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Organizing Stories Study

Learning from the Stories That Hold Human Coordination

How existing organizing stories and forms reveal patterns of

separation, control, extraction, openness, agency, responsibility,

interdependence, and shared infrastructure.



PART I

Why This Study Exists

We are not looking for the perfect organizational form. We are looking for patterns
embedded in the stories we use to cooperate.

Every way of organizing is held by a story.

That story may be explicit or hidden, inherited or chosen, life-serving or self-protective. But
it shapes what the form makes possible, what it makes difficult, and what consequences it
tends to produce over time.

A corporation is held by a story of ownership, responsibility, authority, risk, and return.
A cooperative is held by a story of membership, participation, benefit, and shared control.
A platform is held by a story of access, coordination, data, reputation, and infrastructure.
A public institution is held by a story of legitimacy, service, accountability, and scale.

A community group is held by a story of belonging, trust, contribution, and care.

These stories are not just ideas. They hold forms together. They give them coherence,
legitimacy, direction, and limits.

Over time, they take shape as legal structures, governance systems, roles, incentives, rituals,
technologies, habits, and expectations.

Once embodied, they do more than coordinate activity. They shape people, relationships,
decisions, knowledge, ownership, responsibility, and the conditions of participation.

People have been experimenting with ways to organize work, ownership, care, contribution,
learning, governance, exchange, memory, infrastructure, and community for a very long
time. Each story carries a set of answers to recurring human questions:

How do people coordinate?

Houw is responsibility held?

Who makes decisions?

Who owns what is created?

Houw is contribution recognized?

How are knowledge, history, and contribution carried forward?
How do people enter, participate, and leave?

How do benefits, burdens, risks, and consequences move through people, organizations,
communities, and shared infrastructure?



No organizing story answers these questions completely. Each makes some things easier and
some things harder. Each carries strengths, tensions, blind spots, and unintended effects.

This study exists to observe those patterns.

It does not treat any story or corresponding form as a finished model to copy or reject. A
corporation is not only extractive. A cooperative is not automatically participatory. A
community group is not always inclusive. A platform is not only technological infrastructure.
A public institution is not automatically accountable.

Each form has learned something. Each form has also produced consequences that were not
always intended by the people who created or participated in it.

This study looks at both.



1.1 Starting Observation
Organizing stories do not only do what they intend.

They shape people, relationships, responsibilities, decisions, knowledge, ownership,
community conditions, and the infrastructure that makes participation possible.

A legal form may define ownership, but it may also shape agency.

A governance story may organize decisions, but it may also shape belonging and
accountability.

A platform may coordinate work, but it may also control access, data, reputation, and
livelihood.

A ritual may sustain continuity, but it may also make questioning difficult.

A public institution may protect access, but it may also become distant from the people it
serves.

The study therefore looks beyond formal labels.

It asks what each organizing story makes possible, what it makes difficult, and what
consequences it tends to produce over time.

1.2 Study Field

The study looks across a range of organizing stories and the forms through which they take
shape. These are not presented as a simple historical timeline, a ladder of progress, or a
menu of models to copy.

They are living, overlapping forms. Many still exist, adapt, combine, and reappear in new
contexts today.

The purpose of this field is to help us see the organizing stories that hold different forms
together: stories of relationship, ownership, authority, contribution, accountability,
knowledge, repeatability, infrastructure, stewardship, and care.

Each form helps reveal a different pattern. Each also reveals tensions, limits, and
consequences.



TABLE 1.1: Study Field
Forms We Are Looking At

Indigenous, kinship-based,
and place-based ways of
organizing

Community groups, mutual
aid, and voluntary
associations

Time banks and reciprocal

exchange systems

Start-ups and small
businesses

Corporations

Worker-owned cooperatives

Self-managed organizations

Franchises

Gig work and
platform-mediated
coordination

Open-source communities

The Organizing Story It Helps Us See

How relationship, place, reciprocity, ceremony, intergenerational
knowledge, and responsibility across generations can organize
community life.

How belonging, care, peer support, repeated practices, local
groups, and shared identity sustain continuity outside formal
employment or ownership.

How contribution can be recognized through time, care,
reciprocity, and mutual service rather than conventional money,
employment, or charity.

How organizing often begins close to the work, the customer, the
risk, the money, and the consequence — and how early energy can
become fragile without shared systems.

How legal continuity, capital, specialization, management, and
institutional systems coordinate work at scale — and how scale
can separate ownership, labor, authority, institutional knowledge,
and consequence.

How ownership, labor, governance, benefit, and responsibility
can be reconnected — and where legal ownership can still fall
short of lived stewardship.

How authority can move closer to the work — and why distributed
authority requires clear roles, shared information, conflict
practices, onboarding, and accessible knowledge systems.

How a working model can be repeated across places through
playbooks, training, brand standards, and operating systems —
and how repeatability often depends on central control.

How digital infrastructure can coordinate distributed work at
large scale — and how flexibility can coexist with opaque platform
control and risk transfer.

How shared work can evolve through public contribution,
transparent versioning, peer review, and forking — and how
openness can still leave care, governance, and benefit unresolved.



Networks, alliances, and
ecosystems

Public, mutual, and
commons-serving institutions

Additional reference forms

How autonomous people, groups, and organizations can
coordinate without becoming one centralized organization — and
why shared identity needs contribution pathways, shared records,
trust, and infrastructure.

How shared needs, broad access, long-term stewardship, and
public or mutual responsibility can be held — and how formal
responsibility can become distant from lived accountability.

How unions, professional partnerships, religious orders,
intentional communities, family enterprises, DAOs, and other
forms reveal important pattern fragments around voice,
protection, apprenticeship, ritual, care, inheritance, transparency,
and power.



1.3 What the Study Looks For

This study looks across oganizing stories and forms not as categories to rank, but as living
examples of organizing stories and their consequences.

Each organizing story makes some things easier to see, do, protect, repeat, and value. It also
makes other things harder to see, harder to do, easier to neglect, or easier to justify.

Some stories expand agency, responsibility, learning, belonging, access, stewardship, and
shared capacity. Others produce separation, dependency, extraction, control, exclusion, or
loss of accountability.

Most forms contain both.

The study pays particular attention to six recurring pattern families:

TABLE 1.2: Study Patterns

Pattern Family

Separation

Control

Openness

Agency /
Responsibility

Interdependence

‘ Extraction

What We Are Asking

Where do people become separated from themselves, from one another, or
from the ownership, agency, consequence, knowledge, decision-making, and
community that shape their lives?

Where does coordination depend on hierarchy, permission, compliance,
surveillance, brand rules, algorithmic systems, or centralized authority?

Where does value, labor, care, knowledge, data, wealth, or community
capacity flow away from the people and places that generate it?

Where do people gain access to knowledge, participation, governance,
learning, history, adaptation, and shared tools?

Where do people have real capacity to sense, decide, act, learn, contribute, and
be accountable?

Where do people, relationships, coordination practices, and infrastructure
remain connected in ways that strengthen shared capacity and stewardship?



1.4 The Central Question

The central question of this study is:

What can existing organizing stories and forms teach us about the stories that hold
human cooperation together and the patterns those stories tend to produce over time?

Supporting questions:

What story holds this form together?
What does that story make possible or difficult?

How does it organize responsibility, ownership, authority, contribution, history,
community, and infrastructure?

How does it shape participation, decision-making, learning, benefit, burden, risk, and
exit?

What kinds of separation, control, extraction, openness, agency, responsibility, or
interdependence appear?

What infrastructure makes the form possible?
Who owns, controls, changes, benefits from, or depends on that infrastructure?

How do benefits, burdens, risks, and responsibilities move through people, groups,
communities, and shared systems?

What patterns should be studied further, redesigned, avoided, protected, adapted, or
translated into future protocols?



1.5 Why “Pattern Study” Rather Than “Report”

This is not a final report or fixed conclusion.
It is ongoing research.

The study will evolve as more examples are added, more people contribute lived experience,
and more patterns are tested against real practice.

The working assumption is that organizing forms are stories embodied as bundles of
patterns: legal, governance, ownership, cultural, financial, technological, educational,
relational, ritual, trust, knowledge, and history patterns.

Some patterns may be reused.

Some may need to be redesigned.

Some may need to be avoided.

Some may need to be protected.

Some may become open protocols.

Some may only make sense within the communities, histories, and places that carry them.

A pattern study keeps the work open, evolving, and revisable.

It lets us learn from existing forms without treating any of them as complete answers. It also
lets us look beneath the form itself, toward the organizing story that gives it coherence,
direction, power, and consequence.



PART 11

Reading the Pattern Across Four Levels

This study looks at organizing forms as stories embodied in patterns.

A form is not only its legal structure. It is also the way people enter, relate, decide, contribute,
carry knowledge forward, own, adapt, govern, and leave. It includes the stories people
inherit, the rules they follow, the tools they depend on, the relationships they form, and the
infrastructure that makes participation possible.

To read these patterns clearly, the study looks at each form through four connected levels:
1. The person

2. The coordination

3. The community

4. The infrastructure

These levels are not separate. They shape one another continuously.

A person may enter a group and learn its habits.

Those habits may become roles, rules, rituals, or governance practices.

Those practices may shape the surrounding community.

Over time, they may become infrastructure: legal systems, platforms, records, rituals,
training, financial arrangements, or shared tools.

Once something becomes infrastructure, it can keep shaping people long after the original
choices are forgotten.

That is why the study asks not only what a form intends, but what it repeatedly produces.
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2.1 The Four-Level Lens

The four-level lens helps the study notice where the effects of an organizing story and form

appear.
| TABLE 2.1: The Four-Level Lens
I Level What the Study Looks At
Person How the form shapes a person’s ability to sense, relate, participate, learn,
decide, contribute, and take responsibility.
Coordination How the form coordinates work, decisions, roles, authority, conflict, learning,
shared knowledge, ownership, and adaptation over time.
Community How the form affects the people, places, relationships, resources, and shared
conditions around it.
Infrastructure What systems, rules, tools, platforms, records, rituals, legal forms, financial
structures, knowledge systems, and history practices make the form possible
— and who can access, govern, change, or leave them.

The lens matters because effects often move.

What begins at one level rarely stays there. A role meant to clarify responsibility can harden
into hierarchy. A practice meant to preserve trust can become difficult to question. A
platform meant to widen participation can come to control access, reputation, pricing, data,
and exit. A cooperative structure meant to share ownership can still leave ownership passive
if people are not supported to govern what they own.

The form is not only what people designed. It is also what the form begins to do as it repeats.
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2.2 The Person

At the person level, the study asks:
What does this form do to the person participating in or affected by it?

People are not only workers, members, owners, customers, volunteers, users, or citizens.
They are living participants who sense, interpret, relate, learn, respond, and carry
responsibility.

A form may expand a person’s participation. It may help them see more, contribute more,
take responsibility, learn from consequence, and stay connected to others.

Or it may narrow them. It may organize them mainly through a task, role, metric, rating, job
title, membership category, obligation, or source of labor.

The study asks:
e Can people notice what is happening and bring that knowledge into the form?
e Do they have real choices, or only options designed by others?
e Are they responsible for outcomes without having authority to affect them?
e Are they recognized as whole participants, or reduced to a function?

e Can they learn, question, contribute, and leave without losing dignity, contribution
history, relationships, or access to what they helped create?

This level matters because many forms look effective from the outside while quietly
organizing people away from their own agency, judgment, relationships, and responsibility.
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2.3 Coordination
At the coordination level, the study asks:

How does this form coordinate people over time?

An organization is often treated like a thing: a company, cooperative, platform, association,
network, public institution, or community group.

But what is actually happening is a continuous process of organizing.

People are deciding, coordinating, recording, learning, adapting, making promises, resolving
tensions, holding roles, using tools, sharing resources, and responding to changing
conditions.

The study looks at how that process works.
e Who can make decisions?
e How is authority created, limited, challenged, and revised?
e How are roles held and changed?
e How are conflicts surfaced and addressed?
e How does the form learn from experience?
e Where are knowledge, records, decisions, and histories stored?

e What happens when people leave?
e Can the form adapt without losing coherence?

This level is important because many forms depend on patterns that are not visible in the
legal structure. A cooperative may be legally democratic but practically passive. A
self-managed organization may have no formal managers but still have hidden hierarchy. A
network may appear open but depend on a small core doing most of the work.

Coordination shows where the real organization is happening.
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2.4 The Community

At the community level, the study asks:

What does this form do to the people and places around it?

No form exists only inside itself.

A company shapes workers, families, customers, suppliers, neighborhoods, public systems,
and ecological conditions. A community group shapes belonging, trust, exclusion, care, and
local relationships and shared history. A platform shapes local work through distant rules. A
public institution shapes access, opportunity, and shared infrastructure. A commons-serving
form shapes what people can depend on together.

The study asks:

Who benefits from this form?

Who carries the burden, cost, risk, or consequence?

Who is affected but has little or no voice?

Does knowledge flow back from the community into the form?

Does benefit circulate locally, or accumulate elsewhere?

Does the form strengthen community capacity, or create dependency?

Does it recognize the ecological and material conditions it depends on?

This level is important because many forms define responsibility too narrowly. They may
account for owners, members, customers, workers, or regulators while leaving broader
community consequences outside the frame.

A pattern study has to look at those effects too.
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2.5 Infrastructure

At the infrastructure level, the study asks:
What systems make this form possible, and who controls them?
Infrastructure includes more than technology.

It includes legal forms, financial systems, governance rules, records, platforms, meeting
rhythms, training practices, rituals, contracts, standards, identity systems, reputation
systems, trust practices, buildings, tools, data, documents, and shared records, knowledge,
and history.

Infrastructure matters because it preserves organizing stories as patterns.

A practice may begin as a decision.

A decision may become a rule.

A rule may become a system.

A system may become the environment everyone else must live inside.

Once this happens, infrastructure continues shaping participation even when people no
longer remember why it was created.

The study asks:
e What assumptions are built into this infrastructure?
e  Who can access it?
e Who can understand it?
e Who can change it?
e Who owns it?
e Who depends on it?
e  Who benefits from it?

e Who can leave without losing contribution history, reputation, relationships, or
livelihood?

This level is especially important because infrastructure can expand shared agency or quietly
become control.

A franchise playbook can help people repeat a working model, but it can also restrict local
adaptation.

A platform can help workers find customers, but it can also control pricing, visibility,
reputation, and exit.
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A cooperative federation can support local cooperatives, but it can also become distant or
bureaucratic.

An open-source repository can preserve public records and version history, but maintainers
may still carry unsustainable responsibility.

Infrastructure is never neutral. It carries choices, assumptions, and power relations forward.

2.6 How the Lens Is Used in the Form Studies

The form studies do not repeat all four levels every time.
Instead, each form is presented through a simpler structure:
1. Define
What is this form, and what makes it different?
2. Key Features

What are the main features of the form, and what strengths and tensions do they
create?

3. Key Insights
What patterns does this form make visible?
4. Study Insight
What is the distilled takeaway the study should remember?

The four-level lens remains in the background. It helps guide what the study looks for, but
the form studies are written to be readable first.

The aim is not to make every section exhaustive.

The aim is to make each form reveal one or two important patterns clearly enough that they
can be compared across the whole study.
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2.7 What to Watch For

As each form is studied, the reader can keep asking a few simple questions:

What does this form make easier?

What does it make harder?

Where does responsibility sit?

Where does authority sit?

Who owns or controls the infrastructure?
Who carries the risk?

Who benefits?

Who has voice?

What knowledge, history, decisions, and contributions are carried forward?

What becomes hard to change?

These questions help the study stay grounded.

They keep the focus on lived effects, not formal labels. A form may sound democratic,
flexible, open, local, public, or participatory. The study asks whether people can actually
sense, decide, contribute, govern, learn, adapt, and carry responsibility inside the form.

That is where the patterns become visible.
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PART III

Pattern Effects and Tensions

Part IT introduced the four-level lens used in this study: person, coordination, community,
and infrastructure.

Part ITI names the kinds of effects the study looks for across those four levels.

These effects are not treated as fixed qualities of any organizational form. A cooperative is
not automatically open. A corporation is not only extractive. A franchise is not only
controlling. A community group is not always relational. A platform is not only technological
infrastructure.

Each organizing story takes shape through patterns that can support life, learning,
coordination, shared knowledge, and shared capacity. Each form can also produce
consequences that were not intended by the people who created or participated in it.

A role can create clarity. It can also reduce a person to a function.

A rule can create safety. It can also become compliance.

A platform can ease participation. It can also centralize access, data, visibility, and control.

A shared ritual can preserve belonging. It can also make questioning difficult.

A legal structure can protect shared ownership. It can also create passive membership if
people are not formed into active stewardship.

This study therefore looks for pattern effects: the consequences that emerge when
organizing patterns move through people, shared arrangements, communities, and
infrastructure over time.

