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Chapter 01: Methodology

Complex problems have complex solutions.  In moving from problem to solution we have to cope with the reality of our limited mental capacity.  Simplification, sometimes called deconstruction, helps us to perceive a problem as a set of smaller problems, or a system as a collection of simpler systems.  By understanding each simpler component we are better able to understand how each contributes to the more complex whole that it belongs to.  This understanding helps us to then see how a solution might be achieved, if we had a problem, or how the complex as a whole works, if it was understanding that we sought.. This is the value of the scientific approach because having limited the scope of our attention to a simpler subset, which we now still do not well understand, then we are better able to come to an understanding of that smaller and simpler part by devising experiments to perform, either physically or as a thought experiment employing mental logic,  in which we can hold all but one condition constant while we consider what might then happen to the reactive parts as that one condition changes.
But, in the end, the de-constructed pieces, each one of which is now better understood, will have to be reconstructed according to our new understanding so that we can avoid the problem which previously inhibited us in the complex situation and enable us to return to it in confidence.  This requires parts to be changed or adapted, and may require the functional subsystems of the complex whole to be redefined and to be rebuilt according to a different design.  What is important is that the 'new' system, born out of parts of the old system, perhaps, but certainly now built from a better understanding of the old system.  We can now be more confident that, in its reconstructed form, the 're-born' complex system will not again experience the problems that prompted its re-construction.  If we do, or new ones are revealed, the process of investigation and thought experiment - as is usually the case with social and economic systems of behaviour -   can be repeated.  Achieving this is essentially a 'system' engineering process and when dealing with life forms, and the natural environments in which they are always located, we can be sure that constant iteration of this process will be required.  Change is endemic to life and we must be constantly aware of this fact and be always ready to be self-critical even when things appear to be OK on the surface and to be ready to re-engineer that which is found to be dysfunctional and to create appropriate function where none exists.
Arriving at a solution to our original problem will, most likely, be a highly iterative process. Old and new system components must be considered individually, as sets and clusters and finally together.  Testing has a binary output, it works or does not, plus it produces learning. Failure means that we learn, fix and rebuild. Eventually the iterations end and the final 'new' complexity is established.  The methodology might appear to be completely scientific but the experience of doing each small step the methodology calls for will often reveal that the insights developed, the decisons taken and the creativeness exercised to have been something of an art-form driven by those normative human qualities that we all possess to some degree. The scientific approach turns out to be a framework that facilitates and orders the application of logic in such a way that it generates and preserves moments of insight so that they can be applied and developed in a continuing cooperative social endeavour across all aspects of the human experience.  It is an evolved behavioural adaptation which drives further adaptation.
For every desired outcome there is a set of necessary inputs and a process by which they are transformed.  The first step must therefore be to define clearly the output which is desired.  The output actually achieved can then be objectively compared with what was expected and further lessons will be learned.

Next the inputs must be considered.  Some may will be unavoidably 'givens'.  Factors which will influence what we can do but which we can do nothing to influence.  Other factors we can do nothing to influence but which we believe have no influence upon the problem space that we are considering.  These by their nature are external to our study and are called 'externals'.  There has been a tendency, especially as economics developed as a field of study, to wrongly classify awkward 'givens' as 'externals' .  It does no good to disregard them.  We have learned this to our eventual cost from the genesis and implementation of the neoliberal paradigm and its social consequences.  Some may be in short, but inelastic. supply.  Some may be unwelcome but always present and will need to be mitigated within the solution design.  But some may be unwelcome and simply have to be accommodated just as they are.
Some inputs may be identified as necessary but will be found to simply not yet exist in the problem space.  They will require the implementation of 'upstream' sub-systems to make them available.  But these additional inputs will most likely have been identified only after starting the process.  This will cause further iterations of the entire process to allow, with each inclusion, the re-envisioning and re-evaluation of the developing solution model.
It is an inevitable consequence.  It is necessary to be continually self-conscious of the fact that each new insight and each new piece of knowledge adds to the body of knowledge describing the problem domain.  These additions are to the very inputs upon which the process is focussed and which its whole purpose is set to combine most effectively and most appropriately so as to arrive at its solution.  Over and above the knowledge base, the process, and what it can deliver from any set of inputs, is also characterised by the technologies and tools that are available to it as aids in the inventive process.  They, together with the body of knowledge and the talents of the study team, contribute to the cognitive limits to how the problem solution space can be envisaged by the people involved, or to the ways in which the insights the study provides can be described to others.
It may be that despite repeated iterations of the study process it will have been concluded that the desired result is not actually possible from the ‘input set’' available.  The initial engineering process will need to be repeated after having changed the specification of the desired output to one that now appears to be attainable.
In this study, we shall start in Phase 1 with considering what it it is that conditions and limits humanity in approaching its future.  These are the 'Precepts' within which we approach our future.   We shall try to avoid the bias we bring from our own particular backgrounds and our unconsciously acquired world-views. This will be difficult.   We will consider our 'givens' and our 'externals'.  First amongst these givens must be the act that this study is deemed to be at all relevant to current perceptions of the human condition and of its future prospects. Is this a Precept within the context of the study?  Or being a project objective in terms of its guiding hypothesis should it be discussed within these first two introductory chapters?  My solution is to begin here, under 'Methodology' , the discussion of what we mean by 'Wellbeing' and to continue it in greater depth in Section A2 of Phase 1 within the broader area of 'Precepts'.

