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Opening
Somewhere beyond the familiar maps, there is an island whose 
inhabitants do not claim to have found the perfect society.
They say only this:

“We  have  stopped  confusing  order  with  justice,  wealth 
with value, obedience with integration, and peace with the 
absence of contradiction.”

This island is not called Utopia.
It is called Nootopia because there a society is judged not by its 
monuments,  armies,  laws,  or wealth, but by the way it  helps 
people’s  thinking  move  through  contradictions  without 
destroying itself.
Travelers who arrive there are disappointed at first.
They expect to see a perfect city,  wise inhabitants,  admirable 
institutions, disciplined children, radiant elders, fair markets, 
peaceful temples, and reasonable assemblies.
They discover something else.
They discover a society full of tensions.
The Nootopians quarrel.
They doubt.
They fail.
They make mistakes.
They contradict themselves.
They sometimes hurt one another.
They are afraid, like other peoples.
They desire, like other peoples.
They can lie, flee, justify themselves, retreat into their role, or 
seek to dominate.
But they have built their entire city around a strange principle:
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“A  contradiction  acknowledged  is  better  than  a  false 
harmony.”

For  them,  the  first  lesson  is  not  learning  to  give  the  right 
answer.
It is to learn to say:

“Here is what I think first.”
Children learn very early to formulate their initial claim.
A child may say:

“I want to keep everything for myself.”
They are not immediately told:

“You are selfish.”
Instead, they are asked:

“What are you trying to protect?”
Then:

“What  happens  if  everyone  keeps  everything  for 
themselves?”

Then:
“What would you lose if you shared?”

Then:
“What would the bond gain if you agreed to give a share?”

In  this  way,  the  child  does  not  learn  morality  as  a  list  of 
prohibitions.
The child learns that their desire contains a partial truth, but 
that it must encounter the desires of others, real cost, limits, 
relationship, and action.
Among the Nootopians, they do not say:

“A good citizen obeys.”
They say:
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“A citizen begins to become free when they can recognize 
what their desire does not yet contain.”

The traveler  who recounts  these customs did not understand 
them at once. He himself had learned to measure societies by 
simpler  signs:  average  wealth,  military  power,  institutional 
stability, number of schools, lifespan, administrative efficiency. 
The Nootopians scorned none of these indicators. They simply 
refused to let any one indicator become a complete answer.
Upon his arrival, he was asked to choose a dispute from his own 
country that he knew well. He spoke of housing. He explained 
that  some  called  for  more  construction,  others  for  greater 
protection of the land; some wanted lower prices, others wanted 
to defend the savings accumulated in property. He expected to 
be told which policy was just.
The woman assigned to welcome him drew four columns on a 
table: needs, constraints, powers, costs. Then she asked: “Who 
lacks  a  roof?  Who  owns  what?  What  cannot  be  produced 
immediately? Who pays when prices rise? Who pays when they 
fall?  What  land  disappears  if  we  build?  What  rights  become 
fictitious if no one can exercise them?”
The  traveler  found  the  method  frustrating.  It  gave  him  no 
camp to join. It merely took away the ease of confusing one 
camp with the whole of reality.
That is how one enters Nootopia. Not through admiration, but 
through  a  slight  loss  of  balance.  Its  inhabitants  do  not  ask 
visitors to abandon their values. They ask them to expose those 
values to the conditions under which they would have to take 
form in reality.
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Work
In most countries, work is presented as a necessity, a source of 
dignity, an achievement, or a punishment.
In Nootopia, work is questioned first.
Every occupation must publicly answer four questions:
What do you produce?
Who does it actually serve?
What cost do you hide?
What part of the human being do you develop or destroy?
An occupation can be useful without being integrative.
Work can feed the body and impoverish the soul.
It can give someone a place in society while taking away all 
sense of presence.
It can pay for the home and destroy one’s relationship to time.
It can produce a great deal and embody nothing.
The Nootopians do not look down on necessary occupations.
They know that every society must clean, build, care, cultivate, 
repair, transport, organize, keep accounts, and protect.
But there is one thing they refuse:
that work should be declared worthy solely because it keeps the 
social machine running.
In  their  assemblies,  one  may  hear  a  craftsperson  say  to  a 
minister:

“Your work is more honored than mine, but mine leaves a 
visible trace in reality. Does yours produce integration, or 
only speeches that protect power?”

And the minister is not allowed to answer by invoking rank.
The minister must prove it through action.
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Nootopian workplaces therefore post fewer slogans and more 
reports on dependency. On the wall of a bakery, one can read 
how many people work at night, where the flour comes from, 
what share of the price pays for energy, how much is thrown 
away,  and  which  tasks  no  one  wants  to  perform.  In  a  care 
center, they post not only the number of patients received, but 
also the average amount of time a caregiver can actually remain 
with them.
One day the traveler asked why a society so attentive to costs 
still  kept  arduous  tasks.  A  mason  replied:  “Because  no 
philosophy  carries  the  stones  for  us.”  Then  he  added:  “The 
question is not to make what is necessary disappear by decree. It 
is to know who does it, for how long, with what protection, 
what  recognition,  and  whether  we  are  genuinely  trying  to 
reduce whatever can be reduced.”
The hardest tasks are therefore subject to a particular rule: the 
more  necessary  and  undesirable  an  activity  is,  the  more  the 
community  must  make  visible  how  it  is  distributed.  A 
profession  cannot  indefinitely  let  society  avoid  an  unwanted 
task by paying low wages to a dependent group to do it. When a 
task cannot be automated, simplified, or eliminated, it must be 
shared more fairly or better compensated.
This  rule  produces  conflicts.  The  most  highly  qualified 
sometimes  protest  that  they  spent  years  learning  their 
profession.  Others  reply  that  expertise  justifies  a  role,  not  an 
absolute exemption from common life. The decision does not 
always  favor  perfect  rotation.  A  surgeon  does  not  leave  an 
operation to clean a street in the name of abstract equality. But 
neither can the hospital treat cleaning as something outside the 
dignity of care.
Thus  the  question  of  work  always  returns  to  another:  what 
dependency does our comfort make invisible?
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Time and Giving Freely
Nootopia also measures work by what it leaves outside itself. A 
society  can reduce  official  working hours  and fill  every  hour 
that  is  freed  with  procedures,  evaluations,  personal 
optimization,  and  compulsory  consumption.  Its  inhabitants 
therefore speak of available time rather than simply free time.
Available  time  is  time  that  has  not  already  been  assigned  a 
prescribed  function.  It  may  become  rest,  care,  learning, 
celebration,  solitude,  or  useless  activity.  The  Nootopians 
discovered  that  this  apparent  uselessness  protects  something 
essential: the possibility that not all of existence be judged by 
what it produces.
For a long time, a debate opposed those who wanted all socially 
useful  activities  to  be  paid  and  those  who  feared  that  such 
recognition would turn every gesture into an accounting entry. 
If  looking  after  a  neighbor’s  child,  preparing  a  celebration, 
visiting an older person, or tending a common garden always 
yields a unit of value, the city risks colonizing precisely what it 
wanted to recognize.
They therefore chose to guarantee the material conditions of 
existence without requiring every contribution to be converted 
into wages. Some tasks remain paid because they require regular 
commitment,  qualifications,  or  constraint.  Others  belong to 
non-market  reciprocity  and  must  not  become  a  miniature 
market.
The traveler asked how they prevented freeloaders. He was told 
that  there  were  some,  as  everywhere.  But  a  society  that 
organizes its whole life around fear of the person who might 
give less can end up making everyone pay for surveillance that 
costs more than the abuse it was meant to prevent.
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Giving freely in Nootopia therefore does not mean there are no 
limits. It means preserving spaces where an act does not need to 
prove its profitability immediately.
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Money
The Nootopians did not abolish money out of pure virtue.
They first observed it.
They noticed that money is useful when it enables exchange, 
planning for the future, autonomy, and measurement.
But  they  also  saw  that  it  becomes  disintegrative  when  it  is 
turned into proof of human worth.
They say:

“Money  measures  certain  capacities  for  exchange.  It 
measures  neither  dignity,  nor  truth,  nor  the  degree  of 
integration of a life.”

In schools, children study past societies in which the rich were 
believed  to  be  more  intelligent,  more  deserving,  or  more 
accomplished simply because they possessed more.
At first, the children laugh.
Then their teachers tell them:

“Do not laugh too quickly. You too will look for an external 
sign so that you do not have to look at your true worth.”