These are not moral labels. They are observational categories.
They help the study ask:

e What does this form make possible?
e What does it make difficult?
e What consequences does it tend to produce?

e What might future forms of coordination inherit, redesign, or avoid?
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3.1 Pattern Effects Matrix

The matrix does not determine findings in advance. It gives the study a way to notice effects
as they appear in different organizing stories and forms.

A pattern may produce more than one effect at the same time. For example, repeatability
may support learning and continuity while also producing standardization or control.
Flexibility may support access and adaptation while also shifting insecurity onto individuals.
Openness may support participation while also allowing contribution to be captured by those
with more power.

The study therefore looks not only for the presence of a pattern, but for how that pattern is
held, governed, repeated, remembered, and changed.

I TABLE 3.1: Pattern Effects Matrix

I Pattern Effect

Separation
Control
Extraction

Openness

Agency and
Responsibility

Interdependence

What the Study Looks For

Where people, relationships, ownership,
knowledge, history, consequence,
community, or infrastructure become
disconnected

Where coordination depends on
permission, enforcement, surveillance,
compliance, hierarchy, opacity, or
centralized authority

Where labor, care, wealth, knowledge,
data, attention, land, time, or
community capacity flows away from
those who generate or depend on it

Where knowledge, participation,
governance, records, tools, practices,
and pathways for change become
visible, accessible, and revisable

Where people can sense, decide, act,
learn, and be accountable in relation to
real consequences

Where people, coordination practices,
community relationships, and
infrastructure remain connected
through shared responsibility,
reciprocity, stewardship, and shared
knowledge

19

Guiding Question

Where are people separated from
themselves, one another, or the
conditions that shape their
participation?

Where is agency restricted rather
than responsibility expanded?

Who benefits from the pattern, and
who carries its cost or risk?

Can people understand, question,
adapt, or govern what shapes their
participation?

Are agency, responsibility, support,
information, and consequence
connected?

Where does autonomy remain
connected to relationship,
accountability, and consequence?



3.2 Pattern Tensions

Pattern tensions appear when the same organizing pattern can support coordination in one
context and produce unintended consequences in another.

This is why the study does not treat any pattern as automatically beneficial or harmful. A
pattern has to be studied through its effects: what it makes possible, what it makes difficult,
who it affects, what infrastructure carries it, and what happens as it is repeated over time.

A pattern may look useful at one level and harmful at another.

At the individual level, it may support agency, learning, belonging, and responsibility — or
narrow the person into role, obligation, rating, conformity, or dependency.

At the coordination level, it may support coordination, shared knowledge, and shared
authority — or harden into hierarchy, compliance, bureaucracy, or hidden control.

At the community relationship level, it may strengthen local capacity, trust, and shared
consequence — or turn the community into a market, resource base, audience, or externality.

At the infrastructure level, it may preserve shared learning and make coordination repeatable
— or embed old assumptions, control, access limits, extraction, or dependency into systems
that become difficult to change.

The study therefore asks not only whether a pattern is present, but how it is held, how it
moves, and what effects it produces.
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TABLE 3.2: Pattern Tensions to Observe

Organizing Pattern
Role clarity

Rules and
standards

Flexibility

Repeatability

Shared ownership

Shared identity
Local autonomy

Federation or
network support

Platform
infrastructure

Institutional
knowledge

Protocols

‘ Open contribution

What It Can Support

Coordination, responsibility, and
reliable participation

Safety, fairness, quality, and shared
expectations

Access, responsiveness, and personal
choice

Learning, training, continuity, and

replication

Voice, stewardship, and connection
between contribution and benefit

Participation, shared learning, and
commons-building

Belonging, coherence, and
continuity

Context-sensitive adaptation and
responsibility close to consequence

Shared learning, mutual support,
and coordination across groups

Matching, access, coordination, and
scale

Learning across time, continuity, and

reduced repetition of harm

Repeatable, shareable, and revisable
coordination practices

Possible Pattern Risk

People may be reduced to roles, status,
or functions

Rules may become compliance systems
that suppress judgment or adaptation

Insecurity and risk may be shifted onto
individuals

Repeatability may become
standardization, brand control, or local
suppression

Ownership may become passive,
symbolic, or captured by a small active
group

Contribution may be unpaid,
unrecognized, burned out, or
commercially captured

Identity may become conformity,
exclusion, or loyalty pressure

Autonomy may become fragmentation,
isolation, or uneven accountability.

Federation may become bureaucracy,
gatekeeping, or centralization

Infrastructure may centralize data,
reputation, rules, pricing, and control

Knowledge and records may become
locked, privatized, outdated, or difficult
to revise

Protocols may become fixed rules if
disconnected from context, lived
experience, or revision

These tensions prepare the study for comparison. The next part identifies the dimensions
through which each organizing story and form can be examined, so the study can observe
how similar patterns produce different effects in different contexts.
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PART IV

How the Form Studies Are Read

The study now moves from the general lens into the specific organizing stories and forms.

Because the forms are so different, they cannot be compared as if they were the same kind of
thing. An Indigenous, kinship-based way of organizing is not the same as a corporation. A
time bank is not the same as a franchise. An open-source community is not the same as a
public institution. Each form is held by its own story, history, purpose, structure, language,
and living context.

But the study can still ask consistent questions.

Part II introduced the four-level lens: person, coordination, community, and infrastructure.
Part III introduced the recurring pattern effects: separation, control, extraction, openness,
agency and responsibility, and interdependence. Together, these lenses help the study notice
what each form makes possible, what it makes difficult, and what consequences it tends to
produce over time.

Part IV explains how those lenses are used in the form studies.

The aim is not to make every section exhaustive. The aim is to make each form readable
while still holding enough structure for comparison.
4.1 Comparative Dimensions

The following dimensions remain in the background as each form is studied. They help the
study look beyond labels and notice how each form organizes responsibility, authority,
contribution, knowledge, ownership, participation, infrastructure, and consequence.
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TABLE 4.1: Comparative Dimensions

Dimension

Legal Structure

Governance and
Authority

Entry and Formation

Exit and Transition

Ownership,
Contribution, and
Benefit

Autonomy and
Adaptation

Repeatability and
Scaling

Knowledge, History,
and Learning

Infrastructure

Community
Relationship

What the Study Examines

Who the law recognizes, who carries rights and liability, who owns assets, and
whether the legal form protects shared stewardship or concentrates control.

How decisions are made, challenged, revised, recorded, and explained; who
can act on behalf of the form; and whether authority remains connected to
consequence.

How people enter the form, learn its practices, understand its expectations,
build capacity, and become able to participate meaningfully.

How people leave, change roles, transfer responsibility, retain contribution
history, and avoid erasure or punishment.

How contribution, ownership, surplus, recognition, risk, and benefit are
connected or separated.

What people or local groups can change, fork, revise, or localize, and what
must remain shared for coherence.

How practices travel across contexts, whether repetition depends on control
or shared learning, and what happens as scale increases.

Where knowledge, histories, practices, conflicts, decisions, contribution
records, and lessons are stored; whether they are accessible, revisable,
versioned, ritualized, or privately held.

What legal, financial, technological, cultural, educational, trust, governance,
knowledge, record, and history systems make the form possible, and who
owns, controls, changes, or depends on them.

How benefits, burdens, risks, accountability, knowledge, and shared capacity
move between the form and the surrounding community.

These dimensions are not meant to become a checklist that every form must answer
mechanically. They are a set of study prompts. Some dimensions will matter more in one

form than another.

For example, legal structure may be central in corporations and cooperatives, while ritual
and intergenerational transmission may be more central in place-based forms. Infrastructure
may be especially visible in platforms, franchises, open-source communities, and time banks.
Contribution and benefit may be especially important in cooperatives, open-source
communities, mutual aid, and reciprocal exchange systems.

The dimensions help the study notice what matters without forcing all forms into the same

frame.
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4.2 How Each Form Is Presented

The form studies do not repeat every comparative dimension in full. That would make the
study too heavy and difficult to read.

Instead, each form is presented through a simpler structure.

1. Define

This section explains what the form is, what makes it different from other forms, and why it
matters to the study.

It asks:
What is this form?
What does it organize?
What makes it distinct?

What central question does it raise?

2. Key Features

This section identifies the main features of the form and presents them through a simple
strength/tension map.

It asks:
What does this feature make possible?
What tension or risk does it carry?

How does the same feature support coordination while also producing possible
unintended effects?

This structure helps the reader see that most patterns are not simply good or bad. They are
conditional. A feature that supports learning in one context may become control in another.
A feature that creates belonging may also create exclusion. A feature that preserves
continuity may also resist adaptation.

3. Key Insights

This section draws out the clearest patterns the form makes visible.
It asks:

What is the strongest pattern this form reveals?

What second or third pattern should the study remember?

What does this form teach about responsibility, ownership, authority, contribution,
knowledge, community, or infrastructure?
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The goal is not to summarize every detail. The goal is to name the insight clearly enough that
it can be compared with insights from other forms.

4. Study Insight
Each form ends with a short distilled insight.

This is the sentence or paragraph the study should carry forward. It helps the reader index
the form quickly and remember why it matters.

The Study Insight does not replace the fuller analysis. It gives the form a clear takeaway.

4.3 Why This Structure Matters
The simplified structure keeps the study readable while preserving comparison.

The comparative dimensions remain in the background. They guide what the study notices.
But the reader encounters each form through a clearer pattern:

Define the form.
Map its key features.
Name its strongest insights.

Carry forward the study insight.

This allows the study to move across many forms without becoming too technical or
repetitive.

It also supports the deeper purpose of the study. The goal is not to decide which form is best.
The goal is to notice what each form reveals about human coordination: where responsibility
is held, where authority moves, where contribution is recognized, where knowledge and
history are carried forward, where infrastructure concentrates power, and where
participation remains alive or becomes symbolic.

With this structure in place, the study can now move into the form studies themselves.

Each form will be examined not as a model to copy or reject, but as an organizing story
embodied in patterns, strengths, tensions, consequences, and possible lessons for future
Open Social Protocols.
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PART V

Form Studies

Part V applies the study lens to a diverse set of organizing stories and the forms through
which they have taken shape.

These forms were chosen because each one reveals a different organizing story: a way of
holding responsibility, authority, ownership, contribution, belonging, exchange, knowledge,
infrastructure, and shared consequence.

Some forms are ancient and place-based. Some are modern legal and financial structures.
Some are informal community practices. Some are digital coordination systems. Some are
public or commons-serving institutions. Some are included as primary studies, while others
appear as additional reference forms because they reveal important pattern fragments.

They are not presented as a simple timeline, ranking, or ladder of progress. Many of these
forms overlap, coexist, borrow from one another, and continue evolving. The purpose is not
to decide which form is best. The purpose is to ask what each form makes visible.

A corporation reveals an organizing story of scale, capital, management, legal continuity, and
separated responsibility. A worker cooperative reveals a story of shared ownership and lived
stewardship. A franchise reveals a story of repeatability through controlled systems. A time
bank reveals a story of reciprocal exchange. An open-source community reveals a story of
public contribution, versioning, and forking. A community group reveals a story of belonging
through repeated practice. Indigenous and place-based ways of organizing reveal stories of
relationship, reciprocity, land, ceremony, and responsibility across generations.

Each form is treated as an organizing story embodied in patterns, not as a model to copy or
reject. The study asks what the form makes possible, what it makes difficult, what
infrastructure carries it, what effects it tends to produce, and what tensions appear across the
person, coordination, community, and infrastructure levels.

These form studies are not final judgments. They are starting points for comparison and
further research.

They should be read as pattern studies: each one asks what this form has learned, what it has
struggled to hold, and what future forms of coordination may need to remember, redesign,
avoid, or translate into future Open Social Protocols or other forms of coordination.
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5.1 Indigenous, Kinship-Based, and Place-Based Ways of Organizing

The organizing story here begins with relationship: to people, place, ancestors, future
generations, and the living systems that make community possible. Indigenous,
kinship-based, and place-based ways of organizing are not one single form. They refer to
diverse living traditions through which communities have organized across generations.

They are different from modern organizations because they are not usually built around
employment, ownership, profit, legal personhood, markets, platforms, or formal
membership in the modern institutional sense. They are often organized through
relationships: relationships among people, families, clans, ancestors, future generations,
land, water, animals, plants, stories, responsibilities, and spiritual life.

At their strongest, these ways of organizing show that coordination can be rooted in place,
intergenerational knowledge, reciprocity, and long-term responsibility rather than abstract

control.

TABLE 5.1: Key Features of Indigenous, Kinship-Based, and Place-Based Ways Of Organizing

Key Feature

Place-based
responsibility

Kinship and
relational
identity

Intergenerational
knowledge

deliberation

Reciprocity

Stewardship
across
generations

Ceremony and
ritual

Distributed
authority

‘ Council and

Strength

Community life is connected to land,
water, seasons, species, and local
knowledge.

People understand responsibility
through relationship, not only
individual role or contract.

Knowledge can be carried through
elders, stories, ceremony, practice, and
lived continuity.

Decisions may be shaped through
listening, dialogue, elders, consensus,
or communal processes.

Giving, receiving, harvesting, using,
and sharing can be held within
reciprocal responsibilities.

Decisions may be considered in
relation to ancestors and future
generations.

Shared practices can connect history,

identity, responsibility, and belonging.

Authority may be held through elders,
families, clans, councils, knowledge
keepers, or role-based responsibilities.
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Tension

These systems can be disrupted or damaged
by colonization, displacement, legal
suppression, and land loss.

Kinship obligations can become complex,
uneven, or difficult to translate into modern
institutions.

Oral and embodied knowledge can be
vulnerable when language, land access, and
transmission practices are disrupted.

Decision processes can be slow, contested,
or misunderstood when forced into modern
legal or bureaucratic forms.

Reciprocity can be weakened when market
systems, private property, or extractive
economies reshape relationships.

Long-term responsibility can be hard to
preserve under short-term political, legal, or
financial pressures.

Outsiders may romanticize, appropriate, or
misunderstand practices if they are treated
as techniques rather than living traditions.

Authority can be misread through modern
categories, or distorted when imposed
governance structures replace older ones.



Key Insights

Indigenous, kinship-based, and place-based ways of organizing show that coordination does
not have to begin with the individual, the firm, the market, or the state.

They reveal another starting point: relationship.

Responsibility is not only something assigned by a job description, contract, law, or
ownership stake. It can arise through belonging to a place, a people, a lineage, a story, a
living system, and a set of reciprocal obligations that existed before any single person arrived
and continue after any single person leaves.

This is one of the deepest patterns in the study.

Modern organizing stories and forms often separate people from place, history, consequence,
and future generations. Indigenous and place-based ways of organizing often begin by
holding those relationships together.

But this section must also name the tension carefully. These systems have been disrupted by
colonization, forced assimilation, land theft, imposed governance structures, legal
suppression, extractive economies, and cultural appropriation. They should not be treated as
simple models to borrow. They are living traditions belonging to specific peoples and places.

The strongest pattern is this:

Indigenous and place-based ways of organizing show that coordination can be rooted in
relationship, reciprocity, place, intergenerational knowledge, and responsibility across
generations.

They also reveal a caution:

Patterns cannot be separated from the living communities, histories, and places that
carry them.

For this study, this form matters because it challenges the assumption that organizing begins
with formal structure. It suggests that organizing can begin with responsibility: to one
another, to place, to ancestors, to future generations, and to the living systems that make
community possible.

STUDY INSIGHT

Indigenous, kinship-based, and place-based ways of organizing show that coordination
can be rooted in relationship, reciprocity, land, intergenerational knowledge, ceremony,
and responsibility across generations. But these patterns cannot be treated as abstract
tools to extract or copy; they belong to living communities, histories, and places, and
must be approached through respect, consent, and humility.
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5.2 Community Groups, Mutual Aid, and Voluntary Associations

Community groups, mutual aid groups, and voluntary associations are groups people join or
form to support one another, sustain belonging, serve a shared purpose, or respond to a
shared need.

The organizing story here is that belonging, care, and repeated practice can hold people
together without needing heavy formal systems.

They are different from companies, cooperatives, franchises, platforms, and open-source
projects because they are usually not organized primarily around employment, ownership,
products, markets, or technical contribution. They are often organized around care, identity,
service, recovery, neighborhood support, civic life, spiritual practice, mutual help, or shared
commitment.

Examples include AA, the Independent Order of Odd Fellows, mutual aid groups, civic
associations, neighborhood groups, parent associations, local clubs, service organizations,
and many informal community efforts.

When the form works well, these groups show that people can coordinate through repeated
practices rather than heavy formal systems. A meeting rhythm, a shared ritual, a sponsorship
practice, a circle of care, a service role, a phone tree, a shared meal, or a simple local
gathering can hold people together over time.

This matters because it shows a different way coordination can be held. This form reminds us
that coordination is not only economic or technical. People organize through belonging,
trust, story, care, ritual, and repeated presence.

But these groups also reveal a tension: informal coordination can be powerful, but it can also
make authority, accountability, exclusion, adaptation, and responsibility harder to see.

