origins of sedentism 
and farming communities in the Levant. Journal of World Pre-
history 3: 447-498.

60. Henry DO (1989) From Foraging to Agriculture: The Levant 
at the End of the Ice Age. Philadelphia: University of Penn-
sylvania Press.

61. Bar-Yosef O, Belfer-Cohen A (1992) From foraging to farm-
ing in the Mediterranean Levant. In: Transitions to Agricul-
ture in Prehistory. Gebauer AB, Price TD, editors. Madison: 
Prehistory Press 21-48.

62. Bar-Yosef O, Meadow RH (1995) The origins of agriculture 
in the Near East. In: Last Hunters, First Farmers: New Per-
spectives on the Prehistoric Transition to Agriculture. Geb-
auer AB, Price TD, editors. Santa Fe: School of American 
Research Press 39-94.

63. Barker G (2006) The Agricultural Revolution: Why Did For-
agers Become Farmers? Oxford: Oxford University Press.

64. Bar-Yosef O (2017) Facing climatic hazards: Paleolithic for-
agers and Neolithic farmers. Quaternary International 428: 
64-72.

65. Neil Roberts, Jessie Woodbridge, Andrew Bevan, Alessio Pal-
misano, Stephen!Shennanm et al. (2018) Human responses 
and non-responses to climatic variations during the last Gla-
cial-Interglacial transition in the eastern Mediterranean. Qua-
ternary Science Reviews 184: 47-67.

66. Verhoeven M (2004) Beyond Boundaries: Nature, Culture and 

a Holistic Approach to Domestication in the Levant. Journal 
of World Prehistory 18: 179-282.

67. Herodotus (1920) Books I and II. Godley, A. G. Trans. Wil-
liam Heinemann. Book 2, Chapter 142: 449.

68. Sekanina Z (1997) The problem of split comets revised. As-
tronomy and Astrophysics. 318: L5-L8.

69. Toth I, Lisse CM (2006) On the rotational breakup of come-
tary nuclei and centaurs. Icarus 181: 162-177.

70. Rafizadeh H (2018) The First Rung. Bloomington: Archway.
71. Cho JYK, Polvani, LM (1996) The emergence of jets and vor-

tices in freely evolving, shallow-water turbulence on a sphere. 
Physics of Fluids 8: 1531-1552.

72. Cho JYK, Polvani, LM (1996) The morphogenesis of bands 
and zonal winds in the atmospheres on the giant outer planets. 
Science 273: 335-337.

73. Farrell BF, Ioannou PJ (2008) Formation of Jets by Baroclinic 
Turbulence. Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences 65: 3353-
3375.

74. Rafizadeh HA (2020) Searching for the Logic of Ignoring 
Earth’s Global Physical Conditions. Journal of Humanities 
and Social Sciences 3: 9-19.

75. Angulo AJ, editor (2016) Miseducation: A History of Igno-
rance-Making in America and Abroad. Baltimore: Johns Hop-
kins University Press.

76. Zembylas M (2013) Pedagogies of Hauntology in History Ed-
ucation: Learning to Live with the Ghosts of Disappeared Vic-
tims of War and Dictatorship. Educational Theory 63: 69-86.

77. Chen RH (2015) Pedagogy Without Pedagogy: Dancing with 
Living, Knowing and Morale. Educational Philosophy and 
Theory 47: 688-703.

78. Alexander R (2008) Essays on pedagogy. London: Routledge.
79. Loughran J (2005) Developing a pedagogy of teacher edu-

cation: Understanding teaching and learning about teaching. 
London: Routledge.

80. Dewey J (1991) The School and Society and The Child and 
the Curriculum, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

81. Piaget J (2001) The language and thought of the child. Lon-
don: Routledge.

82. Osborne M, Houston M, Toman N, editors (2007) The ped-
agogy of lifelong learning: Understanding effective teaching 
and learning in diverse contexts. London: Routledge.

83. Vygotsky L (1986) Thought and language. Kozulin A, editor. 
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

84. Bikhchandani S, Hirshleifer D, Welch I (1998) Learning from 
the Behavior of Others: Conformity, Fads, and Informational 
Cascades. Journal of Economic Perspectives 12: 151-170.

85. Hendricks VF (2010) Knowledge Transmissibility and Plu-
ralistic Ignorance: A First Stab. Metaphilosophy 41: 279-291.

86. Rooney D (2015) Knowledge appreciates your generosity: 
exploring a meeting point between knowledge and wisdom. 
Prometheus 33: 395-410.

87. Foray D (2004) Economics of Knowledge. Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press.

88. Varela F, Thompson E, Rosch E (1997) The Embodied Mind: 
Cognitive Science and Human Experience. Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press.

89. Walton S (2004) Humanity: An Emotional History. London: 
Atlantic Books.

90. Berger P, Luckmann T (1966) The Social Construction of Re-
ality: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge. New York: 

J Huma Soci Scie, 2021 www.opastonline.com          Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 178



Doubleday.
91. McCarthy E (1996) Knowledge as Culture: The New Sociol-

ogy of Knowledge. London: Routledge.
92. Gambrill ED (2000) Honest Brokering of Knowledge and Ig-

norance, Journal of Social Work Education 36: 387-397.
93. Polanyi M (1967) The Tacit Dimension. Garden City, NY: An-

chor Books.
94. Von Krogh G, Ichijo K, Nonaka I (2000) Enabling Knowledge 

Creation: How to Unlock the Mystery of Tacit Knowledge and 
Release the Power of Innovation. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.

95. Ray T (2009) ‘Rethinking Polanyi’s concept of tacit knowl-
edge: from personal knowing to imagined institutions’. Min-

erva 47: 75-92.
96. Rafizadeh H (2018) The Sucker Punch of Sharing. Blooming-

ton: Archway pp. 170-193.
97. Kuhn T (1962) The structure of scientific revolutions. Chica-

go: Chicago University Press.
98. Dawes G (2016) Galileo and the Conflict between Religion 

and Science. London & New York: Routledge.
99. De Langhe R (2014) A comparison of two models of scientific 

progress. Studies in History and Philosophy of Science 46: 
94-99.

100. Philipse H (2012) God in the Age of Science? A Critique of 
Religious Reason. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Copyright: ©2021 Hamid A Rafizadeh. This is an open-access article 
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, 
which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any 
medium, provided the original author and source are credited.

J Huma Soci Scie, 2021 www.opastonline.com          Volume 4 | Issue 1 | 179


