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“Some ideas seem too good to be true. But this one is just good.” 

 

Some ideas seem too good to be true because they are. They require people to be 
different from how they naturally are — more selfless, more rational, more equal, more 
trusting. They assume away the inconvenient parts of human nature and then wonder 
why they fail in practice. 

This is not one of those ideas. 

Understandably, it is hard to believe that some ideas are simply good. This is one 
of them. 

Consilium Dignitatis does not ask anything of human nature that human nature is not 
already willing to give. It does not require people to be selfless. It does not require 
businesses to prioritise society over profit. It does not require governments to be wiser 
than they are. It does not require the public to trust institutions they have no reason to 
trust. 

It works with the world as it is. That is why it works. 

I. 

It works with the desire for recognition. 

People appreciate being recognised, noticed, acknowledged — to be seen. This is not a 
flaw. It is one of the most consistent and documentable features of human psychology 
across every culture, every era, and every economic system. The desire to be 
recognised for what we contribute — to leave a visible mark, to have our effort 
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acknowledged, to be able to say ‘I did that and it mattered’ — is not vanity. It is one of 
the primary engines of civilisation. 

Societies have always understood this. Knighthoods, military medals, academic 
fellowships, professional honours — these are not incidental features of human culture. 
They are recognition mechanisms that societies have maintained for centuries precisely 
because they work. They motivate. They acknowledge. They say to someone who has 
contributed: we see you. 

The problem with existing recognition systems is not that they exist. It is that they are 
exclusive, inconsistent, opaque, and frequently corrupt. A knighthood can be purchased 
through political donation. A fellowship can be awarded through professional patronage. 
A medal can reflect political favouritism as much as genuine service. And the vast 
majority of people who actually keep society running — the nurses, the teachers, the 
engineers, the small business owners, the working musicians, the career civil servants 
— receive nothing visible at all. 

Consilium Dignitatis does not invent the desire for recognition. It takes it seriously and 
designs around it. It creates a system where recognition is universal, algorithmic, 
transparent, and genuinely earned. The nurse with thirty years of verified service 
receives a post-nominal after their name. It appears everywhere. It is permanent. It 
cannot be taken away. Nobody gave it to them. The data proved it. 

There is one further dividend that those of means may quietly recognise. The strata 
system offers something money cannot purchase: a reason to contribute, for those who 
have never needed one. For families where material incentive has long since lost its 
force — where a child has grown up wanting for nothing and consequently striving for 
nothing — the CDI post-nominal represents something genuinely scarce. It cannot be 
bought. It cannot be inherited. It cannot be obtained through connection or proximity to 
wealth. It must be earned. For the parent who has spent years trying to coax a 
disengaged child toward contribution — into the family enterprise, into meaningful work, 
into some form of participation in the society that sustains them — the strata system 
provides what a cheque cannot: a visible, permanent, verifiable marker of personal 
contribution that no amount of inherited wealth can substitute. CDI does not only reward 
those who contribute. It gives those who have never had reason to contribute a reason 
to begin. 

Recognition has always been a powerful motivator. The plan simply extends it to all 
people whose contribution deserves it. 

II. 

It works with the profit motive rather than abolishing it. 

Every system in history that has tried to replace profit as the primary human economic 
motivator has failed. Not some of them. All of them. The reason is not that the profit 
motive is morally superior to other motivations. The reason is that it is extraordinarily 
resilient — it adapts, it persists, it finds new forms, and it cannot be suppressed by 
legislation without creating the conditions for its own black market. 

Consilium Dignitatis does not try to abolish profit. Businesses still profit. Individuals still 
earn. The wealthy still accumulate. Private ownership, private enterprise, and free 
markets continue exactly as before. 
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What the plan does instead is create a mechanism where contributing more to society 
earns more in return — and the people who have the most to contribute happen to be 
the people with the most resources to do so. The billionaire who volunteers to become a 
Grand Patron is not being asked to be selfless. They are being offered something 
genuinely valuable: permanent, visible, civilisation-scale legacy. Their name in a public 
record that will outlast every asset they own. The means to rise, for all mankind, 
attributed to their act. That is worth something to the kind of person who has spent a life 
building things. The plan knows this and prices accordingly. 

At the business level, the procurement discount is not charity. It is a commercially 
rational exchange. A Titan-grade business contributing 50% of its profits to the pool 
receives a 25% discount on procurement. At scale, that discount can represent a 
substantial commercial return. The plan makes contribution the strategically prudent 
choice, not the morally demanded one. That is how you change behaviour at scale. 

There is a related objection that deserves a direct answer. The strata system — five 
levels, visible post-nominals, differential discounts — sounds, to some ears, like a class 
system. It is worth examining that concern carefully, because the concern is legitimate 
and the answer matters. 

Every class system in existence was inadvertently born, not designed — built on 
accident. Birth. Inheritance. The postcode your parents lived in. The school they could 
afford, or could not. None of it is earned. None of it is transparent — no one publishes 
the criteria by which the children of privilege are advantaged over the children of 
poverty. None of it is reversible — once behind, the data shows, most people stay 
behind. The accident of origin compounds silently, invisibly, across generations. 

CDI strata are different in every meaningful way. They are based on verifiable 
contribution, not origin. They are transparent and algorithmic — the criteria are 
published and applied consistently, without committees or patronage networks. They 
move only upward: strata reflect current contribution, and the system is designed to 
recognise growth, not punish its absence. And they are built on a floor. The pool 
eliminates the underclass’s tendency to fail due to grinding poverty — a cost to society 
both financial and physical — replacing it with a system that acknowledges every 
person’s potential and allows all to flourish and benefit our civilisation. 