These others will be considered, in Section A0 of Phase 1, through our view of the present in relation to what we have inherited from the past and, in Section A1 of Phase 1, what seems already set for our future.  We will also consider these, in Section A2 of Phase 1, in terms of what we expect of ourselves and will revisit the prime objective of this direction of studythat being what it is we aspire to in terms of 'Wellbeing'.  Finally we consider, in Section A3 of Phase 1, the limits within which we have come to believe we should be constrained to behave towards one another, our so-called 'Human Rights'.

In Phase 2 we consider those facets of society which are by definition mutable, despite the resistance to change which they have characteristically displayed.  These are 'The Institutions'.  The four sections of Phase 2 also begin with the present in relation to the past before considering what functionality might be seen in future and what might be needed from them.  This theme is then developed further in the third section to consider how future institutions might come to be implemented and in the fourth section we consider the process of actually changing our actual behaviour and our perceptions of society.

Phase 3 has six sections, at least, which cover the main clusters of institutional sets that give shape and form to society.  This face seeks to draw on the discussions and material of the previous chapters and other authors to create a 'Synthesis' of the main features of societies and their institutions, laws and behaviours within a future more appropriate dispensation.

The sections of Phase 4 consider how a 'Transition' process may be conducted and Phase 5 will draw the threads together and provide a perspective of how the process described here would itself become an institutional component of the future of which it must be continually self-aware for societies to flourish and to endure, evolving in the many ways needed for them and the humanity they nurture to be both durable and resilient. 

On the Meanings of Wellbeing...

