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In this book I have argued that the ambitions of our civilisation are mean, reactionary 
and unworthy, and that we should be aiming for something nobler: a utopian society. 
The need is great; the world is now so complex we are rendered incapable, using 
familiar methods, of devising solutions to our problems that don’t create by-products 
worse than the issue they were meant to address. I wish to suggest some alternatives, 
but they depend on agreement about exactly where it is we are going as a civilisation. 
Only then might we discuss the best way to get there. 

When I was a young man, I worked as a motorcycle courier in and around London, 
a job made possible by the gift of an old CZ motorcycle. I assume it was a gift: each 
day, before I went to work, I had to spend at least thirty minutes, and sometimes as 
much as an hour, just preparing the bike. It was worn out and unreliable, so it needed 
a lot of work just to keep it going. To me, our civilisation is like this, but much 
worse; by analogy, we spend twenty-three hours and fifty-nine minutes every day in 
preparation for one minute of travel. We are perpetually obsessed with the task of 
keeping this intransigent, ancient machinery of society on the road. Instead of driving 
in fine style and at speed up the motorway to Utopia, we are parked by the side of a 
dirt road with the hood up, covered to our elbows in oil and grime, baffled, hot and 
bothered, while civilisation squabbles furiously on the back seat. When we do get in 
gear, there are too many navigators, myriad charts, and as many destinations as there 
are passengers. Who could steer in such circumstances? 

I think I may have used up my entire metaphor allowance for this chapter already. 
I’m talking about the state of the world – and I have argued that it is indeed in a state 
– and what the great and good appear to think about it. And now: what I think we 
should do about it. There is no-one in a position of authority, leadership or power 
anywhere in the world advocating the one change that could actually save us from 
ourselves – to create a utopian civilisation. Suggest that to any statesman, ruler, 
governor or captain of industry and you’ll get one certain reaction: dismissive, eye-
rolling amusement. There’s not a man or woman among them who wouldn’t think 
this proposition utterly foolish, but of course this is also what prevents us from taking 
seriously the best idea we’ve ever had.

Let me just repeat that, because it slips by all too easily. We’ve had many ideas 
as a species, and I’m saying, categorically, that one idea is better than anything – 
everything – else we ever thought of. A utopian society is the best idea we’ve ever had.
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But if so, how come we’re not trying to build the concrete foundations for this 
paragon of intellectual constructs? Or is our lack of effort (and conviction) an 
analogue of the utter impracticality of such a project? More a failure of imagination, 
I would suggest: not only is a utopian civilisation an excellent idea, but I also believe 
that we are in a position to create this fine, egalitarian world civilisation right now. 
We already have the ingenuity, technology and resources; think of all the industrial 
and intellectual might of the world, turned to a single purpose. Clearly we have the 
intelligence to devise utopian solutions. Our institutions do not have the will to bring 
such lofty ambitions to fruition, however. So, to promote this radical change, I place 
responsibility for it in the hands of the individual. I don’t believe our institutions will 
ever lead us to paradise; they’re too busy serving their own interests. Instead, I argue 
that it’s up to us. Informed by simple moral and social first principles, such as “killing 
people is bad” or “some people starving to death while others consume in excess is 
bad”, the individual can make considerably more difference than we are led to believe. 
Such first principles must also define what is, and isn’t, a problem in the first place. In 
this way, the problem of bringing food to all the communities of the world would be 
a priority; the demand to make a profit from doing so would not.

�
We are learning – repeatedly – that a little knowledge is truly dangerous. Given the 
infinite nature of knowledge, we will always be at the mercy of actions predicated 
on insufficient information supplemented by intuition, dogma or fear. However, the 
techniques we employ are becoming ever more potent, and may exact a heavy penalty 
when we guess wrong. We need to find a safer way to investigate complex systems 
without unhinging them through our interventions, no matter how well-meaning. 