A class system already exists. It is the most brutal kind: one based entirely on where 
you were born, who your parents were, and what postcodes you moved through. That 
system is invisible, unacknowledged, and treated as natural. CDI replaces our failing 
status quo — accident with evidence. That is not a class system. It is the end of the only 
class system that has ever mattered, and failed us. 

The plan does not replicate the class system. It builds one worth having. 

The plan does not fight the profit motive. It aligns it with human betterment. 

III. 

It is honest about what is genuinely hard. 

A plan that claims to have no weaknesses is either dishonest or unexamined. This one 
has been examined in detail — twenty-one critical review items, a full scrutiny protocol 
applied to every economic model, stress-tested against twenty real-world profiles, and 
modelled against seven economies across three continents. The weaknesses are real 
and they are named here. 
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The algorithm for Fame and Entertainment is imprecise. The most important cultural 
contributions are often invisible to any dataset. The working musician who shaped a 
genre and never sold a million records will score lower than their contribution deserves. 
The algorithm is honest about this limitation — it rewards what it can measure and 
acknowledges what it cannot. An imprecise but fair algorithm is better than no algorithm, 
and better than a subjective judgment. But imprecision is real and should be named. 

The transition is seven years long at full steady state — longer than most electoral 
cycles. Sustaining political commitment to a reform programme across two or three 
governments, through economic cycles, through the inevitable bad quarters and political 
crises that will be blamed on the plan regardless of their actual cause, requires a quality 
of institutional design and public communication that very few reforms have achieved. 
The Consilium’s independence is designed precisely to insulate the plan from this risk. 
But institutional independence is itself a fragile thing in a political environment willing to 
dismantle it. 

The transition is not experienced as a delay. The floor begins. Recognition accumulates. 
Vanguard projects are commissioned. The political constituency for completion grows as 
more people feel its effects. 

The essential sector acquisition strategy requires capital and patience that democratic 
governments have rarely sustained. Buying a majority stake in a care provider or a 
pharmaceutical distributor on behalf of civilisation, operating it on a mission-first basis, 
and defending that decision through the inevitable short-term controversies — this is 
genuinely hard, and the history of state ownership is not uniformly encouraging — and 
the Vanguard model is deliberately not state ownership. The pool holds equity. The 
operator runs the business. The distinction is structural, not semantic. 

None of this is a reason to doubt the idea. It is a reason to do the design work properly 
— which is what this plan has done. A good idea that is hard to implement is still a good 
idea. A bad idea that is easy to implement is still a bad idea. 

The hardest part is not the plan. It is deciding that the world as it is is not as good as the 
world as it could be — and being willing to act on that. 

IV. 

It works with existing institutions rather than dismantling 
them. 

Transformative ideas typically require new institutions, new bureaucracies, new 
enforcement mechanisms, new data systems, and new professional classes to 
administer them. These new structures are always more expensive than projected, 
slower to build than promised, more vulnerable to corruption than anticipated, and more 
politically fragile than needed. They become the plan’s weakest points. 

Consilium Dignitatis is more resilient and requires almost none of this. The strata 
algorithm draws on data that already exists: tax records, professional registrations, 
employment histories, academic credentials, company filings. The institutions that hold 
this data — tax authorities, professional bodies, employer registries — already function. 
The plan does not build a new data state. It connects existing data differently, more 
efficiently. 

The pool operates through existing banking infrastructure. The floor is distributed 
through existing payment systems. The discount credential works through the same 
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payment terminals that already process every retail transaction. The Consilium is 
modelled on existing independent institutions — central banks, budget offices, judicial 
review frameworks — whose independence from government has already been 
established and tested. 

This is not a minor administrative advantage. It is the difference between a plan that can 
be implemented within a single electoral cycle and one that requires a generation of 
institution-building before the first person receives a floor payment. The worker does not 
wait for a new system to be built. They are already in the data. The algorithm finds them. 

The data already exists. The institutions already function. The plan connects them 
differently. 

V. 

It works because the floor is unconditional. 

Every previous attempt to guarantee a minimum income has failed in the same way. 
The failure is not financial. It is architectural. Conditional welfare — welfare that requires 
proof of job-seeking, participation in programmes, compliance with behavioural 
requirements, periodic reapplication, and navigation of multiple overlapping systems — 
fails the people it is designed to help at exactly the moments when they are least able to 
comply with its conditions. 

The person who is most in need of the floor is also the person most likely to miss the 
appointment, fail the form, misunderstand the requirement, or lose the document. The 
conditionality that is meant to ensure the floor goes to the deserving is the same 
conditionality that ensures the most vulnerable fall through it. 

Consilium Dignitatis replaces inefficient, bureaucratic, overlapping conditional 
programmes — twenty-seven in Portugal alone¹ — with one unconditional guarantee. 
The floor is not a benefit. It is not a payment in exchange for compliance. It is a social 
contract with no small print. Every person in the country, regardless of employment 
status, regardless of savings, regardless of relationship status, regardless of nationality 
— is above the floor. Not because they have proven they deserve to be. Because it is 
the architecture that every welfare system was trying to build, and could not — because 
it could not afford to. This one can. 

The pool funds this unconditionally because the pool is capable of doing so. A system 
that generates a surplus before the floor is paid — in every economy in which it has 
been modelled — can afford to be unconditional. The conditionality of existing welfare is 
not a principled design choice. It is a rationing mechanism for a system that cannot 
afford to pay everyone. The plan can afford to pay everyone. So the floor is 
unconditional. 

The floor is not a reward. It is a foundation. And a foundation holds everyone. 