One thing is absolutely clear.  Nobody wants to be the same as everybody else. Not at the individual or at the community level.  Similar perhaps, but not in all respects.
One thing that is not so clear, at least not to those brought up in the Western cultural hegemony, is the seriousness with which their concern over the future is reflected by attitudes in other cultures around the world.  It seems that each cultural context is likely to have their own world-view, each imbued with their own philosophies and historical beliefs.  To a differing extent in each context there often exists a certain consensus regarding the right for people in the present to concern themselves with what problems may be visited upon them in the future and from what causes.  While in others to have this same concern is almost seen as being an inescapable obligation of the present generation.  For some peoples this concern is not a matter that humans have any business concerning themselves with.  It is therefore a valid input in our process.  It is one which requires consideration and it will will have an impact upon both the process design and upon the problem solution.
It could be that despite the publicity and awareness that has been created around this problem worldwide it may be that it remains for many people just another difficult aspect of life, to be accepted for what it is and as an experience from which spiritual growth should be sought.  No more.   For many the prospect of a bleak future is merely something through which we should individually proceed to seek what personal and spiritual lessons may be learned, as we experience its unfolding inevitability in our own lives.   
It is also accepted by some that “as for ourselves then so too it will also be for our children”.  Closely related to this view is that which would support the proposition that should it be such that our inaction now will have ultimately allowed our future extinction, or even allowed the massive destruction of what some of us see as our achievements, then that should not be seen as a concern for any individual now.  Many people accept that whatever is developing in a certain way does so because it is as it should be.  It is not for us to judge either way between these positions, or any others on the spectrum of possibilities.  They are inputs, even though it regards an issue in which we can see that it is our particular position on that spectrum of world-views which is ultimately a material factor in our undertaking this project in the first instance.
Can a point of view, such as one of those which would see this project as beyond ‘the human mandate’ and which may be a majority view numerically given the many cultures around the globe, be accommodated within a solution of our own making which aims to solve at a global level what is a problem according to our own perception?  We will have to see.  Just as some may be driven to do nothing some are driven to act.  Perhaps this is also as it should be.  It may not be for some to judge.  But for some they can only proceed.
Accordingly, the working goal in posing our hypotheses is that we might thereby understand better how to work towards the development of….
"An enduring humanity with universally experienced individual well-being"
This short statement appears to embody every aspect of what might be called 'The Mission Statement'.
It recognises, for instance, that whatever is our concept of 'humanity' it may be that it is an attribute of life itself which, in essence, can be considered to be independent of the species currently identified as homo sapiens.  To what extent did Neanderthal Man possess ‘humanity’?  Or any of the, possibly over 200, homo species that are reported to have possibly existed since the time the homo genus appeared.  This period covered 2.8 million years at latest estimates.  
We know that the genus homo is likely to evolve further.  Evolution is not dead.  Is it our species or our ‘humanity’ which we should fight to protect and develop?  It may be moot to consider this while we are the only species vector of humanity remaining that we know of.  However, the answer to this question could be vital when, rather than if, new homo species variants eventually appear amongst us.  Perhaps a homo silicus or homo bionicus? Or bis-sapiens and meta-sapiens? Homo Humanitus?
We know that one of mankind's differentiators, and a significant factor in defining our ‘humanity’, is our capability to revel in our individuality as well as in our capacity to act cooperatively with common purpose.   We see how our individual efforts and our individual acquisition of skills, knowledge and experience has great individual benefit but we have also learned cooperative skills, behaviours and combinatorial knowledge and know that working together we are able to achieve a greatly amplified effectiveness in almost anything we choose to do.  This willingness to cooperate is contingent upon our individual self-awareness and our feelings of self worth, but equally upon the esteem of others that successful cooperative activity can generate.
These feelings all contribute to the enhanced levels of well-being that we each experience as a result of mutual voluntary cooperation.  The less we are able to experience the worth of our own selves in a social context and the less free we feel to make, or at least positively influence, significant decisions concerning our lives then the less worthy we are likely to feel.  As a result we can feel alienated and dispirited.  The more demotivated we become  then the less effective we are likely to be in all that we do together.  This will especially impact the effectiveness of the individuals in any cooperating group which is then perceived by the individual as being the source of the negative perceptions they have developed of themselves.  One of our key differentiators, a critical success factor, for us as a successful species is thus crippled, or even completely negated, when this occurs.
Should 'The Mission Statement' be achieved within this enabling paradigm then Mankind's voluntary cooperative potential will require to be not only recognised but it will also require to be specifically provided for, and to be provided for in ways that allow that potential to be maximised only to the extent that the desire of each individual to engage is not abused by members of one group?  This potential can continue to be realised, at the highest levels of effectiveness and therefore of personal satisfaction, only so long as other attributes of individual well-being can be universally maintained.  And can be maintained even in the face of all the disruptions that natural events and and other chance happenings can and will cause us.
In examining what other aspects of life may be key to attaining the goal of well-being it is necessary to be absolutely clear that Individual Well-being is not an absolute state of being.  It is above all subjective.  It is subjective and, at the level of every individual, it is also unique.  Two individuals may be experiencing identical levels of well-being yet they may be at very, very different objective levels of physical comfort.  This is also true of just about every other parameter that may prima facie be considered as contributing to individual well-being.
This is both a difficulty for those seeking ways of developing a process of adaptation, from the present towards some 'new way', but it is also very fortunate when considering means of achieving an enduring goal.  It means, for instance, that individual well-being is achievable under very diverse circumstances and in very diverse environments.   And, diversity is a key factor in assuring resilience , and resilience is itself key in achieving an enduring humanity.  
'Resilience' has the definition of "[being] the capacity to recover quickly from difficulties" while 'Endure' has the meaning "to remain in existence".  It is clear that in the face of uncertain environmental factors, and the equally uncertain results arising from our economic and socio-political actions, for mankind to be assured of an enduring level of well-being it needs to foster resilience.  In social terms this translates to the need to support and accommodate diverse alternative approaches to achieving individual well-being across many societies.  We already have the sociological term which describes this.  It is cultural diversity.   In the non-human biological domains this principle is pursued and nurtured autonomously in all ecosystems, and even by ourselves when we try to intervene and correct problems that we see in them.  We talk in terms of the analogy of “a garden with a thousand flowers”.  However, in human economic, political and social practice we pay little more than lip-service to the idea if it gets in the way of the few able to make or influence decisions from amassing personal wealth, power or both. 
Cultural Diversity is a term which also needs some discussion.  Clearly the term implies the coexistence of different cultures.  At one time, long before mass transport and mass media and mass marketing, a culture was easily understood to be the whole package of human societal arrangements identifiably unique to some relatively small part of the planet.  Later it was also used to differentiate between the governing class and the governed.   And then between socio-economic strata.   Today, too often, it is simply a 'mot de jour', a word generally descriptive of a concept but which conveys no specific meaning except through the context in which it happens to be used.  It has developed a whole variety of uses.   Often this use seems to be in those situations in which a person or sub-group, for their own reasons, wants to label themselves or another group as being 'different'.  This claimed 'cultural' difference can appeal to almost any slight aspect of difference, real or imagined, within any one of the attribute sets that relate to culture.   But in the end the supposed cultural difference might be no more than a different personal behaviour, a specific tradition of a few families, a customary habit, a language used or an ethnicity often encountered and so on.  This is not how it will be used here.
For our purposes 'Culture' will almost always be applied to a society in order to identify a distinctiveness possessed of their entire set of economic arrangements, social behaviours, local knowledge and embedded beliefs that have proven to work together successfully.   A society's culture will comprise only those specific social attributes that may be considered as having enabled or which now enable them to endure and develop in the physical environment they have or do now occupy and also within the geographic and transactional contexts they have or do now enjoy relative to the other societies with whom they have or now do come into contact and which have themselves developed  different content to their own defining sets of past and present cultural attributes.  
Juxtaposed cultures may be similar or very different.  The degree to which a society's culture differs from that of its neighbours will, to a significant extent, be determined by the degree to which, through their histories, their physical environmental inventories have differed, and their unique responses to the opportunities and the challenges they have faced.   But this development of differences between neighbours is not at a necessary state of affairs.  Many other factors contribute to the 'culture' displayed in a particular area at any particular point in time.   Societies in similar circumstances, or if one society finds itself under the overwhelming political or economic domination of another, may adopt similar cultural responses, despite their initially unique histories.   However, the more similar the cultures of initially diverse societies become yet continue in the same physical domains, then to the extent that those specific cultural attributes which contributed critical success factors within their old local culture within their local physical domain are overwhelmed and forgotten were ultimately amongst the critical success factors for their own unique independent local viability then the more vulnerable will be that larger integrated and centralised, culturally diverse society to any potentially catastrophic difficulties arising from the same single causes.  A single cause with the potential of producing catastrophic effects will often manifest those effects differently, and these differences will be most marked where different cultural contexts are also associated with different physical contexts.  To the degree that such differences of social behavioural within different physical contexts do not exist within a region then the more likely it is that that region as a whole will suffer the same widespread serious but uniquely different and still potentially catastrophic difficulties from the same single causes.  A situation in which each is likely to be unable to help the other to the extent required by the situation since metaphorically, ‘they have placed all their eggs in the same basket’.  Whereas the rich variety of behaviours that are available across a cooperating heterogeneous group of inter-cooperating behaviourally differentiated societies of the same biological species has been shown over millions of years of evolution to be the more successful strategy.  