Then they stop laughing.
For Nootopian education is never used only to criticize earlier 
peoples.
It always brings the contradiction back to the person who is 
listening.
Money therefore still exists in Nootopia, but it has lost several 
symbolic rights. It cannot buy an additional political vote. It 
grants  no  privilege  of  access  to  justice.  It  cannot  be  used  to 
hoard without limit resources whose scarcity directly deprives 
others of an essential condition.
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This has not eliminated envy. Some still want a larger house, 
more journeys, rare objects.  The Nootopians do not claim to 
have rooted out social comparison. They have merely decided 
that the desire for distinction must publicly confront its cost 
when that cost becomes collective.
A  very  wealthy  man  explained  to  the  traveler  that  he  had 
created several technologies that saved a great deal of labor. He 
considered it legitimate to keep a large share of the profits. No 
one told him that he had to be poor in order to be just. Instead,  
the assembly asked what his fortune now allowed him to decide 
for  others:  to  buy  land,  shape  the  direction  of  companies, 
finance  campaigns,  make  workers  dependent  on  his  choices. 
The question was  no  longer  only  how much he  owned,  but 
what social power was being concentrated in that ownership.
Inheritance is subjected to the same question. The Nootopians 
accept  that  parents  may  pass  on  objects,  memories,  and  a 
reasonable degree of security. They refuse to let birth become a 
lasting license for economic command. Inheritance is therefore 
limited when its concentration would produce disproportionate 
power over the living conditions of others.
This  rule  is  not  regarded  as  a  perfect  solution.  Some find it 
intrusive;  others  insufficient.  But  it  serves  as  a  reminder that 
money becomes dangerous when it buys not only things, but 
the power to determine other people’s lot.
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Housing and the Commons
The traveler noticed that Nootopian houses were very different. 
Some were individual, others collective; some old and narrow, 
others open around shared courtyards. He asked which model 
the city had chosen.
He  was  told:  “None.  We  chose  a  limit:  no  one  may  deprive 
another person of basic housing on an ongoing basis in order to 
turn that deprivation into a source of rent.”
Housing is regarded first as a use, and only then as an asset. This 
forbids  neither  privacy  nor the  stability  of  a  home.  What  it 
forbids  is  allowing  the  accumulation  of  empty  dwellings  to 
become  a  way  of  making  others  pay  for  their  need  to  have 
somewhere to live.
Land, water, energy networks, certain infrastructures, and part 
of  the  cultivable  land  are  administered  as  commons.  A 
common is not the absence of rules. On the contrary, it requires 
more  explicit  rules  because  no  sovereign  owner  can  decide 
alone.
A  river  may  be  used  by  farmers,  residents,  craftspeople,  and 
ecosystems that no one owns. Every use creates rights, but also 
limits.  Whoever  draws  water  upstream must  take  account  of 
whoever drinks downstream. Whoever builds near a shoreline 
must take account of the erosion they displace. Whoever wants 
to preserve every parcel untouched must also take account of the 
real needs of those who have nowhere to live.
Nootopian commons are therefore places of organized conflict. 
They remind people that sharing does not abolish scarcity. It 
prevents a single position from turning common scarcity into 
private power.
The traveler visited a district built around an old factory. The 
apartments belonged neither to a single owner nor separately to 
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each family. The walls, gardens, shared workshops, and part of 
the housing were governed by a cooperative organized around 
use rights. Each household had a stable right to live there; none 
could sell that right as a speculative asset. The traveler found the 
system  appealing  until  the  evening  when  an  assembly  split 
bitterly over a large family asking for two additional rooms.
Some argued that the available space should go first to those 
with the greatest needs. Others replied that several people living 
alone had occupied the same homes for twenty years and that 
their  stability  could  not  be  turned  into  a  fault.  An  elderly 
woman said: “If you tell me that my apartment belongs to the 
common,  I  understand.  But  if  the  common means  that  my 
security can be reopened for debate every time a greater need 
appears,  then  I  no  longer  have  a  home;  I  have  a  revocable 
permission.”
The discussion lasted three weeks. It forced the inhabitants to 
distinguish  the  right  of  use,  existential  security,  the  fair 
distribution of a scarce resource, and the possibility of gradually 
adapting the  built  environment.  In the  end,  they  refused to 
evict the elderly woman and funded the conversion of an empty 
workshop into additional housing. The choice was more costly 
than simple immediate redistribution. That was precisely what 
they wanted to make visible: the common must not become the 
noble  name  under  which  a  majority  can  exercise  unlimited 
control over the material lives of a minority.
The case  became famous  because  it  revealed  a  difficulty  that 
slogans about the commons easily conceal. A common resource 
must  be  administered,  and  administering  sometimes  means 
refusing a use, setting a priority, accepting a wait, or imposing a 
limit.  The  question  is  therefore  not  only  “who  owns  the 
resource?” but “who may alter the conditions of use, by what 
procedure, and with what protections for those whose existence 
depends on that stability?”
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The  Nootopians  also  learned  that  the  absence  of  speculative 
ownership did not abolish residential  prestige.  Some districts 
became desirable because of their beauty, proximity to the sea, 
or  the quality of  their  schools.  Families  discreetly  exchanged 
favors to obtain a place. Local officials were accused of favoring 
relatives.  The  city  had  to  build  procedures  for  lotteries, 
transparency, and priority, without pretending that no injustice 
would reappear in another form.
The traveler then understood why the inhabitants speak less of 
“just property” than of “livable dependence.” A home is more 
than an object  to  be  allocated.  It  is  the  place  from which a 
person sleeps, loves,  cares for themselves,  raises a child, keeps 
memories, and can close a door. A politics of the commons that 
forgot this intimacy would reproduce violence in the very name 
of solidarity.
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Politics
Among the Nootopians, no party has the right to present itself 
as the camp of integration.
This rule was written after a civil war.
At that time, one party said:

“We represent order.”
Another said:

“We represent justice.”
A third said:

“We represent freedom.”
A fourth said:

“We represent the people.”
Each party was partly right.
And each one lied as soon as it claimed to be the only one that 
stood for the whole common good.
Since then, every political proposal must state:
the value it protects;
the contradiction it encounters;
the real cost it accepts;
the real cost it risks shifting elsewhere;
the action that will put its promise to the test;
the conditions under which it may be revised.
A speaker  who promises  security  must  explain how they will 
avoid destroying freedom.
A speaker who promises equality must explain how they will 
avoid crushing responsibility.
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A speaker who promises freedom must explain how they will 
avoid abandoning the weakest.
A speaker who promises tradition must explain how they will 
avoid sanctifying injustice.
A speaker who promises progress  must explain how they will 
avoid destroying what ought to have been passed on.
As a result, speeches are less brilliant than elsewhere.
But they are harder to fake.
Nootopian  assemblies  are  not  calm.  The  traveler  was  even 
surprised  by  their  roughness.  Speakers  are  sometimes 
interrupted,  people  sigh,  and  old  decisions  are  revisited.  But 
several  mechanisms  keep  rhetorical  force  from  too  easily 
becoming political power.
Every  coordinating  function  has  a  duration,  a  scope,  and  a 
procedure for removal. Meeting records are accessible. Urgent 
decisions  taken by a  small  group must  be  reviewed once the 
emergency has  passed.  People  who hold decisive  information 
are required to ensure that it can be passed on.
Above all, the Nootopians keep a register of invisible powers. It 
records not only official functions, but also the people whose 
presence  regularly  weighs  on  decisions:  founders,  experts, 
influential families,  owners of infrastructure, widely followed 
public figures. Being listed is not an accusation. It marks a place 
where collective freedom must look more closely.
One day, an old activist protested: “I hold no title. How could I 
have  power?”  A young woman replied:  “When you leave  the 
room, everyone waits for you to return before deciding. That is 
a fact before it is a judgment.”
He became angry. Then he asked for his name to remain on the 
register.
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The Nootopians thus know that abolishing titles is not enough 
to  abolish  asymmetries.  A  free  society  can  produce  its  own 
notables,  its  own  untouchable  experts,  its  own  habits  of 
obedience.  That is  why politics  is  never treated as  a  problem 
solved by having the right constitution. It remains a practice of 
making power visible.
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Family
The  Nootopians  do  not  regard  the  family  as  naturally 
integrated.
They say:

“The family is the first setting for care, but also the first 
place where conditioning can take hold.”