This form raises a central question:

What happens when people coordinate through belonging, repeated practice, and
peer support rather than formal employment, ownership, or centralized
management?

This fits the larger purpose of the study:

to look at what different organizing stories and forms make possible, what they
make difficult, and what consequences they tend to produce over time.
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TABLE 5.2: Key Features of Community Groups, Mutual Aid, and Voluntary Associations

Key Feature
Voluntary

participation

Local groups

Repeated
practices

Peer support

Shared
identity

Sponsorship or
mentorship

Service roles
Tradition and
continuity
Mutual aid
Informal
authority

Community
embeddedness

Low-cost
replication

Strength

People can choose to join, contribute,
leave, return, or participate at different
levels.

Small local groups can respond to
specific people, places, histories, and
needs.

Meetings, rituals, check-ins, service
roles, sponsorship, shared meals, or
regular gatherings can sustain
continuity.

People can help one another from lived
experience rather than relying only on
professionals or formal authorities.

A common purpose, story, need, or
experience can create belonging and
commitment.

Simple formats can be repeated in many
places without major capital, legal
structure, or technology.

Experienced participants can guide
newer participants and carry stories,
practices, and history forward.

People can contribute by holding
meetings, organizing support,
welcoming newcomers, managing
resources, or caring for the group.

Traditions can preserve history, identity,
and practices across generations.

People can respond directly to needs
through shared resources, care, rides,
food, money, shelter, skills, or local
support.

Influence can emerge through trust,
experience, care, and contribution rather
than formal titles.

Groups can be deeply connected to the

lives and needs of the people around
them.
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Tension

Participation may be uneven, with a small
number of people carrying most of the work.

Local groups can vary widely in quality,
inclusion, accountability, and culture.

Repetition can become rigid tradition if
practices are not open to reflection or
adaptation.

Peer support can become inconsistent or
harmful if people are unsupported,
untrained, or unclear about boundaries.

Shared identity can become conformity,
exclusion, loyalty pressure, or resistance to
questioning.

Easy replication can also mean weak shared
learning, uneven accountability, and
difficulty correcting harmful patterns.

Informal guidance can become dependency,
hierarchy, favoritism, or unexamined
authority.

Service labor can become invisible, gendered,
unpaid, or concentrated in a few reliable
people.

Tradition can make adaptation difficult,
especially when “how we do things” becomes
hard to question.

Mutual aid can become fragile when demand
is high, resources are thin, or burnout
accumulates.

Power may become hidden if authority is not
named, accountable, or open to challenge.

Close community ties can also create social
pressure, gossip, exclusion, or difficulty
addressing harm.



Key Insights

Community groups, mutual aid groups, and voluntary associations show the power of simple,
repeated human practices.

A group does not always need a large institution, a formal workplace, a digital platform, or a
complex governance system to endure. Sometimes continuity is held by a weekly meeting, a
trusted circle, a sponsorship relationship, a shared ritual, a rotating role, a phone call, or a
local practice people can repeat.

This is one of the clearest lessons these forms offer. Belonging is not sustained by structure
alone. It is sustained by rhythms people can enter, remember, and carry forward.

In their strongest expression, these groups make support available without requiring people
to become customers, employees, users, or formal members of a large institution. People can
show up as neighbors, peers, participants, elders, newcomers, volunteers, or companions in a
shared situation.

But informal coordination has limits.
The strongest pattern is this:

Community groups can sustain belonging and care through repeated practices, but
informal structure can hide authority, weaken accountability, and make adaptation
difficult.

A group may feel open, but still have insiders and outsiders. It may describe itself as
voluntary, but still create strong social pressure. It may have no formal hierarchy, but still be
shaped by elders, founders, long-time members, charismatic participants, donors, or people
who know “how things are done.”

Community groups also show that continuity can become both a strength and a constraint.
The same rituals and traditions that help people feel rooted can also make it hard to change
when needs shift or harms appear. People may protect the form because it gave them
belonging, even when the form no longer serves everyone well.

They also reveal the fragility of care work. Mutual aid and voluntary groups often depend on
people giving time, attention, emotional labor, organizing skill, money, rides, food, listening,
conflict repair, and practical support. When that labor is not recognized or shared, a few
people can become exhausted while the group continues to appear healthy from the outside.

For this study, these groups matter because they show how coordination can be held through
belonging rather than control.

STUDY INSIGHT

Community groups, mutual aid, and voluntary associations show that people can sustain
belonging, care, and continuity through simple repeated practices, local groups, peer
support, ritual, and shared identity. But when authority, accountability, inclusion, and
adaptation remain informal, these same groups can become uneven, exclusionary,
fragile, or difficult to change.
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5.3 Time Banks and Reciprocal Exchange Systems

Time banks and reciprocal exchange systems are ways for people to exchange help, care,
skills, services, and support using time or reciprocal contribution rather than conventional
money.

The organizing story here is that everyone has needs, and almost everyone has something to
contribute.

They are different from businesses because the exchange is not organized primarily around
prices, wages, profit, or ownership. They are different from ordinary volunteering because
contribution is usually recorded and recognized. They are different from mutual aid because
there is often a structured exchange system that tracks what people give and receive. They
are different from gig platforms because the infrastructure is meant to support reciprocity
among participants rather than extract value from transactions.

In a time bank, one hour of contribution is usually recognized as one time credit, regardless
of the market price of the service. An hour helping someone with transportation, tutoring,
gardening, repair, elder support, translation, childcare, or administrative help can be
exchanged for an hour of help from someone else.

The clearest strength of this form is making everyday contribution visible. They recognize
forms of care and support that markets often undervalue or ignore. They can help people ask
for help, offer what they can do, meet neighbors, build trust, and circulate support within a
community.

This matters because time banks show a different way coordination can be held. After
community groups and mutual aid show how people support one another through belonging
and repeated practice, time banks show what happens when reciprocity becomes more
structured. They introduce a shared accounting system, but one that is meant to recognize
time and mutual service rather than convert everything into market pricing.

But time banks also reveal a major tension: reciprocity needs infrastructure. A beautiful idea
of mutual exchange can become fragile if people do not participate regularly, if offers and
needs do not match, if trust is weak, if coordination labor is unsupported, or if the system
depends too much on a few organizers.

For this study, the key question is:

What happens when -communities recognize -contribution through time,
reciprocity, and mutual service rather than conventional money, employment,
charity, or ownership?
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TABLE 5.3: Key Features of Time Banks and Reciprocal Exchange Systems

Key Feature

Time-based
exchange

Reciprocity

Recognition of
care work

Community
exchange

Low-money
participation

or accounting
system

Local
trust-building

Matching
offers and
needs

Coordination
roles

Alternative
value logic

Local
resilience

Mutual
dignity

‘ Shared ledger

Strength

Every hour of contribution can be
recognized equally, regardless of market
price.

People are invited to both give and
receive, rather than being divided into
helpers and recipients.

Care, support, repair, companionship,
transportation, teaching, and everyday
help become visible as contribution.

Support can circulate locally among
people who may otherwise remain
isolated.

People can access help even when they
have limited cash, as long as they can
contribute time or care in some way.

Contributions and exchanges can be
recorded, remembered, and made visible
over time.

Repeated exchange can help people
meet, rely on one another, and build
social connection.

A time bank can help people find others
who have the skills, time, or willingness
to help.

Organizers welcome members, support
exchanges, manage records, resolve
issues, and keep the system active.

Time banking challenges the idea that
only market-priced work counts as
valuable.

Communities can build practical support
networks that help people meet needs
outside formal institutions or markets.

Everyone is invited to have something to
offer and something to receive.
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Tension

Treating all hours equally can honor dignity,
but may also struggle when some work
requires rare skill, high responsibility, risk,
preparation, or certification.

Some participants may mostly give, while
others mostly receive, creating imbalance if
reciprocity is not supported carefully.

Care work can still become undervalued if it
is treated as endlessly available or carried by
the same people.

Exchanges may remain limited if people do
not know one another, trust one another, or
feel comfortable asking for help.

People with severe time poverty, disability,
caregiving burdens, or unstable lives may still
find participation difficult.

The ledger can become bureaucratic,
confusing, or transactional if it replaces
relationship rather than supporting it.

Trust requires care, screening, conflict
pathways, and safety practices, especially
when people enter homes or provide personal
support.

Matching can fail when available offers do not
meet actual needs, or when the same services
are repeatedly needed but rarely offered.

Coordination labor can become invisible,
unpaid, exhausting, or concentrated in a few
people.

The system may still struggle inside a wider
economy where rent, food, healthcare, taxes,
tools, and transportation require
conventional money.

Resilience may remain small-scale if the time
bank lacks infrastructure, funding,
partnerships, or long-term stewardship.

Social stigma, pride, shame, or fear of
dependency may still prevent people from
asking for help.



Key Insights

Time banks and reciprocal exchange systems show that contribution can be recognized
outside conventional money.

This is their central contribution to the study. They make visible a simple but radical pattern:
people are always contributing to one another’s lives, but many of those contributions are not
valued well by markets, employers, or institutions. Time banking creates a way to recognize
ordinary acts of help as part of a shared system of reciprocity.

Time banks are most useful when they dissolve the hard line between giver and receiver. A
person may receive a ride, offer translation, get help with a garden, teach someone a skill,
support an elder, repair something, or help organize an event. The relationship is not charity.
It is reciprocal participation.

This matters because many systems organize people through scarcity, dependency, or market
price. Time banks organize people through mutual capacity: everyone has needs, and almost
everyone has something they can contribute.

The strongest pattern is this: Time banks make contribution visible by recognizing time,
care, and mutual service as forms of exchange.

But reciprocity does not happen automatically.

A time bank needs more than a ledger. It needs trust, relationships, onboarding, clear
expectations, safety practices, coordination, matching, conflict pathways, and enough
participation for exchanges to actually happen. Without this infrastructure, the system may
exist in name but not in daily life.

This reveals a second important pattern: Reciprocal exchange needs active stewardship,
not only a record of credits.

A time credit may show that someone contributed, but it does not by itself create trust, match
needs, welcome newcomers, resolve concerns, or sustain participation. People have to
understand the system. They have to feel safe using it. They have to believe that asking for
help is acceptable. They have to find exchanges that matter to their lives.

Time banks also reveal the difficulty of valuing time equally. Equal time credits can be
powerful because they reject market hierarchies of worth. An hour of companionship may be
honored alongside an hour of technical help. This can affirm dignity and make hidden care
visible.

But equal time also raises practical tensions. Some work requires training, certification, tools,
emotional intensity, physical risk, or legal responsibility. Some people have far less available
time than others. Some needs are urgent or recurring, while some offers are occasional. The
equality of the unit does not remove the complexity of real life.

Time banks also sit inside the conventional economy. A person may earn time credits, but
still need money for rent, food, transportation, insurance, taxes, medicine, or tools. This
means time banking can strengthen community support, but it cannot replace all economic
needs unless it is connected to broader systems of care, provisioning, and infrastructure.

For this study, time banks matter because they reveal a different way to organize
contribution and benefit. They show that communities can create systems where people are
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not only workers, customers, clients, volunteers, or charity recipients. They can become
reciprocal participants in a shared field of need and capacity.

STUDY INSIGHT

Time banks and reciprocal exchange systems show that communities can recognize
contribution through time, care, and mutual service rather than conventional money,
employment, or charity. But reciprocity only becomes durable when it is supported by
trust, matching, coordination, safety practices, shared records, and active stewardship;
without that infrastructure, the exchange system can become uneven, fragile, or
dependent on a few organizers.

5.4 Start-ups and Small Businesses

Start-ups and small businesses are organizations that usually begin with a person or small
group trying to bring something into the world: a service, product, shop, tool, practice,
relationship, or new idea.

The organizing story here begins close to initiative, risk, relationship, and consequence.

They are different from larger organizations because the people making decisions are often
still close to the work. The founder or owner may know the customers, handle the money,
solve daily problems, hire the team, make the promises, repair mistakes, and carry much of
the risk.

This closeness can make the organization fast, personal, creative, and adaptive. People can
notice a problem, try something, see what happens, and change direction without waiting for
layers of approval.

But the same closeness can also make the organization fragile. Too much may depend on one
person or a small founding group. The founder may hold the relationships, money, history,
authority, vision, and final judgment. Roles may remain unclear. Work may become
overloaded. Early contributors may help build the organization without sharing in ownership
or long-term benefit.

Start-ups and small businesses therefore show an early and important pattern in organizing:
how living effort becomes an organization.

At first, there may be no formal system. There are conversations, promises, habits, trust,
urgency, improvisation, and knowledge held in people. Over time, those patterns begin to
harden. Action becomes habit. Habit becomes culture. Culture becomes structure. Structure
begins shaping who can decide, own, remember, question, and benefit.

The question this form makes visible is:

What happens when organizing begins close to the work, but must eventually
become more than the people who started it?
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I TABLE 5.4: Key Features of Start-Ups and Small Businesses

I Key Feature

Founder energy

Close connection
to the work

Direct feedback

Flexible roles

Informal culture

Experimentation

Concentrated
ownership

‘ Financial

exposure

Growth

Succession

Limited systems
and
infrastructure

Strength

A founder or small group can bring
vision, urgency, commitment,
relationships, and risk tolerance
into action.

Decisions are often made by people
who understand the daily reality of
the work, customers, money, and
problems.

Customers, workers, suppliers, and
financial pressures are often close
enough to be felt quickly.

People can do what is needed, learn
broadly, and respond creatively
without being trapped in narrow
job descriptions.

Trust, speed, belonging, and
shared commitment can develop
through direct relationship rather
than bureaucracy.

Small organizations can test,
adjust, improvise, and learn
through daily practice.

Ownership can make responsibility
clear and allow fast decisions.

The reality of money, cash flow,
debt, rent, payroll, and survival is
often visible and immediate.

Growth can bring stability,
resources, clearer systems, and
broader capacity.

A successful small organization can
outlive its founder or founding
group if knowledge and
responsibility become shared.

Low structure can make the

organization fast, flexible,
personal, and inexpensive to begin.
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Tension

Founder energy can become founder control. Too
much authority, knowledge, history, and identity
may remain concentrated in one person.

The organization may depend too much on
personal knowledge that has not become shared,
documented, or transferable.

Speed can crowd out reflection. People may react
quickly without naming patterns, learning
deeply, or addressing tensions.

Flexibility can become overload when
responsibilities, boundaries, authority, and
support are unclear.

Informal culture can hide power. People may not
know who decides, how pay is set, how conflict is
handled, or how concerns can be raised.

Early improvisations can become invisible rules.
What began as a temporary habit may later
become the structure everyone has to live inside.

Contributors may help build the organization
without sharing ownership, governance,
recognition, or long-term benefit.

Risk may be quietly carried by founders,
workers, families, suppliers, friends, or
underpaid early contributors.

Growth can reproduce corporate patterns:
hierarchy, specialization, investor pressure, role
separation, and loss of direct sensing.

Succession becomes difficult when relationships,
history, trust, and decision-making remain held
by the founder or family.

The lack of clear processes, records, training,
financial systems, role agreements, and decision
pathways can limit growth and reduce the
likelihood that the organization lasts beyond the
founder or founding period.



Key Insights

Start-ups and small businesses show the power of beginning close to the work.

In the beginning, the distance between sensing and acting can be very short. Someone
notices a need, makes a promise, serves a customer, fixes a problem, changes a product, or
adjusts the work. Learning can happen quickly because consequence is close.

This is one of the great strengths of small-scale organizing. People can often see the whole
more clearly. They may understand the money, the work, the customer, the pressure, the
relationships, and the tradeoffs all at once.

But this strength can become a weakness when too much stays personal.

A founder may hold the vision, the bank account, the customer relationships, the history, the
final authority, and the meaning of the organization. At first, this may create speed and
coherence. Later, it may create dependency. People may contribute deeply but still wait for
the founder to decide, approve, remember, explain, or rescue.

Start-ups and small businesses also show how informal trust can support action before
formal systems exist. People can move quickly because they know each other, believe in the
work, and are willing to do what is needed. But informality can hide real questions: Who
decides? Who owns? Who benefits? Who carries risk? Who can challenge the founder? Who
remembers what was promised?

The strongest pattern is this: Start-ups and small businesses begin close to the work, but
they become fragile when knowledge, authority, ownership, and risk remain
concentrated in the founder or small founding group.

They also reveal a second important pattern: Early energy must become shared structure
if the organization is going to grow without losing what made it alive.

This does not mean becoming bureaucratic. It means turning personal knowledge into
shared knowledge, informal trust into clear agreements, founder judgment into distributed
responsibility, and early improvisation into practices that others can understand, question,
and carry forward.

For this study, start-ups and small businesses matter because they show the moment when
organizing first becomes visible. They reveal how quickly effort becomes habit, habit
becomes culture, and culture becomes structure — and how important it is to notice what is
becoming embedded before growth, stress, money, or succession makes those patterns
harder to change.

