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(note. because of  my need to to listen to and respond to other presentations, this is  
not verbatim, but  somewhat amplified  from the notes I used. 

These are  the walls outside the council chamber in Sienna, painted by  Lorenzetti 
in 1472. The one on the right represents the impact of  good government on the 
town -the fields are full, the workers crafting, the mayor smiling, a marriage is 
taking place. On the opposite is the impact of  bad government: the craftsmen are 
idle and drunk, the girl is taking money for favors, the mayor is taking a bribe and 
the fields are fallow. The council members have to walk between these two for their 
meetings. 

At Stanford we created the Stanford Strategy Studio and took these murals as a 
goal to aim at in the high use of  graphics to stimulate strategic conversation. The 
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work that I have done in recent years flows from these experiments in how to have 
more intelligent conversations.

To give you a sense of  why I am pursuing human complexity, I came from physics 
at Caltech and by senior year realized I was more interested in the physicists then 
in their equations. Robert Oppenheimer suggested I meet a frind of  his who was 
chair of  the psych department at Berkeley and it led to my getting a PhD there in  
human development. Then to Harvard for a post doc in cognitive studies and then 
to Mexico where I studied psychoanalysis with Erich Fromm at his Institute at the 
National University. I then spent a number of  years in Washington as a consultant 
and psychoanalyst and  experienced inside many institutions, a good taste of  
complexity. At Stanford using the Strategy Studio I became involved with a 
number of  issues, among them  climate studies, and realized  that climate people 
were mostly naive about Economics, stressing for example consumption rather than 
income as the source of  anxiety about change. That led me to working with INET 
so I could learn more about what an economy is and its place in society. To 
understand  the place of  economy in society I felt that a larger space for thinking 
was ncessary. We are taught that the path to analysis is through reducing the 
complexity of  the problem. I felt rather the opposite: that to understand a problem 
one had to go outside the box of  its current state because the forces that created it 
are outside, and there is no hope of  improving it without understanding those 
forces that have been treated as external.

 The tendency for systems thinking without much analysis of  the people that made 
up the system was puzzling. There was also a tendency to shrink the system for easy 
of  analysis rather than to expand it for potential relevance and insight. So for 
example, we all know
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So things are exponentially difficult, and governments increasingly felt to be 
weakening in response to respond.

The current non-historical approach is to try to understand what is happening now 
and plan for the future.

But we might do better if  we also include a look back at both how government 
evolved and the problems emerged.

Typically planning is done as if  we are a runner waiting for the gun to go off. All 
looking is forward. better might be the image of  the surfer sitting on her board, 
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watch the waves come, develop,  pass under,  and move toward the beach. After 
watching for a while she has a sense of  how a wave moves and how it might 
develop and crash. Planning should take a look back as to how we got here as much 
as to think of  where we can go and how the situation (wave) might unfold.

It is also obvious that with climate change, world wide unemployment and wealth 
concentration, marginalization of  way too many people, and the failure of  politics 
to raise from servant to the rich to servant of  the population, that the situation is 
deeply complex and difficult, bordering on wicked problems, problems that must be 
lived because they can’t be solved.

Complexity thinking is an invitation to rethink the structural mechanical and rigid 
scientific thinking of  the past.  Science typically takes the strategy of  looking for 
isolated events (a weight falling in a vacuum) in order to establish quantitative 
relations between causes and effects.  But this means that complicated things like 
the patterns that emerge such as when breaking of  the rack in billiards, are not 
discussed even if  they are interesting. Taking  on complexity legitimizes us to think 
of  things that were left out of  standard science and raise new questions. The 
question is, are we really using complexity thinking wisely and openly, or failing to 
seize the invitation by sticking close to old agendas? For example, instead of  
discussions of  wealth we stick with discussions of  money.

Remember, our task here is not to understand complexity theory in isolation, but its 
potential relevance for governance. We need a wider scope.

Joseph Taintor's Collapse of  Complex Societies raises questions that are usually missed 
by readers  because those questions, or suggestions, move into uncomfortable 
territory, like who wins and who loses in an economy.. Not only does he see that 
infrastructure costs outstrip the growth in the economy  (so far this is tolerable), but 
that when the infrastructure gets into trouble the infrastructure is almost always 
owned by elites who then cut costs in order to get as much cash out as they can 
rather than repair the systems. Hence collapse. Talking of  elites, which takes us into 
complex issues of  social order and disorder, is ignored. Iy is too far from 
equilibrium models or other field dependent ways of  looking at flows in an 
economy. Prices is one thing, elites is felt to be really different.