The species ‘homo’ is new to this ancient game.  For two million years, within Africa, but in vastly different and always challenging environments local variations in behaviour and physical context led to several hundred ‘sub’ species developing.  Since we began to learn the power of coordinated cooperative behaviours it would seem that its first effect has been to reduce the diversity amongst us, and within our immediate physical environments, Now we are the last sub-species of ‘homo’ remaining.  Yet our diversity continues to decline.  Until very recently cultural diversity signified different approaches, different behavioural choices within a different physical context, and generally speaking, applied within a specific regional area, or country.  In the past one hundred years our technologies of cooperation, or domination, have developed such that we are now able to live in an urban environment and operate our economic activities within economic systems which are so remarkably similar that they now able to function at the global level as a single system.  But with relative economic homogeneity also comes relative homogeneity in the societal implementations of economic, political and governmental powers.  These share centralisation and the concentration of power, thought and leadership as significant similarities when considering the risks of losing flexibility of response in the face of single causes of potentially catastrophic processes and events.  For this collection of significant similarities we will co-opt, and so also redefine, the existing term ‘global hegemony’
One might describe the nations of the world as having each acquired the same, or a similar, Resilience Profile.  A state of affairs that comes with having adopted similarities within key critical areas of their otherwise different culturally determined behavioural profiles.   Because everybody is increasingly likely to share in the same resilience profile at the level of international or global scale challenges through having been include within the ‘global hegemony’ then they will all come to posses similar capacity to anticipate only certain types of disasters and will increasingly possess similar behavioural capacities to overcome unexpected difficulties or natural disasters.  And so everybody will become more likely to share the same fatal vulnerabilities to any totally unexpected events.   The nature of catastrophes is that their impact is often magnified when very large populations share the same approaches to their living arrangements and also in the styles of infrastructure provided by their 'built’ environments.   These too are demonstrably a part of the growing ‘global hegemony’.   
Under these conditions, a 'goldfish bowl' mentality unconsciously develops in which the sum total of alternate approaches and the imaginative capacity available across those populations in response to all totally unexpected events, and the infrastructural means to cope with them, becomes very limited.  These responses will be additionally constrained by possessing similar, or the same, command hierarchy and specialisations.  An unrecognised chronic state of  unpreparedness develops which will be revealed by each acute crisis presenting ‘unexpected unknown’ attributes.   
Clearly, by extrapolating on this principle, it would not be a good thing if all of homo sapiens, living in all their different regions or 'countries', were each to find themselves doing things only slightly differently, from each other.    Effectively we would all be living under the same Resilience Profile.  However well-intentioned the path to such a state of affairs may have been, it would destroy any chance of homo sapiens' long-term survival.  We would not endure.  The unexpected unknown event that fatally impacts any common unrealised vulnerability will eventually arrive.   Survival in these circumstances is matter of chance.  The survival odds in that gamble are significantly raised for total populations whose community groups display multiple and very varied approaches to the common challenges of living, as well as to the uncommon  challenges.
Having discussed what is meant by an enduring humanity, and a little of what is implied if it is to be achieved, we also need to discuss the phrase 'universally experienced individual well-being' .
The first two words 'universally experienced'  present no difficulties. It means every individual  - consistently over their lifetime and to a realistic extent.  What does 'realistic'  mean?  
'Realistic', in the context of personal well-being of individuals, must mean 'always and to the extent that, justly and fairly applied, the capacity exists for well-being to be delivered and accessed.'.  
Notice that well-being is not an attribute of a population that is measurable at some point in time by reference to sets of contemporaneous, point-in-time, measurable, situational variables. It is not a compilation of facets such as nutrition, accommodation, health, educational history, employment status and so on which can then be aggregated, averaged, compiled into composites and presented as indices changing over time to 'reveal' trends.    
Well-being does not have meaning except to the individual.  It is not the descriptive noun answering the question 'How do you feel right now?'.   In statistical terms well-being might be described as a non-linear vector constructed from a series of longitudinal measures each one of which is a composite of point-in-time datum points and which integrates at the level of one individual their personal satisfaction with all historical factors, their current circumstance and a complex composite of expectations, probabilities and scenarios for the future which might be characterised by the word 'hope'.   
How can that be done?  For an individual?  How might that be input, en masse, into the tools of governance and policy at each of the levels, and for each of the various purposes that the data will be required?  It is one of the many challenges we shall face.  But if you cannot credibly measure what you are trying to achieve then you will never know if you are achieving it, nor when.  Nor will I!
The last two words of the phrase we are considering are 'Individual well-being'?  In the 15 years or so which have passed since 2000 a large number of papers, articles and books have appeared on this subject, and many before that time.  At least as far back as Socrates, Buddha and Confucius. But what is 'Individual well-being'? What exactly? 
Some of its essential nature has been explored in the previous few paragraphs.  It will be a constant focus that will always be developing throughout this document and it will eventually be seen to be a quality that must by its very nature always be under critical and objective review.   From this point in the study we might suspect that to understand it, let alone to measure and to monitor it, is to be dealing with an entity that intimately reflects the entire psyche of each individual.  
Here we can only repeat what we have so far developed.  It almost goes without having to say it again, for each individual at least, that if in considering each and every aspect of their life... from what was and has been, through what is and on to what is still expected to be, and may be and may not be...  and then, after integrating this into their overall feelings towards their life experience thus far, they can feel well about each aspect of it... then they do feel good.  And, if it feels good then it must be good, at that point in time.  If it, this subjective state of being, lies good within them then it is also well with them.  They are, at that point in time, in a state of well-being.  
They might not be inclined to put a number to it, perhaps from 1 to 10.   But how useful is that?
‘It’ reflects 'Individual Well-being' , but by a scaling that is calibrated only to that individual's perceptions.  A time series of these values would only reflect how that individual’s perceptions are changing through time.  How useful is such a scalar value when seeking to assess and compare it, at any point-in-time, with similar ‘individually absolute’ scores of others?   The mutual cardinality of the assessed values of any group, taken as a set, cannot be assumed.  
Perhaps we will find that a more suitably proxy, for the comparison of states of well-being, would be one that captures an overall measure for the rates of change in the rates of change of the individual assessments of each of the subjectively reported components of personal well-being. That is to say, perhaps the rate at which change is accelerating, or decelerating, will be a better proxy for how overall personal perceptions of wellbeing are changing amongst individuals and, by extrapolation, of the many social, organisational and purely statistical groupings into which any one particular individual can be classified.   Research might validate such holistic measures as being both useful and well correlated to changing perceptions, within an individual, of those components of well-being specific to themself.  Something of a ‘mood index’ but less volatile?   Ultimately, the taking of appropriately valid second or higher order derivatives of time across a multivariate system of vectors, characterising an individual’s level of well-being that is suitably designed to remain consistent when input into useful techniques of subsequent aggregation is a challenge for only well qualified social mathematicians.  That excludes myself!
On first reading, The Mission Statement may have sounded trite.  It does have echoes of the tired phrases that make up the lip-service paid our supposedly accepted values by those that govern and direct our affairs.  Values which, I am led to believe by whoever is the current controller the institutional set of governance functions, are also mine!   
However, these words have been seen to lead to very many deeper issues. These are not academic abstractions.  And they are not simple.  They may not even be tractable in my lifetime. For they lead to the very core of the psyche of each individual.   It is not just a question of how well one is sheltered, how well one is fed or how well one is clothed.   It is not just a question of how healthy one may be or how stable and secure one's personal or work life or community relationships are.  The assessment that each individual makes when considering their well-being encompasses the entire context within which their life is being lived.  This includes all aspects of their environment, physical and metaphysical - social, political, economic and spiritual.  Real and not real.  It involves the individual judgements and the inferences that each individual makes regarding their lot in life and which create the framework through which the more tangible aspects of their being are judged by them to be well, or not.  Sadly, any facet of well-being that is omitted from measures of it, either by chance or with intent, will be the target of those others who are always seeking ways to abuse such omissions so that they may take some control and turn the behaviour of others to their own advantage without detection and beyond suspicion.  Immoral, clearly, but ‘legal’ because of being inadvertently omitted.
These are not topics which have no place in our analysis.  They are integral to the very goals we have set ourselves and as we examine how those goals may benefit each of are fellow beings.  They are very definitely topics which need to be considered when considering propositions regarding how our future might need to look and how we might realise that future.  Our starting point is now.  That future form definitely contains these elements and it is evident that they may have a significant effect upon the behaviours of many people around the world.  Particularly upon that minority of people who are aware of these feelings in themselves and who are given to making their disquiet felt by those around them.  They include the growing cadres of terrorists, the increasingly unemployed and under-employed, the disenchanted youth and the growing crowds of economic refugees.
We can therefore see these demographic ‘problem’ phenomena not as being serendipity but as the quite simple and often obvious symptoms of a much larger problem.  Having briefly considered some aspects of our definition of well-being, it seems likely, if true, that very many people do in fact perceive systemic dysfunction in the social context within which they must live their lives.  These perceptions, although common in their ultimate assessment, are arrived at by people in many different contexts and in locations all around the planet.  In so called developed, developing and under developed regions.  Each have their own perspective.  Each concludes that something is very wrong.  Each is absolutely correct.
Taking Stock..

