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Abstract

Civilizations advance by learning to observe, represent, and measure aspects of reality that
were previously invisible. The ability to determine longitude transformed navigation and global
trade. Standardized time transformed industrial production and transportation. National
accounting transformed governance by making economies legible to policymakers. Credit
scoring transformed lending by creating scalable representations of trust and risk. In each case,
a new form of observation enabled a new form of coordination, and that coordination generated
new forms of value.

Despite extraordinary advances in measuring economies, institutions, markets, and
transactions, one domain remains inadequately represented within modern systems of
measurement: the development of the human being itself. Contemporary economic systems
derive value primarily through external observation. Markets observe transactions, states
observe populations, employers observe performance, and digital platforms observe behavior.
These observations influence wages, creditworthiness, reputation, opportunity, and access to
resources. Yet while individuals are continuously observed by these systems, they rarely
participate directly in the process through which their lives are represented and valued.

This paper proposes a different approach. We argue that the next frontier of economic
measurement begins when the individual becomes the primary observer of their own life. Rather
than treating value solely as a byproduct of transactions, outputs, or institutional assessments,
we propose a framework in which value emerges from the interaction between observed human
activity, personal development, and collective contribution. Such a framework does not reject
existing systems of measurement but seeks to complement them by capturing dimensions of
human experience that remain largely invisible within current economic architectures.

At the center of this framework lies a simple proposition: the fundamental unit of value is not
money, labor, or output, but the observed human time slice. Human lives unfold through time,
and every achievement, habit, relationship, skill, and contribution emerges from how time is
allocated and experienced. By treating observed time as the foundational unit of representation,
it becomes possible to construct richer models of human development and social value.

To operationalize this idea, we introduce four interconnected protocols. ~Wellbeingldentity
represents the human being as the primary unit of observation. ~ValueCaptureProtocol captures
observed time through structured records of activity. ~WellbecomingProtocol contextualizes
human development and personal growth. ~SAOcommons contextualizes collective contribution
within communities and shared systems of value. Together, these protocols form the foundation
of the Internet of Value, a new measurement architecture designed for the age of artificial
intelligence.




1. Introduction

Every civilization is built upon what it can observe. The history of human progress can be
understood as a history of expanding observation, in which new methods of seeing reality
create new possibilities for coordination, organization, and value creation. Whenever humanity
develops a more precise way of representing the world, entirely new institutions become
possible. Scientific revolutions, economic transformations, and political innovations often begin
not with new resources but with new forms of visibility. What was once hidden becomes
observable, what becomes observable becomes measurable, and what becomes measurable
becomes governable.

The history of navigation provides a useful illustration. For centuries, sailors crossed oceans
without a reliable method of determining longitude. The inability to measure position accurately
constrained exploration, trade, and maritime coordination. The development of increasingly
precise timekeeping devices transformed this reality by making longitude measurable. Once
position could be represented with sufficient accuracy, navigation became dramatically more
reliable. The result was not merely a technical improvement but a profound expansion of
economic and geopolitical possibilities. A new form of observation altered the structure of
civilization itself.

The same pattern appears repeatedly throughout history. The standardization of time enabled
railways, synchronized production, and industrial coordination across vast distances.
Double-entry accounting enabled merchants and enterprises to manage increasingly complex
commercial relationships. National income accounting gave governments a coherent
representation of economic activity and transformed macroeconomic policymaking. Credit
scoring enabled financial institutions to evaluate risk at scale and extend lending beyond
traditional networks of personal trust. In each case, a new measurement system created a new
capacity for coordination.

These developments reveal a recurring sequence that underlies many of humanity’s most
important institutional innovations. Reality is first observed. Observation is translated into
representation. Representation becomes measurement. Measurement enables coordination.
Coordination creates value. Although this sequence appears straightforward, its implications are
profound. Every measurement system embodies assumptions about what deserves attention,
what should be represented, and what forms of reality matter most. Measurement is never
neutral; it reflects choices about what a society considers important enough to observe.

The modern world measures many things extraordinarily well. Governments track inflation,
employment, and economic growth. Educational institutions measure academic attainment.
Financial institutions measure creditworthiness and risk. Digital platforms measure engagement,
attention, and behavioral patterns. Businesses measure productivity, efficiency, and
performance. These systems have generated enormous benefits by making complex social and
economic processes legible and manageable at scale.




Yet an important question remains unresolved. What exactly are these systems measuring? In
most cases, they are not measuring human beings directly. Instead, they measure proxies that
stand in for aspects of human activity. Gross Domestic Product measures economic output.
Credit scores measure lending risk. Academic grades measure performance within educational
systems. Employment records measure participation in labor markets. Social media metrics
measure engagement within digital environments. These measurements are useful and often
indispensable, but they remain indirect representations of a deeper reality.

What they primarily measure is what humans produce rather than what humans become. This
distinction has always mattered, but it becomes increasingly significant in an age shaped by
artificial intelligence. For much of history, output served as a reasonable proxy for capability. The
quantity and quality of what a person produced often reflected their knowledge, skills, discipline,
and contribution. As artificial intelligence systems make intelligence, information processing,
and content generation increasingly abundant, the relationship between output and capability
becomes less stable. Outputs become easier to generate, information becomes cheaper to
access, and many forms of prediction and analysis become automated.

As these transformations accelerate, a fundamental question emerges. If intelligence becomes
abundant, what becomes scarce? We argue that the scarce resource of the coming era is not
information but human development itself. Qualities such as discipline, judgment, resilience,
creativity, trustworthiness, purpose, and the capacity to build communities cannot be reduced to
the outputs they occasionally produce. These qualities emerge through lived experience,
sustained effort, and long-term development. They are characteristics of becoming rather than
merely producing.

The challenge is that becoming requires a different observer. Modern institutions primarily
observe individuals from the outside. Markets observe transactions because their purpose is
economic exchange. States observe populations because their purpose is governance and
resource allocation. Platforms observe behavior because their purpose is engagement and
optimization. Each observer constructs a representation of reality that reflects its own objectives
and incentives. These representations are valuable, but they are necessarily partial.

The questions asked by these observers differ fundamentally from the questions individuals ask
about their own lives. Markets ask what economic output was produced. States ask how
resources should be governed and distributed. Platforms ask how engagement can be
increased and sustained. These are important questions, but they do not address the central
question that individuals confront throughout their lives: who am | becoming? The answer to that
question cannot be derived solely from transactions, outputs, or behavioral metrics. It requires a
form of observation rooted in lived experience.

The Internet of Value begins with this premise. It proposes that individuals should become active
participants in the process of observation and valuation rather than remaining passive subjects
of external measurement systems. Instead of relying exclusively on institutions to define worth,
individuals can observe their own time, contextualize their own development, and contribute to
richer representations of value. Such participation does not eliminate the need for external




observers, but it introduces a new perspective that has historically been absent from economic
measurement.

The foundation of this approach is remarkably simple. Every human life unfolds through time.
Every action occupies a portion of time. Every habit emerges from repeated allocations of time.
Every skill develops through accumulated investments of time. Relationships, achievements,
contributions, and identities all emerge through patterns of time use. Time is therefore not
merely a resource among others; it is the medium through which human life is experienced and
expressed.

For this reason, we propose the observed time slice as the atomic unit of value. A time slice
consists of four elements: a start time, an end time, an activity, and proof of activity. Together,
these elements create a structured representation of lived experience that can serve as the
foundation for higher-order forms of analysis. By capturing time in a consistent and verifiable
manner, it becomes possible to construct richer representations of human development and
contribution.

From this foundation, additional layers of meaning can be built. Human development can be
contextualized through the Wellbecoming Protocol, which seeks to represent the process of
personal growth across multiple dimensions of life. Collective contribution can be contextualized
through SAOcommons, which represents the relationship between individual activity and
community-defined value. The interaction between these layers enables value to be
represented not merely as economic output but as the product of personal development and
collective contribution.

The remainder of this paper develops this framework and explores its implications for
economics, governance, communities, and artificial intelligence. Our objective is not to replace
existing systems of measurement, many of which remain essential to modern society. Rather, it
is to expand the range of phenomena that can be observed and represented. Every civilization
is ultimately constrained by what it chooses to measure, and every measurement system begins
with an observer. If the next era of coordination requires a richer understanding of human
development, then the first step is to create a framework through which individuals can observe
themselves.




2. The Observer Problem

Every measurement system begins with an observer. At first glance, this statement appears
almost trivial, yet it carries profound implications for how societies understand reality and
organize collective action. Before anything can be measured, someone or something must first
decide that it is worth observing. Every metric, score, index, accounting framework, and
reporting system reflects a choice about what aspects of reality should be made visible and
what aspects can remain unseen. Measurement is never entirely neutral because it is always
preceded by an act of attention. The observer determines what is recorded, the measurement
determines what is rewarded, the incentives shape behavior, and over time behavior reshapes
institutions, cultures, and societies themselves. What appears to be a technical question about
measurement is therefore also a political, economic, and philosophical question about what
kinds of realities deserve recognition.

For this reason, the history of civilization can be understood not only as a history of
technological progress but also as a history of expanding observers. Human societies have
repeatedly increased their capacity to coordinate by developing new ways of seeing. When
merchants developed double-entry bookkeeping, commerce gained a new observer capable of
tracking transactions with unprecedented precision. Economic activities that had once been
difficult to monitor became visible, businesses became easier to manage, and capital could flow
more efficiently across larger networks of exchange. The innovation was not merely
mathematical; it transformed the scale at which economic coordination could occur because it
expanded what could be reliably observed.

A similar transformation occurred when governments developed national accounting systems.
Economies that had previously existed as fragmented collections of local activities became
visible at the scale of the nation-state. Measures such as gross domestic product,
unemployment, inflation, trade balances, and tax revenues created a new observational
framework through which governments could understand and manage economic activity. These
metrics enabled forms of planning, policy intervention, and public investment that would have
been impossible without a shared statistical picture of national reality. The observer expanded,
and with it expanded the capacity for collective coordination.

The emergence of digital platforms introduced yet another observer, one operating at a scale
and level of granularity unprecedented in human history. Every click, view, scroll, purchase,
search, and interaction became measurable. For the first time, billions of people could be
observed continuously across vast digital environments. This new observer generated
extraordinary quantities of behavioral data and enabled new forms of personalization,
recommendation, advertising, and social coordination. Activities that had previously
disappeared into the background of everyday life became visible as streams of measurable
signals. Once again, the expansion of observation expanded the possibilities for coordination.