Here is an example of dangerous causal complexity beyond prediction. Many 
of the major advances in healthcare in the last 40 years have been dependant on 
antibiotics, a treatment that has greatly benefited mankind. And yet, the emergence 
of “super-bugs” like MRSA, which are so virulent they can close entire hospital 
wards, were caused by indiscriminate use of antibiotics. Those few bugs immune 
to early antibiotics, the minority that survived this massive assault, were the only 
organisms left to reproduce, a clear example of how the fittest are selected by 
evolutionary pressure. We applied that pressure, greatly accelerated, through over-use 
of antibiotics, and nature responded adroitly as ever, creating a new variety of bugs 
that were, in evolutionary terms, more fitted to survival. At a speed that alarms the 
medical profession, antibiotics are rapidly becoming useless. Bacteria are fighting 
back in a way strangely analogous to terrorism; tiny microscopic organisms whose 
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only agenda is the survival of their kind, versus all the man-years of scientific study, 
the developments in technology, chemistry and engineering, the medical research, 
the biological experiments, the statistical analyses and epidemiological studies, the 
skills of the doctors and pharmacologists, the manufacturers and distributors, the 
vast investments. Simple versus complex; bugs have fought the collective ingenuity of 
humans to a standstill, at least for the moment, and we never saw it coming. 

On larger scales, the complexity of social issues is truly daunting. World economics 
has become a loaded lottery; who would be brave enough to expound the economic 
theory of everything for this chaotic new millennium? Meanwhile, the overpowering 
miasma of global trade poisons all social relationships and – without a hint of irony 
– the consumers themselves. Pre-industrial and largely undemocratic cultures still run 
by kings, emperors, military dictators or utterly corrupt politicians collide head-on 
with the awesome juggernaut of the technocrats, and their desire to bring the new 
salvation of mobile phones and genetically-modified foods to the ignorant heathens 
of the colony markets. Lasers in the jungle, as Paul Simon put it. 

For some, science is the new religion that believes in nothing but that to which 
its own limited criteria can attest, while Islam, the fastest-growing religion in the 
world, is forced by its theological opposition to the self-serving, sex-mad values of 
conspicuous consumption to bang its collective head repeatedly against the brick-wall 
defences of western hedonism, inducing a violent headache as a result. 

Meanwhile, in the name of the profit motive that supports their consuming habits, 
the hedonists have tacitly redefined democracy as the duty of the individual to 
consume, for the collective good, and the right of nations to trade anywhere there is a 
human presence, for the profit to be made. Unfortunately, the consumer society they 
seek to export comes wrapped in a shroud of cultural vacuity that envelops all who 
seek to benefit from its industry or produce, an inevitable consequence of demanding 
profit and conformity from all cultural endeavours. Consequently, there are people 
gathered round the village TV watching blurry re-runs of Dallas, blurry not because 
of poor reception, but because they don’t get enough to eat for their eyes to work 
properly; kids in the jungle, listening to U2 on their wind-up radios, destined to die 
of diseases for which there are cures kept out of reach by rapacious patent holders. 
Above our heads and below our feet, the very substance of the world is under threat 
from the promiscuity of our consumption and the waste products we create. And all 
the while, the disenfranchised, the fearful and the fanatic try to destroy the fabric of 
society by undermining the safety of those taking part in its daily activities.
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Now it must surely seem, given the interwoven nature of all our serious problems, 
that the solutions will be equally complex, peppered with theories, opinions, patents 
and positions, fudges, tolerances, allowances, compromises, sales and purchases, 
unspoken threats and promises, back-room deals and tacit understandings, all 
documented in nineteen volumes, each a thousand pages long. This is the stuff of 
trade treaties, of political alliances, of aid packages and armaments, of global warming 
summits and International Monetary Fund loans, the mechanisms by which those 
in power seek to keep their systems working, and perpetuate them indefinitely. 
Without continual intervention, these systems always break down; running a country 
is hardly a smooth and untroubled ride for its executive at any time. A great deal of 
all human resources are dedicated solely to keeping these mechanisms going, such 
is their complexity and unreliability, and it does seem rather perverse that we put all 
our effort into shoring up a system that produces so much iniquity as a necessary by-
product of its design. 

To counter the trend towards ever more complex solutions to society’s problems, I 
suggest we all adopt simple strategies, based on clear and fundamental moral and 
ethical principles. Such simple ideas and moral guidelines can provide a way of 
looking at what we do, and why we do it, free from equivocation and obscurity. 
These guidelines may, in turn, shape and inform our subsequent actions to produce 
more constructive, humane, balanced and stable solutions to the world’s problems. 
I contend that simple, uncomplicated, moral analyses are never out of date, 
inapplicable, faulty, foolish or irrelevant due to their lack of sophistication, or to 
put it another way, a deficit of complexity. And I refute absolutely the notion that 
there is nothing I can do about the state of the world I live in because of my lowly 
status in the geopolitical strata of modern society, my lack of detailed and privileged 
information about the current systems it employs, or a shortage of academic status to 
confer credibility on my ideas.