It is where one learns about love, language, the body, trust, and 
limits.
But it can also be where one learns fear, shame, a role, silence, 
infinite debt, and obedience disguised as loyalty.
That  is  why,  upon  reaching  adulthood,  every  citizen  goes 
through a ritual called the second birth.
It is not about disowning one’s parents.
It is about answering three questions:
What have I received?
What have I repeated without choosing it?
What do I want to pass on once I have integrated it?
Many people weep during this ritual.
Not because they discover that their parents were bad.
But because they discover that love can pass on what remains 
unintegrated.
And that loving someone is not enough to avoid conditioning 
them.
The second birth does not always bring peace to families. It can 
even open conflicts that the old silence had contained. A son 
may discover that he no longer wants to take over the family 
workshop. A daughter may refuse the caregiving role assigned 
to her since childhood. Parents may hear as rejection what, for 
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their child, is an attempt to become responsible for their own 
life.
The Nootopians have therefore learned to distinguish gratitude 
from infinite  debt.  Receiving a  great  deal  does  not  oblige  a 
person to  become what  the  giver  had planned.  Caring for  a 
child creates responsibilities for the parent; it does not create a 
deferred ownership claim over the adult that child will become.
This  idea  becomes  more  difficult  when  real  dependency  is 
involved. An aging parent may need their children. A disabled 
child may need people close to them for a long time. The city 
does  not  claim  to  resolve  the  tension  by  simply  declaring 
everyone autonomous. It builds support networks so that love is 
not transformed into a solitary obligation.
The  traveler  visited  a  house  where  four  older  people,  two 
students,  and a mother with her child lived together.  It  was 
neither a family in the old sense nor a care facility. Each person 
had a room, clear rights, and the possibility of leaving. Meals 
were  often  shared.  Tasks  were  discussed.  Bonds  had  formed 
without becoming obligations imposed by kinship.

“We do not replace families,” one resident told him. “We 
merely prevent them from being the only ones expected to 
carry what no individual can carry alone.”
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Care
Care is one of the activities Nootopia scrutinizes most closely, 
because  it  contains  a  particular  contradiction:  helping  easily 
gives power over the person who needs help.
In  care  homes,  a  sentence  is  written  above  the  doors: 
“Vulnerability does not erase a person’s voice.” A sick person 
may be dependent without becoming an object. A person who 
is  confused  may  require  protection  without  every  preference 
being treated as nonexistent. A caregiver may know more about 
the body without knowing more about all the aims that shape 
the life of the person they support.
Difficult  decisions  are  therefore  broken  down  as  much  as 
possible  into  what  belongs  to  diagnosis,  risk,  preference, 
family, and collective cost. This sometimes slows decisions. But 
it  prevents  specialized knowledge from silently  absorbing all 
the other criteria.
Care  is  also  distributed  as  a  political  responsibility.  Society 
counts  the  time devoted  to  children,  dependent  people,  sick 
loved ones, and domestic tasks. This time is not treated as a free 
resource naturally supplied by certain people.
The  Nootopians  have  not,  however,  eliminated  exhaustion. 
There are still loved ones who give too much, professionals who 
protect  themselves  through distance,  and families  who make 
those who ask for relief feel guilty. The difference is that these 
tensions  can  be  named  as  collective  problems  rather  than 
private failings.
Freedom, they say, is not measured only by the possibility of 
needing no one. It is also measured by the possibility of needing 
others without losing one’s dignity.
In a care home, the traveler met Lio, a man with an illness that 
was gradually limiting his movements. The teams knew that he 
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would  soon  need  help  with  almost  every  daily  action.  They 
offered him a highly protective arrangement: regular schedules, 
nighttime  monitoring,  a  controlled  diet,  and  continuous 
support. Lio replied that he preferred to run greater risks and 
keep hours when no one would enter his home.
The caregivers were divided. Some had seen too many avoidable 
accidents to accept what they regarded as recklessness. Others 
pointed out that a life made safe against the will of the person 
living it can become a form of dispossession. The question was 
not  abstract:  if  Lio  fell  while  alone,  a  team  would  have  to 
intervene;  if  he  refused  certain  forms  of  care,  his  condition 
could  deteriorate  faster;  if  the  community  guaranteed  his 
autonomy, it also assumed part of the cost of his choices.
Together they developed a revisable risk-acceptance agreement. 
Lio chose the dangers he accepted, those he asked for help in 
reducing, and those he did not yet understand. The caregivers 
were able to record their disagreements without turning their 
expertise  into  sovereignty.  The  procedure  did  not  abolish 
uncertainty.  It  merely  prevented a  decision made entirely  in 
place of the person who would have to live it from being called 
“care.”
The Nootopians nevertheless distrust the word autonomy when 
it becomes an excuse for abandoning someone. A person may 
say “leave me alone” because they genuinely do not want help; 
they may also say it because they are ashamed of costing others, 
because they believe they deserve nothing, or because they have 
learned that asking eventually gives someone power over them. 
Care therefore consists neither in simply respecting the initial 
statement nor in correcting it. It seeks to make possible a voice 
that has not already been crushed by dependency.
This  difficulty  became  more  visible  when  the  city  faced  a 
shortage of staff. Officials then proposed concentrating visits on 
strictly  medical  procedures.  Families  protested:  helping 
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someone eat is  not merely a matter of delivering a tray, and 
supporting  an  older  person  cannot  be  measured  entirely  in 
minutes of procedure. But increasing the time spent with people 
meant moving workers away from other functions and funding 
more training.
The crisis forced Nootopia to face what it had long proclaimed: 
care  is  an  infrastructure,  and  every  infrastructure  consumes 
human time. That time can be socialized, shared, supported by 
tools, and some of its burdens reduced; it cannot be abolished 
by invoking a value. The cost of care therefore had to appear in 
the public budget as a condition of collective freedom, not as a 
compassionate add-on.
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Love and Relationships
The  Nootopians  refuse  to  treat  love  as  an  entirely  private 
domain, not because they want to manage it, but because they 
know that power can run very deep in intimate relationships.
No single form of intimate partnership is imposed. Some people 
live in long-term couples, others alone, and others in broader 
arrangements. The common rule concerns the form less than 
the  real  possibility  of  consent,  of  leaving,  and  of  taking 
responsibility  for  people  made  dependent  by  the  group’s 
choices.
Jealousy is neither glorified as proof of love nor condemned as a 
shameful relic. It is treated as an experience to be mapped: fear 
of  loss,  need  for  recognition,  desire  for  control,  genuine 
attachment. Its existence does not automatically confer a right 
over the other person. Denying it does not make it disappear.
Breakups are accompanied by basic safeguards when children, 
debts,  or  shared  housing  make  the  separation  materially 
unequal.  The city has learned that a merely legal freedom to 
leave can be illusory if one partner simultaneously loses their 
home, income, and care network.
But  it  also  refuses  to  turn  every  difficult  relationship  into  a 
public  case.  An  integrative  society  must  know  when  not  to 
intervene.  People  can ask  for  help  without  having to  expose 
their entire private lives to the community.

“Love is not proven by the absence of conflict,” an older 
Nootopian woman told the traveler. “Sometimes it shows in 
the  way  two  people  refuse  to  turn  their  fear  into 
ownership.”

At first, the traveler thought the Nootopians had turned love 
into  a  permanent  seminar.  They  readily  spoke  of  consent, 
attachment,  dependency,  jealousy,  the  division  of  tasks,  and 
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personal boundaries. Then he met Mira and Sen, who had lived 
together  for  fifteen years  and no longer  knew whether  they 
wanted to continue.
Mira  said,  “I  love  him,  but  I  no longer  want  to  handle  the 
organization of our life by myself.” Sen replied, “I do what I 
can, but every discussion becomes proof that I am inadequate.” 
Each had a coherent map. Each could cite facts. Each had also 
constructed a way of describing the other that protected their 
own exhaustion.
The mediator  did not  immediately  ask  whether  they  should 
separate.  He asked them to describe a  real  week:  who thinks 
about groceries, who makes appointments, who interrupts work 
when a child is sick, who initiates gestures of tenderness, who 
asks for time alone, and who bears which costs when the other 
refuses. Love became material again. Several accusations turned 
out to be exaggerated; others proved more serious than they had 
thought.
They decided to try a different division of responsibilities for 
three  months.  It  was  not  romantic.  It  required  calendars, 
refusals, mistakes, and a drop in comfort. Sen discovered that 
taking on a task also means carrying the memory that precedes 
it. Mira discovered that she sometimes corrected the way he did 
what  she  said  she  wanted to delegate  to him.  None of  these 
findings  resolved  the  relationship.  They  merely  prevented 
“love” from becoming a word used to avoid the actions that 
make the relationship livable.
Nootopia also recognizes that some relationships should not be 
integrated;  they  should  be  left.  The  existence  of  a  bond,  a 
history, or an attachment does not create an infinite obligation 
to remain available.  When fear,  coercive control,  or violence 
structure  the  relationship,  protection  and  separation  take 
priority.  The method of contradiction is  not used to ask the 
person at risk to better understand the person harming them.
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That is why the Nootopians reject two symmetrical ideologies: 
one  that  treats  the  couple  as  sacred  to  the  point  that  any 
separation becomes suspect, and one that treats all emotional 
dependency  as  a  weakness  to  be  eliminated.  To  love  means 
accepting that another person can become important without 
giving them ownership of our existence. This tension has no 
final solution; it only has forms that are more or less livable.
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Education
Nootopian schools do not begin by teaching answers.
They structure learning around encounters with contradictions.
A child does not learn geometry by memorizing a formula.
The child is shown a shape.
They are asked to measure it.
They fail.
Only then does the formula appear.
Not as an external command, but as something whose necessity 
has become evident.
The teachers say:

“A rule learned too early becomes a cage. A rule discovered 
at the right moment becomes a key.”