STUDY INSIGHT

Start-ups and small businesses show that organizing often begins with closeness: close
to the work, the customer, the money, the risk, and the consequence. This closeness
creates speed, creativity, and learning, but it becomes fragile when authority, ownership,
knowledge, relationships, responsibility, and basic operating systems remain
concentrated in the founder or founding group instead of becoming shared structure.

37



5.5 Corporations

Corporations are legal organizations designed to coordinate people, capital, assets, contracts,
knowledge, and work at scale.

The organizing story here is that legal continuity, capital, specialization, and management
can coordinate work beyond the lifespan or direct presence of any one person.

They are different from start-ups and small businesses because the organization can become
much larger, more formal, and more durable than the people who began it. Founders may
leave. Workers may come and go. Managers may change. Owners may shift. Products may
evolve. But the corporation can continue as a recognized legal and financial entity.

This gives corporations enormous coordinating power. They can gather capital, hire
specialized workers, build management systems, protect intellectual property, develop
products, maintain records, enter contracts, operate across locations, and preserve
institutional knowledge over long periods of time.

The promise of corporations shows that complex work can be organized beyond personal
relationships, informal trust, and founder knowledge. They make it possible to coordinate
thousands of people across departments, geographies, suppliers, technologies, customers,
and time horizons.

But the same story can separate ownership, labor, authority, knowledge, and consequence.

Corporations also reveal one of the central tensions in modern organizing: the same
structures that make large-scale coordination possible often separate people from ownership,
decision-making, consequence, community accountability, and the infrastructure they help
create.

The central question corporations raise for this study is:

What happens when coordination at scale is organized through legal structure,
capital, management, ownership, and institutional systems?
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TABLE 5.5: Key Features of Corporations

Key Feature

Legal continuity

Large-scale
coordination

Specialized roles
Management
systems

records

Brand coherence

Product
development

Ownership
structure

Financial
discipline

Legal
personhood

Community
presence

Institutional
knowledge and

Strength

The corporation can outlast
founders, workers, managers,
products, and owners.

Corporations can coordinate many
people, roles, locations, suppliers,
technologies, and time horizons.

People can develop deep expertise in
areas such as design, engineering,
finance, operations, logistics, legal,
research, sales, and support.

Management can coordinate
complexity, allocate resources,
clarify priorities, and hold timelines.

Knowledge can be stored in records,
systems, procedures, patents,
training, contracts, and operating
routines.

Shared standards and identity can
create trust, repeatability, and
recognizable products or services.

Corporations can integrate many
kinds of knowledge into complex
products, services, platforms, and
systems.

Ownership can be separated from
day-to-day management, allowing
broad investment and continuity.

Financial systems can support
planning, accountability,
investment, and long-term viability.

The corporation can hold rights,
contracts, assets, liabilities, and
obligations as a recognized entity.

Corporations can create jobs,

services, products, infrastructure,
and local economic activity.
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Tension

Continuity may be held by the legal form rather
than by the people and communities affected
by it.

Scale can create distance between
decision-makers and the people living with the
consequences.

Specialization can narrow people into
functions, titles, metrics, or cost categories
instead of whole participants.

Management can become a control layer when
it is separated from lived work, mutual
accountability, and consequence.

Knowledge and records can become private
infrastructure that workers, customers, and
communities contribute to but cannot access,
govern, or carry forward.

Brand control can suppress local adaptation,
worker judgment, or community
responsiveness.

Innovation may be created collectively but
captured privately through intellectual
property, shareholder value, or market control.

Ownership is often separated from labor, so the
people doing the work may not govern or
benefit from what they help create.

Financial logic can become the dominant
measure of success, overriding other forms of
responsibility.

Responsibility can become difficult to locate
because the corporation acts through many
people, incentives, policies, and systems.

Community effects may become externalities
when people and places affected by the
corporation have little voice in its decisions.



Key Insights

Corporations show the power of formalized coordination.

Where start-ups and small businesses often begin through personal initiative, informal trust,
and founder knowledge, corporations show what happens when organizing becomes more
durable, specialized, capitalized, and systematized.

This is a real achievement. Corporations can coordinate complex work at a scale that few
other forms can match. They can build large products, preserve knowledge, organize supply
chains, develop expertise, raise capital, and maintain operations across time and distance.

But the corporation’s strength is also its central risk.

As the organization becomes more durable, specialized, and scalable, the people doing the
work can become separated from ownership and governance. The people closest to
customers, production, care, service, ecological effects, or community consequences may
have the clearest view of what is happening, but limited authority to change it.

This creates one of the most important patterns in the study:

Corporations can coordinate complexity, but they often do so by separating
ownership, authority, labor, institutional knowledge, and consequence.

They also reveal a second important pattern:
Scale often increases abstraction.

As corporations grow, decisions rely more heavily on reports, dashboards, forecasts,
contracts, metrics, policies, and financial models. These tools can be useful. They help people
coordinate across distance. But they can also replace direct contact with lived reality. The
larger the system becomes, the easier it is for decisions to move away from the people and
places that feel their effects.

Corporations also show how knowledge and records become infrastructure. Knowledge is
stored in procedures, databases, patents, systems, routines, training, legal agreements, and
brand standards. This allows learning to accumulate over time. But these knowledge systems
are usually privately controlled. Workers, customers, communities, and public systems may
help create it without being able to access, question, govern, or benefit from it.

The strongest pattern is this:

Corporations make large-scale coordination possible by turning work, capital,
knowledge, authority, and records into formal systems. But those systems often
separate the people who contribute from the people who own, decide, govern, and
benefit.

They also reveal a third important pattern:

The corporation can act as if it is a person, while responsibility remains distributed
across many people, incentives, policies, and structures.

This makes accountability difficult. Harm may be attributed to “the company,” but the actual
causes may be spread across investors, executives, managers, legal advice, performance
targets, market pressure, inherited routines, and financial incentives.
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For this study, corporations matter because they show both the achievement and danger of
scaled organization. They demonstrate that complex coordination can be made durable,
repeatable, and powerful. But they also show how easily that durability can be built on
separation: ownership from labor, authority from consequence, knowledge and records from
contributors, and organizational benefit from community responsibility.

STUDY INSIGHT

Corporations show that large-scale coordination becomes possible when capital, roles,
management, legal rights, knowledge, records, and operating systems are organized into
a durable institutional form. But this power often comes with separation: the people who
do the work, live with the consequences and may have limited ownership, authority, or
voice in the systems they help sustain.

5.6 Worker-Owned Cooperatives

Worker-owned cooperatives are enterprises owned and governed by the people who work in
them.

The organizing story here is that the people doing the work should also share in ownership,
governance, responsibility, and benefit.

They are different from conventional companies because workers are not only employees.
They are also members with a formal ownership relationship to the enterprise. In principle,
the people doing the work are also meant to share in decision-making, benefit, responsibility,
and long-term stewardship.

This makes worker cooperatives one of the clearest attempts to reconnect things that are
often separated in typical enterprise: ownership, governance, responsibility, and benefit.

Worker cooperatives are part of the broader cooperative tradition, which includes consumer
cooperatives, credit unions, agricultural cooperatives, purchasing cooperatives, and mutual
aid traditions. But worker cooperatives are distinct because membership is tied directly to
work. The primary question is not only, “Who uses this organization?” or “Who invests in it?”
but “Can the people doing the work also govern and own what they are building?”

Worker-owned cooperatives range from small local businesses to large federated systems.
Mondragon is one of the most important examples because it shows worker ownership at
large scale, supported by finance, education, research, governance, shared services, and
inter-cooperative infrastructure. It also shows that worker ownership does not remove every
problem. Scale, market pressure, management, capital needs, and federation structures can
still create distance between worker-members and the decisions that shape their lives.

The central question worker cooperatives raise for this study is:

What changes when the people doing the work are also meant to own, govern,
benefit from, and carry responsibility for the enterprise?
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I TABLE 5.6: Key Features of Worker-Owned Cooperatives

I Key Feature

Worker
ownership

Democratic
governance

Shared benefit

Cooperative
education

Management
inside shared
ownership

Capital
structure

Federation and
shared
infrastructure

Market
participation

Connection
between work
and
consequence

Cooperative
identity

Strength

Reconnects labor with ownership.
The people doing the work can hold
a formal stake in the enterprise
they help create.

Gives worker-members formal
voice in decisions, leadership,
direction, and accountability.

Surplus can be distributed to
members, reinvested in the
enterprise, or used to build shared
reserves.

Can help workers become capable
stewards, not only employees or
voters.

Management can help coordinate
complexity, strategy, finance, roles,
and operations.

Ownership tied to work can protect
the enterprise from outside
investor control.

Federated systems can provide
finance, education, research,
shared services, mutual aid, and
long-term support.

Worker cooperatives can operate
real enterprises while organizing
ownership differently.

Worker-members may bring daily
operational experience into
governance and long-term
decisions.

Shared identity can create
belonging, solidarity, and
commitment to a different way of
organizing work.
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Tension

Legal ownership does not automatically become
lived stewardship. Workers may technically own
the enterprise without having the time,
confidence, knowledge, or influence to shape it.

Governance can become procedural rather than
participatory. Assemblies, boards, and votes may
exist without deep understanding or active
engagement.

Benefit may still remain focused mainly on
members, while communities, suppliers,
temporary workers, ecological systems, or future
participants carry consequences without equal
voice.

Education can become too focused on cooperative
identity or history, without building practical
capacity in finance, governance, conflict, strategy,
and enterprise stewardship.

Management can still separate from the workforce.
Practical authority may concentrate in managers,
boards, experts, or federation-level institutions.

Worker cooperatives may struggle to access capital
for growth, technology, resilience, or crisis
survival without weakening member control.

Federation can become distant, bureaucratic, or
professionalized if local worker-members cannot
understand, question, or shape it.

Market pressure can push cooperatives toward
conventional management, wage restraint, layoffs,
speed, hierarchy, or decisions that weaken
member participation.

As the enterprise grows, strategy and finance can
become too complex or distant for many members
to meaningfully influence.

Identity can become symbolic if it is not matched
by real participation, shared responsibility, and
practical power.



Key Insights

Worker-owned cooperatives show that ownership does not have to be separated from labor.
They make visible a different possibility: the people doing the work can also be formal
members of the enterprise, share in its benefits, and participate in its governance.

But worker ownership is not enough by itself.

A person can be a legal owner and still feel like an employee if decisions are too distant,
finances are too hard to understand, governance is too procedural, or management holds the
practical authority. The important distinction is between ownership as a legal status and
ownership as a lived practice.

Worker cooperatives also show that participation requires formation. People are not
automatically prepared to govern an enterprise because they receive voting rights. They need
education, financial understanding, conflict skills, strategic context, role clarity, and time to
participate meaningfully.

Mondragon makes another pattern visible: shared ownership at scale usually requires shared
infrastructure. Individual cooperatives may need financial systems, education, research,
governance support, and federation structures to survive and adapt. But that infrastructure
can also create new distance if it becomes too professionalized or hard for members to
understand.

The strongest pattern is this:

Worker cooperatives reconnect labor and ownership, but they only become deeply
participatory when ownership is supported by education, accessible information,
shared knowledge, clear records, capable governance, and real influence over
decisions.

They also reveal a second important pattern:
Solving one separation does not solve every separation.

Worker cooperatives may reconnect workers with ownership, but they can still leave
unresolved questions about management power, market pressure, capital access, community
responsibility, non-member workers, ecological impact, and federation-level control.

STUDY INSIGHT

Worker-owned cooperatives show that ownership can be reconnected to work, but legal
ownership alone does not create shared stewardship. Ownership only becomes
meaningful when members have the information, education, trust, tools, time, and
practical authority to shape the enterprise they own.
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5.7 Self-Managed Organizations

Self-managed organizations are organizations that try to move authority closer to the people
doing the work.

The organizing story here is that authority should move closer to the people doing the work.

They are different from traditional command-and-control organizations because they reduce
or remove some layers of management. Instead of waiting for decisions to move up and down
a hierarchy, people are expected to coordinate more directly with one another, use shared
information, make decisions close to the work, and take responsibility for what happens.

Self-management is not one single model. It can appear as autonomous teams, peer
agreements, advice processes, transparent financials, self-set roles, distributed authority, or
networks of small business units. Buurtzorg, Morning Star, Semco, Haier, and Nearsoft all
show different versions of this pattern.

Buurtzorg is especially useful because it shows self-management in care work. Nurses work
in small neighborhood teams and hold responsibility for the whole care relationship:
assessment, planning, scheduling, delivery, documentation, coordination, and
communication with patients and families. The important pattern is that the work is not
broken into narrow tasks controlled by distant managers. The people closest to the patient
are trusted to sense what is needed and respond.

Morning Star shows another version. It operates without conventional managers and uses
peer commitments to coordinate work. Haier shows a large-scale version, built around
smaller, customer-facing micro-enterprises. Semco and Nearsoft show how participation,
transparency, and autonomy can challenge conventional management.

For this study, the key question is:

What changes when people are trusted to coordinate work without relying on
conventional managerial control?
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TABLE 5.7: Key Features of Self-Managed Organizations

Key Feature
to the work

Fewer
management
layers

‘ Authority close

Shared
information

Peer
coordination

Adaptive roles

Whole-person
participation

Strong
onboarding

Coaching and
support

Local
autonomy

Founder or
model
inspiration

Scaling
through
smaller units

Strength

People with direct knowledge of the
work can make decisions faster and
respond to real conditions.

Reduces delays, approval chains,
and dependence on supervisors.

Transparent financials, metrics,
roles, and constraints can help
people act responsibly without
waiting for permission.

People coordinate through
agreements, commitments,
conversations, and shared
responsibility.

Roles can shift around need,
capability, context, and learning
rather than fixed job descriptions.

People may participate as sensing,
thinking, responsible contributors

rather than narrow task performers.

New participants can learn how the
whole system works, not just their
assigned task.

Coaches or support roles can help
teams develop capacity without
becoming traditional managers.

Teams can adapt to their context
and respond to the people they
serve.

A strong founder or origin story can
help create the conditions for
distributed authority.

Large organizations can attempt
self-management through small
teams, cells, or micro-enterprises.
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Tension

Authority may be formally distributed but still
concentrate around founders, experts,
long-tenured people, or dominant personalities.

Removing managers does not remove the need for
coordination, support, conflict resolution, or role
clarity.

Information may be available but still hard to
understand, unevenly used, or inaccessible to
newcomers.

Peer accountability can become social pressure,
avoidance, gossip, resentment, or informal control
if conflict practices are weak.

Flexibility can become confusion if people do not
know who holds what responsibility or authority.

Participation can demand more emotional,
relational, and coordination labor than people
have time or support to carry.

Onboarding becomes harder because people must
learn decision-making, roles, conflict, culture,
information use, and self-direction.

Support roles can quietly become authority roles
if their influence is not clear or accountable.

Autonomy can become fragmentation when teams
lose connection to shared purpose, shared
knowledge, or standards.

The organization may remain dependent on the
founder, culture, or model instead of embedding
self-management into shared practices and
knowledge systems.

Scale can introduce fragmentation, uneven
practices, internal competition, or market-like
pressure inside the organization.



Key Insights

Self-managed organizations show that people can coordinate without relying on conventional
command-and-control management. They challenge the assumption that authority must sit
above the work in order for work to happen well.

In their strongest expression, self-managed organizations reconnect authority with
responsibility. The people closest to the work can notice what is happening, make decisions,
coordinate with others, and learn from the effects of their actions.

But self-management does not mean less structure.

This is one of the most important insights. When management layers are reduced, the need
for structure does not disappear. It moves into other places: shared information, clear roles,
peer agreements, decision practices, conflict pathways, onboarding, coaching, and knowledge
and record systems.

Without those supports, self-management can feel less like freedom and more like confusion.
People may not know who decides, how tensions are raised, how priorities are set, how
conflicts are handled, or how responsibility is shared.

Self-managed organizations also show that removing formal hierarchy does not
automatically remove power. Informal hierarchy can remain through founders, experts,
long-tenured participants, high performers, socially dominant people, or people who
understand the system better than others.

The strongest pattern is this:

Self-management works when distributed authority is supported by clear
structure, shared information, role clarity, conflict capacity, and living knowledge
systems.

They also reveal a second important pattern:
Removing managers does not remove the work of management.

The work of coordination still has to happen. Decisions still need to be made. Conflicts still
need to be held. Roles still need to be clarified. New people still need to be formed into the
system. The question is whether that work is recognized, supported, and shared — or simply
pushed onto participants without enough time, care, or infrastructure.

For this study, self-managed organizations matter because they show both the promise and
difficulty of distributed authority. They demonstrate that people can organize work with less
hierarchy, but they also show that freedom becomes fragile when it is not supported by clear
agreements, accessible information, and shared practices.
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STUDY INSIGHT

Self-managed organizations show that authority can move closer to the work, but
distributed authority does not sustain itself automatically. It needs clear roles, shared
information, peer agreements, conflict practices, onboarding, coaching, and shared
knowledge systems so freedom does not become confusion, hidden hierarchy, or
unsupported coordination labor.