Yet every observer, regardless of its sophistication, introduces limitations alongside its
capabilities. No observer sees everything. Every observer perceives reality through the lens of
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its own objectives, constraints, and incentives. What becomes visible within one observational
framework may remain invisible within another. This distinction becomes particularly important
when examining the modern economy, where three dominant observers shape much of
contemporary life: the market, the state, and the platform. Each observes the same human
being, yet each sees something different and assigns value according to different criteria.

The market observes transactions. Its primary concern is exchange and the allocation of
resources through voluntary economic activity. It asks what was produced, what was sold, what
was purchased, what revenue was generated, and what profit was created. The market is
extraordinarily effective at coordinating production and directing resources toward activities that
generate measurable demand. Its observational power has enabled remarkable increases in
productivity, specialization, and economic growth. Yet its vision is necessarily constrained by
what can be expressed through transactions. Activities that do not generate observable market
signals often disappear from view regardless of their importance to human flourishing.

Many of the most consequential activities in human life illustrate this limitation. A parent caring
for a child, a person recovering from addiction, an individual learning a new skill, a volunteer
supporting a community organization, or a friend helping another through grief may all
contribute profoundly to human development and social resilience. These activities shape lives,
strengthen communities, and create long-term value. Yet many produce little or no immediate
market transaction. Because the market observer primarily recognizes exchange, such
contributions frequently remain invisible within its framework. Their absence from economic
measurement does not imply a lack of value; it reflects the limitations of the observer itself.

The state observes populations rather than transactions. Its primary concern is governance and
the management of collective welfare at scale. It asks how many people are employed, how
many children are educated, how many citizens are healthy, how much tax revenue is
generated, and how public resources should be allocated. This observer enables large-scale
coordination across infrastructure, public health, education, security, and social welfare systems.
Without statistical observation, modern governance would be impossible. Yet the state
necessarily operates at a distance from individual experience. It observes aggregates,
categories, and populations rather than the full complexity of individual lives.

As a result, the richness of human experience is often compressed into statistical abstractions.
Individuals become members of demographic groups, entries within datasets, or units within
policy categories. Such abstractions are often necessary for governance, but they inevitably
simplify reality. The state observer can identify broad patterns across millions of people, yet it
may struggle to capture the unique developmental trajectories, motivations, and circumstances
that shape individual lives. What is gained in scale is often lost in depth.

The platform observes behavior. Its primary concern is engagement and participation within
digital environments. It asks what captures attention, what drives activity, what increases
interaction, and what keeps users connected. Digital platforms possess an unprecedented
ability to observe human behavior in real time and at extraordinary levels of detail. They
measure dimensions of activity that were previously invisible and generate insights that can




influence everything from consumer behavior to political discourse. However, this observational
power is optimized around platform objectives rather than human development itself.

The platform sees behavior, but it does not necessarily see meaning. A click and a moment of
personal transformation may both register as engagement. A user spending an hour scrolling
through content and another spending an hour learning a life-changing skill may generate
similar behavioral signals despite radically different developmental outcomes. The observer
records activity, but the significance of that activity may remain unknown. Behavioral
observation alone cannot fully explain why an action matters or how it contributes to a person's
growth and wellbeing.

Despite their differences, the market, the state, and the platform share an important
characteristic. All observe the individual from the outside. They construct representations of
human lives through external signals such as transactions, demographics, behaviors,
engagement metrics, credentials, outputs, and performance indicators. These representations
are often useful and sometimes extraordinarily powerful. They enable coordination across vast
populations and complex systems. Yet they remain incomplete because they rely primarily on
observable external manifestations rather than lived internal experience.

A fundamental observer is therefore missing from most contemporary measurement systems:
the individual. The person living the life, experiencing the consequences of decisions, navigating
challenges, pursuing goals, and undergoing the continuous process of becoming is largely
absent from the architecture of measurement. This absence creates a significant measurement
gap. Modern systems possess sophisticated mechanisms for observing what humans produce,
consume, and perform. They possess far weaker mechanisms for observing what humans
become.

The distinction between production and becoming is subtle but essential. Production is an
outcome that can often be measured through external signals. Becoming is a process that
unfolds over time and frequently requires internal context to understand. Production can often
be counted, priced, or categorized. Becoming involves development, adaptation, learning,
recovery, growth, and transformation. These processes may not always generate immediate
external indicators even when they are profoundly important to long-term human flourishing.

Consider two individuals spending one hour in a gym. An external observer may record identical
behavior: one hour of exercise completed. From the perspective of observable activity, the
sessions appear equivalent. Yet their developmental significance may be radically different. For
one individual, the session may represent recovery from years of obesity and the rebuilding of
physical health. For another, it may simply maintain an already established routine. For a third, it
may serve as preparation for professional athletic competition. The observable action is
identical, but the meaning, context, and developmental impact differ substantially.

The same pattern appears throughout human life. An hour spent reading, studying, mentoring,
resting, building a company, caring for a family member, or participating in a community project
may carry very different significance depending on the individual's circumstances and




developmental trajectory. Observable actions reveal only part of the story. To understand value
more completely, observation must be combined with context. Without context, measurement
risks confusing activity with progress and output with development.

Itis at this point that the Internet of Value introduces a new observer. This observer is not
intended to replace markets, governments, or platforms, all of which perform important functions
within society. Instead, it serves as a complementary layer that expands the observational
capacity of existing systems. The new observer is the individual human being. Unlike external
observers, the individual possesses access to dimensions of reality that are difficult or
impossible for external systems to capture directly, including personal intention, personal
development, personal wellbeing, personal meaning, and personal growth.

The objective is not to eliminate existing systems of measurement but to expand the
measurement frontier. The goal is to make visible aspects of human development that remain
difficult to observe through market prices, government statistics, or platform analytics alone.
Such an expansion would not diminish the value of existing observers. Rather, it would
complement them by incorporating dimensions of reality that have historically remained
underrepresented within formal systems of measurement and coordination.

Achieving this shift requires a new measurement architecture. It requires an architecture in
which individuals actively participate in the observation process rather than serving solely as
objects of observation. It requires an architecture in which time becomes observable as a
developmental resource, in which personal growth becomes contextualized, and in which value
emerges not merely from external outputs but from the interaction between human development
and collective contribution. Such a framework seeks to bridge the gap between what people do
and what they become through doing it.

The Internet of Value therefore begins with a simple proposition: before value can be measured
differently, it must first be observed differently. Measurement follows observation, and
observation depends upon the presence of an observer capable of perceiving what matters. If
important dimensions of human development remain invisible, they cannot be systematically
recognized, coordinated, or rewarded. Expanding the boundaries of value therefore requires
expanding the boundaries of observation. The first step is not a new metric or a new score but
the introduction of a new observer into the system. That observer is the individual human being.




3. The Observed Time Slice

If every measurement system begins with an observer, the next question becomes unavoidable:
what exactly is being observed? The answer to this question determines the architecture of the
entire measurement system because the choice of observational unit shapes what can be
measured, what remains invisible, and ultimately what kinds of conclusions can be drawn. Every
discipline rests upon some foundational unit of observation. Physics observes particles, fields,
and interactions. Biology observes organisms, cells, and ecosystems. Economics, in its modern
form, primarily observes transactions. The transaction has become the atomic unit of economic
measurement, serving as the foundation upon which markets, firms, and national economies
are analyzed.

A transaction may take many forms: a purchase, a sale, a wage payment, a loan, or a transfer
of assets. From these observable exchanges emerge prices, revenues, profits, market
valuations, and national accounts. Because transactions occupy such a central role in economic
analysis, they are often treated as synonymous with value itself. Yet transactions are not value.
They are observations of exchange. They reveal that two or more parties recognized something
as valuable enough to exchange under specific conditions. What they do not reveal is how that
value came into existence, what developmental processes enabled it, or what investments of
human effort preceded the moment of exchange.

Behind every transaction lies a sequence of events that frequently remains invisible to
conventional measurement systems. Learning, practice, recovery, discipline, experimentation,
relationship-building, community support, skill development, and personal growth often unfold
over extended periods before producing any observable market outcome. A successful
entrepreneur may spend years developing expertise before generating revenue. A researcher
may devote decades to study before producing a breakthrough discovery. A parent may invest
thousands of hours in caregiving without generating a measurable transaction at all. By the time
a transaction occurs, much of the underlying developmental story has already disappeared from
view. The transaction captures the outcome, but not the process that made the outcome
possible.

The Internet of Value begins one layer deeper. Rather than treating the transaction as the
atomic unit of value, it proposes a different primitive: the observed time slice. A time slice is the
smallest unit through which human development, contribution, and value creation can be
systematically observed. This shift reflects a simple but profound observation about human
existence. Every life unfolds through time. Every activity occupies time. Every habit is
constructed through repeated allocations of time. Every skill emerges through accumulated
investments of time. Every organization is built through the coordination of human time. Every
economy ultimately consists of billions of individuals allocating finite portions of their lives
toward different purposes.

Time precedes transactions. Time precedes production. Time precedes output. Time precedes
the realization of value in markets. Before anything can be exchanged, created, learned, built, or
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contributed, someone must first allocate a portion of their finite lifespan toward that activity. For
this reason, the observed time slice serves as the foundational observational unit of the Internet
of Value. It captures reality at a stage that exists prior to economic recognition, allowing
developmental processes to become visible before they manifest as measurable outputs.

An observed time slice contains four essential elements: a start time, an end time, an activity,
and proof of activity. Together these elements establish a verifiable observation that a specific
portion of human life was allocated toward a particular action. The observation does not attempt
to determine whether the activity was valuable, productive, meaningful, or beneficial. It simply
records that the activity occurred and that evidence exists to support the observation. In this
sense, the observed time slice functions as the entry point into the system, providing a reliable
foundation upon which more sophisticated forms of interpretation can later be built.

Importantly, the observed time slice does not claim to measure value directly. A person
spending one hour reading is not automatically creating more value than a person spending one
hour exercising. Likewise, an hour spent building a company is not inherently more valuable
than an hour spent caring for a child. Such judgments depend upon context, goals,
circumstances, and perspectives that cannot be inferred from observation alone. The observed
time slice captures reality before judgment. It records what happened without attempting to
determine what that activity should mean. Interpretation comes later.