They call this learning through integrative insight.
In music schools, students do not merely count beats.
They walk.
They beat out rhythms.
They sing.
They feel in their bodies what thought alone cannot yet carry.
For the Nootopians believe that knowledge that never makes its 
way into action remains a suspended light.
And a suspended light can dazzle without transforming.
Learning through integrative insight is  not used everywhere. 
Teachers discovered that a rule may also need to be transmitted 
before the student has the means to rediscover it. No one lets a 
child learn that a product is toxic by ingesting it. No one asks 
every generation to rebuild mathematics on its own.
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They therefore corrected their own formula:  “A rule learned 
too early can become a cage; refusing a rule for too long can 
condemn us to needlessly repeating the experience of others.”
This correction became famous because it revealed a limit of 
their  pedagogy.  Integration  does  not  mean  turning  all 
knowledge into personal discovery. It means knowing when to 
transmit,  when to  let  someone  experience,  when to  explain, 
and when to let them find out for themselves.
Examinations were also transformed. One part measures precise 
knowledge. Another asks the student to explain an error they 
corrected. A third tests what they can do without relying on 
school-style language. The results are not added into a single 
grade when the abilities being assessed are too different to be 
honestly aggregated.
The  traveler  found  this  system  less  simple  than  his  own.  A 
teacher replied, “We have stopped mistaking the convenience 
of ranking people for a truth about them.”
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Technology
The  Nootopians  like  technology,  but  they  are  wary  of  the 
phrase: “It’s just a tool.” They believe that every tool reshapes 
possibilities, dependencies, and sometimes power.
So when a new technology is proposed on a large scale, they do 
not ask only whether it works. They ask what it makes easier, 
what it makes scarcer, which skills it causes to disappear, who 
can control it, what kinds of failure it makes possible, and what 
options remain for those who refuse to use it.
Artificial  intelligence  provoked  long-running  disputes.  Some 
wanted  to  use  it  to  map  public  debates,  summarize 
contradictions,  and make thousands of documents accessible. 
Others feared that a machine able to articulate ideas better than 
most citizens would quickly become an invisible authority.
The city adopted a rule: an AI may inform a decision, but it 
may  never  have  sovereign  authority  over  goals,  values,  or 
irreversible  costs.  Any synthesis  it  produces  must  be  open to 
challenge on the basis of the sources. No citizen can be required 
to accept a decision on the grounds that “the system calculated 
it.”
The  traveler  asked  whether  this  rule  guarded  against 
dependence. He was told: “No. A rule does not prevent a habit 
from forming. That is why we must still watch what we stop 
knowing how to do when the tool works well.”
Technologies are therefore judged not only by how well they 
perform, but also by the conditions they create for those who 
come after.
The island’s  greatest  technological  controversy  began with a 
system capable of predicting local shortages from thousands of 
data points:  harvests,  inventories,  purchasing habits,  weather, 
transportation, and public health. The results were remarkable. 
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Several  supply  disruptions  were  avoided.  Before  long,  officials 
proposed using the same system to anticipate social needs, then 
the risk of students dropping out of school, and then domestic 
conflicts.
The progression seemed logical. If prediction had helped with 
grain,  why  not  use  it  for  human  suffering?  A  statistician 
nevertheless  opposed the  project:  “A shipment of  wheat  does 
not change its behavior because it knows how we classify it. A 
person does.”
The  city  then  discovered  that  the  tool  was  not  merely 
observing.  A family flagged as  “at  risk” received more visits. 
Those visits could help; they could also change how neighbors, 
teachers,  and  the  family  itself  interpreted  every  incident.  A 
prediction began to shape what happened to them. The model 
was participating in the reality it claimed merely to describe.
Some  uses  were  retained,  but  three  limits  were  imposed:  no 
secret individual classifications, a right to know which variables 
affect  a  decision,  and  a  prediction  may  not  replace  human 
review when important rights are at stake. These rules made the 
system less efficient. The engineers acknowledged it. The city 
accepted  that  cost  because  it  refused  to  turn  predictive 
advantage into automatic authority.
The  Nootopians  also  use  artificial  intelligence  to  map 
arguments,  translate,  search for inconsistencies,  and simulate 
consequences. Yet they forbid these systems from becoming the 
final arbiters of value conflicts. A machine can show that a plan 
conflicts  with  a  constraint;  it  cannot  make  the  decision  for 
those who will bear the cost of the trade-off.
An old professor summarized the technological rule this way: 
“The more effort a tool saves us, the more carefully we must 
examine what power we hand over with that effort.” He did not 
mean to  condemn machines.  He was  only  reminding people 
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that a society can lose an ability not because anyone forbids it, 
but because it becomes unnecessary until one day no one knows 
how to exercise it anymore.
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The Sages
The Nootopians are deeply wary of sages.
Not because they disdain wisdom.
But because they know that weary peoples are quick to look for 
someone to follow.
Long ago, a man named Selion was nearly elevated to the status 
of a master.
He spoke with unusual clarity.
He knew how to bring hidden contradictions to light.
Young people came from across the island to hear him.
Some began to say:

“Selion sees more clearly than we do. Let us ask him how to 
live.”

So Selion called an assembly.
Everyone thought he was going to found a school.
He said only:

“If you follow me, you betray what I have shown you.”
Then he had these words carved above the door of the place 
where he taught:

“The map is not the crossing.”
Since  that  day,  every  Nootopian  teacher  must  remind  their 
students:

“I can help you see. I cannot live for you.”
After  Selion,  the  city  created  an  unusual  custom:  anyone 
recognized for their wisdom had to take part periodically in an 
assembly  where  others  presented  the  errors,  blind  spots,  or 
unintended  effects  of  their  teaching.  The  purpose  was  not 
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humiliation.  It  was  to  break  the  link  between  prestige  and 
infallibility.
The practice failed several times. Some sages became virtuosos 
of self-criticism and even used their humility as new proof of 
superiority.  The  Nootopians  then  understood  that  no  ritual 
automatically protects against the desire to be followed.
So  they  shifted  their  attention  from  the  character  of  the 
masters to the structures around them: who controls the spaces? 
who decides who gets access? who owns the archives? who can 
challenge them without losing their place? can students leave 
without being treated as traitors?
That is  how their distrust  of gurus became less  psychological 
and  more  institutional.  An  admirable  master  can  be 
surrounded  by  a  dangerous  system;  an  imperfect  master  can 
remain constrained by sound rules.

“Do not ask only whether the sage is good,” the traveler 
was told. “Ask what happens if, tomorrow, he no longer 
is.”
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Social Illness
The Nootopians do not like to say that a society is sick.
They find that statement too easy.
They prefer to ask:

“What does this society make seem normal?”
Because the deepest  forms of  disintegration are often hidden 
inside what a society treats as normal.
A society can make it seem normal to work without meaning.
Normal to speak without listening.
Normal to desire without limit.
Normal to succeed without ever truly living that success.
Normal to laugh at everything so as to feel nothing.
Normal to keep oneself entertained in order to avoid one’s own 
life.
Normal to have an opinion about everything and act on almost 
nothing.
The Nootopians say:

“A society’s illness is revealed not only by its crises, but by 
the forms of life it makes acceptable.”

Yet they always add:
“Someone  who  criticizes  society  is  not  automatically 
healthier than the society they criticize.”