This book owes a great deal for its existence to my refusal to be an insignificant part 
of the greater social construct. I have no objection to being anonymous, but I will 
not be made inconsequential (especially when I discover I may have disenfranchised 
myself through my own passivity, rather than have it done to me). Indeed, I have 
delayed and procrastinated over writing this book for reasons of which I am a little 
ashamed: a lack of conviction, a sense of futility; the notion that it is not my place to 
write such a book; a fear of humiliation; that being bereft of academic qualification, 
sufficient study or erudition renders my arguments improper. I have, at least, 
overcome my fear and apathy to the extent that I have made the attempt. I can now 
consider this book my dutiful contribution, by which I engage with the issues and 
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attempt to make some sense of them, rather than the usual reading and weeping. 

My central argument is that simple local actions, properly motivated and understood, 
undertaken by many individuals, add up to a greater change whose unpredictability 
is an asset. Change of this kind is needed if we are to undertake the journey towards 
any type of utopian ideal for world civilisation, and I am deeply concerned that very 
few people are actively engaged in the route-planning for this most momentous 
trek. Our society is largely consumed by the effort required to keep things going, to 
maintain the status quo. On the individual level, we struggle all our lives to meet our 
commitments, hardly a suitable platform for the self-improvement, lifelong education 
and daily quest for enlightenment that should be the right and duty of every citizen. 
In business, costs rise, prices are driven down, and inflation demands you must make 
more money than last year, every year, merely in order to survive; clearly a model that 
has the seeds of its own destruction firmly planted. Unless, that is, we come up with 
an efficient inter-stellar propulsion unit, thus affording commerce novel territories 
into which it can expand. (…captain...captain…humanoid creatures sporting 
strangely ridged rubber foreheads and Equity cards have attacked the Imperial 
Double-Glazing outpost on Thanatos 4…).

Vast amounts of money are spent on armaments to be used, perversely, to keep the 
fragile peace. Governments struggle to balance their books and yet remain in power 
when they fail. Markets rise and fall, the rich get richer and the poor get more and 
more desperate. We live in a world dominated, as it has been throughout all history, 
by tyranny, violence, inequality, social upheaval, greed, crime and ignorance. (As an 
aside here, during those lazy moments of fruitless and indulgent circumspection, 
I often wondered if, in the entire history of mankind, there was a single moment 
when no-one anywhere on Earth was at war with someone else. Sounds depressingly 
unlikely, doesn’t it?).

Masking, suppressing or ameliorating the effects of these problems, particularly the 
impact on our ability to make a profit, takes up all our time, in the same way much 
medicine is prescribed to ameliorate the symptoms of physical or mental illness, 
rather than address the cause in the interests of prevention. The task of devising and 
manufacturing sticking-plaster solutions is so consuming there is no time left to 
dream of a better world, no time to draw up plans for an improved environment in 
which to nurture our aspirations, no energy left to instil the courage required to do 
so, no optimism to fuel the notion that such an improvement is even possible.

Very well: if the allegedly great and good won’t do it, I will – or at least, I will try. I 
want to put the creation of a perfect world right at the top of every socio-political 
agenda, as utterly foolish as the idea sounds. To compound my child-like crime, I 
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suggest we need simple, small-scale solutions (along with one or two slightly more 
radical ideas) in order to solve many of our most pressing problems and begin 
building the foundations of heaven. 