This distinction is crucial because many measurement systems collapse observation and
valuation into a single step. Activities are often categorized as productive or unproductive,
valuable or nonvaluable, before sufficient context has been established. The Internet of Value
deliberately separates these functions. Observation occurs first. Context follows. Value emerges
afterward. This sequence mirrors the logic of the scientific method. Scientists begin with
observation, collecting evidence before constructing explanations. Only after observations have
been gathered does interpretation begin. The quality of any conclusion depends fundamentally
upon the quality of the observations that support it.

The same principle applies to human development. Before asking whether an activity was
productive, meaningful, healthy, educational, or economically valuable, the activity must first be
observed. Observation forms the foundation upon which all subsequent layers of analysis
depend. Without observation there can be no measurement. Without measurement there can be
no coordination. Without coordination there can be no scalable system for recognizing and
organizing value. The observed time slice therefore functions as the equivalent of raw data
within the Internet of Value, providing the foundational record from which higher-order
interpretations can emerge.

Yet observation alone is insufficient. A time slice, while necessary, remains incomplete without
context. Observation without context can easily become misleading because identical activities
may carry radically different developmental significance for different individuals. Consider two
people who each spend two hours running. Both record a start time of 6:00 AM, an end time of
8:00 AM, the activity of running, and GPS data as proof. From the perspective of observation,




the two time slices appear identical. The recorded facts are the same. The duration is the same.
The activity is the same.

From the perspective of human development, however, the significance of these observations
may be profoundly different. One individual may be recovering from a cardiac event and taking
the first meaningful steps toward restoring health. The other may be training for an
ultramarathon and refining an already advanced level of performance. One may be establishing
a habit after years of inactivity, while the other is maintaining a routine that has been practiced
consistently for years. The observable activity remains unchanged, but its developmental
meaning differs substantially. Observation alone cannot capture these distinctions because the
significance of an action depends upon the individual performing it.

This realization leads directly to the next component of the framework. If the observed time slice
answers the question, “What happened?”, another protocol must answer the question, “What
did it mean for the individual?” This is the role of the Wellbecoming Protocol. The Wellbecoming
Protocol provides personal context for observed time. It transforms activity into development by
interpreting observations through the lens of human growth, wellbeing, capability, resilience, and
performance. Through this layer, identical activities can be understood differently depending on
their contribution to an individual's developmental trajectory.

In this sense, the observed time slice is not the destination but the beginning. It serves as the
bridge between lived experience and measurable reality, allowing human development to enter
a formal system of observation without prematurely imposing judgments about value. By
creating a reliable record of how time is allocated, the framework establishes a foundation upon
which richer forms of analysis can be constructed. Human growth, which often remains invisible
within traditional economic systems, becomes observable and therefore measurable.

The significance of this shift becomes clearer when viewed in historical context. Previous
economic systems were optimized around the observation of outputs. Factories measured
production. Companies measured revenue. Governments measured national income. Digital
platforms measured engagement. Each system focused primarily on outcomes that could be
observed after activity had already occurred. These measurements proved useful because
outputs are often easier to quantify than the processes that generate them. Yet they also left
large portions of human development outside the scope of formal observation.

The Internet of Value introduces a complementary perspective. Rather than beginning with
outputs, it begins with human time. Rather than beginning with transactions, it begins with
observation. Rather than asking what was produced, it first asks how a finite portion of a human
life was allocated. This question may appear deceptively simple, but it represents a significant
shift in perspective. It redirects attention from outcomes to processes, from exchange to
development, and from economic recognition to the underlying activities that make recognition
possible.

Every achievement, every relationship, every skill, every organization, every innovation, and
every civilization ultimately emerges from the allocation of finite human time. Time is the




universal substrate from which all forms of human value are constructed. By making time the
foundational unit of observation, the Internet of Value seeks to illuminate dimensions of value
creation that remain largely invisible within transaction-centered systems. The observed time
slice therefore represents more than a measurement unit. It represents a new starting point for
understanding value itself—not as something that suddenly appears at the moment of
exchange, but as something that begins the moment a human being consciously allocates
attention, effort, and time toward becoming something more.




4. Context and Human Development

The observed time slice answers an important question: what happened? It provides a
structured record of activity, behavior, and participation within a defined period of time. Yet
observation alone is insufficient. A record of activity, no matter how accurate, remains
incomplete without context. A navigation system that knows location but not direction cannot
determine a destination. A financial statement that records transactions but ignores liabilities
cannot represent economic reality. In the same way, a system that records human activity
without understanding human development cannot fully represent value. Observation tells us
what happened, but context helps us understand what it means. This distinction sits at the heart
of the Internet of Value.

The observed time slice provides the foundation of measurement, while the Wellbecoming
Protocol provides the interpretive layer that transforms observation into understanding. Without
such a layer, all human activities begin to appear equivalent. An hour of study becomes
indistinguishable from an hour of distraction. An hour of exercise becomes indistinguishable
from an hour of self-destruction. An hour of leadership becomes indistinguishable from an hour
of manipulation. Observation alone cannot resolve these differences because the significance of
an action depends on the developmental context in which it occurs. Human development
therefore becomes essential to any meaningful account of value.

The challenge is that human development has always been difficult to measure. Modern
institutions have attempted to address this problem through a variety of proxies. Educational
systems rely on grades and test scores. Employers use performance reviews and productivity
metrics. Psychologists assess personality traits and behavioral tendencies. Governments track
health outcomes and demographic indicators. Technology platforms measure engagement,
retention, and attention. Each of these approaches captures a fragment of reality, and each
provides useful information within its own domain. Yet none captures the complete process
through which a human being develops over time. The limitation is not simply methodological; it
reflects the fact that human development is not a single variable that can be isolated and
measured independently.

Human development is a layered process in which changes at one level influence changes at
another. Biology influences emotion. Emotion influences feeling. Feeling influences thought.
Thought influences habit. Habit influences performance. Performance, in turn, influences future
biological and psychological conditions. The process is recursive rather than linear. Human
beings are not static entities moving through the world while accumulating experiences. They
are dynamic systems continuously becoming something different from what they were before.
Any framework that seeks to understand value must therefore account for this ongoing process
of transformation rather than focusing exclusively on isolated outcomes.

The Wellbecoming Protocol begins with this premise. Rather than measuring disconnected
results, it seeks to contextualize the developmental process itself. It proposes six interconnected
layers through which human development unfolds: physiology, emotion, feeling, thought, habit,
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and performance. Together these layers form a developmental stack. Each layer influences the
layers above and below it, creating a network of reciprocal relationships rather than a simple
hierarchy. Each layer provides context for understanding observed behavior, and each
contributes to the realization of value. By examining development across these interconnected
dimensions, the protocol seeks to create a richer understanding of how human potential is
cultivated and expressed.

The sequence begins with physiology, which represents the biological foundation of experience.
Breathing, sleep, nutrition, movement, hormonal balance, sensory perception, and energy
regulation all belong to this layer. Before a human being can think, decide, create, or contribute,
a biological system must support those activities. Civilizations have often treated physiology as
a private concern, separate from economic or social value. Yet physiology quietly shapes every
dimension of human performance. Poor sleep alters cognition and judgment. Chronic stress
influences decision-making and emotional regulation. Physical illness constrains opportunity
and participation. Energy availability affects attention, motivation, and persistence. The body is
not merely a vessel through which value is expressed; it is the substrate upon which all higher
functions depend.

Above physiology lies emotion. Within this framework, emotion refers not primarily to subjective
experience but to underlying biological and neurochemical states. Dopamine, serotonin,
oxytocin, cortisol, endorphins, adrenaline, and noradrenaline influence motivation, reward,
bonding, vigilance, stress, and resilience. Although these processes often remain invisible to
conscious awareness, they continuously shape behavior. They influence what attracts attention,
how risk is perceived, how persistence is sustained, and how recovery occurs after setbacks.
Emotional systems operate beneath the surface of conscious thought, yet they exert profound
influence over the choices individuals make and the opportunities they are able to recognize
and pursue.

Human beings often encounter these emotional states indirectly through feelings, which form
the third layer of the developmental stack. If emotion represents the biological condition of the
system, feeling represents the lived experience of that condition. Fear, joy, gratitude, anger,
belonging, loneliness, confidence, shame, hope, rejection, and meaning all belong to this
domain. Feelings create the subjective landscape through which individuals interpret reality. Two
people may encounter identical circumstances while experiencing them in dramatically different
ways because their internal emotional and psychological states differ. Since feelings shape
interpretation, they influence the stories people tell about themselves, the expectations they
form about the future, and the actions they choose to take in response to their circumstances.

From feelings emerge thoughts, which constitute the cognitive layer of human development.
Thoughts include beliefs, interpretations, models, assumptions, goals, strategies, and
narratives. Through thought, experience is transformed into meaning. Individuals decide what
matters, what deserves attention, and what can be ignored. Thought determines whether
setbacks become lessons or limitations, whether uncertainty becomes a threat or an
opportunity, and whether challenges inspire growth or withdrawal. Cognitive patterns influence




how people understand themselves and the world around them. Over time, these patterns
shape the direction of development by guiding decisions, priorities, and long-term commitments.

Repeated patterns of thought eventually crystallize into habits. Habits represent the automation
of behavior, allowing actions that once required conscious effort to become embedded within
routines. Exercise can become a habit. Learning can become a habit. Reflection can become a
habit. Equally, distraction, avoidance, and procrastination can become habits. Habits are
powerful because they compound over time. Small actions repeated consistently often produce
larger effects than occasional bursts of extraordinary effort. For this reason, habits serve as one
of the most important bridges between intention and outcome. They translate abstract
aspirations into concrete patterns of behavior that shape the trajectory of an individual's
development.

The final layer is performance. Performance represents the visible expression of the
developmental stack and includes projects completed, skills demonstrated, communities served,
products built, organizations created, knowledge shared, and problems solved. It is the layer
most visible to markets, institutions, and society because it produces observable outcomes that
can be evaluated and rewarded. Yet performance does not emerge in isolation. It emerges from
the interaction of all preceding layers. A high-performing individual is not merely producing
outcomes; they are expressing the accumulated effects of physiology, emotion, feeling, thought,
and habit. Performance is therefore best understood not as an independent variable but as the
outward manifestation of a deeper developmental process.