Stephen Toulmin's Cosmopolis says We live in the restricted intellectual inquiry 
whose   created by philosophers such as Descartes, Liebnitz  and  Spinoza to avoid 
the hatred  and religious wars that had characterized the period in which they 
lived. The previous generation of  Shakespeare, Erasmus, Rabelais and Montaigne 
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was much richer and complex in terms of  culture, belief, philosophy, the nature of  
man, but that agenda was pushed aside in order to maintain civility. Toulmin says 
the crisis is over and we should go back to the old agenda of  a rich discussion of  
people, culture, religion, poetry and relationships.

Brian Arthur in his recent papers on Complexity is really encouraging us to loosen 
up, and to look at what we have left out. But are we doing it? Complexity theorists 
and other system thinkers tend to treat humans as though they are merely points in 
a  field of  forces that push them around. perhaps the person has an algorithm or 
two inside or a minor program, but that is it. The potential “invitation” from 
complexity theory is replaced with conventional cause effect models, or 
probabilistic ensembles. The issues that would arise by exploratory narratives are 
avoided.

Kenneth Burke in books such as The Grammer of  Motives faces this problem with 
what he calls the need for a “Representative Anecdote.” If  you are going to study 
something, make sure you chose as an example something complex enough that if  
you did understand it, you would not have missed the mark of  what you originally 
started to investigate. If  you wanted to study a violin you wouldn’t immediately 
break it into parts and run them through a composite physical analysis, you would 
want to have it played to see what it could do. Same with people. But social science 
treats people as rather dull, not as the extremes they can be that reveal the fuller  
properties of  human potential. No poets, philosophers, statesmen, scientists. Not 
even as parents. No analysis of  riffing in jazz or the running of  a good restaurant.

Three key ideas,  if  we include real people in the discussions of  complexity. .

People. 

Systems usually discussed in material and mechanical terms, such as the flow of  
traffic or dollars or investments or the effect of  laws on those people treated as 
points, the tendency in our thinking will be to make the “system” efficient without 
any discussion of  the role or impact of  the people.  If  we include  people  the 
gestalt, the pattern of  actions, shifts radically. There is a major change in logic, 
because instead of  thinking about optimizing the material system we realize that we 
can optimize around the quality-of-life of  the people.  This is a radical shift in 
perspective, from a bucket of  sand to a community of  people. That suggests that, 
since people are a major part of  the system, one of  its “building blocks”, we better 
understand the material and inquire into the nature of  people, their perceptions, 
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imaginations, hopes, despairs, relationships, place in the life cycle and 
embeddedness in traditions.

What one speaker at a previous conference here aid, partly as joke, but only partly, 
“Unfortunately we have to deal with human beings.”  As if  humans ruined our 
systems that are designed for - what?

What real people want is not consumer goods. These are means to other ends: love, 
relationship, status, belonging. Rene Girard has made it clear that people don’t 
want what others have, they want what other are trying to do with what they 
obtain. The imitation is of  desire, not object.

Even when social science deals with people the tendency is to look at them through 
a construction that contains ideology. For example, perception.  Let’s take a simple 
case. 

The standard  understanding is that the eye  sees the light coming from the glass, 
there is complex activity in the brain (mind?) and the result is seeing the glass of  
wine. But this is just part of   the actual event.  

How did the eye get to be looking in the direction of  the glass? There was previous 
activity in the mind that led to the person orienting their vision in the direction of  
the glass.  
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By leaving that out, we treat the person (ideologically) as passive and the glass and 
light as active. Interesting that the sense of  needing to move in order to see is 
contained in the Chinese characters. On the left is “eye” and on the right, with the 
addition of  legs, is “see”.

A second example is putting students in behavioral economics experiments. They 
sit passive and are shown things on which they then have to act. What is left out is 
the much more interesting process that got them to the experiment in the first 
place: the mix of  motives, curiosity,  money desperation, or sociability that moved 
them.  Economists tend to see people as always in the economic game, not as they 
really are, moving in and out for complex reasons.