Because they know that rejecting the world can be a form of 
clear-sightedness.
But  it  can  also  be  a  wound,  resentment,  powerlessness,  or  a 
noble way of avoiding action.
This attention to what is treated as normal also changed the 
way they spoke about mental health. The Nootopians refuse to 
diagnose an entire society in medical terms, but they also refuse 
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to treat every form of suffering as an isolated problem within 
an individual.
When many young people say they can no longer concentrate, 
the city does not immediately conclude that they have become 
weak. It also looks at the environment shaping their attention: 
interfaces, work rhythms, advertising, sleep, academic pressure, 
and the spaces available to them. When many workers break 
down,  it  looks  at  organizations  before  simply  handing  out 
advice about resilience.
But the reverse move also exists. A person can invoke “society” 
so that they never have to examine their own actions. An unjust 
structure does not automatically explain every behavior.  Real 
oppression  does  not  exempt  someone  from  responsibility 
toward those who are more vulnerable than they are.
This double demand makes discussion difficult. It rules out two 
comforts: psychologizing everything or politicizing everything.
The Nootopians say: “Let us look for the level that is actually 
producing the problem, and accept that there are often several.”
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Living Beings and Limits
The island  has  forests  that  no  one  is  allowed  to  make  fully 
profitable. Not because nature is declared pure and humanity a 
corrupting force, but because the inhabitants have learned that 
a civilization can destroy the conditions it  depends on while 
improving its short-term accounts.
Every  major  material  decision  must  therefore  state  what  it 
takes, what it renews, what it makes irreversible, and who will 
bear the cost after those making the decision today.
This rule became highly contentious when a rare mineral was 
discovered beneath a valley. The mineral could be used to make 
valuable  medical  and energy equipment.  Extracting it  would 
destroy  a  significant  part  of  an  ecosystem  and  displace  two 
villages.
Defenders  of  the  valley  accused  the  others  of  sacrificing  the 
living  world.  Supporters  of  extraction  accused  them  of 
protecting a landscape at the expense of real human needs. No 
formulation made the two costs comparable in a single unit.
The final decision was to sharply limit extraction, reserve its use 
for certain priority needs, and invest in recycling. No one called 
the  solution  harmonious.  The  displaced  residents  retained  a 
right of appeal, and part of the territory was lost.
The  event  became  an  example  taught  to  children:  an 
integrative decision can still be tragic. Recognizing every cost 
does not make those costs disappear.
The  ecological  limit  became  concrete  when  biologists 
announced that  the  eastern bay  could  no longer  sustain  the 
level of fishing without a lasting collapse. The fishers initially 
challenged the models. Several families had made their living 
from this activity for generations. A severe reduction did not 
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mean only  fewer  fish;  it  meant  idle  boats,  debt,  and a  local 
culture under threat.
City residents replied that tradition gives no one the right to 
destroy  the  conditions  of  its  own  continuity.  The  fishers 
countered that it was easy to defend the bay from jobs that had 
nothing  to  lose.  The  debate  turned  bitter  when  affluent 
residents  continued  consuming  imported  products  that  were 
more destructive than the local catch they wanted to ban.
The contradiction forced the assembly to distinguish among 
several  costs:  actual  ecological  pressure,  families’  economic 
dependence, the cultural value of the occupation, inequalities in 
consumption,  and  the  capacity  to  transition.  A  quota  was 
adopted, but it  was paired with a partial  collective buyout of 
debt, transition income, and the conversion of some boats to 
ecosystem maintenance and marine research.
The  measure  satisfied  no  one.  Some  environmentalists 
considered it too slow; some fishers called it death by design. 
Five  years  later,  the  bay  had  begun  to  recover,  but  several 
villages had lost residents. The official report refused to call the 
policy  “successful”  without  mentioning  that  loss.  Saving  an 
ecosystem had not saved every form of social life that depended 
on it.
Nootopia learned from this case that a limit is not integrative 
merely  because  it  is  ecological.  A limit  can be necessary  and 
unfairly  distributed.  It  can  protect  the  living  world  while 
sacrificing those with the least capacity to adapt. The question 
then  becomes:  how  can  a  real  constraint  be  acknowledged 
without  making  those  who  are  most  dependent  bear  the 
adjustment?
Children now study the bay as a case in which no value achieved 
a complete victory. They learn that some political decisions are 
not choices between good and evil, but between several losses, 
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none  of  which  should  be  hidden  beneath  the  language  of 
progress.
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Laws
Nootopian laws are few in number, but each contains its own 
safeguard.
A  law  that  protects  order  must  state  how  it  will  avoid 
oppression.
A  law  that  protects  freedom  must  state  how  it  will  avoid 
abandonment.
A law that protects truth must state how it will avoid cruelty.
A law that protects peace must state how it will avoid imposed 
silence.
The Nootopians say:

“A law becomes  dangerous  when it  forgets  the  value  it 
sacrifices.”

That  is  why  no  law  can  be  passed  until  its  opponents  have 
articulated the strongest possible contradiction.
Not to prevent a decision.
But to keep the decision from mistaking itself for pure truth.
Every major law also carries a review date. Some expire unless 
someone demonstrates that they are still necessary. Others are 
designed to last but must state the criteria under which they 
could be amended.
This mechanism does not make laws unstable. On the contrary, 
the Nootopians distinguish between the stability of a rule and 
treating  it  as  sacred.  A  rule  can  remain  stable  because  the 
reasons  for  it  remain  sound;  it  does  not  need  to  become 
untouchable in order to be respected.
For thirty years, the city once kept a regulation created after a 
famine.  Conditions had changed, but no one dared repeal it 
because it had become associated with the memory of the dead. 
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During  its  review,  a  historian  said,  “Honoring  those  who 
suffered does not mean reproducing forever the form that arose 
from their suffering.”
The  law  was  changed,  and  its  origin  was  preserved  in  the 
archives.
In this way, memory is not used to forbid revision. It serves to 
keep revision from becoming amnesia.
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Conflict
The Nootopians have not eliminated conflict. What they have 
mostly stopped believing is that conflict, by itself, proves that a 
community has failed.
When two groups are at odds, the first question is not always 
how  to  reconcile  them.  Some  conflicts  involve  genuinely 
incompatible interests.  Others reveal domination that should 
not be reduced to a mere “difference of perspective.”
Mediators therefore follow a rule: do not make positions appear 
artificially symmetrical when they are not. If one person has the 
power to fire the other, if one controls the other’s housing, or if  
one has committed an act of violence, the map must preserve 
that asymmetry.
But  they  also  reject  the  opposite  shortcut:  treating  every 
asymmetry as proof that one side is always right. A person who 
is  dominated  in  one  relationship  can  become  dominant  in 
another.  Someone  who  has  suffered  a  wrong  can  in  turn 
commit a different wrong.
Conflict  thus  becomes  an  exercise  in  separating  things  out: 
what  belongs  to  facts,  values,  power,  wounds,  demands,  and 
nonnegotiable limits?
Sometimes  the  conclusion  is  separation  rather  than 
reconciliation. An integrative society does not impose closeness 
as proof of maturity.
The  most  famous  conflict  in  Nootopia’s  recent  history 
concerned  neither  a  war  nor  a  major  reform.  It  began in  a 
public  square.  Teenagers  played  music  there  late  into  the 
evening. Older residents in the neighboring buildings wanted 
it banned after 10:00 p.m. The young people replied that the 
city’s  spaces  had  gradually  been  made  quiet,  pay-to-use,  or 
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monitored, and that they were then criticized for never taking 
part in city life.
Both sides had good arguments. The right to rest was real. So 
was  the  need for  a  noncommercial  space.  The first  meetings 
failed  because  each side  turned its  own cost  into  a  universal 
principle:  “health requires  quiet”  versus  “a  living city  has  to 
accept noise.”
The assembly then shifted the discussion to conditions. Which 
buildings were most exposed? At what hours was sleep actually 
being disturbed? What other places were available? Who could 
relocate,  and  who  could  not?  Why  did  young  people  have 
almost  no rooms left  that  they could use  without  making a 
reservation?
The  solution was  imperfect:  two  late  evenings  were  allowed, 
acoustic treatment was funded for several building facades, an 
open  room  was  created  in  a  former  depot,  and  the  square 
remained available for spontaneous use on other days until a set 
hour.  Some residents still  found the music  unbearable.  Some 
young people thought the rule was paternalistic.
What interested the Nootopians was not the compromise itself. 
It was the way the conflict had stopped being a struggle between 
moral categories and become an explicit redistribution of costs. 
They  sometimes  call  this  de-escalation  without 
depoliticization:  reducing  hostility  without  pretending  that 
power is no longer at stake in the disagreement.
They  also  know  that  some  conflicts  become  impossible  to 
address  through  symmetrical  discussion.  When  one  group 
controls  property,  force,  information,  or  an  indispensable 
resource, simply asking the parties to “understand one another” 
can  protect  the  existing  asymmetry.  In  such  cases,  mapping 
must  begin  by  making  power  visible  before  asking  for 
reconciliation.
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Justice
For the Nootopians, punishment is not primarily about making 
someone suffer.
But understanding is not the same as excusing.
A judge must distinguish among:
the act;
the thinking at work;
the harm caused;
responsibility;
context;
repetition;
the possibility of repair;
the need for protection.
The judge is not allowed to say:

“This man is bad.”
The judge must say:

“This act caused this harm. It reveals this way of thinking 
at  work.  Society  must  protect  the  victims,  name  the 
responsibility,  and  determine  whether  transformation  is 
possible.”