In Chapter 00 we described THE PROBLEM STATEMENT  with these words...
A growing number of people, worldwide, agree that the present configuration of human economic and social activities is inconsistent with an expectation that it can be continued in its present form.  This developing conviction displays a crisis of belief and trust in the inherited socio-economic paradigm which is contributing to the destabilising of societies and economic systems across the planet.  This process is perceived to be an imminent and credible threat to the medium-term survival of the dominant forms of civilisation and also, perhaps, for the long-term survival of the human species in any meaningful state of individual well-being.
We have seen how an initial consideration of this issue led us to the idea that a suitable analytical framework for examining this proposition may be provided by the concept of viewing societies as instances of 'institutional landscapes' and by then examining the proposition that these institutional sets share a common much smaller set of axiomatic human behaviours, and the concepts, from which every society’s institutional landscape may be considered to have been ‘originally’ derived.  Further it was proposed that the pervasive inequality of well-being of individuals across these landscapes, both historically and contemporaneously, rests upon the pervasive and powerful effect which those seminally shared institutions have had upon the development of an institutional landscape unique to each of our diverse societies.  The few economically relevant elements of that foundational institutional set, itself an institution, was named the 'archaeo-economic' paradigm.  
Finally, in Chapter 00, it was suggested that changes to that paradigm, such that all of its elements are consistent with the 'global vision for humanity', may be useful in characterising and describing those institutions and institutional landscapes which, if adopted in place of contemporary institutions that are not consistent with the proposed 'archaeo-economic' paradigm, have the capacity to change societies around the globe, thus eventually facilitating the enduring universal well-being of all humanity and its long-term survival, whilst preserving its diversity.
And here in Chapter 01, in preparation for considering our way forward, we have attempted to define and constrain and expand on the meanings of the words chosen to express our 'global vision for humanity' in its shortest form. We can now look at the methodology to may take us a little further.
On Our Methodology...