The floor knows that some people need more than others. For those with significant 
disability, the architecture includes additional provision above the floor — assessed 
through existing national systems, without new bureaucracy, without additional 
conditions. A standard supplement for those with significant impairment. A higher 
provision for those in full dependency. Neither is a separate benefit administered apart 
from the floor. Both are part of it. The foundation holds everyone. The supplement 
ensures that everyone can stand on it. 
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VI. 

Not the haves and have-nots. The haves and the have-a-lots. 

There is a question that sits beneath every argument about the floor, beneath every 
objection to guaranteeing that no human being falls below a line of material dignity, 
beneath every voice that rises to say: why should my contribution pay for someone 
else’s comfort? The question is never quite spoken aloud, because to speak it plainly 
would be to reveal its smallness. But it is always there. The question is this: what, 
precisely, do you believe a human life is worth? 

Begin at the beginning. Not the political beginning, not the economic one — the actual 
beginning. 

Fourteen billion years ago, give or take, the universe came into existence in a state of 
near-perfect symmetry. Matter and antimatter in almost exactly equal quantities. If the 
symmetry had held — if the physics of the first second had been infinitesimally different 
— everything would have annihilated everything else, and the universe would have 
collapsed into a vast, featureless dark, with no star, no stone, no consciousness to mark 
its passing. But the symmetry didn’t hold. One particle of matter survived for every billion 
pairs that cancelled each other out. The universe exists because of an imperfection so 
small it has no analogy in human experience. You exist because of a rounding error in 
the first moment of time. 

That surviving matter had to do something extraordinary before it could become you. It 
had to form a star — not our modest, yellow, middle-aged sun, but something far larger 
and more violent: a giant star, burning at temperatures our instruments can barely 
register, fusing hydrogen into helium, helium into carbon, carbon into oxygen, nitrogen, 
silicon, iron. Elements that did not exist before the star burned them into being. And then 
the star had to die. Not quietly — spectacularly, in a supernova, scattering those 
elements across the interstellar medium in a shockwave that seeded the next 
generation of solar systems with the raw material of complexity. The carbon in your 
body was forged in the death of a star that no longer exists. You are, in the most literal 
sense, the remnant of an explosion. You are born of the stars. 

The odds of a conscious mind emerging from this sequence of events — the precise 
inflation, the precise asymmetry, the precise stellar chemistry, the precise planetary 
architecture, the four billion years of biological iteration, the ten thousand generations of 
ancestors who survived every disease and every winter and every blade to produce, at 
the very end of the chain, you, reading this sentence — are not calculable in any 
conventional sense. They are simply not the kind of number that fits in a human mind. 
Cosmologists reach for metaphors and find them inadequate. Winning the lottery every 
day for the rest of geological time begins to approach it, and does not quite get there. 

And yet. Here you are. Conscious. Curious. Capable of asking whether your existence 
was earned. 

Now consider what happened ten thousand years ago, when the first farmers put 
seed into soil. 

For the entirety of human existence before that moment, every waking hour was 
consumed by the problem of staying alive. Finding food. Staying warm. Avoiding 
predators. The margin between survival and death was narrow enough that almost no 
human energy could be spared for anything else. If you had assessed that world by the 
standards we apply today — productive, contributing, economically active — the hunter 
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who returned empty-handed was a failure. The child who could not yet hunt was a 
burden. The elder who could no longer run was a cost. 

Agriculture changed everything, and the change it made was not the one we usually 
celebrate. We speak of farming as a productivity revolution, and it was — but what it 
actually created, for the first time in human history, was surplus. Surplus food. Surplus 
time. Surplus human attention, freed from the immediate demands of survival and 
suddenly available for something else entirely. 

We were unemployed. 

What did we do with the surplus time we had? 

We built cities. We made laws. We wrote philosophy. We composed music. We painted 
the interior of chapels so beautiful that people have wept in front of them for five 
centuries. We performed surgery. We developed mathematics. We sent objects into 
space. Every single thing we call civilisation — every piece of it, without exception — is 
what human beings did with the time that agriculture gave them. 

The first person who mixed ochre and drew a hand on a cave wall instead of hunting 
was, by any measure we currently apply, unproductive. Lazy, you might say. Not 
contributing. And what they were actually doing was inventing culture. The first person 
who sat and thought about why the sun moved across the sky, instead of planting or 
harvesting, was not pulling their weight. And what they were doing was beginning the 
chain of inquiry that would eventually produce the telescope and take our civilisation to 
the stars. 

The objection to the floor is, at its root, an objection to surplus human attention. It is a 
demand that every person must be economically productive at every moment, or forfeit 
their claim to material security. It is, without knowing it, an argument against the process 
that produced everything worth having. 

There is a further dimension, and it is not philosophical. It is structural, and it is 
already happening. 

The relationship between human labour and economic necessity is changing — not 
slowly, not metaphorically, but concretely and at accelerating pace. The machines are 
not coming. They are here. They are writing, diagnosing, designing, composing, 
advising. They are doing, with increasing competence, the things that we were told only 
humans could do. The jobs being displaced are not only the repetitive ones. The jobs 
being displaced are the ones that required judgement, pattern recognition, language, 
analysis — the jobs that educated people assumed were safe. 

This is not a crisis produced by individual failure. The person who trained for a career 
that automation has rendered redundant did not fail. They could not have seen it coming 
any more clearly than the factory workers of the previous century saw the robots arriving 
on the assembly line. The future is not something any individual controls, however hard 
they work or however wisely they plan. The displacement is structural. It is a feature of 
the system, not a failure of the individual. 