To go the next step, people are full of  imagination It is probably true that what 
moves in our minds  that creates gods, loves, and dreams, are all pretty much the 
same. The sociologist Gabriel Tarde was clear that  a mind is much richer than our 
connections through communication (actually a thin channel) with others.  The 
mind is huge, and has consequences. (Bruno Latour has written a great deal about 
Tarde)

Which leads to the question of  meaning. People want ways of  tying things together 
to make sense of  it all. This is normally the place of  religion re legire (to re tie). 
Science is also one of  those procedures for tying things together. In this sense 
science is one of  the religions (and much of  its vocabulary has religious origins: 
time as linear,  the redemptive quality of  progress). Society probably needs a theory 
of  what goes with what, a religion. What will it be? Can science, with its wonderful 
ethic of  honesty and shared perceptions be equal to the task, or does it avoid too 
many questions to yield meaning,  preferring conventional orthodoxy of  small 
beliefs?

A related issue is the place of  rationality.

There is a strong tendency to deny emotions. After Daniel Golman’s Emotional 
Intelligence there has been a grudging awareness of  the necessity of  in the social 
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sciences, including management and economics, saying something about emotional 
life. But the emerging consensus is that rational is one thing and emotions 
something totally different. (The divide might be an intuition about computability). 
In short rational is seen as intelligent - and computable - and emotions as disruptive 
of  logical thought. Is a being hungry irrational? The split is a new fundamentalism 
that goes along with the division of  experience into subjective and objective, 
internal and external. If  you notice, your experience is about your place in the 
world, and does not make the inside - outside distinction. 

For the greeks reason meant the use of  mind in the service of  life. Rational 
contains the idea of  ratio, balance. The modern use of  rational is means ends 
coherence cross a system of  though or design  without regard to the goal. The tendency 
is to stress the mathematical and either exclude what is not, or to claim that the 
whole world is mathematizable. Math contains the idea of  some reversibility for 
example going from A to B contains the possibility of  going from B to A.

But in drama, for example, there is no reversibility. the story does not make sense 
backward. 

Much to say here but this is not the place for a full argument, only for hints.

Kant compounded the problem when he says “the starry heavens above, the moral 
law within.” because religion in fact is always looking for a connection between the 
cosmic and the inner law.  In Chinese this is explicit in the deep belief  in the 
mandate of  heaven - that there is something ethical about the nature of  the 
cosmos, something that we humans can align ourselves with for good. Some might 
see this, rightly, as a “conservative” move,  But that might be necessary. How else 
does  a society hold together. We might be finding out.

The key point is that modern views of  rationality aim to get rid of  the person in 
order to maintain computer simulation. 

A subsidiary theme concern selfishness and implications for the rationality of  
economic man. The self  in selfishness is the little self  of  an impoverished ego  A fell 
sense of  self  implies the world and care for it, because the full self, not the self  of  
selfishness, is fully connected to everything, the full range of  our talents, what 
Jefferson meant when he said “life, liberty,  and the pursuit of  happiness” , where 
by happiness he meant the number of  happenings that the self  plays  in an 
engaged way in society and nature. (see Gary Wills, Inventing America)
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The goal of  social thought and complexity thinking has to be the reintegration of  
humans and nature, a connection  broken repeatedly from the rise of  agriculture 
through industrialization and on to digitalization. 

Philip Mirowski, in his book Machine Dreams, goes through the history from the 
1930’s to the present, of  how game theory, control theory, process theory and such 
were brought together by the war effort, and how the key people stayed together 
and determined the post-war research agenda of  the National Science Foundation.  
That agenda was basically computability.

The broader vision of  man and nature was replaced by that vision of  
mathematizing the world. The problem is,  math without passion can’t create any 
action. Though it can be an ideology which masks passions, such as control and 
destruction.

I’ve drafted a nook, GardenWorld Politics, dealing with these issues. The aim is to 
provide an image of  man-nature integration to compete with the man-machine 
integration that dominates society.  Mirowski says has the “dream” is of  turning the 
world governance and economy and its participants into a single machine, what 
Lew Mumford called the “megamachine” in the 1950’s.

The consequences of  not including people is to leave us with an “efficient” system 
of  corporate controlled markets, the very system that has caused the employment, 
income and climate issues that are taking us to ruin  

Culture. We need to include culture or we cannot do something like question 
Western civilization and its impact on our current problems. The idea that people, 
policies, goals, habits of  thought are universal rather than part of  a particular 
moment in the flow of  traditions actually limits the range of  what we can think 
about. Complexity theory  suggests that, instead of  narrowing the models to get to 
calculations, we should explore the more interesting and relevant complexities of  
social and cultural life as acted on and experienced by real people, the people who 
tend to show up more in novels than in spread sheets.