A testable hypothesis was proposed which suggests that an examination of the socio-economic arrangements of the present, through an analysis of its broader institutional foundations and the outcomes it delivers and by applying these understandings to the future outcomes to which we, the global family of nations, consensually aspire we will not be able to determine the broader institutional foundations that would be consistent with that future condition of our societies, and by extension the specific, locally required, societal institutional landscapes that would be consistent with it.   The hypothesis formulated is as follows:
HYPOTHESIS 
(expressed as antitheses)
A critical consideration, analysis and adaptation of Humanitarian principles, beginning with those agreed amongst member states of the United Nations, cannot usefully inform the characterisation of a credible basis for establishing sets of axiomatic principles and institutional forms capable of being developed into institutional landscapes which would tend to systemically support, rather than systemically inhibit, individual well-being within  their adopter societies and to be consistent with the sustained, durable and resilient development of mankind. 
Inherent to these two statements is the proposition that the problem may be ameliorated by building future policy upon a vision for that future which inter alia has been variously expressed by the representatives of the majority of the world's populations.  This has been done through those representatives by their public declarations and by their public commitments made within the forum of the United Nations organisation and its associated or related organisations. 
In recognising that this global vision has been expressed in terms of how people should relate to one another in a wide, often disparate, range of contexts and situations it does not explicitly  suggest that achieving this vision, of universal well-being, cannot happen just through adjustments to the current socio-economic paradigm. Yet the findings of the UN-commissioned Brundtland Commission, published in 1987, strongly suggest the likely truth of this proposition.  The commission made it very clear that the vision of mankind that is deeply embedded within the theoretical foundation of our socio-economic paradigm is so flawed as to be entirely invalid.  In fact it is simply wrong.
Nonetheless, since then, there appears to have been no attempt to examine exactly what is the commonly held axiomatic vision of socio-economic norms and values, the archaeo-economic paradigm, whose global acceptance amongst the economically and politically powerful classes is inferred by their almost worldwide acceptance of the contemporary socio-economic paradigm.   Chapter 00 has suggested that one common set of principles do exist and it has been discussed what that might be. This idea, of a set of fundamentally agreed behaviours being at the root of virtually all societal organisation and of the economic relationships between individuals, has not yet been substantially developed with any degree of rigour nor validated by appeal to the writings of those more learned and reputable than I.  
To progress along that path we will begin by dividing the journey ahead into five further phases. The Problem Statement together wth this chapter on Methodology being considerd to be Phase 0.  The objectives and the approach of each of the next five phases will be briefly discussed below. 