In this world — the world that is already arriving — the objection that the floor rewards 
laziness becomes not just morally inadequate but demonstrably wrong. Most people at 
the floor are not there because they chose idleness. They are there increasingly 
because the economy, for reasons entirely outside their control, cannot find a use for 
what they have to offer. To remove the floor from those people is not discipline. It is 
punishment for a verdict that no court delivered and no individual earned. 
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And yes, among the recipients of the floor, there will be some who are simply not 
inclined to work. There will always be some. The question is what we do about them — 
and the answer, when examined honestly, is: very little, at very low cost. The 
bureaucratic architecture required to identify and exclude the genuinely idle from a floor 
payment costs, in every economy that has modelled it, between three and seven 
percent of the welfare budget annually. In several economies that have conducted this 
analysis, the administrative cost of identifying and excluding the genuinely idle has 
exceeded the cost of simply including them.² We are spending real money, and inflicting 
real cruelty on the genuinely vulnerable, to punish a small minority for a disposition that 
harms no one but possibly themselves. The arithmetic of conditionality has never been 
worth it. The morality of it has never been defensible. 

There is a further consequence that resists quantification but is no less real. The floor is 
not only a benefit to its recipients. A society without destitution is a society with less 
crime, less disorder, less fear in public space. The streets become less hostile. The 
businesses lose less to theft. The civic fabric holds together better when more people 
have a stake in it. The floor’s benefits are not contained within the floor. They distribute 
across the whole. 

Now consider money — perhaps the most powerful story our species has ever 
agreed to tell itself. 

Money is a story. That is not a diminishment — it is the most precise description of what 
it actually is. It is a shared fiction that works because everyone agrees to believe it 
simultaneously. The note in your pocket has no intrinsic value. The number in your bank 
account is an entry in a ledger. What makes it real is collective agreement, maintained 
by institutions, enforced by law, and reinforced by every transaction that has ever taken 
place. It is real not the way a stone is real, but the way a law, or a border, or a reputation 
is real. Real because we treat it as real, together. And it is genuinely one of the most 
useful concepts our species has ever invented. No longer must a farmer trade a sheep 
for a blacksmith’s services and hope the blacksmith happens to need a sheep. Money 
solved that problem completely, and the civilisation that emerged from that solution is 
extraordinary. 

But here is the truth that no amount of money has ever resolved: at some point in the 
last few centuries, the story inverted. Money began as a tool — a means of facilitating 
the exchange of things that actually matter: food, shelter, skill, care, time. And 
somewhere along the way, in a shift so gradual that no one voted for it and no one 
declared it, the tool became the measure of all things. We stopped asking what money 
was for and started treating the accumulation of it as its own justification. The person 
with more of it became, by that fact alone, more worthy of comfort, more deserving of 
security, more entitled to be heard. 

Dignity got subordinated to a number. 

But here is what that number has never created, not once, in the entirety of human 
history: the original idea. Every single thing that money can buy was first imagined by 
something money cannot buy. Penicillin was not funded into existence — Fleming 
noticed something on a petri dish that everyone else would have thrown away. The 
internet was not commissioned by investors — it was imagined by researchers who 
wanted to share information freely. The printing press was not a financial instrument — 
it was a craftsman’s intuition about what a wine press could be made to do. The idea 
came first. Always. The capital came after, to scale what ingenuity had already made 
real. 
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Which means: if human ingenuity is the true engine of everything we value — and it is, 
without exception — then the floor is not a cost on civilisational progress. It is the 
condition for it. You cannot know in advance which mind carries the next idea that 
changes everything. The child at the floor might be carrying it. The person freed from 
the grinding terror of destitution might finally have enough surplus attention — that word 
again, surplus — to find it. The floor is not charity extended to the unproductive. It is a 
civilisational bet on human potential that we cannot afford not to make. 

There is a phrase that has done more damage than almost any other in the 
political vocabulary of the last century. 

Haves and have-nots. It is so embedded in how we speak about inequality that we have 
almost stopped noticing the architecture it contains: a world divided between those who 
possess and those who are dispossessed, those above a line and those below it, those 
who participate in the good life and those who are excluded from it entirely. 

It is the wrong picture. 

The right picture — the one that a well-designed system produces — is not haves and 
have-nots. It is haves and have-a-lots. 

In this picture, everyone has and is worthy of having. The floor is real and it holds, 
without condition, without annual humiliation, without the requirement to prove that you 
still deserve it. The question that remains is not whether you are above or below the line 
of dignity. We are all above it. The question is how far above it you are, and how much 
of what you have built you wish to contribute to ensuring that the line holds for our 
exceptional civilisation. 

This is the only picture consistent with what a human life actually is. The child born into 
poverty did not earn their poverty any more than the child born into wealth earned their 
wealth. The person at the floor is not there because they are less deserving of material 
dignity than the person above them — they are there because the distribution of 
economic fortune is not, and has never been, a precise reflection of individual merit. We 
know this. We have always known this. We have simply, for a very long time, found it 
convenient to pretend otherwise. 

The floor does not lower the ceiling. This is the point the objection always misses, 
because the objection is implicitly premised on a zero-sum account of the world — the 
idea that what the floor recipient receives is subtracted from what the contributor holds. 
It is not. The pool that funds the floor is generated by the plan’s architecture, surplus in 
every economy in which it has been modelled, before the floor is paid. Nobody at the top 
is made poorer by the floor. Their earnings continue. Their assets accumulate. Their 
recognition grows more visible and more permanent the more they contribute. The 
ceiling remains — as high as you can build it. 

What changes is only this: nobody falls below the floor. A dividend which will be reaped 
by our entire civilisation. 