5.8 Franchises

Franchises are organizations built around repeating a proven operating model across many
local places.

The organizing story here is that a working model can be repeated across places if knowledge
is turned into standards, playbooks, training, and systems.

They are different from ordinary small businesses because the local operator does not create
the whole business from scratch. They adopt a larger system: a brand, playbook, training
model, product or service format, operating standards, supplier relationships, marketing
approach, and customer experience.

They are different from corporations because the local business may be owned or operated by
a franchisee rather than directly managed by the central company. This creates a hybrid
form: local ownership or operation combined with centralized brand control.

When the franchises work well, they make it easier for people to start and run a business
because many parts of the model have already been developed. The local operator receives
guidance, training, name recognition, operating systems, and a tested way of serving
customers.

But franchises also reveal a major tension in repeatable organizing: the more a system tries
to deliver the same experience everywhere, the more it may limit local judgment, adaptation,
and shared ownership of the system itself.

The question this form makes visible is:

What happens when a business model becomes repeatable across places through
brand standards, playbooks, training, and central control?
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TABLE 5.8: Key Features of Franchises

Key Feature

Repeatable
operating
model

Brand identity

Playbooks and
procedures

Training
systems

Local
ownership or
operation

| Central

support

Quality

control

Franchise fees
and royalties

Local
community
presence

Scaled
learning

Ease of entry

Strength

A proven business format can be
copied across many locations,
reducing the need to invent
everything locally.

A recognizable brand can create
customer trust, marketing power,
and shared expectations.

Clear operating practices can help
people know what to do, how to train,
and how to deliver consistent quality.

Franchisees and workers can be
trained quickly in proven methods.

Franchisees may have more stake
and responsibility than ordinary
branch managers.

The franchisor can provide
marketing, systems, supplier
relationships, product development,
technology, and operational
guidance.

Standards can protect consistency,
safety, reliability, and customer
experience.

The central system can fund brand
development, support, marketing,
and shared infrastructure.

Franchise locations can provide jobs,
services, familiarity, and local
economic activity.

A large franchise system can notice
patterns across many locations and
improve the model over time.

A person may be able to enter

business ownership with more
guidance than starting alone.
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Tension

Repeatability can become standardization, where
local operators have limited room to adapt to
their community or circumstances.

Brand control can become a form of centralized
authority over local businesses.

Playbooks can become rigid scripts if people are
trained to follow procedures without
understanding, judgment, or the ability to adapt
them.

Training may focus on conformity to the model
rather than deeper understanding, local
judgment, or stewardship.

Local operators may carry major financial risk
while having limited control over brand rules,
suppliers, pricing, fees, or strategic direction.

Support can become dependency if the local
business cannot easily change systems, exit,
adapt, or operate independently.

Quality control can reduce local creativity and
treat variation as a problem rather than a source
of learning.

Wealth may flow from local work and local
communities toward the central brand owner,
even when local operators carry much of the risk.

The business may appear local while key
decisions, profits, standards, and infrastructure
are controlled elsewhere.

Learning may flow upward to the franchisor
without giving local operators meaningful power
to shape the system.

Entry often requires significant capital, debt,
compliance, and dependence on a system the
franchisee does not own.



Key Insights

Franchises show the power of repeatability. Where small businesses often depend on local
improvisation and corporations depend on centralized ownership and management,
franchises show another path: a business model can be turned into a system that others can
adopt and operate.

This is a real achievement. Franchises preserve knowledge in a practical form. They turn
experience into playbooks, training, standards, supplier systems, brand practices, and
operating routines. This can reduce the difficulty of starting from nothing. It can help local
operators deliver a known service or product without having to invent every part of the
business.

But the strength of franchising is also its central risk.

The more repeatable the model becomes, the more control is usually needed to protect it. The
brand owner wants consistency. Customers expect familiarity. The system depends on
standards. This can create strong operating discipline, but it can also limit local judgment,
adaptation, and shared learning.

The strongest pattern is this:

Franchises make local replication possible by turning business knowledge into
playbooks, training, brand standards, and support systems. But repeatability is
often protected through centralized control.

They also reveal a second important pattern:
Local ownership does not always mean local authority.

A franchisee may own the local business, hire workers, serve the community, and carry
financial risk. But key parts of the system may still be controlled elsewhere: brand rules,
approved suppliers, technology, pricing expectations, fees, marketing, store design, product
standards, and operating procedures.

This creates a distinctive separation. The local operator may be responsible for success or
failure, while the central organization controls many of the conditions under which success
or failure happens.

Franchises also show how working knowledge becomes operational infrastructure. The
system carries what has worked by turning it into manuals, checklists, training programs,
brand rules, and repeatable routines. That operational knowledge can be useful. But it can
also become rigid if local experience cannot revise it.

For this study, franchises matter because they show both the promise and danger of
repeatable systems. They demonstrate that practices can travel across places, but they also
show how easily repeatability can become compliance when the people operating the system
cannot question, adapt, or co-create it.

49



STUDY INSIGHT

Franchises show that a working model can be repeated across many places when
knowledge is turned into playbooks, training, brand standards, and operating systems.
But repeatability often comes through central control: local operators may carry the risk
and serve the community while having limited authority to adapt, govern, or improve the
system they depend on.

5.9 Gig Work and Platform-Mediated Coordination

Gig work and platform-mediated coordination organize work through digital platforms.

The organizing story here is that distributed work can be coordinated through privately
owned digital infrastructure.

They are different from traditional employment because workers are usually treated as
independent contractors rather than employees. They are different from franchises because
local operators do not adopt a full business model or brand system. Instead, workers plug
into a platform that connects them with customers, tasks, payments, ratings, rules, and
opportunities.

Uber, Lyft, DoorDash, TaskRabbit, and Upwork are common examples. Each platform
coordinates many independent workers and customers without owning every vehicle,
kitchen, tool, home, or workplace involved in the service.

Gig platforms are most useful when they make entry into work easier. A person may be able
to sign up, accept tasks, set some hours, use existing assets, and begin earning without being
hired into a conventional job or starting a formal business.

But gig platforms also reveal one of the sharpest tensions in modern organizing: work may
appear flexible and independent while the actual conditions of participation are controlled by
platform infrastructure.

The worker may choose when to log in, but the platform may control visibility, pricing,
ratings, matching, deactivation, fees, rules, data, customer access, and reputation. This
creates a new kind of separation: the work is local and personal, but the coordination system
is distant, privately owned, and often opaque.

This form raises a central question:

What happens when distributed work is coordinated through privately owned
digital infrastructure?
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TABLE 5.9: Key Features of Gig Work and Platform-Mediated Coordination

Key Feature

Flexible entry

On-demand
matching

Distributed
work

Flexible
scheduling

Platform
infrastructure

reputation

Algorithmic
coordination

Pricing
systems

Data capture

Independent
contractor
status

Customer
access

Scale without
employment

‘ Ratings and

Strength

People may begin working without a
long hiring process, employment
contract, or business formation.

Platforms can quickly connect people
who need something with people
willing to provide it.

Work can happen across many places
without a traditional workplace or
branch structure.

Workers may choose when to log in,
accept tasks, or stop working.

The platform handles discovery,
matching, payments, reputation,
communication, and sometimes
dispute handling.

Ratings can create trust between
strangers and help customers choose
services.

Software can coordinate large
numbers of workers and customers
in real time.

Platforms can simplify pricing,
payment, and transactions for
customers and workers.

Platforms can learn from large
amounts of activity data and improve
matching, routing, pricing, and
demand prediction.

Workers may avoid some constraints
of formal employment and move
between platforms.

Platforms can bring customers to
workers who might otherwise
struggle to find demand.

Platforms can coordinate huge

workforces without hiring them as
employees.
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Tension

Easy entry can hide weak protections, unstable
income, limited bargaining power, and sudden
removal from the platform.

Matching systems may be opaque, with workers
unsure why they receive or lose access to certain
jobs.

Local work becomes dependent on distant
platform rules, software, pricing, and
governance.

Flexibility may be limited by demand patterns,
incentives, penalties, ratings, or the need to stay
available to earn enough.

The infrastructure is usually privately owned and
controlled by the platform, not by the workers or
communities that depend on it.

Ratings can become a control system, where
workers must satisfy customers and platform
expectations without meaningful due process.

Algorithmic rules can function like management
without being visible, explainable, negotiable, or
accountable.

Workers often have limited control over pricing,
fees, incentives, or the economic terms of their
work.

Workers and customers generate data that the
platform owns, analyzes, and monetizes, often
without shared governance or portability.

Risk is often shifted onto workers: equipment,
insurance, downtime, taxes, health, injury,
demand instability, and unpaid waiting time.

Workers may need the platform for access to
customers while being unable to carry
reputation, relationships, or history elsewhere.

The platform can gain the benefits of large-scale
labor coordination without taking full
responsibility for worker livelihood, voice, or
protection.



Key Insights
Gig platforms show the power of digital coordination.

Where franchises repeat a business model through brand standards and operating
playbooks, gig platforms coordinate work through software. The platform becomes the place
where customers, workers, tasks, payments, rules, ratings, and reputation meet.

This is a major organizational shift. A platform can coordinate thousands or millions of small
interactions without a traditional workplace, local manager, franchise owner, or employment
relationship. Work can be distributed across many people and places while still being shaped
by one shared infrastructure.

At first, this can feel like freedom. A worker may choose when to log in, what tasks to accept,
and which platform to use. The platform may provide access to customers, payment
processing, reputation systems, and work opportunities that would be hard to create alone.

But the freedom is limited by the infrastructure.
The strongest pattern is this:

Gig platforms create flexibility at the surface while centralizing control in the
platform underneath.

The worker may not have a boss in the traditional sense, but the platform can still manage
the work through ratings, pricing, incentives, search visibility, job allocation, terms of
service, customer feedback, and account deactivation. Control becomes less personal and
more infrastructural.

Gig platforms also reveal a second important pattern:
Digital infrastructure can coordinate work without sharing governance.

Workers, customers, restaurants, households, local communities, and small businesses may
all depend on the platform. But they usually do not own it, govern it, inspect its algorithms,
set its rules, or control how data and reputation move. The platform becomes a private
coordination layer for public and local activity.

This creates a distinctive kind of dependency. A worker may build a reputation, learn the
system, invest in tools, develop customer skill, and organize their schedule around the
platform — but still have little control over the system that determines access to work.

Gig platforms also show how risk can be redistributed. The platform may avoid many costs of
employment, vehicles, equipment, insurance, downtime, training, and workplace
management, while workers carry more of the uncertainty. What looks like flexibility from
one angle may look like risk transfer from another.

For this study, gig work matters because it shows what happens when coordination moves
into software. It demonstrates that distributed work can be organized at enormous scale, but
it also shows how easily infrastructure can become a hidden center of control.
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STUDY INSIGHT

Gig platforms show that digital infrastructure can coordinate distributed work at large
scale without traditional employment, local ownership, or visible management. But the
same infrastructure that creates flexibility and access can also centralize control:
workers may carry the risk, serve the customer, and generate the data while having little
authority over pricing, rules, reputation, algorithms, or the platform they depend on.

5.10 Open-Source Communities

Open-source communities are groups of people who build, maintain, improve, and share
work in public.

The organizing story here is that shared work can evolve through public contribution, visible
records, peer review, and the right to fork.

They are different from corporations, franchises, and platforms because participation is often
voluntary, distributed, and organized around a shared project rather than a formal
employment relationship. People may contribute code, documentation, design, translation,
bug reports, governance work, moderation, testing, knowledge, or community support.

Linux, Wikipedia, Apache, and many GitHub-based projects are important examples. They
show how people can coordinate across distance without belonging to one company, working
in one office, or being directed through a traditional hierarchy.

Open-source communities are especially important because they make the history of work
visible. Changes can be tracked. Versions can be compared. Contributions can be reviewed.
Issues can be discussed. Forks can be created when people want to take the work in a
different direction.

The promise of open-source communities shows that shared work can evolve through public
records, version history, and contribution history. People can see what changed, who
contributed, why a decision was made, and how a project developed over time.

But open-source communities also reveal a major tension: open contribution does not
automatically create shared care, shared benefit, or shared power. A project may be open to
use and contribute to, while still depending on unpaid labor, overburdened maintainers,
unclear governance, corporate extraction, or invisible social dynamics.

For this study, the key question is:

What happens when shared work is made open, visible, versioned, and forkable?
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TABLE 5.10: Key Features of Open-Source Communities

Key Feature

Public
contribution

Transparent

versioning

Forking

Maintainers

Peer review

Reputation
through
contribution

Commons-based

infrastructure

Distributed
participation

Open licensing

Community
norms

Volunteer labor

‘ Issue tracking

Strength

People can contribute from many
places without needing to be hired,
invited into an organization, or
located in one community.

The history of changes can be
visible, traceable, and reviewable.

People can copy a project and take it
in a new direction when they
disagree or need something
different.

Trusted people can review
contributions, protect quality, guide
direction, and preserve coherence.

Contributions can be examined,
improved, challenged, and accepted
through public review.

Problems, requests, bugs, and ideas
can be publicly recorded and
discussed.

People can build trust and
recognition through visible work
rather than formal credentials.

Shared tools, knowledge, and code
can be used and improved by many
people and organizations.

Work can happen across time zones,
cultures, organizations, and
personal contexts.

Licenses can protect the ability to
use, study, modify, and share the
work.

Shared practices and expectations
can guide contribution without
formal employment.

People can contribute because they

care about the project, use it, or
want to learn.
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Tension

Participation may favor people with time,
confidence, technical skill, social access, or
unpaid capacity.

Visibility of changes does not always explain the
social, political, or emotional context behind
decisions.

Forking can create fragmentation, duplication,
conflict, or loss of shared momentum.

Maintainers can become bottlenecks, hidden
authorities, unpaid managers, or overburdened
stewards.

Review can become gatekeeping, exclusion,
harsh criticism, or a barrier for newcomers.

Issue queues can become overwhelming,
ignored, or dependent on a few people to triage
and respond.

Recognition may still be uneven, favoring
technical contributions over care, coordination,
documentation, moderation, or community
labor.

Commons infrastructure can be widely used
without proportional support for its
maintenance or governance.

Distributed participation can make belonging,
conflict resolution, onboarding, and
accountability harder.

Legal openness does not guarantee social
openness, economic fairness, or shared
governance.

Norms may remain implicit, making it hard for
newcomers to understand how power, trust, and
decisions actually work.

Essential work may remain unpaid,
unsupported, or invisible until maintainers burn
out.



Key Insights

Open-source communities show the power of shared work becoming visible.

Where corporations often preserve knowledge inside private systems, open-source
communities make much of the work public. People can see changes, review decisions, trace
versions, report problems, contribute improvements, and sometimes fork the work when
they need a different path.

This is a major organizational pattern. Open-source communities show that coordination
does not always require employment, ownership, hierarchy, or centralized planning. Shared
work can evolve through public contribution, review, documentation, versioning, and shared
records.

When the form works well, open-source communities turn knowledge into a living commons.
People do not only consume the work. They can inspect it, improve it, adapt it, question it,
and build from it. But openness is not enough by itself.

The strongest pattern is this:

Open-source communities make work visible and forkable, but visibility does not
automatically create shared care, shared responsibility, or shared benefit.

A project may be open for anyone to use, but maintained by only a few people. It may be used
by large companies without enough support flowing back. It may welcome contributions in
theory, while newcomers struggle to understand the norms, technical requirements, or social
dynamics. It may have public discussion, but unclear governance. It may build shared
infrastructure, while the labor of care, review, moderation, documentation, and maintenance
remains under-recognized.

Open-source communities also reveal a second important pattern:

The people who maintain shared infrastructure often carry more responsibility than
authority, support, or compensation.

Maintainers may protect quality, review contributions, answer questions, resolve disputes,
set direction, document decisions, and hold the project together. But they may do this as
volunteers, part-time contributors, or unofficial stewards. The project depends on them, but
the structure may not adequately care for them.

This makes burnout one of the central tensions of open-source work. The more useful a
project becomes, the more people may depend on it. But increased use does not
automatically create increased support.

Open-source also shows how commons can be captured. A company may use open-source
work to build commercial products, platforms, or services without contributing
proportionally to the project’s health. The work remains legally open, but the benefits may
concentrate elsewhere.

For this study, open-source communities matter because they show one of the strongest
existing patterns for transparent, evolving, shared work. But they also show that openness
must be paired with stewardship, care, governance, contribution recognition, and benefit
flow if shared work is going to remain healthy over time.
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STUDY INSIGHT

Open-source communities show that shared work can evolve through public contribution,
transparent versioning, peer review, and forking. But openness alone does not protect the
people or communities that sustain the work: maintainers can burn out, governance can
remain unclear, unpaid labor can become invisible, and commercial actors can capture
benefits without carrying proportional responsibility.

5.11 Networks, Alliances, and Ecosystems

Networks, alliances, and ecosystems are forms of coordination between people, groups,
organizations, or projects that remain partly independent.