Conceptually, each Phase is the subject of a main Chapter. So that Chapter 02 deals with Phase 1, Chapter 03 with Phase 2, Chapter 04 with Phase 3, Chapter 05 with Phase 4 and Chapter 06 with Phase 5. Each Chapter has quite voluminous sections, each dealing with a broad but related range of issues.  Each of these sections is contained within its own sub-Chapter. Each of Chapters 2, 3 and 4 has at least four sub-Chapters. 

These further explorations will include attempts to ‘locate’ the issues which they deal with by linking them, through explicit reference wherever possible, into the global body of knowledge (BoK) and so facilitate their widest serious consideration. These historical contributions to the understanding and the development of these issues by past authorities have given rise to the realisation of their many implications for the present.  This has in turn given rise to the consideration of how these factors may be adapted to be consistent with the precepts of a more appropriate future ‘archaeo-economic’ paradigm.
Although mankind has comparatively recently become accustomed to the deconstruction of every complex, so that it may be better understood, we have generally failed to re-integrate our findings for further evaluation of their broader implications in their proper context before attempting to apply them piecemeal to the whole subject of our study. To be able to do so is also its objective.  
This project will be, by virtue of its guiding antithesis, constantly at risk of the same fate....  a failure to reconstruct.  In recognising this, and as we progress, I will encourage the connecting of sometimes seemingly random thoughts and, probably quite often, of completely random diversions.  The test being that ‘they seemed to be a good idea at the time and with potential relevance’.  Please bear with me, with good humour if possible.  In the far mists of time I may be proved right… and if wrong I have the consolation of having tried.   