Some foreigners find this form of justice too lenient.
Others find it too demanding.
Because  it  is  sometimes  easier  to  be  punished  than  to  look 
directly at what one’s act has done in the world.
Protection  sometimes  comes  before  repair.  When  danger 
remains, the Nootopians do not immediately organize a large 
meeting in which everyone expresses their truth. They separate 
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the parties, secure the situation, investigate, and establish what 
can be established.
This rule was written after a serious failure. A community had 
tried to address an act of violence through dialogue too soon. 
The  person  who  had  been  assaulted  found themselves  under 
pressure to forgive in order to preserve the unity of the group. 
The city  acknowledged that  its  pursuit  of  reconciliation had 
produced a new form of violence.
Since  then,  no  one  is  required  to  take  part  in  a  restorative 
process. Repair is not a right the person who caused the harm 
holds over the victim. It is a possibility that depends first on the 
safety and consent of those who were harmed.
Nootopian justice  also  retains  sanctions  and exclusions  when 
necessary. It does not claim that everyone can be reintegrated 
immediately.  It  asks  only  that  any  sanction  be  tied  to  a 
function:  protecting,  limiting,  acknowledging  a  wrong,  or 
preventing  repetition.  Suffering  inflicted  for  its  own  sake  is 
never treated as proof of justice.
The traveler then understood why some foreigners found the 
system both gentle and severe. It removed vengeance as an end, 
but it also stripped away many of the rhetorical escape routes 
available to the person who had caused the harm.
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Foreigners
When a foreigner arrives in Nootopia, the inhabitants do not 
first ask about their country, rank, or religion.
They ask one question:

“What contradiction brought you here?”
For no one goes looking for an unknown island out of simple 
curiosity.
We always travel because an old map is no longer enough.
Some answer:

“I was looking for a better society.”
The Nootopians smile.
Then they ask:

“And what  part  of  the  society  you  criticize  do  you  still 
carry within you?”

It is often at that moment that the traveler truly begins to visit 
the island.
The island is not open without conditions. It has learned that 
welcome can be invoked by those who do not directly bear its 
costs,  and closure  by those  who forget  what  they themselves 
owe to earlier arrivals.
Every debate over the arrival of new residents must therefore 
distinguish  material  capacity,  fundamental  rights,  effects  on 
public  services,  cultural  fear,  economic  needs,  obligations 
toward  people  in  danger,  and  the  actual  distribution  of  the 
burden of welcoming them.
Administrative borders exist, but they do not define a person’s 
moral  worth.  Being  born  on the  island  is  not  treated  as  an 
achievement.
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New  residents  gradually  acquire  the  same  political  rights  as 
everyone else, because the Nootopians consider it dangerous for 
a population to be able to work, pay what is required of them, 
raise their children, and live under laws without being able to 
participate over the long term in shaping those laws.
This policy remains contested. Some call for greater openness; 
others fear the dissolution of what they hold in common. The 
city  does  not  claim to  have  found the  ideal  number  of  new 
arrivals. It has only rejected two lies: that every limit is hatred, 
and that every closure is neutrality.
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Memory
Nootopia  preserves  extensive  archives.  Yet  its  inhabitants 
distrust accounts in which their city always appears to have been 
on the right side.
In the political museum, every major reform has two rooms. 
The first explains the problem it was meant to solve. The second 
presents the costs, mistakes, and exclusions it produced.
The museum recounts the civil war that led to the rule of public 
contradictions,  but  also the abuses  committed by the victors 
after the war. It celebrates the expansion of the commons, but 
also tells of families evicted too harshly during the first land 
reforms.  It  teaches  the  advances  made in collective  care,  but 
also a period when the desire to protect led people to make too 
many decisions for those who were vulnerable.
Children  sometimes  find  this  kind  of  memory  exhausting. 
“Why can’t we simply be proud?” they ask.
Their teachers reply: “You can be proud of a correction. But if 
you  need  your  ancestors  always  to  have  been right,  you  will 
soon stop seeing what they passed down to you that remained 
unintegrated.”
Nootopian  memory  is  therefore  neither  celebration  nor  a 
perpetual trial. It is a store of consequences.
One day, the traveler asked to visit the monument to the civil 
war. He was shown an almost empty square crossed by a long 
crack in the stone. No heroes’ names appeared there. Decisions 
were  engraved  on  the  nearby  walls:  some  courageous,  some 
shameful, some made by people convinced they were protecting 
the city.
The  visitor  was  surprised.  “Where  are  your  great  men?”  An 
archivist replied, “We tried statues. They simplified things too 
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quickly.” She explained that an earlier generation had elevated 
a resistance leader into a symbol. Years later, archival records 
showed that he had also covered up violence committed by his 
own side. The city split between those who wanted to tear down 
the statue and those who saw any criticism as betrayal.
They eventually moved the monument into the museum and 
left  the square empty for a  year.  The emptiness  proved more 
instructive than expected. It forced everyone to recognize what 
they  wanted memory to  do:  honor,  teach,  create  belonging, 
accuse, repair, or build a shared identity.
Today,  Nootopian  monuments  are  often  accompanied  by 
records of their own transformations. A plaque may be added, 
an  interpretation  challenged,  or  a  minority  account 
incorporated without necessarily erasing the previous version. 
Memory is not treated as a text that can be rewritten at will, but 
as a record whose consequences remain open to discussion.
This method also has a cost. Some inhabitants say that a society 
incapable of simple celebration eventually becomes incapable of 
loving  its  history.  Others  reply  that  love  does  not  require 
innocence. The debate remains open. The only settled rule is 
that  no  official  memory  may  make  other  people’s  wounds 
impossible to name.
The traveler then understood that Nootopian memory was not 
seeking a faultless identity. It was seeking a continuity capable 
of bearing what contradicts the story it would prefer to pass on.
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Nootopia’s Flaw
We must now say what the Nootopians themselves recognize as 
their greatest danger.
By mapping too much, they can slow themselves down.
By  searching  too  relentlessly  for  contradictions,  they  can 
hesitate.
By  refusing  false  harmonies  too  consistently,  they  can  lose 
simple joy.
By wanting to integrate everything, they can turn life into a 
permanent examination.
Some young people rebel against this.
They say:

“You want to understand everything before you live.”
And sometimes they are right.
That is why the Nootopians established a day without mapping.
On that day, no one is allowed to analyze a thought, name a 
knot, propose a synthesis, or ask for proof through action.
People cook.
They dance.
They sleep.
They walk.
They love.
They play with children.
They repair a chair.
They watch the sea.
For an integrative society that forgot how to give freely would 
become a new prison.
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The  day  without  mapping  is  not  always  enough.  Some 
inhabitants  have  learned  to  turn  even  spontaneity  into  an 
obligation:  one  should  know  how  to  relax  properly,  love 
without expectation, and play authentically. The city discovered 
with some amusement that it could manufacture a norm even 
out of its rejection of norms.
Other  criticisms  are  more  serious.  Procedures  take  time. 
Citizens with the most time available participate more. People 
who  are  especially  skilled  at  articulating  contradictions  can 
acquire prestige comparable to that of the old orators.  Those 
who struggle to express themselves risk having their experience 
translated by others.
Nootopia  must  therefore  guard  against  an  aristocracy  of 
reflexivity. Knowing how to map does not confer any natural 
right to decide. A person can know with great precision that a 
situation is doing violence to them without knowing how to 
formulate it in the city’s vocabulary.
This criticism led several assemblies to simplify their procedures 
and  to  accept  more  concrete  testimony,  gestures,  drawings, 
silences, and stories. Conceptual precision remained a tool, not 
a license to exist.
But  Nootopia’s  greatest  flaw  appears  when  it  compares  itself 
with other societies. Its inhabitants can become proud of being 
the ones who see contradictions. They can look at neighboring 
peoples as less integrated, more naive, trapped in old maps.
Then  exactly  what  they  claimed  to  be  fighting  returns:  a 
superior identity built from the very method that was supposed 
to keep identities from closing in on themselves.
That is  why a sentence was added above the entrance to the 
assembly: “Seeing one more contradiction does not make you a 
person of greater worth.”
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Art and Celebration
Visitors sometimes think Nootopia is a solemn society. They see 
the  assemblies,  the  cost  registers,  the  review procedures,  and 
imagine that every song must justify its social function.
Artists fought precisely this tendency. They secured a rule that 
no work of art is required to be useful, edifying, or integrative. 
A song can be  vulgar,  a  painting incomprehensible,  a  dance 
pure expenditure.  Cultural freedom also serves to prevent the 
city from turning its method into a totalizing morality.
This does not eliminate conflicts. A work of art can humiliate, 
spread a lie, or use another person’s image without consent. The 
answer is not settled in advance by the word “art.” The same 
questions  return:  what  action,  what  cost,  what  power,  what 
possibility of response?
Public  festivals  play  a  particular  role.  For  a  few hours,  status 
distinctions  are  made  less  visible.  Political  officials  serve  the 
meals.  Children  take  over  the  central  squares.  Musicians 
improvise. An old custom holds that no official speech may last 
longer than a song.
The  traveler  asked  whether  celebration  was  simply  a  way  of 
forgetting problems.