The organizing story here is that autonomous people and groups can coordinate without
becoming one centralized organization.

They are different from corporations because they do not usually merge everyone into one
legal entity. They are different from franchises because members are not simply adopting one
central operating model. They are different from community groups because they often
coordinate across many organizations, locations, sectors, or purposes rather than within one
local circle.

Examples include chambers of commerce, professional alliances, B Corp networks,
movement networks, cooperative federations, and ecosystem-building organizations.

In their strongest expression, networks make it possible for autonomous participants to
coordinate without becoming one organization. A network can help separate groups find one
another, share knowledge, develop standards, coordinate events, build trust, create shared
services, support advocacy, or strengthen a broader field.

This makes networks important in the study because they reveal a different organizing story.
After community groups show how people coordinate through belonging and repeated local
practices, networks show how groups coordinate beyond local belonging. They ask how
independent participants can stay connected without being absorbed into one center.

But networks also reveal a recurring tension: loose coordination can preserve autonomy, but it can
also make responsibility, contribution, decision-making, and shared records difficult to hold.

This form raises a central question:

What happens when autonomous people or organizations try to coordinate without
becoming one centralized organization?
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TABLE 5.11: Key Features of Networks, Alliances, and Ecosystems

Key Feature
Autonomous

participants

Shared
identity

Convening
power

Standards or
principles

Shared
services

Cross-learning

Distributed
reach

Legitimacy
and visibility

Shared
infrastructure

Uneven
participation

Boundary
setting

Loose
coordination

Strength

People, groups, or organizations can
remain independent while still
connecting to something larger.

A common name, purpose, field, or
movement can help participants
recognize one another.

Networks can bring people together
through events, gatherings, calls,
working groups, or shared spaces.

Networks can define shared
expectations, values, practices, or
commitments across participants.

Networks can provide tools, training,
knowledge, funding pathways, legal help,
technology, or administrative support.

Participants can collaborate without
giving up their own context, purpose, or
way of working.

Members can learn from one another’s
experiments, mistakes, tools, and local
adaptations

Networks can connect many places,
sectors, and communities without
needing one central office or hierarchy.

Networks can help participants be seen
as part of a larger movement, field, or
standard.

A network can maintain platforms,
directories, knowledge bases, events,
funds, or protocols that support many
participants.

Networks allow different levels of
involvement, from light affiliation to
deep contribution.

Networks can decide who belongs, what

standards matter, and what participation
means.
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Tension

Autonomy can make shared responsibility
weak if participants benefit from the network
without contributing much back.

Shared identity can become symbolic if it is
not connected to real practice, contribution,
or accountability.

Convening can become performative if
meetings create connection but little
continuity, action, or memory.

Standards can become gatekeeping, branding,
certification, or status markers rather than
living practices.

Shared services can create dependence on a
central hub or staff group if not governed by
the participants who rely on them.

Loose coordination can become vague,
fragile, or hard to sustain when no one knows
who is responsible for what.

Learning may remain informal or scattered if
the network lacks shared records,
documentation, and contribution history.

Distributed reach can make trust, coherence,
and accountability harder to maintain.

Visibility can become reputation
management, status competition, or brand
association without deep participation.

Infrastructure may become controlled by a
central organization, funder, platform, or
professional staff.

A small core may carry most of the work
while many members remain passive or
mainly benefit from association.

Boundaries can become unclear,
exclusionary, political, or captured by those
with more influence.



Key Insights

Networks, alliances, and ecosystems show how coordination can happen without full merger.

This is their central contribution to the study. They make it possible for separate people,
projects, organizations, or communities to remain themselves while still participating in
something larger. A local group can keep its own identity. A business can remain
independent. A project can continue its own work. But each can also connect to shared
learning, standards, visibility, services, infrastructure, or collective action.

At their best, networks make interdependence visible without forcing uniformity. They allow
many participants to coordinate across differences.

But networks are difficult to hold.
The strongest pattern is this:

Networks can connect autonomous participants, but they often struggle to turn
connection into shared responsibility.

People may join because they want belonging, visibility, learning, access, reputation, or
opportunity. But the work of maintaining the network — convening, documenting,
moderating, organizing, funding, onboarding, resolving tensions, building infrastructure,
and carrying shared history — often falls to a small core.

This creates a familiar network tension. Many benefit from the network, but few sustain it.

Networks also reveal the difficulty of governance without hierarchy. If a network becomes too
centralized, it can turn into a gatekeeping organization. If it remains too loose, it may lack
coherence, accountability, and continuity. The center can become too powerful, or the edges
can become too disconnected.

This makes infrastructure especially important. Networks need shared records, clear
participation pathways, contribution practices, decision processes, and ways to recognize
work. Without these, the network may depend on charisma, events, social ties, funders, or a
small group of organizers.

Networks also show how identity can be both powerful and thin. A shared name or
movement can help people feel part of something larger. But identity alone does not create
practice. A network can look strong because many people gather under the same banner,
while the actual shared work remains unclear.

For this study, networks matter because they show the challenge of coordinating across
autonomy. They demonstrate that people and organizations do not always need to merge to
collaborate. But they also show that autonomy needs connective infrastructure if it is going to
become more than loose association.
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STUDY INSIGHT

Networks, alliances, and ecosystems show that autonomous people, groups, and
organizations can coordinate without becoming one centralized organization. But
networks become fragile when shared identity and convening are not supported by clear
contribution pathways, shared records, trust practices, governance, and infrastructure
that help participants carry responsibility together.

5.12 Public, Mutual, and Commons-Serving Institutions

Public, mutual, and commons-serving institutions are forms created to serve shared needs
beyond private ownership or individual benefit.

The organizing story here is that some needs must be held beyond private ownership,
individual exchange, or short-term benefit.

They are different from corporations because their purpose is not primarily to generate
return for owners or investors. They are different from small businesses and franchises
because they are usually meant to provide access, continuity, stewardship, or shared benefit
beyond a single owner or brand. They are different from voluntary groups because they often
carry a more formal responsibility to a wider public, membership, place, or commons.

Examples include public libraries, public schools, municipal services, public utilities, mutual
insurance systems, credit unions, commons stewardship systems, and some community land
trusts or shared-resource institutions.

At their strongest, these forms show that some kinds of coordination need to be held for
everyone, or for a defined community of shared need. A library is not only a building with
books. It is a public knowledge, history, and access institution. A public school is not only a
service provider. It is a social commitment to learning across a community. A municipal
service is not only an operational function. It is shared infrastructure for daily life.

This makes public, mutual, and commons-serving institutions important because it shows a
different coordination can be held. After networks show how independent groups can
coordinate across autonomy, these forms show what happens when coordination is expected
to hold shared responsibility over time.

But these institutions also reveal a recurring tension: long-term stewardship can protect access
and continuity, but it can also become bureaucratic, politically captured, underfunded, rigid, or
disconnected from the people it is meant to serve.

The central question public, mutual, and commons-serving institutions raise for this study is:

What happens when coordination is organized around shared needs, long-term
access, and stewardship beyond private benefit?
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TABLE 5.12: Key Features of Public, Mutual, and Commons-Serving Institutions

Key Feature

Shared purpose

Public or
mutual
mandate

Universal or

broad access

Long-term
stewardship

Formal
accountability

infrastructure

Community
responsibility

Professional
administration

Resource
pooling

Commons
governance

Stability

Protection from
pure market
logic

‘ Shared

Strength

These institutions are meant to serve
needs that extend beyond one owner, firm,
customer group, or short-term project.

A mandate can protect access, continuity,
responsibility, and service beyond market
demand.

People may gain access regardless of profit
potential, purchasing power, membership
status, or market attractiveness.

These forms can preserve resources,
services, knowledge, places, and
infrastructure across generations.

Public rules, boards, elections, member
governance, reporting, or legal duties can
create accountability beyond private
owners.

Libraries, schools, utilities, land, services,
financial pools, or knowledge systems can
support many people and groups.

These institutions can hold responsibility
for people and places not well served by
private markets.

Skilled staff can preserve quality,
continuity, safety, records, and reliable
service.

Public funding, member contributions, or
shared assets can distribute risk and
support collective benefit.

Shared resources can be governed through
rules, norms, monitoring, and
stewardship practices.

These institutions can endure beyond
individual participants, leaders, donors, or
market cycles.

They can preserve access to important

services even when those services are not
profitable.
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Tension

Shared purpose can become abstract or
symbolic if the people served cannot
meaningfully shape the institution.

Mandates can become rigid, legalistic, or
politically contested.

Broad access can be limited by
underfunding, bureaucracy, geography,
eligibility rules, or uneven quality.

Long-term stewardship can become slow to
adapt when conditions, needs, or
communities change.

Accountability can become procedural
rather than lived, with people technically
represented but practically distant from
decisions.

Infrastructure can become bureaucratic,
inaccessible, politically controlled, or
difficult to question.

Community voice may be weak if decisions
are made by distant administrators,
officials, boards, or professionals.

Professionalization can distance the
institution from lived community
knowledge and participation.

Pooled resources can be captured,
misallocated, underfunded, or governed
without enough transparency.

Commons can fail when boundaries,
responsibilities, conflict processes, or
enforcement become unclear or unequal.

Stability can become inertia if the
institution protects its own continuity
more than the needs it was meant to serve.

They can still be shaped by politics,
austerity, managerialism, privatization, or
institutional self-protection.



Key Insights

Public, mutual, and commons-serving institutions show that not all coordination can be
organized around private ownership, market demand, or voluntary participation alone.

Some needs are shared. Some forms of access must be protected over time. Some resources,
services, knowledge, places, and infrastructures need stewardship beyond the interests of any
one owner, buyer, worker group, or organization.

This is the major contribution of these forms to the study. They make visible the need for
institutions that hold responsibility across time and across communities.

At their best, these institutions create continuity. They preserve libraries, schools, public
services, utilities, land, knowledge, mutual aid funds, shared financial systems, and commons
resources so people do not have to recreate them from scratch every generation.

But stewardship has its own risks.
The strongest pattern is this:

Public, mutual, and commons-serving institutions can protect shared access and
long-term responsibility, but they can become distant from the people and places
they are meant to serve.

A public institution may formally serve everyone, but still be difficult for people to influence.
A mutual institution may be member-owned, but members may experience it mainly as
customers. A commons-governance system may claim shared stewardship, but some
participants may carry more burden than others. A public service may remain stable, but
become slow, bureaucratic, or unresponsive.

These forms also show the difference between formal accountability and lived accountability.
Elections, boards, public rules, member meetings, reporting requirements, and legal
mandates can matter. But they do not automatically create meaningful participation. People
may technically have voice while still feeling that the institution is too distant, complex,
professionalized, or politically constrained to respond.

They also reveal the difficulty of adaptation. Institutions designed for continuity may resist
change because stability becomes part of their identity. The structure that protects a shared
service can also make it slow to learn.

For this study, public, mutual, and commons-serving institutions matter because they show
the importance of shared stewardship. They demonstrate that some forms must hold
responsibility beyond private benefit. But they also show that stewardship needs
participation, adaptation, transparency, and community sensing if it is going to remain alive
rather than become bureaucracy.
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STUDY INSIGHT

Public, mutual, and commons-serving institutions show that some forms of coordination
are created to protect shared needs, broad access, and long-term stewardship beyond
private benefit. But these institutions become fragile when formal responsibility is not
matched by lived accountability, community voice, transparency, and the ability to adapt
as needs change.

5.13 Additional Reference Forms

Some forms do not need full treatment in this study, but they reveal important patterns that
should be carried forward.

These forms may overlap with the main categories, or they may be too specific, too broad, or
too complex to study fully in this version. Still, each one shows a pattern that helps clarify
how people coordinate voice, ownership, care, formation, knowledge, history, governance,
and shared responsibility.

This section is not a secondary list because these forms are unimportant. It is a reference
section for forms that may later become full studies or be used to deepen the comparison.

The central question these additional forms raise is:

What important coordination patterns appear in forms that do not fit neatly into the
main study sequence?
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I TABLE 5.13: Key Features of Additional Reference Forms

I Reference Form What It Makes Visible Key Tension

Unions and Workers can create collective voice, Collective voice can become procedural,

labor protection, bargaining power, grievance adversarial, bureaucratic, politically

associations processes, and solidarity when constrained, or separated from broader
individual workers have limited power. questions of ownership and governance.

Professional Ownership, reputation, apprenticeship, Partnerships can become exclusive,

partnerships contribution, and peer standards can be status-based, slow to change, or internally
linked more closely than in many hierarchical, especially between partners,
corporations. associates, apprentices, and support staff.

Religious orders  Shared purpose can be sustained through Strong shared purpose can become

and intentional rhythm, ritual, formation, discipline, conformity, obedience, insularity, hidden

communities service, and everyday life practices. authority, or difficulty leaving.

Family Trust, care, loyalty, intergenerational Family obligation can hide power, suppress

enterprises history, and long-term commitment can conflict, blur roles, complicate succession,
hold an enterprise across time. or make exit emotionally difficult.

DAOs and Web3 Governance, ownership, voting, treasury = Token ownership can concentrate power,

organizations decisions, and records can be made more participation can be shallow, governance

transparent and digitally coordinated.

can be captured, and technical
transparency may not create real
accountability.

Key Insights

These additional forms show that many important organizing patterns do not belong to only
one main category.

Unions and labor associations show what happens when people who lack individual power
organize collective voice. They reveal the importance of protection, grievance, bargaining,
solidarity, and counter-power. But they also show that voice can become separated from
ownership. Workers may gain protection and representation while still remaining outside the
governance and ownership of the enterprise itself.

Professional partnerships show another pattern: ownership can be linked to contribution,
reputation, apprenticeship, and peer recognition. This can create stronger connection
between work and standing inside the organization. But it can also become exclusionary,
status-driven, or hierarchical when partnership is limited to a small professional class.

Religious orders and intentional communities show how deeply repeated practice can shape
people. Rhythm, ritual, formation, shared purpose, and daily life can create continuity that
ordinary organizations rarely achieve. But strong formation can also become conformity or
control if people cannot question, adapt, or leave without social or emotional cost.

Family enterprises show the power of trust and long relational history. Families can carry
care, loyalty, sacrifice, reputation, and intergenerational responsibility in ways formal
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organizations often cannot. But family bonds can also hide obligation, conflict, authority,
succession tensions, and unequal expectations.

DAOs and Web3 organizations show a newer pattern: digital governance, tokenized
ownership, transparent records, and programmable coordination. They make certain forms
of participation and decision history visible. But they also show that transparency is not the
same as fairness. Token governance can reproduce capital concentration, low participation,
speculation, and capture by technically or financially powerful actors.

The strongest pattern is this:

Each of these forms solves one coordination problem while leaving another
unresolved.

Unions strengthen voice but may not change ownership. Partnerships connect contribution
and ownership but can become exclusive. Religious and intentional communities create
formation but can suppress questioning. Family enterprises preserve trust and long
relational history but can hide obligation. DAOs create transparent records but can still
concentrate power.

For this study, these forms matter because they provide pattern fragments that may become
important later. They show that coordination is not only about legal form or organizational
design. It is also about voice, protection, apprenticeship, ritual, care, inheritance, technology,
transparency, and power.

STUDY INSIGHT

Additional reference forms show that important coordination patterns appear outside the
main organizational sequence. Unions reveal collective voice, partnerships reveal
contribution-linked ownership, religious and intentional communities reveal formation
through rhythm and ritual, family enterprises reveal trust, obligation, and
intergenerational history, and DAOs reveal transparent digital governance. Each pattern
carries insight, but each also shows a recurring tension: solving one form of separation
can leave other forms of power, exclusion, capture, or hidden obligation unresolved.
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PART VI

Infrastructure:
Where Organizing Stories Become Durable

6.1 Why Infrastructure Matters

When we compare organizing stories and forms, the visible structure is only part of what
matters.

A story becomes durable when it is embedded in legal structures, financial arrangements,
records, rituals, platforms, roles, training practices, governance processes, trust systems,
cultural habits, shared records, and knowledge systems.

This is infrastructure. Infrastructure is important because it carries organizing stories
forward as repeatable patterns.

A practice may begin as a choice.

A choice may become a habit.

A habit may become a rule.

A rule may become a system.

A system may become the environment that future participants have to live inside.

Once a pattern becomes infrastructure, it can preserve learning, support continuity, and
make participation easier. But it can also preserve old assumptions, centralize control, hide
power, restrict adaptation, or make people dependent on systems they cannot change.