This perspective changes how value is understood. Traditional systems often focus primarily on
performance because performance is observable and comparatively easy to measure. The
Internet of Value focuses on the entire developmental stack because performance is contextual.
An identical outcome may require radically different developmental journeys for different
individuals. The significance of an action depends not only on what was achieved but also on
who achieved it and what developmental process made that achievement possible. A completed
project, a learned skill, or a contribution to a community acquires deeper meaning when viewed
within the broader context of personal growth and transformation.

This insight explains why the observed time slice alone cannot determine value. A time slice
records activity, but activity gains significance only when interpreted through the developmental
context of the individual. Observation becomes meaningful when it is connected to the
processes that shape human growth. Value becomes personal rather than purely transactional
when it reflects not only what was done but also how the individual evolved through doing it.
The Wellbecoming Protocol therefore functions as a contextualization engine. It transforms
observed activity into developmental understanding and provides a structured method for
interpreting how human beings change over time.

Most importantly, the protocol shifts attention away from isolated outcomes and toward the
process of becoming. Human value is not created solely through what people produce. It is also
created through what people become. Every act of learning, every improvement in health, every
strengthened habit, every expanded capacity for contribution represents a form of value that




precedes and enables future outcomes. Becoming is therefore not separate from value creation;
it is one of its primary sources. A framework that ignores development risks overlooking the very
processes through which value emerges.

The observed time slice captures the moment. The Wellbecoming Protocol captures the journey.
Together they provide a foundation for understanding human activity not merely as a sequence
of transactions but as a process of continuous development. Observation supplies the evidence
of what occurred, while context reveals its significance within the broader arc of human growth.
By integrating these two perspectives, the Internet of Value establishes the basis for a new
approach to measuring human value—one that recognizes both what people do and what they
are becoming through the act of doing it.




5. Collective Context and the Emergence
of SAOcommons

Human development is never purely individual. Every skill is learned from others, every
language is inherited from previous generations, and every institution is built through the
coordinated efforts of many people across time. Markets depend upon networks of trust and
exchange that no single person creates, while civilizations emerge from the accumulated
contributions of countless individuals whose efforts compound across generations. Although the
individual is the unit of experience, the collective is the unit through which societies endure,
adapt, and progress. Any framework that seeks to understand or measure human value must
therefore confront a deeper question than individual achievement alone: how do humans
become together?

The Wellbecoming Protocol addresses one side of this question by providing a framework for
understanding personal development over time. It offers context for interpreting how an
individual's activities contribute to changes in physiology, emotion, feeling, thought, habit, and
performance. Yet personal development alone cannot explain many of the outcomes that shape
societies. Knowledge creation is collective, economic production is collective, institution building
is collective, scientific progress is collective, and cultural evolution is collective. Even the most
talented individuals operate within systems of learning, cooperation, and inheritance that make
their achievements possible. Understanding human value therefore requires a framework
capable of representing not only individual becoming but also collective becoming.

The challenge is that modern measurement systems often struggle to represent the processes
through which collective value emerges. Markets excel at measuring transactions between
individuals and organizations. Governments excel at measuring populations and aggregate
outcomes. Digital platforms excel at measuring interactions and engagement. Yet many of the
activities that generate long-term collective capability remain difficult to observe and even more
difficult to quantify. A mentor may spend years teaching younger members of a community
without receiving compensation proportional to the value created. An open-source contributor
may improve software used by millions while remaining largely invisible within conventional
economic statistics. Volunteers organize support networks, founders build institutions that
outlive them, and researchers share knowledge that enables future discoveries. These activities
frequently create value far beyond any immediate transaction, yet much of that value remains
hidden within existing systems of measurement.

The Internet of Value addresses this challenge through a second layer of contextualization. If
the Wellbecoming Protocol asks, “What did this activity mean for the individual?”, then
SAOcommons asks, “What did this activity mean for the collective?” The purpose of
SAOcommons is not to replace personal development with collective analysis, but to
complement it. Human activities often have consequences at multiple levels simultaneously. A
single action may strengthen an individual's capabilities while also contributing to the




development of a community, institution, or society. SAOcommons provides the framework
through which these collective effects can be observed and interpreted.

The name SAOcommons reflects three fundamental dimensions through which communities
create and sustain value: Learning, Earning, and Organization Building. Together, these
dimensions represent three forms of collective development, three forms of capital formation,
and three pathways through which human potential becomes civilization. They provide a
structured way to understand how communities accumulate capability over time and how
individual contributions participate in larger systems of social development.

The first dimension is Learning. Learning represents the creation, transfer, preservation, and
refinement of knowledge. Every civilization is ultimately a learning system. Knowledge
accumulates across generations, ideas are tested and improved, mistakes are recorded,
techniques are shared, and skills are transmitted from one person to another. Without learning,
progress would reset with every generation, forcing societies to repeatedly solve the same
problems. Communities that learn effectively become more capable over time because they can
solve problems faster, adapt more effectively to changing conditions, and innovate more
frequently. Learning therefore extends far beyond formal education. It represents the collective
intelligence of a community and its capacity to accumulate understanding across time.

Within SAOcommons, learning activities include contributions that increase the knowledge
capacity of a group. Teaching, mentoring, research, documentation, knowledge sharing,
training, and experimentation all contribute to this dimension. These activities may not always
generate immediate economic output, and they may not always be rewarded through
conventional market mechanisms. Nevertheless, they often create the foundation upon which
future value becomes possible. Scientific breakthroughs depend upon prior research,
organizational competence depends upon accumulated knowledge, and innovation depends
upon the existence of communities capable of learning from experience. Learning is therefore
not merely an input into development; it is one of the primary mechanisms through which
collective capability grows.

The second dimension is Earning. Earning represents the creation, distribution, and
maintenance of economic value. Human communities require resources to survive and flourish.
Food, shelter, energy, technology, infrastructure, and countless other necessities must be
produced and exchanged. Economic systems coordinate these resources through production,
trade, and specialization. Within SAOcommons, earning captures contributions that increase the
productive capacity of a community, including products built, services delivered, revenue
generated, customers served, and economic opportunities created.

Unlike many traditional frameworks, however, SAOcommons does not treat earning as the sole
or ultimate measure of value. Economic production is essential, but it exists alongside other
dimensions of collective development. A healthy economy requires earning, yet earning alone
does not guarantee collective flourishing. Knowledge must continue to develop, institutions must
continue to function, and communities must continue to coordinate effectively. Economic output
can increase even while the underlying systems that sustain long-term prosperity deteriorate.




For this reason, earning is understood as one dimension of collective capability rather than the
entirety of it.

The third dimension is Organization Building. Organization Building represents the uniquely
human capacity to coordinate at scale. Individuals can accomplish remarkable things, but
groups can achieve outcomes that no individual could produce alone. Families, teams,
communities, companies, universities, governments, and nonprofit organizations all depend
upon structures that enable cooperation among large numbers of people. Throughout history,
nearly every significant achievement—from scientific revolutions to infrastructure projects to
social movements—has required organizational capability.

Despite its importance, organizational work often remains invisible within conventional
measurement systems. Governance, leadership, conflict resolution, process design, trust
building, community management, and institution creation frequently occur behind the scenes.
Yet these activities create the structures through which collective value emerges and persists.
Without organization, learning becomes fragmented and difficult to preserve. Without
organization, economic activity becomes unstable and difficult to coordinate. Without
organization, communities struggle to sustain themselves across time. Organization Building
therefore forms a distinct and indispensable dimension within SAOcommons because it
captures the mechanisms through which collective action becomes possible.

Although Learning, Earning, and Organization Building are presented as separate dimensions,
they should not be interpreted as isolated categories. In practice, they are deeply
interconnected and mutually reinforcing. Learning improves earning by increasing knowledge
and capability. Earning provides resources that fund learning and experimentation. Organization
enables both by creating structures through which knowledge and resources can be coordinated
effectively. A research community generates knowledge, knowledge creates innovation,
innovation generates economic value, economic value funds institutions, and institutions create
environments that support further learning. The result is a reinforcing cycle through which
collective capability expands over time.

This perspective reveals an important limitation of many existing economic measurements.
Traditional systems often focus primarily on outputs such as revenue, gross domestic product,
productivity, and employment. These indicators are useful and often necessary, but they
frequently overlook the underlying processes that sustain long-term collective capability. A
society may increase output while weakening its educational systems. A company may increase
profits while degrading trust among employees and stakeholders. A community may grow
rapidly while losing the organizational resilience required to navigate future challenges. Because
these underlying dynamics are difficult to observe, their deterioration often remains invisible until
it manifests as crisis.

SAOcommons seeks to make these dimensions observable. Its purpose is not to replace
existing economic measurements but to complement them by providing a richer representation
of how communities develop over time. By observing contributions to learning, earning, and
organization building, it becomes possible to understand not only what a community produces




but also how it sustains and expands its capacity to produce value in the future. This broader
perspective shifts attention from short-term outputs toward the long-term development of
collective capability.

The importance of this shift becomes even more apparent in the age of artificial intelligence. As
Al systems become increasingly capable, many forms of information processing become
abundant. Content generation becomes abundant, analysis becomes abundant, and prediction
becomes abundant. As these capabilities become more accessible, the primary constraint
increasingly shifts toward human coordination. The critical questions become how communities
learn, how communities organize, how they align around shared goals, and how they transform
knowledge into collective action. In such an environment, collective capability becomes a
strategic asset.

Communities that learn faster, coordinate more effectively, and build stronger institutions gain
significant advantages. Their ability to adapt, innovate, and respond to uncertainty improves
relative to communities that lack these capabilities. The capacity to observe, measure, and
develop collective capability therefore becomes increasingly valuable. SAOcommons provides a
framework for making these dynamics visible and actionable. It offers a structured approach to
understanding how communities evolve and how individual contributions participate in that
evolution.

The role of SAOcommons is ultimately to provide collective context for individual activity. It
creates a framework for observing how humans become together and for connecting personal
development to civilizational development. The Wellbecoming Protocol asks, “Who am |
becoming?” SAOcommons asks, “Who are we becoming together?” Both questions are
necessary because no individual develops in isolation, and no civilization develops without
individuals. Human flourishing emerges through the interaction between personal growth and
collective development.

The Internet of Value emerges from the intersection of these two realities. Personal becoming
and collective becoming are not competing processes but complementary dimensions of the
same human experience. The individual and the commons, the self and the community,
continuously shape one another through action and interaction. The observed time slice serves
as the bridge between these domains. A single moment of human activity can simultaneously
contribute to personal development and collective development, generating effects that extend
beyond the individual while remaining grounded in individual experience. At this point, value
begins to move beyond observation and toward coordination. It is through coordination that
communities accumulate capability, institutions endure, and civilizations are built.