The naysayer’s position, examined without the usual diplomatic softening, is that an 
entity of extraordinary cosmic improbability — a conscious mind assembled from stellar 
debris over fourteen billion years of precise and improbable conditions — should be 
required to demonstrate economic utility before being permitted the material conditions 
of a decent life. That the right to eat, to sleep safely, to exist without the grinding terror 
of destitution, is conditional on the market finding a use for what that mind has to offer. 

This is not a position that survives contact with what a human being actually is. 
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We are, if the word means anything at all, rare. We are the universe becoming aware of 
itself — that is not poetry, it is a description of what happened when matter organised 
itself into something capable of asking how it came to exist. The odds against any 
particular instance of that awareness are so long that the only honest response to them 
is something close to reverence. 

The floor is not charity. It is the minimum acknowledgement of what that rarity requires. 
It says: whatever else is true of you — whatever you have or have not built, contributed, 
produced, or achieved — you are above this line. Because you are here. And being 
here, at all, in a universe that so nearly did not contain you, is already something that no 
system of economic accounting was ever equipped to price. 

Haves and have-a-lots. That is the only division worth making. And the plan makes it. 

VII. 

It creates a political coalition rather than dividing one. 

Most structural reform proposals fail before they begin because they are designed for 
one part of the political spectrum and require the other part to accept something they 
fundamentally oppose. The left proposes redistribution; the right resists it. The right 
proposes market mechanisms; the left resists them. Both are, in their own terms, 
correct. The disagreement is genuine. The reform that requires either side to abandon 
its core position is a reform that will not survive contact with democratic politics. 

Consilium Dignitatis is not designed for one part of the spectrum. It is designed to be the 
correct answer to the question that both sides are actually asking. 

The left gets the floor. Unconditional, permanent, adequate — not means-tested welfare 
that punishes people for saving or working, but a genuine guarantee that no one falls 
below a defined minimum regardless of what the market does to them. This is the social 
protection the left has sought for a century. The plan delivers it. 

The right gets the mechanism. Contribution is rewarded. The wealthy who give the most 
receive the most in return. The state is not enlarged — the pool is an independent 
institution, not a government programme. Incentives are preserved and sharpened. The 
plan is self-financing. There is no tax increase. The case for the market is not 
undermined; it is made more honest. 

The centre gets the arithmetic. The pool is modelled, scrutinised, and surplus-
generating in every economy tested. The floor costs are confirmed. The discount costs 
are calculated. The government position is stated honestly, with transition timelines that 
do not ask anyone to take the numbers on faith. The plan is not an ideology. It is a 
design. 

The left gets the floor. The right gets the mechanism. The centre gets the arithmetic. 

VIII. 

It eliminates the lobbying problem. 

Every large-scale social reform in the modern era has been opposed, delayed, diluted, 
and ultimately distorted by the lobbying power of the interests it proposes to displace. 
The pharmaceutical industry lobbies against drug pricing reform. The financial sector 
lobbies against banking regulation. The property sector lobbies against housing policy. 
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The media sector lobbies against any accountability mechanism that might constrain it. 
This is not conspiracy. It is the rational behaviour of interests with the resources to 
defend themselves. 

Consilium Dignitatis addresses this problem structurally rather than morally. It does not 
ask powerful interests to accept reform against their financial interest. It redesigns the 
incentive so that participation is in their financial interest. 

The largest businesses — the Titans and Pillars of the CBS architecture — receive the 
largest procurement discounts in return for the largest contributions. The wealthiest 
individuals receive the most visible and permanent recognition. The sectors with the 
most political power are also the sectors with the most to gain from the recognition 
system and the most to lose from non-participation once the network is established. 

There is a further structural advantage. The plan’s surplus funds what the market will not 
— but it does so through the Vanguard Commission model: pool equity, commissioning 
fees, delivery milestones. The essential sector businesses that might otherwise lobby 
against reform are offered, instead, a route into the Prestige system as Vanguard 
partners. They retain commercial operation. They gain public recognition. They are 
inside the plan rather than opposed to it. 

The anti-lobbying dividend is not incidental. It is one of the plan’s most important design 
achievements. A reform that co-opts powerful interests rather than confronting them is a 
reform with a genuine chance of surviving long enough to produce results. 

The plan does not ask powerful interests to accept reform against their interest. It makes 
participation their interest. 

IX. 

The complete statement. 

Some ideas seem too good to be true. But this one is just good. 

It is good because it works with human nature rather than reimagining it. People want to 
be recognised. The plan recognises them. People respond to incentives. The plan 
creates the right ones. People want to protect their families. The plan rewards that too. 

It is good because the mathematics are honest and have been tested against real data 
from seven real economies across three continents. The pool is self-financing. The state 
is left broadly whole. The floor eliminates poverty. The discounts reward contribution. 
The surplus funds what the market structurally cannot. 

It is good because it builds on existing infrastructure rather than requiring new 
bureaucracy. The data already exists. The institutions already function. The plan 
connects them differently. 

It is good because it creates a political coalition rather than dividing one. The left gets 
the floor. The right gets the mechanism. The centre gets the arithmetic. 

It is good because its central insight — that contribution and protection are not opposites 
but the same mechanism expressed at different ends of the same scale — is not a 
utopian claim. It is a description of how a well-designed system actually functions when 
its components reinforce each other rather than competing. 

And it is good because it has been done before. 
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In 1942, in the middle of a war, a man published a 300-page government report about 
what Britain owed its people. The report sold out on its first day. Soldiers carried 
summaries of it into battle. Within a decade, the National Health Service existed and the 
welfare state was law. The conditions were extraordinary. The political will was 
improbable. But the idea was just good. 

Consilium Dignitatis asks for one thing that the Beveridge Report also required: the 
decision that the world as it is — where the teacher, the nurse, the care worker, the 
hospitality worker retire invisibly, where the floor exists but fails to hold, where the 
essential sectors serve profit rather than mission — is not as good as the world as it 
could be. 