This is visible across the organizing stories studied here:

e Indigenous and place-based ways of organizing depend on land, language, ceremony,
kinship, oral knowledge, and intergenerational transmission.

e Community groups depend on meeting rhythms, rituals, sponsorship, service roles,
stories, and local trust.

e Time banks depend on ledgers, matching systems, coordinators, safety practices, and
shared expectations of reciprocity.

e Start-ups and small businesses often struggle when early trust and founder
knowledge do not become shared systems.

e Corporations depend on legal personhood, capital systems, management structures,
contracts, records, intellectual property, and operating procedures.
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e Worker cooperatives depend on governance education, financial systems, member
formation, shared reserves, and federation support.

e Self-managed organizations depend on clear roles, transparent information, peer
agreements, conflict practices, onboarding, and shared knowledge systems.

e Franchises depend on brand infrastructure, playbooks, training, standards, supplier
systems, and quality control.

e Gig platforms depend on software infrastructure, ratings, matching systems,
payment systems, algorithms, terms of service, and data capture.

e Open-source communities depend on repositories, licenses, version control,
maintainers, issue tracking, review practices, and contribution history.

e Networks depend on convening systems, directories, standards, shared services, trust
practices, shared records, and collective learning.

e Public and commons-serving institutions depend on mandates, funding systems,
professional administration, public rules, records, buildings, and stewardship
practices.

The deeper question is not only what form something takes.
The deeper question is:

What infrastructure carries this organizing story, and who can access, govern,
change, or leave it?
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6.2 Types of Infrastructure to Examine

The study looks for several kinds of infrastructure across the organizing stories and forms:

TABLE 6.1: Types of Infrastructure to Examine

Financial
Governance

Technological

Cultural
Educational
Relational / Trust
Ritual / Practice

Exit / Portability

‘ Knowledge / History

What the Study Asks

Does the legal structure protect shared responsibility, or does it encode separation
and concentrated control?

Does financial infrastructure circulate support and shared capacity, or does it
concentrate benefit and shift risk away from those who generate it?

Are decisions, authority, and accountability connected to the people affected by
them?

Does technology expand shared access, transparency, portability, and agency, or does
it become an invisible control layer?

Can people access, understand, revise, and carry forward what has been learned, or
are knowledge, records, and history locked in private systems, founders, experts, or
institutions?

Do shared norms keep the organizing story open to learning and responsibility, or do
they demand conformity, loyalty, silence, or identity capture?

Are people formed into capable participants and stewards, or are they trained mainly
to comply with a model?

Does trust emerge through relationship, transparency, and repair, or through
surveillance, ratings, credentials, punishment, or exclusion?

Do repeated practices keep meaning, belonging, shared history, and responsibility
alive, or do they become rigid traditions that resist adaptation?

Can people leave, fork, transfer roles, or carry their history and relationships
forward, or does the infrastructure trap them through dependency?

6.3 Infrastructure Ownership and Control

For every form, the study should ask what infrastructure carries it:

e Who owns the infrastructure?

e  Who pays for it?

e Who maintains it?

e Who can access it?
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e  Who can understand it?
e Who can change it?

e Who can question it?

e  Who benefits from it?

e Who depends on it?

e Who is excluded from it?

e Who can leave without losing contribution history, reputation, relationships, or
livelihood?

These questions matter because infrastructure often determines where power actually sits.

A form may appear participatory, but if the records, money, tools, data, knowledge, or
decision systems are controlled by a small group, participation may remain limited.

A form may appear flexible, but if people cannot carry their reputation, relationships, or
contribution history elsewhere, flexibility may hide dependency.

A form may appear open, but if only a few people understand how decisions are made or how
systems work, openness may remain symbolic.

A form may appear local, but if pricing, branding, data, capital, or governance are controlled
elsewhere, local agency may be constrained.

Infrastructure is where pattern tensions become durable. It can keep a story open to
learning, or make separation harder to see.

6.4 The Bridge to Pattern Findings

The form studies show many different kinds of organizing, but infrastructure appears again
and again as the hidden bridge.

When infrastructure is shared, understandable, revisable, and accountable, it can support
agency, continuity, learning, and interdependence.

When infrastructure is private, opaque, rigid, extractive, or distant, it can reproduce
separation even inside forms that appear open, democratic, flexible, local, or
community-oriented.

This is one of the major findings of the study:
Organizing stories become durable through infrastructure. To understand a form,

we have to understand not only its ideals or legal structure, but the systems that
preserve, repeat, and govern its patterns over time.
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PART VII

Cross-Pattern Findings

What Organizing Stories Tend to Produce Over Time

The form studies show many different organizing stories and the forms they have taken: ways
people have held responsibility, ownership, authority, contribution, knowledge, history,
community, and infrastructure over time.

Each form reveals something useful.

Indigenous, kinship-based, and place-based ways of organizing reveal a story of relationship,
reciprocity, land, ceremony, and responsibility across generations. Community groups reveal
a story of belonging through repeated practice. Time banks reveal a story of reciprocal
contribution. Start-ups reveal a story of initiative close to risk and consequence.
Corporations reveal a story of legal continuity, capital, management, and scale. Cooperatives
reveal a story of shared ownership and lived stewardship. Self-managed organizations reveal
a story of authority moving closer to the work. Franchises reveal a story of repeatability
through operating systems. Gig platforms reveal a story of coordination through private
digital infrastructure. Open-source communities reveal a story of public contribution,
versioning, and forking. Networks reveal a story of coordination across autonomy. Public and
commons-serving institutions reveal a story of stewardship beyond private benefit.

Across these forms, a set of recurring findings begins to appear.

These findings are not final conclusions. They are pattern observations: insights that appear
repeatedly across different organizing stories and forms, contexts, and scales.

7.1 No Organizing Story Solves Everything

Every organizing story solves some coordination problems while creating or exposing others
once it becomes a form.

Start-ups create speed, initiative, and direct feedback, but can become founder-dependent.
Corporations coordinate complexity at scale, but often separate ownership, labor, authority,
institutional knowledge, and consequence. Worker cooperatives reconnect ownership and
labor, but legal ownership does not automatically create lived stewardship. Self-managed
organizations move authority closer to the work, but can become confusing or informally
hierarchical without strong support systems. Open-source communities make work visible
and forkable, but can still struggle with burnout, unclear governance, and commercial
capture.

The study therefore cannot ask, “Which form is best?”
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A better question is:
What problem does this form solve, and what new tensions does it create?

This finding matters because people often treat organizational forms as solutions. A
cooperative, corporation, network, platform, public institution, or community group can
sound like an answer. But each form is a story embodied in patterns. Some patterns help.
Some patterns harm. Some work in one context and fail in another.

A story is not enough. A form is not enough. What matters is what the story produces as it
becomes practice, infrastructure, and consequence.

7.2 Legal Form Is Not Lived Practice

A legal structure can create rights, duties, ownership, membership, authority, or continuity.
But it does not guarantee that people can meaningfully participate.

Worker cooperatives show this clearly. Workers may legally own the enterprise, but
ownership only becomes meaningful when members have information, education, trust,
tools, time, and practical authority to shape the enterprise they own.

Public and mutual institutions show a similar pattern. A public mandate, board, election, or
reporting system may create formal accountability, but people may still feel distant from the
institution’s decisions.

The same is true in networks, open-source projects, and self-managed organizations. A form
may be open, democratic, voluntary, or distributed in principle, while actual power remains
concentrated in founders, experts, maintainers, funders, insiders, or the people who control
the infrastructure.

THE FINDING

Formal rights do not become lived participation unless people have the capacity,
information, pathways, and authority to use them.

7.3 Scale Creates Distance Unless Sensing Is Preserved
As forms grow, distance tends to increase.

Corporations show this most clearly. They coordinate large numbers of people, roles,
locations, suppliers, technologies, and time horizons, but scale can separate decision-makers
from the people living with consequences. Decisions begin to rely more on reports,
dashboards, forecasts, metrics, policies, and financial models. These tools can help
coordination, but they can also replace direct contact with lived reality.

Franchises show another version. A local operator may serve a community and carry
financial risk, while brand rules, suppliers, pricing expectations, store design, standards, and
operating procedures are controlled elsewhere.
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Gig platforms intensify this pattern. Work is local, but the conditions of work may be
governed by distant software infrastructure: algorithms, ratings, pricing, visibility, terms of
service, and deactivation rules.

THE FINDING

Scale is not the problem by itself. Distance becomes the problem when the people
sensing consequences cannot shape the systems causing them.

Forms that grow need ways to keep lived knowledge connected to decision-making. Without
that connection, scale can become abstraction.

7.4 Infrastructure Is Where Organizing Stories Become Durable
Across the study, infrastructure appears as one of the most important hidden forces.

A form may begin with intention, trust, energy, or shared purpose. But over time, those
patterns become embedded in legal structures, money systems, roles, records, platforms,
rituals, training, software, standards, ledgers, governance practices, and institutional
knowledge.

Once embedded, the infrastructure continues shaping participation.

Start-ups show what happens when early founder knowledge does not become shared
systems. Time banks show that reciprocity needs ledgers, matching, trust, safety practices,
and stewardship. Franchises show how knowledge becomes playbooks and standards. Gig
platforms show how infrastructure can become a hidden manager. Open-source communities
show how repositories, versioning, issue tracking, maintainers, and licenses preserve shared
work. Networks show that shared identity is not enough without contribution pathways,
shared records, governance, and infrastructure.

THE FINDING

Infrastructure does not merely support a form. It carries the story’s assumptions
forward as durable patterns.

Infrastructure can preserve learning, make participation easier, and help practices repeat. It
can also lock in control, hide power, privatize knowledge and records, centralize authority, or
create dependency.
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To understand any form, the study must ask:

Who owns, controls, understands, changes, benefits from, and depends on the
infrastructure?

7.5 Openness Does Not Automatically Create Care or Accountability
Several forms appear open in important ways.

Open-source communities are open to contribution, use, inspection, versioning, and forking.
Networks may be open to affiliation. Community groups may be open to voluntary
participation. Time banks may be open to reciprocal exchange. Public institutions may be
open to broad access.

But openness alone does not solve care, governance, recognition, or responsibility.

Open-source projects can depend on unpaid maintainers. Community groups can hide
informal authority. Networks can have many members but little shared responsibility. Time
banks can have ledgers but weak trust or uneven participation. Public institutions can be
formally open while practically hard to influence.

THE FINDING

Access is not the same as participation. Participation is not the same as stewardship.
Stewardship is not the same as accountability.

A story of openness can still leave care, governance, recognition, and responsibility
unresolved.

A form can be open and still unequal. It can be accessible and still fragile. It can invite
contribution and still fail to care for contributors.

Openness needs supporting structures: onboarding, trust practices, contribution recognition,
conflict pathways, decision processes, and shared records.

7.6 Repeatability Can Support Learning or Become Control
Every organizing story needs some way to repeat, or it cannot travel.

Community groups repeat meetings, rituals, service roles, and traditions. Franchises repeat
playbooks, brand standards, and operating routines. Time banks repeat exchange practices.
Self-managed organizations repeat peer agreements and decision practices. Public
institutions repeat rules, services, and administrative procedures. Open-source communities
repeat contribution and review processes.

Repeatability can be powerful. It helps people enter, learn, remember, coordinate, and
continue without reinventing everything.
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But repeatability can also become control.

Franchises show this directly: a working model can be repeated across many places, but
repeatability often comes through central authority over brand, suppliers, training,
standards, and operating rules. Community groups show that repeated rituals can sustain
belonging, but also become hard to question. Public institutions show that continuity can
become bureaucracy or inertia.

THE FINDING

Repeatability is life-serving when it preserves learning and adaptation. It becomes
control when it preserves compliance without giving people the power to question,
revise, or localize what repeats.

The question is not whether practices should repeat. They must repeat if learning is going to
travel.

The question is whether repetition remains revisable.

7.7 Shared Identity Is Not Shared Responsibility
Many forms create identity.

Community groups create belonging through shared purpose, story, ritual, and repeated
presence. Networks create identity through a field, movement, brand, standard, or shared
name. Cooperatives create identity through shared ownership. Open-source communities
create identity through contribution. Public institutions create identity through shared
mandate or civic purpose.

Identity can help people recognize one another and commit to something larger than
themselves.

But identity can also become thin.

A network may have many members but few active contributors. A cooperative may have
member-owners who do not participate in governance. A community group may create
strong belonging for insiders while excluding others. A public institution may claim shared
purpose while being distant from the people it serves.

THE FINDING

Shared identity becomes meaningful only when it is connected to shared practice,
contribution, accountability, and shared history.
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Without those supports, identity can become symbolic. It can create belonging without
responsibility, visibility without contribution, or loyalty without voice.

7.8 Contribution and Benefit Are Often Separated
Many forms depend on contributions that are not fully recognized or reciprocated.

Corporations may turn worker knowledge, customer data, community trust, public
infrastructure, and collective innovation into private gain. Start-ups may depend on early
workers, friends, family, contractors, or community supporters without sharing long-term
benefit. Open-source projects may be used commercially while maintainers remain
unsupported. Gig platforms may depend on workers carrying risk and generating data while
platform owners control pricing, reputation, and rules. Community groups and mutual aid
networks may depend on care labor that becomes invisible or exhausting.

THE FINDING

A form can depend on contribution without sharing ownership, authority, recognition,
benefit, or care.

This is one of the most important cross-pattern findings.
To understand a form, the study has to ask not only who contributes, but:

e  Who benefits?

e Who decides?

e Who is recognized?

e Who carries the risk?

e Who maintains the infrastructure?
e Who is remembered?

e Who is forgotten?

7.9 Care and Coordination Labor Are Often Under-Supported

Every form depends on care and coordination.

Someone welcomes newcomers. Someone explains how things work. Someone holds conflict.
Someone maintains records. Someone organizes meetings. Someone updates documentation.
Someone checks on people. Someone preserves records, stories, and history. Someone
repairs trust. Someone does the invisible work that allows the visible work to continue.
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The form studies show this repeatedly.

Community groups rely on service roles and peer support. Time banks rely on organizers
who match offers and needs. Self-managed organizations shift more coordination work onto
participants. Open-source projects rely on maintainers. Networks often rely on a small core.
Public institutions rely on professional administrators and frontline staff.

THE FINDING

Forms often celebrate participation while under-supporting the labor that makes
participation possible.

When care and coordination labor are not recognized, shared, funded, or carried forward, the
form may appear healthy while quietly burning out the people who hold it together.

7.10 Stewardship Requires Adaptation

Several forms are designed to preserve something over time: land, knowledge, public access,
shared work, cooperative ownership, community belonging, trust, or institutional continuity.

Preservation matters.

But stewardship is not only preservation. It is the ability to keep something alive as
conditions change.

Public and commons-serving institutions show this clearly. They can protect shared access
and long-term responsibility, but become fragile when formal responsibility is not matched
by lived accountability, community voice, transparency, and adaptation. Indigenous and
place-based ways of organizing show intergenerational responsibility, but also caution that
patterns cannot be extracted from the communities and places that carry them. Community
groups show that tradition can preserve belonging, but also resist needed change.

THE FINDING

Stewardship is not the same as stability.

A stewarded form must remember, but also respond. It must protect continuity without
freezing practice. It must honor what came before without preventing what is needed now.
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7.11 The Strongest Forms Connect Authority, Responsibility,
Knowledge, and Consequence

Across the study, one pattern appears again and again.

Forms become healthier when the people who sense consequences can influence decisions,
when those who contribute are recognized, when knowledge and history are accessible, when
infrastructure is accountable, and when authority remains connected to responsibility.

Forms become more fragile when these separate.

Ownership separates from labor.

Authority separates from consequence.

Knowledge and history separate from contributors.
Infrastructure separates from users.

Identity separates from practice.

Contribution separates from benefit.

Stewardship separates from adaptation.

Openness separates from care.

THE FINDING

The deeper question is not which form people use, but whether the form keeps the
essential relationships connected.

This may be the central cross-pattern finding of the study.

organizing stories and forms matter. Legal structures matter. Governance systems matter.
Infrastructure matters. But the form itself is not the answer.

The most important question is whether the form helps people remain connected to the
work, to one another, to knowledge and history, to consequence, to responsibility, to the
surrounding community, and to the infrastructure that shapes their participation.

76



7.12 What the Study Is Learning

The study is beginning to show that organizing stories and forms are not good or bad in
themselves. They are living stories embodied in patterns.

Each story and form carries wisdom. Each story and form carries risk. Each story and form
reveals something about how people coordinate. Each story and form also reveals what
coordination can forget.

THE STRONGEST PATTERN ACROSS THE STUDY

Organizing stories and forms become life-serving when they keep relationship,
responsibility, authority, knowledge and history, contribution, benefit, and consequence
connected. They become harmful or fragile when those relationships separate and the
separation becomes embedded in infrastructure.

This finding prepares the next part of the study: how useful patterns might be translated into
open, adaptable protocols without copying existing forms or repeating their hidden
separations.
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PART VIII

From Organizing Stories to
Open Social Protocols

8.1 Why Open Social Protocols
The form studies point to a consistently recurring problem.

Useful patterns often begin inside particular organizing stories and forms. The problem is
not that they emerge there. The problem is that they often remain trapped there. A start-up
may discover a powerful way of working, but the knowledge remains held by founders, early
employees, informal culture, or private systems. A corporation may develop sophisticated
coordination practices, but those practices are embedded in management systems,
intellectual property, contracts, private tools, and internal training. A franchise may turn a
working model into repeatable playbooks, but protect that model through brand control,
fees, compliance systems, and centralized authority. A platform may coordinate work at
enormous scale, but keep the rules, algorithms, data, reputation, pricing, and access inside
privately owned infrastructure.