6. Toward a Fundamental Equation of
Value

Every successful measurement system eventually arrives at a mathematical representation.
Physics relies on equations to describe motion, energy, and matter. Finance uses equations to
model risk, pricing, and investment returns. Information theory, navigation, and economics all
depend on mathematical abstractions that compress complex realities into forms that can be
analyzed, compared, and coordinated. Equations do not create reality; they create
representations of reality. Their purpose is not to capture every detail of a system but to provide
a useful framework through which patterns can be understood and decisions can be made.

The history of measurement demonstrates that usefulness often matters more than
completeness. Gross Domestic Product does not capture every aspect of economic life, yet it
remains influential because it provides a standardized representation of economic activity.
Credit scores do not fully represent an individual’s character, potential, or circumstances, yet
they remain widely used because they offer a standardized representation of lending risk. In
both cases, the measurement system succeeds not because it is perfect but because it enables
coordination among large numbers of people and institutions. The challenge facing the Internet
of Value is similar. If value is understood as a function of both human development and
collective contribution, then a practical framework requires a way to represent that relationship
mathematically.

The starting point for such a representation is the central insight developed throughout this
paper. Traditional economic systems primarily observe outputs. They measure products sold,
services delivered, transactions completed, and income generated. The Internet of Value begins
from a different foundation by observing time. Time slices serve as the atomic units of
observation because every human activity unfolds through time. Yet time alone cannot explain
value. Two individuals may spend identical amounts of time performing the same activity and
produce dramatically different outcomes. The difference arises from context, capability,
developmental readiness, and the environment in which effort is applied. Any meaningful
representation of value must therefore account for more than time itself.

For this reason, the Internet of Value proposes the following formulation:
VC =W x Vcom
Where:

e VC = Value Captured
e W = Wellbecoming Factor
e Vcom = Community Value Rate




This equation represents an attempt to connect personal development with collective value
creation. Neither variable is sufficient on its own. Human capability without social relevance may
generate little recognized value, while social demand without capable individuals may remain
unrealized. Value emerges through the interaction between the two. To understand the logic of
the equation, each component must be examined separately.

The Wellbecoming Factor (W)

The Wellbecoming Factor represents the developmental state of an individual. It reflects the
condition of the human system across the layers described in the Wellbecoming Protocol:
physiology, emotion, feeling, thought, habit, and performance. Rather than treating individuals
as interchangeable units of labor, the framework recognizes that people possess varying levels
of health, resilience, focus, capability, and effectiveness. These differences influence the extent
to which effort can be transformed into meaningful outcomes.

A person operating at a high level of wellbecoming is generally capable of realizing more value
from the same amount of effort than a person operating at a lower level. This observation should
not be interpreted as a claim about moral worth or human dignity. The framework does not
suggest that people can be reduced to numbers, nor does it imply that individuals with lower
scores are less valuable as human beings. Instead, it acknowledges a practical reality that is
visible in everyday life: human capability fluctuates. A sleep-deprived founder, a recovering
athlete, a student experiencing burnout, and a healthy, focused professional may all devote the
same amount of time to a task while achieving very different results. The Wellbecoming Factor
attempts to represent this variation in developmental readiness.

Within the framework, W is represented on a scale from 0 to 1000 and normalized to a value
between 0 and 1 for mathematical purposes. A Wellbecoming Score of 1000 corresponds to 1.0,
a score of 800 corresponds to 0.8, a score of 600 corresponds to 0.6, and so forth.
Normalization allows value calculations to remain comparable across individuals, communities,
and contexts. The objective is not to rank people but to estimate the degree to which an
individual is currently positioned to convert effort into realized value. In this sense, W functions
as a representation of developmental readiness rather than personal worth.

The Community Value Rate (Vcom)

If W represents the individual dimension of value creation, Vcom represents the collective
dimension. Human beings do not create value in isolation. Every community develops its own
standards regarding which activities are useful, scarce, important, or worthy of recognition.
These standards vary across cultures, organizations, professions, and local contexts. Software
engineering may be highly valued within one community, while teaching, caregiving, scientific
research, or artistic creation may be prioritized within another.




Because value is inherently contextual, the Internet of Value does not attempt to define a
universal hierarchy of contributions. Instead, communities define value locally according to their
own needs and priorities. Vcom represents the value assigned by a community to a particular
category of contribution. This value may be expressed in monetary terms, tokenized units,
community credits, or other agreed-upon representations. The specific mechanism is less
important than the principle itself: value emerges through collective recognition and
coordination.

The same activity may therefore carry different value rates in different environments. A lesson
taught, a product designed, a volunteer contribution, or a scientific discovery may be rewarded
differently depending on the priorities of the community evaluating it. Vcom serves as a bridge
between individual capability and collective demand. It captures the reality that value is not
determined solely by what a person can do but also by whether a community recognizes and
benefits from that contribution.

Why Multiplication?

The most significant design choice within the equation is not the selection of variables but the
choice of operator. Why should value be represented through multiplication rather than addition,
averaging, or some alternative weighting mechanism? The answer lies in the relationship
between capability and opportunity.

Consider an activity with a community value rate of 100 units. Suppose Individual A has a
Wellbecoming Factor of 0.4 while Individual B has a Wellbecoming Factor of 0.9. Applying the
equation yields VC values of 40 and 90 respectively. The opportunity remains identical, yet the
realized value differs substantially. This reflects a simple observation about human performance:
the existence of opportunity does not guarantee realization. Potential value and realized value
are not the same thing.

The reverse scenario illustrates the same principle from another direction. Suppose two
individuals possess the same Wellbecoming Factor of 0.9, but one operates within a context
where the relevant contribution carries a value rate of 20 units while the other operates within a
context where it carries a value rate of 200 units. The resulting Value Captured scores become
18 and 180 respectively. Capability remains constant, but the environment changes. Once
again, realized value changes dramatically.

The equation therefore captures a dual dependency. Value depends simultaneously on the
developmental state of the individual and the value recognized by the community. If either factor
approaches zero, realized value diminishes accordingly. Multiplication reflects this relationship
more effectively than addition because it models alignment rather than accumulation. A highly
capable individual operating within a context that values their contribution can realize significant
value. A highly capable individual whose contribution is not recognized may struggle to convert
capability into measurable outcomes. Likewise, a high-value opportunity may remain unrealized




if the necessary capability is absent. Value emerges through the alignment of human capability
and collective demand, and multiplication captures that relationship with conceptual clarity.

From Human Capital to Human Capability

Traditional economics often describes individuals through the concept of human capital.
Education, skills, experience, and training are treated as assets that increase productivity and
earning potential. These frameworks have generated valuable insights and remain useful for
understanding economic development. However, they often emphasize accumulated assets
rather than current developmental state.

The Internet of Value shifts attention toward human capability. Capability is dynamic rather than
static. It changes from day to day and responds to physiology, emotional condition, habits,
environment, and countless other factors. A person may possess extensive knowledge and
experience yet be temporarily unable to perform effectively due to exhaustion, illness, stress, or
burnout. Conversely, an individual with fewer formal credentials may achieve exceptional
outcomes because they are operating at a high level of focus, resilience, and engagement.

This distinction becomes increasingly important in an era shaped by artificial intelligence and
abundant information. As knowledge becomes more accessible and routine cognitive tasks
become increasingly automated, the scarcity shifts elsewhere. The ability to act, coordinate,
create, persist, learn, adapt, and build becomes more valuable than the mere possession of
information. Human capability increasingly determines whether available knowledge can be
transformed into meaningful outcomes. The Wellbecoming Factor is intended to represent this
dynamic dimension of value creation.

The Equation as a Beginning

The purpose of the equation VC =W x Vcom is not to provide a final answer to the problem of
value measurement. Rather, it establishes a direction for research and experimentation. Like
GDP, credit scores, and the foundational equations of information theory, it should be
understood as a first-generation model. Its significance lies not in perfection but in its ability to
create a shared framework for inquiry.

Future research may refine the variables, improve normalization methods, develop
community-specific calibration systems, introduce additional factors, and strengthen validation
mechanisms. Empirical testing may reveal limitations that require modification or expansion.
New forms of data collection may improve the accuracy of both Wellbecoming Scores and
Community Value Rates. The equation should therefore be viewed as an evolving model rather
than a fixed doctrine.

Its value lies in transforming a philosophical question into a measurable one. By linking personal
development with collective contribution, the equation creates a bridge between becoming and
value, between individual growth and social coordination, and between human development and
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economics. It offers a framework through which societies can begin to measure not only what
people produce but also the conditions that enable people to become capable of producing
value in the first place. In doing so, it points toward the possibility of an economy that
recognizes human development not as a peripheral concern but as a foundational component of
value creation itself.




7. Human Development in the Age of
Artificial Intelligence

Every major measurement system emerges in response to a transformation in civilization. The
marine chronometer emerged because global navigation required a more precise understanding
of position across vast distances. National accounting systems emerged because industrial
economies required a more systematic understanding of production, growth, and economic
activity. Credit scoring emerged because increasingly complex financial systems required a
standardized way to assess lending risk at scale. In each case, measurement evolved because
existing representations of reality became insufficient for the demands of a changing world. New
forms of coordination required new forms of observation, and societies developed measurement
systems capable of making previously invisible phenomena visible and actionable.

The rise of artificial intelligence may represent another such historical turning point. For
centuries, human societies have organized themselves around the production and distribution of
scarce resources. Land was scarce, energy was scarce, capital was scarce, and knowledge
was scarce. Expertise itself was scarce, concentrated in relatively small populations of trained
professionals whose capabilities could not easily be replicated. The institutions of modern
civilization evolved largely to coordinate these scarcities. Schools distributed knowledge,
companies organized labor, markets allocated resources, and governments managed
populations. Beneath these institutional arrangements lay a fundamental assumption that
shaped economic and social organization: human intelligence was scarce.

This assumption influenced nearly every major system of modern society. Skilled engineers,
accountants, lawyers, physicians, designers, and researchers represented limited cognitive
resources. The ability to solve complex problems depended on the availability of individuals
capable of performing specialized intellectual work. Educational systems existed to cultivate
expertise, organizations existed to concentrate it, and labor markets existed to allocate it.
Economic value was often tied directly to the scarcity of human cognitive capability. The more
difficult a skill was to acquire and the fewer people who possessed it, the greater its economic
significance.