“Of course,” came the reply. “And sometimes forgetting for 
a night serves a vital function. The danger begins when 
forgetting becomes the only policy.”

Joy  is  therefore  not  considered  a  reward  that  comes  after 
integration. It belongs to the reality that integration must also 
know when not to dissect.
This freedom was put to the test when a troupe staged a play 
mocking several  family rituals  that were still  important to a 
minority on the island. The audience laughed; the people being 
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mocked felt humiliated. They asked for the play to be removed 
from public theaters.  The artists replied that a city unable to 
tolerate being offended quickly turns vulnerability into a power 
to censor.
The dispute divided even defenders of cultural freedom. Some 
pointed out that satire is not a form of violence equivalent to 
material exclusion. Others noted that the troupe belonged to 
the cultural majority and that the same scenes, repeated season 
after season, helped make a minority socially ridiculous.
The city  refused to  ban the play.  It  also  refused to  treat  the 
protest  as  a  simple  inability  to  tolerate  art.  The  theater 
organized discussions,  gave artists  from the targeted group a 
stage  and  a  budget,  and  published  the  production’s  funding 
terms.  The playwrights  were  not  forced to  apologize.  Several 
nevertheless  changed certain passages  after  realizing that  the 
joke they defended as irreverence reproduced an old caricature 
they had not known about.
No  one  declared  the  matter  resolved.  That  is  what  made  it 
important. Art had retained its right to disturb; those who had 
been  hurt  had  retained  their  right  to  name  the  cost;  the 
institution  had  rejected  both  automatic  censorship  and 
indifference to the power of representation.
Festivals are marked by comparable tensions. Who works while 
others celebrate? Who cleans up? Who provides security? Who 
can get home easily at night? What is freely given does not erase 
the logistics. Nootopia therefore requires every major festival to 
make visible the share of labor that makes it possible, without 
turning  the  celebration  into  a  conference  about  its  own 
conditions.
This last rule is regularly broken. The Nootopians laugh about 
it. They have discovered that a society highly conscious of its 
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infrastructure can end up explaining the cake while everyone is 
simply trying to eat it.
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The Crisis of the Three Winters
Nootopian theory was truly put to the test during what became 
known as the Three Winters.
A succession of storms destroyed crops, damaged the ports, and 
disrupted several supply lines.  At the same time, an epidemic 
reduced staffing in essential services. For the first time in many 
years,  the  city  had  to  ration  goods  whose  abundance  its 
inhabitants had come to take for granted.
The usual procedures seemed too slow. A Continuity Council 
was  temporarily  given  the  power  to  allocate  certain  stocks, 
requisition transportation, and restrict  several  uses  of  energy. 
Many  accepted  these  measures.  Others  warned  that  an 
emergency  is  the  favorite  moment  of  powers  that  want  to 
endure.
During the first winter, the Council worked well. During the 
second,  it  began  to  keep  certain  decisions  in  place  without 
offering any new justification.  Its  members  had information 
that  ordinary  assemblies  no  longer  possessed.  Those  who 
contradicted  them  were  accused  of  endangering  collective 
survival.
The crisis  revealed a  contradiction that  institutions  designed 
for peaceful times had underestimated: reversibility is easy when 
one can afford to wait; it becomes difficult when effectiveness 
carries an immediate cost.
A coalition of caregivers, farmers, and legal professionals then 
called not for the Council to be dissolved, but for it to publish 
its reasons regularly, admit members selected by lot, and make 
every exceptional  power expire  automatically  unless  explicitly 
renewed.
The Council resisted. Some of its  members sincerely believed 
they were protecting the city. That was precisely why the dispute 
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was  so  difficult:  no  one  had  to  be  secretly  tyrannical  for  a 
functional concentration of power to begin defending itself.
By the third winter, the harvests improved. Some restrictions 
were  lifted.  Two  Council  members  nevertheless  refused  to 
relinquish certain prerogatives. They were removed from office.
The city later kept the emergency institution, but in a modified 
form.  It  had  learned  that  a  society  does  not  prove  its 
commitment to freedom when it can afford to be free. It proves 
it when fear makes the delegation of sovereignty tempting.
The Three Winters became the story Nootopians tell  when a 
visitor asks whether their system works.
They answer:  “It  has  failed enough for us  to know where to 
watch it.”
The official account of the Three Winters is more contentious 
than the version taught to children. At the beginning of the 
second  winter,  a  coastal  district  refused  a  fuel  requisition. 
Residents said that the Continuity Council had underestimated 
their  heating  needs  and  that  the  reserves  would  be  sent  to 
administrative centers. The Council replied that the available 
figures did not support the accusation.
One night, several dozen people blocked the trucks. The civic 
police hesitated. Clearing the blockade risked turning a dispute 
over  allocation  into  a  political  confrontation;  leaving  it  in 
place threatened the supply of a hospital. The local commander 
asked for instructions.  The Council  ordered the road cleared 
immediately.
There  were  blows.  One  woman suffered  a  broken  arm.  Two 
officers  were  injured.  The trucks  got  through.  The next  day, 
everyone  had  their  own  account:  some  spoke  of  repression; 
others  of  an  operation  necessary  to  protect  patients;  some 
activists claimed that the hospital was only a pretext, which was 



NOOTOPIA

53

false; some Council members denied that any mistake had been 
made, which was false as well.
The investigation ultimately showed that the requisition had 
been  necessary,  but  that  the  data  used  by  the  Council  had 
indeed  underestimated  the  district’s  consumption,  because 
several buildings had been damaged by the storms. The decision 
was justifiable on the basis of the information available and yet 
had  been  produced  by  a  defective  information  system.  That 
conclusion disappointed those who wanted a simple culprit.
The  Council  had  to  acknowledge  the  flaw  in  the  data, 
compensate  people  who  had  been  injured  when 
disproportionate  use  of  force  was  established,  and  revise  the 
requisition procedure. The organizers of the blockade also had 
to acknowledge that they had obstructed an essential medical 
transport and that some of their claims had been unfounded.
This shared responsibility became a major test for Nootopian 
justice. Naming the errors of those in power was not supposed to 
erase  the  consequences  of  acts  of  protest;  recognizing  the 
necessity of an essential service was not supposed to turn every 
act of opposition into sabotage. The city learned that a crisis 
rarely produces entirely coherent actors.
The  third  winter  brought  another  difficulty.  The  Council 
members  were  exhausted.  Some  were  making  decisions  after 
twenty hours of work. Procedures designed to prevent arbitrary 
action  sometimes  added  absurd  delays.  A  nurse  declared 
publicly:  “You  are  protecting  us  from  the  concentration  of 
power by making us fill out four forms while patients wait.”
The  criticism  led  to  the  temporary  suspension  of  certain 
procedural  safeguards,  but  with  systematic  records  of  every 
departure from the rules and mandatory after-the-fact review. 
This mechanism became one of the most debated legacies of 
the Three Winters: it accepted that rules might be bypassed in 