I am motivated, in part, by the observation that the history of human endeavour is 
hardly a record of sustained success. Of the sixty-eight empires said to have existed 
during human history, from the Minoan to the British, all have come and gone. 
War and oppression, slavery, disease and superstition are the repetitive motifs of 
each civilisation in turn, as the beneficent values that imbued strength and purpose 
to an emerging society are eroded by the desire to maintain power over others, to 
accumulate wealth and yet more power, and later, to make profits from each other. 
Nothing we’ve organised so far has produced a worthy, stable and just society, so 
I don’t think it’s terribly radical to suggest we need to try something different, a 
new mechanism, a complete redesign, a replacement. After all, the first road-going 
passenger vehicles were driven by steam. There are no steam cars now, because we 
found something considerably more efficient in the combustion engine. In the case 
of our global civilisation, no-one seems to be looking very hard for a better engine 
design; we’re far to busy devising ever more ingenious patches for the leaky boiler 
of our steam-driven society, the foibles of which we find so reassuringly familiar. To 
put it another way, those who don’t learn from history are doomed to be repeatedly 
reminded of what happens to those who don’t learn from history. Death by a 
thousand aphorisms, and serve us right.

�
Finding a mathematical model or system that validates an idea is something I find 
quite reassuring, especially when the idea is mine. I hypothesise that small, local 
activities can add up to create larger systems, and that these systems are emergent, if 
unpredictable, properties of the smaller-scale activities. In some respects this is stating 
the obvious; it is a description of how we have built the societies and technologies we 
already have – out of smaller sub-units. What makes my argument different, I believe, 
is the notion that the simple parts of a greater edifice – a utopian society – must be 
designed to incorporate new (or regrettably old) moral and humanistic principles at 
the fundamental level. These moral and ethical genes, if you like, must be embedded 
in every microscopic element that constitutes the fabric of a new society. These values 
would then inform every step in the building of a larger construct, providing guiding 
principles that must at every turn be embedded into the architecture of our culture as 
a means of keeping it honest. 
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My analogous mathematical support for this notion lies in the realm of fractal 
mathematics. One of the key tenets of fractals is that very complex structures can 
be built from a small set of very simple instructions. Another property of fractals is 
that they can be scaled up or down infinitely, and at any scale the structure has the 
same organisation. Most important to my argument is the key determinant of the 
properties of fractal, and more properly chaotic systems: the famous butterfly effect. 
In the mathematics of chaos, the emergent properties of a system based on a set of 
simple rules is said to be “sensitive dependent on initial conditions”. In other words, 
you better get the foundations right before you build a very tall building. We are 
all familiar with the cascade of disaster that commences with “For want of a nail, 
the shoe was lost…” leading, as it does, to the downfall of a kingdom. This is the 
butterfly effect in action.

The mathematician Jules Poincare observed that “…it may happen that small 
differences in the initial conditions produce very great ones in the final phenomenon. 
A small error in the former will produce an enormous error in the latter…prediction 
becomes impossible”. This is another aspect of our society that is self-evident; we 
cannot predict the weather, let alone the consequences of the sum of human action 
and inaction. I argue that while the unpredictability of outcomes to our actions 
(and the weather) is mathematically inevitable, the disproportionate quantities of 
undesirable results are the consequence of how badly we set the initial conditions. 
Where greed, self-interest, profit, confrontation, exploitation, racism, ignorance, 
disdain and intolerance are the seeds we sow, what can we reasonably expect to grow 
from them?

If we got the starting conditions right – based on the simple moral and ethical 
principles that we all understand – we might see some improvement in society. We 
should not throw away science and technology, but put it to different uses for better 
reasons. We should not abandon religion or democracy, diplomacy or trade, but 
demand only honourable results from these activities, motivated by first principles of 
fairness, dignity, honesty, respect and tolerance – exactly what we claim to represent 
now, of course, but largely the opposite of any results. 

�
I distrust the historian who attributes a single reason to an action or decision, in 
much the same way as I distrust pundits ascribing a single motive (oil, revenge, 
stupidity) for the invasion of Iraq by the USA. My experience is that we are all 
complex creatures, driven by many motives acting on us simultaneously. We act while 
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balancing as best we can our fears, cravings, drives and desires, and this is true in 
everything we humans do. I doubt if many of us could untangle the experiences that 
guide us from the forces that propel us, and I have not sought to impose an artificial 
order on my work that attempts to tidy up the messy stuff of life itself into lists and 
outlines, spreadsheets and graphs. Scientific reductionism only works on processes 
that operate consistently. Humans do not, and any analysis based on an attempt to 
reduce the whole to a set of components will mislead or fail. We must treat our own 
complexity with the respect it deserves, and find ways to consider it in total, not as 
an abstraction of fluid parts that change shape even as you squeeze them between the 
glass slides of a microscope. 