Artificial intelligence challenges this foundational assumption in a way few previous technologies
have. For the first time in history, cognitive capability is becoming increasingly abundant. Large
language models can generate text, summarize information, write software, analyze documents,
translate languages, create images, and perform a growing range of tasks that previously
required specialized expertise. While these systems do not replicate human intelligence in every
dimension, they dramatically expand access to capabilities that were once limited to trained
professionals. The significance of this transition cannot be overstated because it alters one of
the central constraints around which modern institutions were designed.

Previous technological revolutions primarily amplified physical capability or information
processing. The steam engine amplified muscle power, allowing societies to transcend the limits
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of human and animal labor. Electricity amplified industrial production and transformed
manufacturing. Computers amplified calculation, enabling forms of analysis that would have
been impossible through manual computation alone. The internet amplified information
distribution, making knowledge accessible on a global scale. Atrtificial intelligence differs
because it amplifies cognition itself. Rather than merely extending physical capacity or
accelerating communication, it increasingly participates in activities traditionally associated with
human reasoning, creativity, and problem-solving.

This development creates a profound paradox. As intelligence becomes more abundant, many
traditional signals of value become less informative. A report generated by an Al system may
appear similar to one produced by a human expert. A software prototype that once required
months of specialized effort can now be assembled in hours. Content creation becomes
increasingly automated, and access to knowledge becomes increasingly universal. Tasks that
once served as reliable indicators of expertise become easier to reproduce. As a result,
societies may become increasingly capable of measuring outputs while becoming less capable
of distinguishing the underlying capabilities that produced them.

The challenge is not that outputs disappear. On the contrary, outputs may become more plentiful
than ever before. The challenge is that outputs become easier to generate, reducing their
usefulness as indicators of human capability. History repeatedly demonstrates that when one
scarcity is resolved, another emerges. When information became abundant through the internet,
attention became scarce. When manufactured goods became abundant, differentiation and
branding became increasingly valuable. When transportation became efficient and inexpensive,
time emerged as a more critical constraint. The Al era may produce a similar shift in the
structure of scarcity.

As intelligence becomes increasingly abundant, human development may become increasingly
scarce. This distinction is crucial because the emerging scarcity is not intelligence itself, nor
information, nor content. Rather, it is the cultivation of human capabilities that determine how
effectively intelligence and information are used. The ability to develop discipline, regulate
emotion, recover from setbacks, build trust, coordinate communities, act consistently, and
transform knowledge into wisdom remains deeply human. These capabilities are difficult to
automate because they emerge through lived experience, personal growth, social interaction,
and sustained effort over time.

Artificial intelligence can generate advice, but it cannot sleep on behalf of an individual. It can
recommend exercise routines, but it cannot establish habits for another person. It can explain
resilience, but it cannot experience adversity or growth in place of a human being. It can assist
in coordinating communities, but it cannot replace the relationships, trust, and shared meaning
that make communities valuable. These examples illustrate an important distinction between
providing information and embodying capability. Al can increasingly support human
development, but it cannot substitute for the developmental process itself.

For this reason, the central challenge of the Al age may be widely misunderstood. Much public
discussion focuses on what artificial intelligence will replace, which professions it will disrupt,




and which tasks it will automate. These questions are important, but they may not be the most
consequential. An equally important question is what becomes more valuable because of Al.
The Internet of Value proposes a straightforward answer: human capability, human
development, and human wellbecoming. As artificial intelligence expands access to knowledge
and cognitive tools, the limiting factor increasingly becomes the condition of the human being
using those tools.

Two individuals may have access to the same Al systems, the same information, the same
opportunities, and the same technological infrastructure, yet achieve dramatically different
outcomes. The explanation lies not primarily in access to tools but in the capabilities of the
individuals using them. A highly capable person can leverage Al to accelerate learning, enhance
creativity, improve decision-making, and increase productivity. A poorly regulated individual may
become distracted, overwhelmed, dependent, or ineffective despite possessing access to
identical technologies. The difference lies not in intelligence alone but in development. Human
development increasingly determines whether technological abundance translates into
meaningful outcomes.

This observation reveals a growing measurement gap. Existing economic systems remain
largely optimized around assumptions inherited from the industrial era. They measure outputs,
credentials, transactions, employment, and revenue. These metrics remain useful and will
continue to play important roles in economic coordination. However, they increasingly struggle
to capture the human capabilities that determine success in an Al-enhanced world. The qualities
that enable individuals to use powerful technologies effectively often remain invisible within
conventional measurement systems.

The result is a paradoxical situation. Civilization may possess increasingly sophisticated
mechanisms for measuring machines, algorithms, and economic outputs while lacking equally
sophisticated mechanisms for measuring human development. We can quantify computational
performance with extraordinary precision, yet often struggle to observe growth in resilience,
discipline, emotional regulation, trustworthiness, or community contribution. As technology
becomes more powerful, this imbalance becomes increasingly significant because the
effectiveness of technological systems depends heavily on the capabilities of the humans who
design, govern, and use them.

The Internet of Value is proposed as a response to this gap. Rather than treating human
development as a secondary concern, it places development at the center of the measurement
framework. The Observed Time Slice captures how individuals allocate their lives across time.
The Wellbecoming Protocol captures how individuals develop across multiple dimensions of
human capability. SAOcommons captures how communities coordinate, contribute, and create
collective value. Together, these systems create a framework for understanding not merely what
humans produce but what humans are becoming through their actions and interactions.

This distinction becomes increasingly important as artificial intelligence continues to advance.
Throughout history, economic systems have often optimized for outputs because outputs were
difficult to produce and therefore represented meaningful indicators of capability. In an age




where many outputs become easier to generate, optimization may gradually shift toward the
development of the humans generating them. The central question becomes less focused on
what an individual produced at a particular moment and more focused on what that individual is
capable of producing across time and circumstances.

Capability therefore becomes more important than output alone. Potential becomes more
important than credentials viewed in isolation. Development becomes more important than static
achievement. These shifts do not eliminate the importance of traditional measures, but they
alter their relative significance. In a world where cognitive tools are widely available, the
differentiating factor increasingly becomes the quality of the human being directing those tools.
The capacity to learn, adapt, collaborate, persist, and exercise judgment becomes a critical
source of value.

The Internet of Value should not be understood as a rejection of artificial intelligence. On the
contrary, it assumes a future in which Al becomes deeply integrated into daily life, economic
activity, education, governance, and personal decision-making. The framework exists precisely
because artificial intelligence exists. The more capable Al becomes, the more important it
becomes to understand the human being operating alongside it. Technological progress
increases rather than diminishes the importance of human development because powerful tools
amplify the consequences of human choices.

In this sense, the Internet of Value can be understood as a complementary system. Artificial
intelligence expands external capability by increasing access to knowledge, analysis, and
cognitive assistance. The Internet of Value seeks to make internal capability observable by
measuring development, contribution, and wellbecoming. Artificial intelligence helps answer
questions and solve problems. The Internet of Value seeks to measure who individuals are
becoming while pursuing those answers and solutions. Together, these systems address
different dimensions of human progress.

Artificial intelligence may become one of the most powerful tools humanity has ever created. Yet
tools alone do not determine the future. The future is shaped by the individuals and
communities that use them, the institutions that govern them, and the values that guide their
application. For this reason, the next frontier of measurement may not be artificial intelligence
itself but human development. This is not because human beings are more important than
technology in some abstract sense. Rather, it is because technology increasingly amplifies
whatever humans become. The greater the tool, the greater the importance of the hand that
wields it. In an age defined by extraordinary technological capability, understanding and
cultivating human development may become one of civilization’s most important challenges.




8. The Internet of Value Architecture

Every successful measurement system eventually evolves into infrastructure. Timekeeping
began as a method for tracking the passage of days and seasons, but over centuries it
expanded into clocks, calendars, time zones, standards bodies, and global synchronization
networks that coordinate economic and social activity across continents. Accounting followed a
similar trajectory. What began as a technique for recording exchanges developed into ledgers,
financial institutions, reporting frameworks, auditing practices, and regulatory systems that
underpin modern economies. The internet itself emerged from a communication protocol and
gradually became a global infrastructure for information exchange, commerce, governance, and
culture. Measurement systems rarely remain theoretical because once they become useful, they
are incorporated into the operational fabric of society.

The same principle applies to the Internet of Value. The preceding chapters have introduced a
series of concepts that, when viewed individually, illuminate particular aspects of human activity:
the observer, the observed time slice, human development, collective development, and value
realization. Considered together, however, these concepts form something larger than a
collection of ideas. They constitute an integrated architecture designed to represent, observe,
contextualize, coordinate, and ultimately realize human value. Rather than functioning as
isolated mechanisms, each component contributes to a coherent system in which information
flows from representation to observation, from observation to interpretation, and from
interpretation to value realization. The result is a measurement stack designed for an era in
which artificial intelligence increasingly mediates economic and social life.

This architecture is composed of four interconnected protocols and a final value realization
layer. Each protocol addresses a distinct question about human activity, yet none can function
effectively in isolation. Representation provides the context necessary for observation.
Observation generates the evidence required for interpretation. Interpretation creates the
foundation for coordination. Coordination enables value realization. Together these layers
establish a framework capable of measuring not only what people do, but also how individuals
and communities develop over time.

Layer 1: Representation

~Wellbeingldentity

Every measurement system begins with representation. Before a nation can be measured, it
must first be defined. Before a company can be evaluated, it must be represented through legal,
organizational, and financial structures. The same principle applies to human beings. Any
attempt to measure human activity, development, or contribution requires a framework capable
of answering a foundational question: who is being observed?




The purpose of Wellbeing Identity is neither surveillance nor classification. Its objective is
representation. Traditional systems often reduce identity to a limited set of attributes such as a
name, address, credential, or account number. While these identifiers may be sufficient for
administrative purposes, they are inadequate for understanding the complexity of human
development. Human beings are multidimensional entities whose actions, motivations,
capabilities, and aspirations cannot be captured through a single category or label.