History. Putting our thinking in a historical context can also provide very useful 
framing that is unavailable if  you only think about the present. For example 
agricultural elites needed agricultural workers. Industrial elites needed industrial 
workers. It is not at all clear how many people are needed in a digital society. The 
result is a breakdown in the social contract between elites and the rest of  the 
population and hence a crisis of  intense proportions. 

9



Such thinking is not possible if  we are ignorant of  major movements within history 
that are still having effects in setting boundary conditions on the present.

Taking a long look it is clear that elites have always been in control and that 
economics is the governing paradigm for that relationship in our time. People are 
much more connected with each other through economics than through 
governance, which has almost disappeared from their lives. 

It is also clear that economics is just a theory of  what people do, it is what they do. 
The rules, like chess, and chess is not a theory of  what people do. Hume said 
economics is theories about people who have theories.

Also economic thinkers have a strong tendency to imitate physics and to maintain 
that economics is about natural events, not man made.  in the long history we can 
see that the world “law” used for physics is the same as used for courtroom and 
legislative “law.” The reason is to give the man made the status o te natural so it 
can’t be questioned.

A long view opens up possibilities for understanding.

For example, the economic troubles of  the US in the 2000’s can be understood as 
reaction to changes in time.

The US was in a privileged position after WW 2 and almost anything made could 
be sold, and anything bought could be sold at a higher price. But starting in the 
1960’s this growth  started to slow down. Political activity intervened to maintain 
the appearance of  the upward curve, especially supporting high end incomes. But 
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the difference between expectations and realities was made up by increasing the 
cost burden on the rest of  society in lower wages, outsourcing and automation.

A deeper longer look and understanding comes from the Work of  Giovanni 
Arrighi, especially in his book The Long 20th Century. There he shows that craft 
production in what we now call Italy in the let say (somewhat schematically) in the 
13th century became of  such a  quality that it produced what we would call profit. 
The tendency was to reinvest that cash in increased local production, but that led to 
new product driving down overall profits through over saturation. The merchant 
craftsmen took their cash north and built or organized  new capacity, but there was 
not the wealth locally to support this production. The merchants, looking for new 
possibilities, discovered Holland as it was beginning its overseas merchant fleet. So 
Italian wealth was invest in Holland - until over production of  ships led to a decline 
in profits per trip or per ship. the dutch bankers, realizing this, found England at 
the beginning of  the industrial period, and invested heavily there. This worked 
until the late 1800’s when England too showed signs of  overcapacity (given low 
wages), and he London Bankers took profits into the US buying and building, until 
WW1 when England, to deal with the war, had to sell its assets in the  US at 
discounted prices. This was the capacity that party fueled US growth during and 
after the war  until  the 1960’s when profits were declining and bankers took US 
profit to Asia. And now China is having some of  the same overall decay. Where 
next?

What I like about this analysis is it shows a somewhat inevitable evolution 
outwardly and devolution internally , rather than  with anyone at fault,  (there were 
opportunists for sure) but systemic.

Historical understanding also opens up possibilities by letting us see that concepts 
that exist now had a history and evolution. This suggests that further development 
is possible, despite resistances.

A few examples of  such history. Take the word “capital”.  Cap means head in 
Latin ,  and from which  come ideas like “caput” and capital punishment, but also 
capital of  a nation, and what goes on top of  a column as well as baseball cap. The 
origin seems to be in the roman use of  cattle as a measure of  wealth, and hence 
head of  cattle, and especially breeding a new head. In traditional herd based 
societies there are rules about this. I can give you a goat and you can eat it or give it 
away, but you cannot breed it except under strict conditions because otherwise 
breeding would get out of  hand and ruin the grassland all were dependent on. In 
this way early capitalism had restrictions, restrictions that were lost when capital 
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became free to move in the commercial world of  late medieval Italy. Note the 
“capitalism” is rooted in the mystery of  the universe and the magic of  creation or 
more from less. I think “capitalists” in their hearts, entrepreneurs, feels this power 
and magic. Thinking about this origin of  “capital” gives us a new sense of  freedom 
to further evolve its meaning, if  we can avoid retrapping ourseles in things like 
“human capital”.

Property comes from proper, what things are proper (hence necessary) to a 
nobleman to show rank (horse, castle, sword). As you know, wearing out-of-rank 
clothing was often a “capital” offense.