This is not to say that there is no form or order whatever to my Utopian proposition. 
One cannot claim to have erected a building simply by dumping all the components 
– bricks, steel, mortar, stone, wire and glass – over a plot of land. However, there 
are no hard-wired solutions on offer here. I do not claim that “…if the World Bank 
reduced their interest rates by 2.134 percent, Somalia could then transfer its carbon 
credits to Microsoft in exchange for a second-hand MRI scanner, two thousand tons 
of GM wheat and a lifetime supply of Tibetan lager for every village.” It is neither 
my place nor my job to suggest such things. My plans would be inept, ill-informed, 
and most likely invalid. Many technical issues – social, political, scientific and 
technological – require great expertise in order to understand and manipulate the 
various elements to a successful and consensual conclusion – any conclusion – and 
I will no more presume to pontificate on these things than I would barge into an 
operating theatre and demand to perform surgery on the patient, or opine on the best 
way to operate a nuclear reactor.

So this book cannot be in any way exhaustive, nor does it offer solutions. The 
complexity of the subject matter precludes such conceits. It is, I hope, a starting 
point, or a marker on a journey already undertaken, from which readers may discover 
questions, answers or solutions of their own. If I have one desire that this book might 
fulfil, it would be to put the destination on humanity’s map: Utopia. And all you 
have to do is hold that thought.

So is that it, then? Just hold that thought and we’ll end up in paradise? Or is this just 
a cheap trick where I criticise everything and offer solutions to nothing? Well, not 
exactly; my position is derived through the observation that no-one else has come up 
with a viable plan, so there is no reason to assume I’m going to do any better.

In fact, it is the very nature of planning, and the expectation that comes with it, that 
would be the downfall of both the plan and its author. From Thomas More, through 
Campanella, Bacon and Butler’s Erewhon, to contemporary constructs like Huxley’s 
Island: all attempts to design a Utopian society have been – as their authors plainly 
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realised – deeply flawed (or cynically posited, so as to suit their satirical take on the 
society of the time). It seems to me inescapable that no viable plan can be developed, 
because at heart, if there is a plan then there must also be an architecture that requires 
the individual to conform to its mechanisms and values. Everyone has to go along 
with it for a planned Utopia to work, and this is also why it can’t.

Heaven is neither consensual nor conformist, and will never work when tenancy 
necessitates having someone else whose job it is to tell you how to behave. We are 
now back where we started, in fact: a Utopia for which we are not responsible, run by 
adults, populated by kids. Instead, I suggest the following, and by doing so I can also 
address the disappointment some early readers of this book have expressed when they 
got to the end and found there was no grand scheme, no magic bullets – indeed, not 
even a target to aim at.

The best I can offer is this: make your own utopia, and create it with dimensions 
you can measure with a ruler rather than Global Positioning Satellites. Don’t expect 
anyone else to approve your plans. Don’t ask anyone else to share your vision, or 
contribute to it. And don’t be put off; work a little every day to move you towards 
something better, and think more about others than yourself. Then consider what the 
outcome would be if everyone else was doing this. Or rather, consider some possible 
outcomes, for in this model there can be no final plan, no end in sight. In the same 
way all of us are products of our continual re-invention, so too should be the world 
we live in. We change, and our personal experience must be reflected through an 
environment that changes with us. We experience change as individuals, and if we 
seek no more than this, change is not a frightening thing but the desirable outcome 
of being alive.

No plan then. No predictions, no safety, but no restrictions either. This would, of 
course, constitute an act of faith, but I ask you to have faith in the one constant you 
of which you can be certain; your own life. Believe in the force that accompanies 
integrity and you gather that force to yourself, for your own good and, by inference, 
the good of others. But with the exercise of faith comes responsibility. As individuals, 
and as a civilisation, we must accept that a permanent childhood is both un-natural 
and undesirable. Unless we take responsibility for our individual actions, we cannot 
hope to demonstrate some collective responsibility for the societies in which we live, 
or the planet which hosts them. We cannot continue, constrained only by the threat 
of adult interdiction, to behave like irresponsible children (albeit with loaded guns). 
Sooner or later we will be obliged to grow up.

So – what are you waiting for?

G.P.Wayne