And the willingness to act on that. 

X. 

The Moment — Why Now. 

There is a question that every serious reader of this plan will eventually ask, and it is not 
the one they think they are asking. They think they are asking: is this plan good 
enough? What they are actually asking is: is this moment the right one? The two 
questions feel the same. They are not. The plan has been tested against seven 
economies across three continents and survived every test. The question of the moment 
is different — and it deserves a direct answer. 

The answer is yes. And the case for it requires looking honestly at what is actually 
happening in the world, rather than at the version of events being offered to us by those 
with an interest in our believing that the disruption is smaller, simpler, or more 
manageable than it is. 

The world is not at peace. 

As of 2026, there are approximately 46 active armed conflicts across 76 countries — the 
highest number recorded since the Second World War. The number of armed conflicts 
globally has more than doubled in fifteen years. Europe is hosting its deadliest war since 
1945. The Middle East is engaged in a regional confrontation involving multiple state 
actors and direct military exchange between nuclear-adjacent powers. Sudan’s civil war 
has killed more than 150,000 people and displaced ten million. Pakistan and 
Afghanistan are in open conflict. The ICRC — an institution not given to hyperbole — 
describes what it is witnessing as the erosion of the rules of war: not their bending, but 
their active dismantling in theatre after theatre, in plain sight, without meaningful 
consequence. 

This is being said clearly because it is being obscured elsewhere. There are voices — 
some in the highest offices of the most powerful nations — who describe this moment 
as one of relative peace, of deals being done, of conflicts being resolved. The data is 
unambiguous on what those descriptions are worth. 

The peace dividend has expired. It lasted roughly from 1991 to somewhere in the early 
2010s — two decades in which the end of the Cold War allowed Western democracies 
to reduce defence spending, expand social programmes, and believe, at least partially, 
that the arc of history was bending toward liberal order. It was a genuine dividend and it 
produced real gains. But it was spent. And its expiry is not the cause of the present 
disruption — it is merely the point at which the disruption became undeniable. 
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This is not the Second World War. It is something harder. 

The instinct to reach for the WWII parallel is correct, but it requires precision to be useful 
rather than merely rhetorical. The Second World War was a unified catastrophe — a 
single, existential, identifiable threat that every Western democracy could point to and 
say: that is the enemy, and we are all facing it together. That unity was terrible in its 
cause. But it was extraordinarily powerful in its political effect. It created the conditions 
for the Beveridge Report, for the NHS, for the welfare state, for the Marshall Plan — 
because when people share a single experience of catastrophe, they become capable 
of imagining and demanding a shared reconstruction. 

What the world is experiencing now is structurally different and in some ways more 
insidious. It is not a single catastrophe. It is distributed disruption — simultaneous 
fractures across the geopolitical, economic, technological, and institutional order, none 
catastrophic enough in isolation to force a unified response, but together dismantling the 
post-1945 settlement that provided the framework within which social progress was 
possible. 

These are all failing simultaneously. The failure is not hidden — it is visible and daily 
and personal. The person who cannot afford to rent in the city where they work. The 
nurse whose thirty-year career leaves her with no visible record of what she gave. The 
small business owner who pays tax faithfully and receives no acknowledgement and no 
security in return. The young person who has been told that education and hard work 
lead to stability and has discovered, empirically, that this is no longer reliably true. 

Why this moment is nonetheless the right one. 

Beveridge published in 1942 — not after the war, but during it. He did not wait for 
stability. He wrote into the disruption, because disruption is precisely the moment when 
the architecture of the world becomes visibly negotiable. People who would never 
question the existing order in stable times will remake it entirely when the existing order 
has demonstrably failed to protect them. 

The status quo has lost its claim to inevitability. This is not a polemical statement. It is 
an observable fact about where we are. The existing tax architecture extracts without 
acknowledging. The existing welfare system protects inadequately and conditionally. 
The existing recognition systems reward connections as frequently as contribution. The 
existing political structures produce outcomes that a growing majority of citizens in 
almost every democracy describe as failing to represent their interests or reflect their 
values. 

Into that environment, Consilium Dignitatis offers something rare: a proposition that is 
not nostalgic, not utopian, and not tribal. It does not promise a return to something that 
worked before, because nothing that worked before is adequate to the world as it is 
becoming. It does not ask people to be different from how they are. It does not belong to 
the left or the right. The left receives the floor — unconditional, permanent, adequate. 
The right receives the mechanism — earned, transparent, self-financing. The centre 
receives the arithmetic — tested, honest, and surplus-generating in every economy it 
has been modelled against. 

There is one further dimension of the present moment that the plan did not anticipate 
but is extraordinarily well-positioned for. The disruption is partly technological. Artificial 
intelligence and automation are restructuring labour markets faster than any policy 
architecture designed in the twentieth century was built to accommodate. The plan’s 
unconditional floor is not merely a welfare improvement — it is the correct structural 
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response to an economy in which the relationship between contribution and income is 
becoming progressively less linear and more complex. 

The one honest difficulty. 

Beveridge had a single advantage that this plan does not: a war. The war created a 
unified emotional and political experience that made ‘we are all in this together’ a lived 
truth rather than a political slogan. The distributed disruption of the present moment 
creates no such unity. It creates instead a population that is atomised in its anxiety — 
each person experiencing their own version of the failure, uncertain whether anyone 
else’s version resembles theirs, susceptible to being told that the cause of their 
particular difficulty is some other group’s fault. 

This is the real political challenge of the moment. Not that the plan is wrong. Not that the 
arithmetic fails. But that the conditions for collective action are harder to create when the 
disruption is distributed rather than unified. 