John Locke in defending and defining property rights said “King, you cannot touch 
this (our land) because it was here before you, given by God,  and made ours by our 
labor.”. He never proposed a relationship between the land holding aristocrats and 
the peasants. That his arguments became the basis for property rights without 
serious examination of  the concept is fairly ridiculous, and powerful, and we may 
want to rethink it. The world private also comes from pre-vatus, to take from the 
public realm. The word contains the history of  private stemming from public, not 
the other way around.

New orthodoxy. We run the risk that complexity theory, instead of  the opening 
that Brian Arthur and others hope for, would close in on itself, reducing to 
computation, differential equations  (that imply a conservation of  the field in ways 
that are not warranted). Such a mis-appropriation of  Complexity thinking, 
combined with equivalent trends  in behavioral economics, game theory, neurology, 
and evolutionary theory are assembled  in such away as to be a new orthodoxy of  
control and calculation.  Such people treat things  like the nation state, money, 
trade as given by nature, not as human constructs with alternatives.

I can quote Brian Arthur's paper, 

I will argue that this new approach is not just an extension of standard 
economics, nor does it consist of adding agent-based behavior to 
standard models. It is a different way of seeing the economy. It gives a 
different view, one where actions and strategies constantly evolve, 
where time becomes important, where structures constantly form and 
re-form, where phenomena appear that are not visible to standard 
equilibrium analysis, and where a meso-layer between the micro and 
the macro becomes important. This view, in other words, gives us a 
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world closer to that of political economy than to neoclassical theory, a 
world that is organic, evolutionary, and historically-contingent.

Behavioral economics starts with people in the game of  economics and leaves 
unexplored the way people move in and out of  the economic framework.

Complexity appeals to technocrats who see a new way to seize control and are 
convinced that complexity is a knowable system that will extend their reach.

This connects to the view of  evolution as a convergence towards a goal of, say, 
rationalizing the universe. In fact evolution creates myriads of  new possibilities at 
every point in time and s a system of  new divergences.

Neurology is used to support a research strategy of  going from neurons as pulse 
carriers to computability in ones and zeros and the strategy that though can be 
derived from such structures. the fact s make it more difficult. For example that 
neurons are not wired together, but connected through a fluid filled with ions and 
hormones that in an infinity of  analog ways determine the connectivity of  two 
neurons, and because neurons are in a complex system, prediction and cause and 
effect have to be replaced by emergence and pattern recognition, always tentative.

Big data, another part of  the professional usurpation of  reality, is really a big 
correlation machine and misses anything that is not major. For example, low 
probability scenarios, which are important and hopeful  because the high 
probability scenarios for climate, employment and population are ugly, are denied 
legitimate existence. Only high correlations are citizens in that new world.

Stuart Kaufman writes in his book with the provocative title The Return of  the Sacred,

The econonosphere is a self  consistently constructing whole, persistently 
evolving, with small and large extinctions along the way.”

Why do we have this tendency to a new orthodoxy? I would venture that banks and 
lawyers are in collusions with politicians to keep a system that is simply focused on 
an economics of  payoff  to elites, and that universities align careers along the needs 
of  this system. Remember Tainter’s analysis in Collapse. To show how pervasive this 
is as ideology, consider the use made of  Garret Hardin's “Tragedy of  the 
Commons”. The view expressed there is that farmers overgraze the commons and 
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ruin it, and that the better management might be by “firms”. the reality s that 
farmers have a culture that is deep and conserving and knew well how to manage 
the commons. The paper by the way was about the possibility of  nuclear 
deterrence and hardly about the farmers, but it is a set piece in modern social 
science, though hardly read by anyone Eleanor Ostrom made solid progress by 
showing that cooperation was possible and that Hardin was historically wrong (see 
also E. P. Thompson, Customs in Common.)

Economics is a closed system preserving the integrity against political claims by 
those left outside. The assumption in economics is that it is legitimate as the 
framework for social policy analysis. The reality of  resentment and incomes failure 
is creating a situation where rethinking governance is necessary and complexity 
theory supports the new needed openness in the process.

The idea that the farmers were stupid,  in contrast to supporters of  corporate 
management, is part of  the disdain for other cultures, all of  which are still seen as 
primitive in comparison with the modern, digital, age.

Culture are different, and if  we can’t see them we are setting ourselves up to be 
unable to see the necessity or possibility of  our own culture morphing into 
something less destructive. Our closeness to China suggests that we take Taoism, 
for example, seriously.