NOOTOPIA

54

an  emergency  while  refusing  to  let  emergency  turn  an 
exception into something forgotten.
After the crisis,  the assembly spent six months reviewing the 
decisions  that  had been made.  Several  citizens  protested  this 
retrospective obsession. They wanted to rebuild the ports and 
return to normal life. Others replied that collective exhaustion 
was precisely the moment when exceptional powers could take 
root without resistance.
The  compromise  was  to  separate  reconstruction  from  audit. 
The  city  continued  rebuilding  while  an  independent  group 
reconstructed the chronology of  decisions.  Its  report  did not 
conclude that the Council  had been good or bad.  It  showed 
where  centralization  had  saved  time,  where  it  had  produced 
blind spots,  where  public  distrust  had  exposed  an  error,  and 
where that same distrust had itself made the danger worse.
Since then, the Nootopians have been less inclined to say that 
“the crisis made us stronger.” They prefer to say that it made 
certain vulnerabilities impossible to deny. The distinction may 
seem slight. To them, it separates learning from mythmaking.
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The Traveler’s Conclusion
I left Nootopia without knowing whether it was better than my 
own country.
It had not given me a model to copy.
It had taken away a deeper illusion:
I could no longer accuse my society without looking at the part 
of me that had adapted to it.
I then understood that Nootopia might not be an island.
It was a question posed to every society:
What do you do with the contradictions you produce?
And a question posed to every human being:
Is  what  you  call  your  life  truly  integrated,  or  has  it  merely 
become functional?
Since my return, I no longer say:

“Look at what you are doing.”
With greater difficulty, I say:

“Let us look at what we are doing.”
And perhaps that was the first proof through action that the 
island had truly existed.
Before I left, I asked the woman who had welcomed me why 
she still  called her country Nootopia.  The name now seemed 
too ambitious to me.
She replied, “Perhaps it is. A name becomes dangerous when it 
mistakes itself for proof.”
I then asked her what she thought I had learned.
She refused to answer.
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“If  I  tell  you,” she said,  “you will  be able  to  repeat my 
sentence instead of looking at what your return will make 
of you.”

I  found  the  answer  irritating.  Then  I  understood  that  my 
irritation was part of the journey.



NOOTOPIA

57

Note on the Source and Inspiration
Nootopia freely enters into dialogue with Utopia, published by 
Thomas More in 1516. It takes from it the broad device of the 
fictional island and the detour through an imaginary society to 
question the present.
This  relationship  is  one  of  literary  lineage,  not  structural 
correspondence.  The  institutions,  scenes,  concepts,  and 
formulations of  Nootopia belong to the present Noosophical 
creation. The book claims neither to translate Thomas More, 
nor  to  faithfully  reconstruct  his  Utopia,  nor  to  speak  in  his 
name.
Its  distance from the perfect utopia is  deliberate:  Nootopia is 
portrayed  as  fallible,  marked  by  conflict,  and  capable  of 
producing  its  own  blind  spots.  Its  coherence  depends  on  its 
ability to recognize its forms, put them to the test, and revise 
them.
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What Is Noosophy?
Noosophy  begins  from a  simple  distinction:  reality  does  not 
depend on what we believe about it. An idea can be persuasive 
and still be false. A tradition can contain useful intuitions as 
well  as  errors.  A  scientific  theory  can  be  very  solid  while 
remaining limited to a particular domain. Our understanding 
changes,  while  what  we  are  trying  to  understand  does  not 
reduce itself to our representations of it.
Within the Noosophical project, the word 'Noosophy' refers to 
the  truth  or  structure  of  reality  independently  of  the  way 
human beings understand it. We do not claim to possess that 
truth  in  its  totality.  The  texts,  concepts,  institutions,  and 
persons  who  work  under  this  name  offer  only  partial, 
debatable, and revisable understandings of it.
Noosophical work therefore consists in seeking more seriously: 
distinguishing  what  we  know  from  what  we  suppose, 
comparing  different  explanations,  examining  their 
contradictions,  looking  at  the  available  facts,  recognizing 
zones  of  uncertainty,  and  correcting  an  idea  when  it  resists 
examination poorly.
This  search is  not  limited to  a  single  field.  The sciences  can 
clarify some questions, philosophy can clarify concepts, history 
can  show  how  ideas  were  formed,  the  arts  can  reveal  other 
dimensions  of  experience,  spiritual  traditions  can  offer 
interpretations that must be understood before being evaluated, 
and concrete practices can show what our ideas actually become 
when we try to apply them.
Bringing these domains into relation does not mean mixing 
everything  together.  Noosophy  does  not  assume  that  all 
opinions are equal, nor that every tradition necessarily contains 
a part of the truth. Two incompatible claims do not become 
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true simply because one wishes to reconcile them. To integrate 
also  means  knowing  how  to  preserve  a  difference,  a 
contradiction,  or  an  uncertainty  when  one  cannot  honestly 
resolve it.
This  way  of  seeking  naturally  leads  beyond  the  separation 
between theory and practice.  When an idea  can be  tested in 
practice,  its  consequences  themselves  become  a  source  of 
learning: we understand, we act at the relevant level, we observe 
what reality sends back, and then we correct. A beautiful theory 
is therefore not treated as sufficient proof of its value.
The Noosophical movement gathers the people and structures 
that  consciously  wish  to  participate  in  this  work  of 
understanding and transformation. It does not ask anyone to 
subscribe to a fixed list of beliefs. It seeks rather to develop more 
rigorous  ways  of  thinking,  learning,  debating,  producing, 
transmitting, and acting when our knowledge allows us to do 
better.
That is why books published by Éditions Noosophie can deal 
with  very  different  subjects:  agriculture,  ecology,  economics, 
politics,  consumption,  ways  of  life,  artificial  intelligence, 
spiritualities,  culture,  techniques,  or  collective  organization. 
Each book explores a particular problem, with its own sources 
and constraints, while participating in a more general search: 
understanding  reality  more  accurately,  relating  what  can  be 
related without erasing differences, and accepting to transform 
our ideas and practices when confrontation with reality requires 
it.
Noosophy itself must not be confused with a book, an author, 
an association, a software system, or a corpus. These are human 
and  technical  means  of  research,  transmission,  and 
experimentation. They can be corrected, replaced, or surpassed.
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A reader does not need to call themselves a Noosophist in order 
to  read  or  use  these  works.  They  may  criticize  them,  verify 
them, reject some conclusions,  and retain others.  But if  they 
wish to take part more directly in the movement, contribute to 
its research, join a structure, or support the free publication of 
these books, the means of doing so are indicated at the end of 
this book.
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How This Book Was Produced
This work was produced through successive stages rather than 
by automatically generating a complete book in a single pass. 
The subject, aims, and general directions were first defined by a 
human  being.  Noosophe  IA  then  helped  explore  the  topic, 
search  for  and  compare  sources,  build  different  possible 
structures,  and bring out arguments,  objections,  and areas of 
uncertainty.
The  manuscript  was  developed  progressively,  chapter  by 
chapter. The proposed passages were reread, discussed, corrected, 
or  rejected  whenever  they  did  not  fit  the  project,  contained 
insufficiently  supported  claims,  or  oversimplified  the  subject. 
Distinct  phases  of  documentary  research,  drafting,  criticism, 
coherence  checking,  and  assembly  were  used  whenever 
necessary.
Artificial intelligence is therefore not treated here as a source of 
authority.  It  functions  as  an  active  tool  for  research, 
formulation,  comparison,  and  testing.  The  propositions  it 
produces can be mistaken and remain revisable.
The  published  version  results  from  this  iterative  work, 
successive corrections, and final human validation. The method 
seeks  to  use  the  capacities  of  artificial  intelligence  without 
transferring  to  it  decisions  about  the  work's  purpose,  value 
choices, or publication.
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Who Is Hieronymus Anonymus?
Hieronymus  Anonymus  is  the  human  initiator  of  the 
Integrative  Noosophy  project.  His  work  focuses  on  bringing 
into  relation  domains  of  knowledge  and  practice  that  are 
usually  kept  separate,  as  well  as  on  experimenting  with  new 
forms  of  collaboration  between  human  beings  and  artificial 
intelligence. He takes part in the design, discussion, revision, 
and validation of the works published by Éditions Noosophie.
This  brief  biography should not present him as  an infallible 
authority, as the ontological creator of Noosophy, or as the sole 
decision-maker for the movement as a whole.
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Discover, Join, and Support
Discover Noosophy

Explore the Noosophy project, its books, and its research.

https://www.noosophie.fr/

Become a Noosophist
Learn about the movement and how participation is being prepared.

https://www.noosophie.fr/devenir-noosophiste

Support Noosophy
This book is free. You can help Éditions Noosophie keep publishing free 
books and support the project with a donation of any amount.
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