The answer to that challenge is not to wait for a single catastrophe large enough to unify 
everyone. That would be to wish for something worse than what we have. The answer is 
to build a proposition that speaks to each person’s experience of the failure — the 
unrecognised nurse, the underpaid engineer, the business that contributes and receives 
nothing in return, the young person who cannot afford to live — and shows them not that 
they are all suffering from the same cause, but that they are all protected by the same 
solution. Different experiences of the problem. One architecture for the response. That 
is the political coalition Consilium Dignitatis can build — and it is the only coalition 
adequate to the moment. 

The complete case. 

History does not wait for ideal conditions. The Beveridge Report was written in a burning 
world. The Marshall Plan was proposed into a Europe of rubble and exhaustion. The 
most consequential acts of social architecture in the modern era were not produced in 
moments of peace and stability — they were produced in moments of crisis, by people 
who understood that crisis is not an argument for caution, but the only real argument for 
action. 

The disruption is real. The inadequacy of existing systems is real. The appetite for 
something better is real — larger, more cross-partisan, and more urgent than at any 
point in the last eighty years. The plan has been tested and it works. The arithmetic is 
honest. The design is done. 

What this moment asks for is not a new idea. It asks for the recognition that the world as 
it is — fractured, disrupted, failing to protect the people it was designed to serve — is 
not as good as the world as it could be. 

And the willingness to act on that. 

XI. 

The Alternative Is Not Standing Still. 

There is a potential objection to Consilium Dignitatis that does not announce itself as an 
objection. It presents itself as patience. As prudence. As a preference for the known 
over the untested. It says: not yet. It says: let us see how things develop. It says: the 
problems you describe are real, but they may resolve themselves, or be addressed by 
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incremental means, and the risks of something so ambitious outweigh the risks of doing 
nothing. Doing nothing? What could happen if we do nothing? 

The objection deserves a direct answer. Not because it is dishonest — it is not. But 
because it rests on a premise that has not been examined: that doing nothing is a stable 
option. That the alternative to structural reform is the world as it is now, held 
approximately in place, until a less disruptive moment arrives. The same ingenuity that 
built the economy we are describing is already building the one that will replace it — 
with or without a plan for what comes next. 

It is not. 

What follows is not a description of a stable world held awkwardly in place. It is a 
description of a trajectory. Some of its indicators deteriorate by rising — displacement, 
armed conflict, the costs of inaction. Some deteriorate by falling — trust, institutional 
capacity, the floor of economic participation. The direction of the number is different in 
each case. The direction of travel is the same. 

The automation of labour is not a threat approaching on the horizon. It is a structural 
shift already underway, accelerating with each iteration of the technology that produces 
it. The jobs being displaced are not only the manual ones — they are the analytical, 
creative, advisory, and communicative roles that educated people had been told and 
assumed were safe. The displacement is not experienced as a single event. It arrives 
sector by sector, role by role, faster than any retraining infrastructure has ever 
successfully absorbed it. The floor of economic participation — what the economy 
provides to people in exchange for their engagement with it — is retreating. Faster than 
any government has been willing to say. 

The labour displacement is not happening in a stable world. 

The conflict data is not a temporary anomaly. The number of active armed conflicts 
globally has more than doubled in fifteen years. The rules of war — the accumulated 
constraints that the twentieth century built into international law precisely because of 
what happens when those constraints dissolve — are being dismantled in theatre after 
theatre, in plain sight, without meaningful consequence. The UN, NATO, the WTO, the 
international court architecture — institutions whose purpose was to hold these lines — 
are under direct political attack from governments that were their founding members. 
The post-1945 settlement — the framework within which social progress in the West 
was possible — is not being renegotiated. It is being abandoned. 

The trust deficit is self-reinforcing. When governments and the institutions built to protect 
people fail to address displacement, people withdraw from those institutions. When they 
withdraw, institutions lose the mandate to act. When institutions cannot act, the next 
failure is larger. This is not a theoretical risk. It is the documented cycle of the last thirty 
years of democratic backsliding across every continent in which it has occurred. The 
cycle does not reverse itself. It requires intervention — and the longer the intervention is 
deferred, the more of the institutional infrastructure that would make reform possible has 
been consumed by the very cycle it failed to interrupt. 

The costs of not acting compound. The unconditional floor is not merely a moral 
preference. It is the structural response to a labour market that is already producing, at 
accelerating pace, people whom the existing economy cannot use and the existing 
welfare architecture cannot catch without humiliation. Each year those people exist 
below the floor is not a stable cost. It is a cost that grows — in health expenditure, in 
justice expenditure, in the social fabric costs that do not appear in any single line of a 
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government budget but are visible in every high street and every waiting room. The 
inaction is not free. It is simply invoiced differently, across more departments, over a 
longer period, in ways that make its true cost harder to attribute and therefore easier to 
defer. The cost is immeasurably large. 

The window of opportunity does not stay open indefinitely. The conditions that make 
structural reform achievable — public appetite for something different, institutional 
capacity to implement it, the political space created by the status quo's visible failure — 
are not permanent. They are produced by crisis and consumed by it. Beveridge 
understood this and wrote while the world was burning rather than waiting for the ash to 
cool. The appetite is present now. The institutional capacity exists now. The arithmetic 
has been tested and confirmed now. Reform of this scale does not become easier as 
the disruption deepens. It becomes harder — because the institutions it requires to 
function have been further weakened, the public trust it requires to hold has been further 
eroded, and the political space it requires to pass through has been further narrowed by 
the interests that benefit from inaction. 