I also suggest that we tend, in taking the present as he totality of  times possibilities. 
of  missing the possibility that science itself  is going through phases: from physics to 
biology, then to sociology to psychology to philosophy. That is, from the integration 
of  physics and biology, setting up the conditions for understanding society as first 
physical and informational systems, and then as systems of  meaning, which sets the 
ground for a deeper investigation of  the human nature that is emergent rather than 
reduced, an that seeing the conditions for a full grsp of  the philosophical questions 
concern what socrates called “the fit life for a human being, “ were ethics, 
aesthetics, meaning an science are grown into a holistic perspective.

We need to be aware of  this path, otherwise we are confused about the aim: to 
make things or to grow people? Economics treats the economy as complicated, not 
as complex, as predictable not as emergent. This economics is the major 
infrastructure of  governance, and government in its current form is servant to that 
economy. 

14



As pointed out, elites needed agricultural and industrial workers, but now the social 
contract is broken and wide open to new configurations, because the economy does 
not need people. This creates a very real crisis at the same time we are coping with 
robots and AI on one side, climate deterioration and population pressures on the 
other.

And we are stuck with simple things like accounting rules that treat the inputs to a 
system as costs and the outputs as sales and profit - and puts wages in the input 
column rather than in the output column. So wages are a bad and profit is a good. 
Is this neutral social science, or owner serving ideology?

Economics only exists in a social space where it has been decided that materialism 
is central to the culture. As we shift from making things to growing mature people, 
this is likely to change and economics as the relevant frame will be far less 
compelling. That process is already under way.

Money arises with the appreciation by earliest humans in bright shiny things.  But 
in a tribal world these are not treated as private, but as brought into the tribe 
already operating with games and , rules, and festivals. From the beginning the 
“money” is an amalgam of  these human constructions.  Everything that has 
happened since is elites controlling those rules. Money is not a part of  nature, or 
even human nature but the assimilation ob things with rules. 

A new system must deal with human and nature interdependencies and the quality 
of  life.  her is the real opening for complexity, if  we can have the courage to hold 
on to its promise in the face of  traditional power and its desperate effort to hold on 
to power. The current economics has let the corporations replace political power 
and led to the concentration of  wealth that creates interests of  further 
concentration,  and suppression of  alternatives, even as we need alternatives to 
cope with human species destruction. 

At the heart we are looking at the possibility of  looking at governance and politics, 
not from the regime of  money but of  wealth. The “wealth of  Nations.”wealth not 
The money of  nations”. Not especially the DGP of  nations. Money is a proxy 
measure for wealth, and not a very good one. Complexity thinking gives us the 
encouragement to look more deeply into  this questions of  governance and real 
wealth, its creation and distribution, under the guiding ideas of  quality of  life and 
sustainable and attractive integration with nature

recommendations.
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I was asked to make some suggestions for recommendations on the use of  
complexity to help governance. Here are a few.

Recall that in the struggle between government and economic interests, people 
often quote Hayek on the inefficiencies of  government planning. But Hayek was 
complaining about governments that were smaller than many corporations today, 
yet he never applied his critique to them. Government has its place and is 
politically more legitimate than corporations.

It important to be aware that contempt for government is driven by fear for losses 
of  income or opportunities (broader than just economic). People need signs that life 
is worth living and that there is a goal that makes sense of  socializing their children.

Be aware of  the difference between spread-sheets and narratives as ways of  
communicating to the people. 

Mood and mood changes are the primary motives of  all humans all the time.  
Pitrim Srokin said that society in the long run oscillates between spiritual and 
material preoccupations. Beware of  the shift. 

In the use of  scenarios be sure to include that past,  the present complexities, and 
the fact that low probability scenarios are essential because, at this point in time, 
high probabaility scenarios (authoritarian, collapse, anarchism, local Mafias) are all 
unattractive.

Scenarios should reach out beyond the obvious. “Hotel Singapore” and “Split 
City” are important, but  tame compared to “Corporate Feudalism,” “Radical 
decentralization”, and “Ruwanda like collapse” (though be aware of  the very 
impressive and real recovery there with, for example, the lowest corruption rate 
inAfrica.

Make a vigorous use of  graphics to convey meaning. Not jus for the public but 
within government groups and workplaces. Without rituals and artifacts groups 
have no memories.
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