Within the Internet of Value, identity encompasses multiple dimensions that together provide a
richer representation of the individual. These dimensions include Given Identity, Earned Identity,
Rented Identity, Values and Virtues, Skills and Capabilities, Personal Story, Identity State, and
Consent and Disclosure. Each dimension contributes a different perspective on who a person is
and how they relate to the world around them. Skills reveal capability, values reveal motivation,
personal narratives provide context, and consent mechanisms establish boundaries around
participation and visibility.

The objective is not to reduce a person to data points. Rather, it is to create sufficient
representation for meaningful measurement. Without representation, observation lacks context.
Without context, interpretation becomes unreliable. Without reliable interpretation, value loses
meaning. For this reason, Wellbeing Identity serves as the foundational layer of the architecture.
It establishes the reference frame within which all subsequent observations and evaluations
OCCuUr.

Layer 2: Observation

~ValueCaptureProtocol

If identity answers the question of who, observation answers the question of what. The Value
Capture Protocol introduces the atomic unit of the Internet of Value: the observed time slice.
This concept recognizes that human life unfolds through the allocation of finite periods of time to
specific activities. By observing these allocations in a structured manner, the system creates a
foundation for understanding how individuals invest their attention, effort, and capabilities.

Each observation contains four primary components: Start Time, End Time, Activity, and Proof
of Activity. Together these elements create a verifiable record of how a person spends a
particular segment of their life. The emphasis on proof is important because observation must
be grounded in evidence rather than assumption. Whether the proof takes the form of digital
records, artifacts, attestations, or other forms of verification, it provides the basis for trustworthy
measurement.

Importantly, this layer remains intentionally descriptive. The protocol records activity without
immediately assigning value or significance. It functions as an observational ledger rather than
an evaluative system. Its purpose is to transform lived experience into observable reality while
avoiding premature judgments about worth or impact. This distinction preserves the integrity of
the measurement process by separating observation from interpretation.




Every higher layer depends upon this foundation. Without observation there can be no
contextualization, and without contextualization there can be no meaningful realization of value.
The Value Capture Protocol therefore serves as the bridge between human experience and
measurable information, creating the raw material from which deeper understanding can
emerge.

Layer 3: Personal Contextualization

~WellbecomingProtocol

Observation alone does not explain significance. A recorded activity may contribute to growth,
stagnation, recovery, resilience, or decline depending on the circumstances of the individual
involved. Two people may engage in the same activity for the same duration and experience
entirely different outcomes. Meaning emerges not from observation itself but from the context
surrounding observation.

The Wellbecoming Protocol provides this context by interpreting observed activity through six
interconnected dimensions: Physiology, Emotion, Feeling, Thought, Habit, and Performance.
These dimensions collectively describe the developmental state of an individual and provide a
framework for understanding how activities influence human growth over time. Rather than
focusing exclusively on external behavior, the protocol seeks to understand the internal and
developmental consequences of that behavior.

This shift in perspective changes the nature of the question being asked. Instead of merely
asking what happened, the protocol asks what the observed activity meant for the development
of the person involved. A period of exercise may strengthen physiology and reinforce positive
habits. A period of study may expand knowledge while improving cognitive performance. A
period of rest may contribute to recovery and emotional stability. The significance of an activity
therefore depends not only on its observable characteristics but also on its developmental
effects.

The Wellbecoming Protocol transforms observation into developmental understanding. By
recognizing differences in individual circumstances and outcomes, it enables the system to
move beyond activity tracking toward a richer understanding of human becoming. In doing so, it
creates a framework for measuring growth rather than merely recording behavior.

Layer 4: Collective Contextualization

~SAOcommons

Human beings do not develop in isolation. Every individual exists within networks of
relationships, institutions, communities, and cultures that shape both opportunities and
outcomes. Learning is often collaborative. Economic activity depends upon collective systems.




Organizational capability emerges through coordinated effort. Any framework that seeks to
understand human value must therefore extend beyond the individual and account for the
collective dimensions of development.

The SAOcommons protocol provides this broader perspective. While the Wellbecoming Protocol
asks what an activity meant for the individual, SAOcommons asks what that activity meant for
the collective. It examines how individual actions contribute to the accumulation of shared
capability and how communities evolve through the contributions of their members.

The framework organizes collective contribution into three dimensions: Learning, Earning, and
Organization Building. These dimensions represent fundamental mechanisms through which
communities develop over time. Learning expands collective intelligence by increasing shared
knowledge and understanding. Earning strengthens collective resources by generating
economic capacity and resilience. Organization Building enhances collective coordination by
improving the structures and processes through which people work together.

By making these dimensions observable, SAOcommons creates a mechanism for measuring
collective becoming. It provides a bridge between personal development and community
development, recognizing that the two are deeply interconnected. Individuals contribute to
communities, communities shape individuals, and sustainable value emerges through the
interaction between both levels of development.

Layer 5: Value Realization

VC =W x Vcom

The final layer transforms observation and contextual understanding into measurable value. At
this stage, the architecture brings together two realities that are often treated separately:
individual capability and collective demand. The resulting equation, VC = W x Vcom, provides a
structured mechanism for relating personal development to community-recognized contribution.

The Wellbecoming Factor, represented by W, reflects the developmental state of the individual
as interpreted through the Wellbecoming Protocol. It captures the extent to which a person has
developed capabilities, habits, resilience, and performance across relevant dimensions. The
Community Value Rate, represented by Vcom, reflects the value assigned by a community to a
particular form of contribution. This value is not imposed universally but emerges through
collective recognition and coordination.

Value arises through the interaction of these two factors. A highly developed capability may
generate little realized value if a community does not recognize or require it. Conversely, strong
community demand may not produce meaningful outcomes without individuals capable of
meeting that demand. The equation therefore emphasizes the relationship between becoming
and contribution rather than treating value as an intrinsic property of either the individual or the
activity alone.




The framework does not claim to capture every form of value that exists. Human life contains
dimensions that resist quantification, and no measurement system can fully encompass the
richness of human experience. Instead, the equation provides a common language through
which personal development and collective contribution can be discussed, compared,
coordinated, and ultimately realized within a shared framework.

The Flow of Value

When viewed as a whole, the architecture forms a coherent sequence through which human
activity becomes measurable value. The process begins with the human being and proceeds
through successive layers of representation, observation, contextualization, and realization.

Human Being

!

Representation
(~Wellbeingldentity)

!

Observation
(~ValueCaptureProtocol)
I

Personal Context
(~WellbecomingProtocol)
A

Collective Context
(~SAOcommons)

!

Value Realization

(VC =W x Vcom)

This sequence reflects a broader principle that has appeared throughout this paper.
Representation precedes observation because meaningful measurement requires a clear
understanding of what is being measured. Observation precedes measurement because
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evidence must exist before interpretation can occur. Measurement precedes coordination
because shared understanding is necessary for collective action. Coordination precedes value
creation because value emerges through relationships between individuals and communities
rather than through isolated activity alone.

The Internet of Value operationalizes this principle by transforming it from a philosophical insight
into a practical architecture. Each layer builds upon the previous one, creating a structured
pathway through which human activity can be understood in increasingly meaningful ways. The
architecture therefore functions not merely as a technical framework but as a model for how
societies might observe and coordinate human potential in the age of intelligent systems.

Beyond Transactions

Perhaps the most significant implication of this architecture is that it expands the scope of what
can be measured. Traditional economic systems excel at observing transactions. They record
exchanges of goods, services, and money with remarkable precision. However, they often
provide limited visibility into the developmental processes that make those transactions possible
in the first place.

The Internet of Value begins earlier in the causal chain. It seeks to observe learning before
income, recovery before performance, practice before mastery, community before institutions,
and becoming before value realization. These processes are frequently invisible within
conventional economic frameworks despite their central role in generating long-term capability.
By making them observable, the architecture creates opportunities for understanding forms of
value creation that unfold over extended periods of time.

This shift does not replace existing economic systems. Markets remain essential mechanisms
for coordinating supply and demand. Governments continue to play critical roles in governance
and public goods provision. Organizations remain indispensable vehicles for collective action.
The Internet of Value complements these systems by introducing an additional layer of visibility
focused on the human processes that generate sustainable capability and contribution.

The architecture therefore represents more than a collection of protocols. It represents a new
measurement stack designed not merely to understand what humans have produced, but to
understand what humans are becoming. As artificial intelligence continues to reshape
civilization, the ability to measure becoming may prove as important as the ability to measure
production itself. Societies that can recognize, cultivate, and coordinate human development
effectively may gain advantages that extend far beyond economic output, influencing resilience,
innovation, wellbeing, and the long-term capacity for collective flourishing.




9. Research Agenda, Open Questions, and
the Future of Human Measurement

Every enduring measurement system begins not as an institution but as a question. Longitude
emerged from the practical challenge of navigation across oceans. National accounting arose
from the need to understand and govern increasingly complex economies. Credit scoring
developed in response to the problem of assessing lending risk at scale, while information
theory originated from the challenge of transmitting signals reliably through communication
systems. In each case, a persistent problem generated a conceptual framework, which over
time evolved into standards, institutions, and infrastructure. The Internet of Value begins from a
similar starting point: a measurement problem centered on human development. Specifically, it
asks how individuals can be represented, how their activities can be observed, how those
observations can be contextualized, and how communities can coordinate around shared
understandings of value.

This paper has proposed a framework for addressing that problem, but it has not attempted to
provide a definitive solution. Foundational papers rarely conclude a field; their purpose is to
establish one. The concepts introduced here—including Wellbeing Identity, the Wellbecoming
Protocol, SAOcommons, and the Value Capture equation—should therefore be understood as
starting points for inquiry rather than finalized standards. Many questions remain unresolved.
Some are technical and concern data structures, validation mechanisms, and system
architecture. Others are economic, philosophical, political, or institutional. Many will require
years of experimentation, while some may require decades of refinement. The future of the
framework will depend not on any single organization, community, or government, but on the
collective efforts of researchers, builders, policymakers, communities, and individuals willing to
investigate these questions in practice.

The Measurement Question

The first and most fundamental challenge concerns measurement itself. Can human
development be measured in a reliable, meaningful, and actionable way? This question sits at
the center of the entire framework because every subsequent layer depends upon the quality of
the underlying observations. The Wellbecoming Protocol proposes six developmental
dimensions—Physiology, Emotion, Feeling, Thought, Habit, and Performance—as a starting
structure for representing human growth. These dimensions are intended to capture multiple
aspects of development rather than reducing human experience to a single variable. However,
proposing dimensions is only the beginning of the measurement challenge.