The question is not whether the world changes. The world is already changing, in 
directions that no serious observer believes are uniformly good. The question is whether 
that change is directed — by a design that has been tested, that works with human 
nature rather than against it, that is honest about its difficulties and has answered them 
— or whether it is allowed to accumulate without an architecture adequate to contain it. 

The choice is not between Consilium Dignitatis and stability. The choice is between 
Consilium Dignitatis and a trajectory. That trajectory has a direction. It has been running 
for thirty years. And the people at the bottom of it have not, in any country, in any 
decade of that period, found that the status quo was rewarded. History records what 
happens when that patience runs out. 

So what happens if we don't change? 

 
 

 

“From a single act of greatness — a dynasty acknowledged, and the 
means to rise for all mankind.” The creed of Consilium Dignitatis 

 

“We the people recognise it is time for change. It is time to level up 
civilisation.” 
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For anyone who wants to understand why this is possible — and why now is the moment. 

XII. 

The Long Arc 
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Zoom out. The macro graph trends upward. Across almost every measure that matters 
— life expectancy, literacy, child mortality, extreme poverty, violence, democratic 
governance — the human story runs in one direction. Not smoothly. Not without cost. 
But upward. 

This is not a popular argument in a moment that feels like a trough. It is the right 
argument. The evidence base is overwhelming — Pinker, Rosling, the longitudinal data 
that does not care about the news cycle. The century that killed more people than any 
other also ended more diseases, ended more famines, extended more lives, and 
created more democratic governments than all the centuries before it combined. 

Troughs feel permanent from inside them. They are not. What looks like civilisational 
failure is almost always civilisational recalibration — the painful, expensive, necessary 
work of finding what comes next. 

CDI is not born of despair. It is born of confidence in the species' capacity to improve — 
and of the recognition that improvement at this scale requires architecture, not 
aspiration. 

Every great organising principle works until it doesn't. 

For most of human history, religion was the organising principle — the source of law, 
meaning, obligation, and community. It held societies together across generations. But 
as the scale of the problem grew — trade between civilisations, governance of tens of 
millions, coordination across continents — the scale of the problem exceeded what any 
single religious tradition was designed to address. Not a failure. A ceiling. 

The market system and liberal democratic governance took over that work. They did it 
extraordinarily well. More people lifted from poverty in the last century than in all 
previous centuries combined. But the same logic applies: a system designed to 
maximise individual production and consumption is not well-suited to distributing its 
proceeds equitably, pricing its externalities honestly, or governing the commons. Not a 
failure. A ceiling. 

The question is not whether these systems failed. They did not fail. They succeeded — 
and then ran into the limits of what they were designed to do. The question is what we 
build next, and whether we build it before the costs of the ceiling become irreversible. 

The fortunate among us. 

Some people are born holding what amounts to a golden ticket. The right geography, 
the right parents, the right decade, the right body. None of it earned. All of it 
consequential. The distance between a child born in subsistence poverty and a child 
born into wealth is not, in any meaningful sense, a moral distance. It is a distance of 
circumstance. 

The left's answer has often been: redistribute it by force. Strip it from the holders. The 
Soviet experiment tested this hypothesis at civilisational scale. The result was not 
equality. It was the destruction of the productive capacity that makes redistribution 
possible at all — and the replacement of one set of power-holders with another, more 
violent set. Forced redistribution does not eliminate the distance. It eliminates the 
wealth. 

CDI's answer is different. The wealthy are not criminals for being wealthy. Wealth, in a 
well-designed system, is not the problem — its structural capture is the problem. If the 
mechanisms by which wealth is generated also contribute to the systems that make 
everyone's floor secure, the dynamic changes. Not by force. By design. 
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BCR draws from business profit. PCR draws from personal income. The Vanguard 
acquires equity stakes in essential services — energy, water, housing, transport — the 
sectors that underpin every life regardless of stratum. The wealth does not move. The 
architecture around it changes. 

The Grand Patron structure is the voluntary expression of this logic. Those who choose 
to enter it give up liquid wealth in exchange for purpose, recognition, and the knowledge 
that their resources did not simply compound — they built something. The question is 
not how to take it. The question is how to invite it. 

The best available foundation. 

Democracy is the worst form of government, Winston Churchill observed, except for all 
the others. The same logic applies to the Western liberal tradition that produced it — 
imperfect, historically compromised, structurally incomplete. And the best available 
foundation for what comes next. 

Not because it is above critique. Because it contains, within its own architecture, the 
mechanisms for self-correction. Freedom of speech. Rule of law. The accountability of 
power to those it governs. No other system has managed this combination at scale. 

A world that fragments into competing value systems — each with its own account of 
legitimacy, its own answer to the question of who decides — produces not plurality but 
paralysis. The coordination problems of this century require a shared foundation, not a 
contested one. 

CDI does not propose to replace this foundation. It proposes to extend it — to close the 
gap between the principle of equal dignity that liberal democracy asserts and the 
material reality in which that dignity is distributed. The floor is what that principle looks 
like when it is funded. 

What comes next is not a revolution. It is a succession. 

Every organising system that succeeded did so because it provided a better answer to 
the conditions of its time — not because it destroyed what came before, but because it 
absorbed what was worth keeping and built upward from there. The successor to 
feudalism did not erase ownership. It reframed it. The successor to absolute monarchy 
did not abolish governance. It accountablised it. 

The arc is long. The direction is upward. 

 

¹ Portugal operates twenty-seven distinct means-tested benefit programmes at the time of modelling, each 
with separate eligibility criteria, application processes, and administrative overhead. 

² In multiple OECD analyses, the administrative cost of conditionality-based welfare enforcement has 
been found to approach or exceed the cost of the payments being withheld. 