For those of you who will want to 'dip' into this document, I have provided section sub-titles for each section of every Phase of the document.  This may also help to keep track of their broader relevance as well as provide some context for their possibly disparate contents.  They will also serve as a reminder of the main focus arrived at, whatever path of inquiry you may have followed to get there and will enable you to skip to the next section of interest.  Some sections may include essays of the author, and those of others more authoritative. 
[The 'Phase details' which follow will be changed to reflect current developments in their construction and as the issues included in their focus is informed and expanded by the study process itself.
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CHAPTER 01: Methodology  -  Review and Outlook

This has been a broad outline of the methodology to be followed.   It would be surprising, if at this early stage of writing, a body of ideas and analyses did not already exist which will provide detail and substance to some of the institutional proposals for inclusion in these landscapes.  This is certainly so of myself.  
More importantly however, it is abundantly clear that within the body of researchers and philosophers of the present time, and of the last eighty years at the very least, there are many more appropriate proposals any of which are likely to be more cogent and consistent with achieving the task at hand.  It is part of the methodology of this project to call upon all people, engaged in discovering ways of moving mankind viably into the future, to communicate their thoughts, analyses and workings into this project and to be recognised, by one another, for having done so.  Or vice versa.
This is not merely to be self-effacing .  Difficult problem solving, complex analysis and evaluation, and even  guessing, are known, from good theoretical principles, to more likely to get closest to the 'truth' the more that position is an unbiased composite of the largest number of contributions.   
The successful development of a new vision for man's future socio-economic paradigm, and defining ways of planning to create it, is a very difficult and complex problem.  It will also rely at many junctures upon guesses about very significant facets of it.
It must also be clear that, within the confines of this document, the methodology described may go some way towards the goals set for the project.   But it cannot be expected to fully complete the task.  The very nature of the changes which our species faces and the likely reasons for those changes, preclude that any such project can ever be finished in an absolute sense.  
The actual goal of this document, at least in the short term of the next decade or two, can only evolve some way along the ultimate path,  In time it will, perhaps, become simply the prologue to a perpetual self-examination and continual re-envisioning of the body of knowledge from which we draw our guidance as we confront the ever unfolding future.  

That guidance needs to be created by us all.  Together.  And in perpetuity... by those that will follow us.  
 SHAPE 
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