Important questions remain regarding quantification, weighting, and interpretation. How should
each dimension be measured in practice? Should all dimensions contribute equally to a
Wellbecoming score, or should some carry greater significance under particular circumstances?
It is plausible that weighting schemes should vary across age groups, professions, cultures, or

4c41




communities. A developmental profile that reflects healthy growth for a student may differ
substantially from one that reflects healthy growth for an entrepreneur, caregiver, athlete, or
retiree. Similarly, cultural differences may influence how wellbeing and development are
understood and expressed. These considerations raise a deeper question: should human
development ultimately be represented through a universal model, or should multiple models
coexist within a shared framework?

The history of science suggests that successful measurement systems emerge through iterative
refinement rather than theoretical perfection. Early thermometers, economic indicators, and
educational assessments all evolved through repeated cycles of experimentation, criticism, and
improvement. The Wellbecoming Protocol should therefore be viewed as a research agenda
rather than a completed standard. Its long-term value will depend on empirical validation,
comparative testing, and the willingness of researchers to revise assumptions in response to
evidence.

The Calibration Question

The introduction of the Wellbecoming Factor as a score ranging from 0 to 1000 creates a
second challenge: calibration. Measurement systems are useful only when scores can be
interpreted consistently across individuals and contexts. Yet human development presents
unique difficulties because subjective experience and self-perception vary significantly. Two
individuals may report similar experiences while possessing very different levels of
self-awareness, emotional literacy, or reflective capacity. Communities may define wellbeing
differently, and cultural norms may influence how people describe their internal states.

As a result, calibration becomes essential for ensuring that measurements remain meaningful
across populations. Future research may explore multiple approaches to calibration, including
behavioral calibration based on observable actions, community calibration through collective
assessment, biometric calibration using physiological indicators, longitudinal calibration that
tracks individuals over time, and Al-assisted calibration that identifies patterns across large
datasets. Each approach offers potential advantages and limitations. Behavioral measures may
improve obijectivity but overlook subjective experience, while self-reported measures may
capture internal states but introduce bias.

The objective of calibration should not be perfect precision. Human development is too complex
and context-dependent to be reduced to exact numerical certainty. Instead, the goal is practical
usefulness: creating measurements that are sufficiently reliable to support learning,
coordination, and decision-making. This principle has guided the development of many
influential measurement systems, including GDP, credit scores, and educational assessments.
Their value lies not in perfection but in their ability to provide consistent and actionable signals.

The Validation Question




Observation generates data, but validation generates trust. Without credible validation
mechanisms, any measurement system becomes vulnerable to manipulation,
misunderstanding, or strategic behavior. For this reason, the Internet of Value distinguishes
between observation and validation as separate processes. Individuals may observe and record
their own activities, experiences, and developmental progress, but validation introduces an
additional layer of accountability and credibility.

This distinction raises a series of important questions. Who should possess the authority to
validate observations? How is that authority earned, maintained, and potentially revoked? Can
validation be delegated to trusted individuals or institutions? Can aspects of validation be
automated through algorithms or artificial intelligence? What role should reputation systems play
in establishing credibility, and how should disagreements be resolved when observations are
contested? These questions are not merely technical; they concern the social foundations of
trust within a measurement ecosystem.

Future implementations may experiment with multiple validation models. Peer validation could
allow individuals to verify one another’s contributions. Community validation could rely on
collective judgment within specific groups. Organizational validation could involve institutions
certifying particular forms of activity or achievement. Al-assisted validation may help identify
inconsistencies, anomalies, or patterns that warrant further review. Hybrid systems combining
several approaches may ultimately prove most effective. As with many institutional questions,
the strongest solutions are likely to emerge through practical experimentation rather than
theoretical design alone.

The Community Question

A central assumption of the framework is that value is partially contextual. Activities derive
significance not only from their intrinsic characteristics but also from the communities within
which they occur. As a result, different communities may assign different value rates to similar
activities. A mentoring session, a research contribution, a caregiving activity, or a creative
project may be valued differently depending on the goals, norms, and priorities of the community
involved.

This flexibility creates opportunities for local adaptation, but it also introduces complexity. How
should communities define value rates in ways that are transparent, legitimate, and adaptable?
How should conflicts between communities be resolved when their value systems diverge? Can
value rates evolve over time as priorities change, and if so, through what governance
processes? Should communities compete to attract participation, or should they collaborate
through shared standards and interoperability mechanisms? These questions extend beyond
economics into the broader domain of institutional design.

The long-term success of the Internet of Value may depend as much on governance innovation
as on measurement innovation. History demonstrates that durable systems require not only
accurate metrics but also effective institutions capable of managing disagreement, adaptation,




and collective decision-making. Communities will therefore play a central role in determining
whether the framework remains flexible, legitimate, and resilient over time.

The Al Question

Artificial intelligence introduces both significant opportunities and substantial challenges for the
Internet of Value. On one hand, Al systems may dramatically improve observation, analysis, and
coordination. They may assist individuals in capturing time slices, identifying behavioral
patterns, recommending developmental interventions, supporting learning processes, and
strengthening community participation. As the volume of human-generated data increases, Al
may become an essential tool for transforming observations into actionable insights.

On the other hand, Al raises fundamental questions about participation, identity, and value
creation. Can Al-generated activity be logged within the framework? Should autonomous agents
be permitted to participate in SAOcommons? Does an Al system require a form of identity, and if
so, how should that identity differ from human identity? If Al contributes to value creation, how
should human and machine contributions be distinguished and measured? These questions
become increasingly important as human and artificial systems become more deeply intertwined
across economic, educational, and social domains.

Future research will need to explore the relationship between human development and machine
capability with considerable care. The objective is not merely to determine how Al fits into the
framework, but to understand how the framework itself should evolve in a world where
intelligence is no longer exclusively human. Decisions made in this area may shape the ethical
and institutional foundations of the Internet of Value for decades to come.

The Governance Question

Measurement systems inevitably influence behavior. Once a metric becomes important,
individuals and organizations adapt their actions in response to it. This phenomenon has
appeared repeatedly throughout history. Organizations optimize for performance indicators,
students optimize for grades, businesses optimize for financial metrics, and digital platforms
optimize for engagement statistics. Every measurement system creates incentives, and those
incentives shape behavior in ways that are often difficult to predict.

The Internet of Value will face the same challenge. If developmental metrics become
meaningful, individuals may begin optimizing for them. This raises important questions about
unintended consequences. How can a system encourage genuine development without creating
unhealthy forms of optimization? How can it promote growth without reducing human life to a
numerical score? How can it preserve flexibility and individuality while maintaining sufficient
comparability for coordination and decision-making?

Addressing these concerns will require thoughtful governance. The objective should never be to
replace human judgment with metrics. Rather, measurement should augment judgment by
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providing additional information and perspective. A measurement system should function as a
map that helps individuals and communities navigate complexity. It should never be mistaken for
the territory itself. Maintaining this distinction will be essential for preserving the humanity of the
framework.

The Policy Question

The implications of human-centered measurement extend beyond individuals and communities
into the realm of public policy. Governments around the world increasingly seek better ways to
understand wellbeing, productivity, education, healthcare outcomes, and social development.
Existing indicators provide valuable information, but many policymakers recognize that
economic statistics alone cannot fully capture the condition of a society.

Within this context, several possibilities emerge. Could Wellbeing Identity complement existing
identity systems by providing richer representations of individual development? Could
Wellbecoming metrics supplement traditional economic indicators and offer policymakers
additional insight into societal progress? Could communities become active participants in
development policy rather than passive recipients of government programs? Could human
development itself become a measurable public good that informs resource allocation and
institutional design?

These possibilities remain speculative, and substantial research would be required before any
large-scale implementation could be considered. Nevertheless, they point toward an important
opportunity. The future of governance may require richer representations of human development
than current systems provide. The Internet of Value offers one possible direction for exploring
that possibility.

The Civilizational Question

Beneath every technical, economic, and institutional question lies a deeper civilizational inquiry:
what is an economy ultimately for? Different eras have answered this question in different ways.
Industrial systems focused primarily on production. Financial systems emphasized allocation
and capital formation. Digital systems increasingly centered on information, communication, and
coordination. Each stage reflected the dominant constraints and opportunities of its time.

The age of artificial intelligence invites a new conversation. If machines increasingly contribute
to the production of goods, services, information, and knowledge, then societies may need to
reconsider what human systems should optimize for. The Internet of Value proposes a simple
but ambitious answer: human development. Not merely economic growth, productivity, or
consumption, but the ongoing expansion of human capability. In this view, the purpose of
economic and social systems is not only to generate output but also to enable individuals and
communities to become more capable over time.




This proposition may ultimately prove incomplete or incorrect. It may require revision,
refinement, or replacement as evidence accumulates and circumstances change. Yet it
represents a question worth exploring because civilizations are often constrained by the metrics
they choose to prioritize. For centuries, societies have become increasingly sophisticated at
measuring production and exchange. The next frontier may involve developing equally
sophisticated ways of measuring becoming.

Conclusion

The central claim of this paper is not that value has been solved, nor that existing economic
systems should be discarded. Markets remain essential mechanisms for coordination and
exchange. Governments remain essential institutions for governance and public goods
provision. Established institutions continue to play indispensable roles in organizing complex
societies. The contribution of this work is therefore more modest, though potentially significant.
It proposes that an important observer has been largely absent from modern systems of value:
the individual human being.

By enabling individuals to represent themselves, observe their time, contextualize their
development, and coordinate through communities, it becomes possible to construct richer
representations of value than those currently available. These representations extend beyond
transactions and output alone. They incorporate the developmental processes through which
capabilities are formed, relationships are strengthened, knowledge is acquired, and
contributions emerge. Rather than focusing exclusively on what people produce, the framework
seeks to illuminate how people become.

At the center of this framework lies a simple observation. Every human life unfolds through a
finite sequence of time slices. Every skill, relationship, achievement, institution, and civilization
emerges from how those slices are allocated and experienced. To observe those slices
consciously is to make development visible. To make development visible is to create the
possibility of measurement. To make it measurable is to create opportunities for learning,
improvement, and coordination. In that sense, the Internet of Value begins with observation not
because observation alone is sufficient, but because every measurement system, every
coordination system, and ultimately every civilization begins with the same foundational act: the
decision to pay attention. Behind every metric stands an observer, and behind every observer
stands a choice about what matters. The Internet of Value begins with that choice.
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