The problem is not that these forms produce no wisdom.
The problem is that the wisdom often cannot move freely.

When a useful pattern is closed, proprietary, overly branded, founder-dependent, culturally
implicit, or locked inside a platform, it becomes difficult for others to inspect it, test it,
improve it, adapt it, or use it without becoming dependent on the owner of the model.

This is why protocols matter.

A protocol is not the whole organizing story. It is a shareable practice within a story — a way
of making one useful pattern visible enough to test, adapt, improve, fork, or discontinue. At
its best, a protocol is a visible, shared, revisable way of doing something.

It can be adopted and tested.
It can be adapted and improved.
It can be forked or discontinued.

This is one of the central lessons of open-source software and Internet standards. Common
ways of doing things emerge through transparent experimentation, implementation,
feedback, revision, and broad adoption. They do not emerge well when the pattern is hidden,
over-controlled, proprietary, or locked inside a single organization’s infrastructure.
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The Internet Engineering Task Force is one useful reference point. The IETF has helped
develop protocols that allow the Internet to function, but it does so through open
participation, working groups, public records, deliberation, experimentation, and practical
implementation. The lesson is not that social coordination should copy the IETF. The lesson
is that shared coordination needs a way to evolve in the open — through visible practice,
shared tools, contribution, records, testing, revision, and a culture capable of improving what
already exists.

The lesson is not only technical. It is that shared practices need shared memory, visible
process, and revisable infrastructure if they are going to remain alive.

Open Social Protocols apply this lesson to social coordination.
They ask:
How can useful patterns become shareable without becoming controlled?

This does not mean protocols are automatically open, fair, or life-serving. A protocol can
become rigid. It can become expert language. It can become a rule. It can be captured by
insiders. It can be used without care for context.

But protocols have one major advantage over closed models: they can be designed to remain
inspectable, adaptable, and collectively improvable.

That is the reason they matter here.

The study has shown that organizing stories and forms become harmful or fragile when
useful patterns are locked inside private infrastructure, hidden authority, inaccessible
knowledge, or centralized control. Open Social Protocols offer a way to move useful patterns
into the open, where they can be tested, revised, forked, and improved without becoming the
property of one institution.

TABLE 8.1: Open Social Protocol Patterns

Closed / Controlled Model

Owned by a company, founder,
platform, or institution

Protected through IP, brand,
certification, or access control
model owner

Improvement flows through the
owner

Knowledge and history are
private or controlled

Adoption creates dependency

‘ Participants depend on the

Open Social Protocol Pattern

Held as a shared practice that others can inspect and adopt

Shared through open documentation, versioning, and transparent use

Participants can adapt, fork, or discontinue use

Improvement can come from many contexts

Knowledge and history are visible, versioned, and portable where

appropriate

Adoption creates participation, learning, and shared improvement
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THE TRANSLATION SHIFT

Useful patterns should not have to remain trapped inside proprietary models, founder
cultures, private platforms, brand systems, or closed institutions. Protocols offer a way
to make practices visible, testable, adaptable, versioned, forkable, and shareable across
contexts without requiring dependence on a single owner.

8.2 Translate Patterns, Do Not Copy Forms
The purpose of this study is not to choose one form and copy it.

A corporation may teach scale, but copying the corporation may reproduce separation
between ownership, labor, authority, and consequence. A franchise may teach repeatability,
but copying the franchise may reproduce brand control and local dependency. Open-source
communities may teach transparent versioning and forking, but copying open source without
care structures may reproduce maintainer burnout and unpaid labor.

The work is to separate the useful pattern from the pattern risk.

Every form carries something worth learning from. But every form also carries conditions,
assumptions, limits, and consequences. A pattern that works in one setting may become
harmful when removed from the relationships, infrastructure, culture, or history that made it
work.

Open Social Protocols should therefore translate patterns, not import forms whole.
They should ask:

What is the useful pattern?

What risk appeared when this pattern became institutionalized?

What context made the pattern work?

What needs to remain open, revisable, and accountable if the pattern travels?
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The study points to several broad translation areas:

I TABLE 8.2: Key Pattern Lessons And Risks

I Pattern to Translate

Relationship and
stewardship

Repeatable practice

Shared ownership
and authority

Digital and shared
infrastructure

Public and commons
responsibility

Contribution and
benefit

What It Teaches

Indigenous/place-based forms and
community groups show how
coordination can be rooted in place,
belonging, reciprocity, ritual, care, and
responsibility across time.

Franchises, community rituals, public
institutions, and open-source workflows
show how practices can travel, preserve
learning, and help people begin without
starting from nothing.

Worker cooperatives and self-managed

organizations show how labor, ownership,
governance, authority, and responsibility

can be reconnected.

Gig platforms, open-source communities,

networks, and time banks show how
infrastructure can coordinate
contribution, records, exchange,

reputation, and distributed participation.

Public, mutual, commons-serving
institutions, and networks show how

shared needs can be held beyond private

ownership or individual benefit.

Time banks, mutual aid, open source,

cooperatives, and community groups

show how care, labor, knowledge, and
contribution can be made visible and

shared.

This translation work should remain careful.

Risk to Avoid

Extracting patterns from living
communities, romanticizing tradition,
hiding authority, or turning belonging
into conformity.

Turning repeatability into compliance,
brand control, rigid tradition,
bureaucracy, or local suppression.

Treating legal ownership or
distributed authority as enough, while
participation remains symbolic,
unsupported, or informally
hierarchical.

Allowing infrastructure to become
opaque, privately controlled,
extractive, inaccessible, or dependent
on unsupported maintainers.

Letting stewardship become
bureaucracy, weak adaptation,
procedural accountability, or distance
from the people and places served.

Depending on contribution without
sharing recognition, benefit, authority,
care, or stewardship.

Some patterns can become open protocols. Some should be redesigned before being carried
forward. Some should only be studied as warnings. Some belong to specific peoples, places,
histories, or communities and should not be abstracted into general tools.

This is especially important when learning from Indigenous, kinship-based, and place-based
ways of organizing. The study has already named the caution: these patterns cannot be
treated as abstract tools to extract or copy; they belong to living communities, histories, and
places, and must be approached through respect, consent, and humility.
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The translation question is therefore not:
How do we turn every pattern into a protocol?
Itis:

Which patterns can be responsibly made visible, shared, adapted, and improved —
and which must remain protected, contextual, or simply respected?

TRANSLATION PRINCIPLE

Do not copy organizational forms. Study the pattern, name the risk, respect the context,
and translate only what can be practiced, questioned, adapted, and carried responsibly.

8.3 Carry Context, Not Commands

A protocol becomes dangerous when it is separated from context.

The same practice can support life in one setting and create harm in another. A ritual can
sustain belonging in one group and create conformity in another. A playbook can support
learning in one context and become compliance in another. A peer-review process can
improve quality in one community and become gatekeeping in another. A time-credit system
can honor mutual contribution in one place and become bureaucratic or uneven in another.

Open Social Protocols should therefore travel with context.

A protocol should not present itself as a universal answer. It should make visible the need it
is trying to serve, the situation it emerged from, the assumptions it carries, the risks that
have appeared, and the conditions that may be needed for it to work well.

This keeps the protocol closer to lived experience.

Without context, a protocol can become a method.
Without history, it can become a rule.

Without visible assumptions, it can become ideology.
Without adaptation, it can become compliance.

This is why Open Social Protocols should behave more like living hypotheses than fixed
instructions. A protocol says:

Here is a practice that has been tried. Here is what it was trying to serve. Here is
where it came from. Here is what has been learned. Here is where caution may be
needed. Try it carefully, adapt it responsibly, and improve it through experience.

That matters because useful patterns do not belong only to the people who write them down.
They are shaped by place, relationships, culture, history, infrastructure, and consequence.
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Some patterns can be openly shared and adapted. Others may need protection, consent, or
deep contextual understanding before they are carried elsewhere.

A protocol should therefore carry enough context for people to ask:

I TABLE 8.3: Story and Context Questions for Open Social Protocol
I Context Question Why It Matters

What need is this protocol trying  Keeps the protocol connected to purpose rather than procedure.
to serve?

Where did it come from? Helps people understand the relationships, conditions, and history
that shaped it.

I What assumptions does it carry?  Makes hidden expectations visible before they become control.

I What risks have appeared? Helps future adopters avoid repeating known harms.
What can be adapted? Allows the protocol to meet local conditions without becoming a
command.
What should be protected? Honors boundaries, consent, cultural context, and living
communities.

The goal is not to make every protocol long or heavy.
The goal is to keep it honest.

A short protocol with clear context is more useful than a polished model that hides where it
came from, what it assumes, or what it may damage when copied too broadly.

TRANSLATION PRINCIPLE

An Open Social Protocol should not be shared as a command. It should travel with
enough context, history, assumptions, risks, and adaptation guidance for people to use
it responsibly rather than obey it blindly.
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8.4 Keep Infrastructure Visible and Governable
Protocols need infrastructure.

A protocol that exists only as an idea may inspire people, but it will not travel far unless there
are ways to find it, understand it, adopt it, adapt it, record changes, share learning, and carry
it forward.

But infrastructure also carries power.

The form studies show this again and again. Franchises depend on brand standards,
playbooks, supplier systems, training, and quality control. Gig platforms depend on software,
algorithms, ratings, payment systems, terms of service, and data capture. Corporations
depend on legal structures, capital systems, contracts, management processes, records, and
private knowledge systems. Open-source communities depend on repositories, licenses,
maintainers, issue tracking, review practices, and contribution history. Time banks depend on
ledgers, coordinators, matching systems, safety practices, and trust.

In each case, the infrastructure does more than support the form.
It shapes what people can do.

It can make participation easier.

It can preserve learning.

It can support coordination across distance.
It can help practices repeat.

But it can also centralize authority, hide decisions, restrict adaptation, capture contribution,
privatize knowledge, or make people dependent on systems they cannot change.

This is why Open Social Protocols cannot ignore the infrastructure that carries their story,
records, governance, adoption, adaptation, and exit.

A protocol may be open in principle, but if the platform, records, version history, adoption
tools, governance tools, contribution records, or identity systems are controlled by one
organization, then the protocol can quietly become another controlled model.

84



The question is not only:
What is the protocol?

The question is also:

I TABLE 8.4: Open Social Protocol Infrastructure
I Infrastructure Question Why It Matters
I Who hosts and maintains it? Shows where practical responsibility and authority sit.

I Who can access and understand it? Determines whether openness is real or only symbolic.

I Who can change or fork it? Protects adaptation from becoming permission-based.

I Who can see its history? Keeps learning, contribution, and change visible.

I Who can adopt or leave it? Prevents adoption from becoming dependency.

I Who benefits from its use? Reveals whether shared practice is becoming private gain.
Who carries the cost of Makes care, coordination, and maintenance labor visible.
maintaining it?

This does not mean every part of the infrastructure must be public or universally editable.
Some records may need privacy. Some histories may need consent. Some practices may
belong to specific communities and should not be extracted. Some governance may need
boundaries.

But the structure should be visible enough that people can understand where power sits.

Open Social Protocols need infrastructure that supports shared agency rather than replacing
one form of control with another. The infrastructure should help people inspect, adopt,
adapt, improve, fork, discontinue, and remember protocols without making them dependent
on a single owner.

TRANSLATION PRINCIPLE

Open Social Protocols need infrastructure, but the infrastructure must not quietly
become the new center of control. The tools, records, governance, and knowledge
systems that carry protocols should be visible, accountable, revisable, and governable
by the people who depend on them.
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8.5 Design for Living Use
Open Social Protocols should be designed for living use, not only for publication.

A protocol is not alive because it is written down. It becomes alive when people can use it,
test it, adapt it, maintain it, learn from it, and let it change when conditions change.

In this study, what earlier sections call “memory” means more than recollection. It includes
shared knowledge, records, decision history, contribution history, version history, stories,
practices, and the lived experience people carry forward.

Open Social Protocols should not treat this as documentation after the fact. They should
preserve enough shared knowledge and history for people to understand where a practice
came from, who contributed to it, what changed, what risks appeared, what forks exist, and
what should be protected by context, consent, or privacy.

The form studies show several conditions that make this possible.

Franchises show that repeatability matters. A working practice can travel when it becomes
clear enough for others to use. But they also show the danger: repeatability can become
compliance when people are expected to follow the model without adapting or improving it.
Community groups show that repeated practices can sustain belonging, but can also become
traditions that are hard to question. Open-source communities show that shared work can
evolve through versioning, contribution, review, and forking, but also that openness can fail
when maintainers, care, and governance are unsupported.

So the question is not only:
Can this protocol be repeated?
The better question is:

Can this protocol be repeated, adapted, cared for, remembered, and discontinued
when it no longer serves?

Continuity matters. But when continuity becomes more important than responsiveness, a
form can begin to protect itself rather than the need it was meant to serve. A protocol life
cycle helps prevent this.

A living protocol needs four conditions:

TABLE 8.5: Open Social Protocol Conditions

Living Protocol Condition What It Protects
Repeatability with adaptation Practices can travel without forcing every context to become the same.

Stewardship support Care, maintenance, documentation, onboarding, and conflict labor are

visible and supported.

Shared knowledge and history Context, versions, contribution records, adaptations, and forks remain

accessible, revisable, and protected where needed.

Lifecycle freedom People can adopt, adapt, fork, and discontinue protocols without treating

change as failure.
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These conditions hold together.

Repeatability without adaptation becomes control.
Adaptation without shared history becomes fragmentation.
Openness without stewardship becomes burnout.
Adoption without exit becomes dependency.

This is why Open Social Protocols should not be treated as static documents. They need a
simple life cycle.

People should be able to adopt a protocol when it serves a need.
They should be able to adapt it when their context requires change.
They should be able to fork it when needs diverge.

They should be able to discontinue it when it no longer serves.

This keeps protocols from becoming inherited obligations.

It also protects learning. A discontinued protocol is not necessarily a failed protocol. It may
have served a need for a time, revealed a tension, or helped people discover a better pattern.
A fork is not necessarily a split or breakdown. It may be a sign that different contexts require
different paths.

Living protocols also need visible stewardship. Someone has to help orient new participants,
maintain records, notice confusion, update versions, document changes, support conflict,
and care for the infrastructure that carries the protocol. If that work remains invisible, the
protocol may appear open while quietly depending on unpaid or exhausted people.

The study has already named this broader pattern: forms often celebrate participation while
under-supporting the labor that makes participation possible. Open Social Protocols should
avoid repeating that mistake.

Finally, living protocols need shared knowledge and history. People should be able to
understand where a protocol came from, what need it was meant to serve, what changed over
time, who contributed, what risks appeared, and what forks or adaptations exist. But not all
knowledge should be treated as public. Some knowledge is private, sacred, contextual,
sensitive, or held by specific communities. Openness must be balanced with consent and
care.

TRANSLATION PRINCIPLE

Open Social Protocols should be designed for living use. They should be repeatable
without becoming compliance, adaptable without losing shared knowledge and history,
open without ignoring stewardship, and easy to leave when they no longer serve the
need.
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8.6 What Open Social Protocols Must Avoid
Open Social Protocols are not automatically better because they are called protocols.

The form studies show that good language can hide old patterns. A form may call itself open
while remaining hard to influence. It may call itself democratic while practical authority stays
with a few people. It may call itself flexible while shifting risk onto participants. It may call

itself participatory while depending on invisible care and coordination labor.

Protocols can fall into the same trap.

A protocol can become a rule.

A protocol can become expert language.

A protocol can become a compliance system.

A protocol can become a brand.

A protocol can become infrastructure that people depend on but cannot shape.

This is why the study cannot simply move from forms to protocols as if protocols solve the

problem by themselves.

They do not.

Protocols only matter if they remain visible, revisable, contextual, and accountable to the

people using them.

TABLE 8.6: Open Social Protocol Risks

Risk to Avoid
Fixed protocols
Repeatability without adaptation

Openness without accessibility

governance
Context-free adoption

Contribution without
stewardship

Adoption without exit

Shared identity without shared
responsibility

‘ Infrastructure without shared

What It Can Become

Rules people inherit but cannot question
Compliance, standardization, or local suppression
Expert control or symbolic participation

Platform dependency or centralized authority

Universal method detached from lived conditions

Burnout, invisible labor, or capture

Dependency, obligation, or lock-in

Belonging without practice or accountability

These risks mirror the deeper findings of the study. Repeatability becomes control when
people are expected only to comply. Openness fails when it does not include care,
governance, and accountability. Infrastructure becomes dangerous when it is privately
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controlled or difficult to change. Shared identity becomes thin when it is not connected to
shared practice, contribution, and responsibility.

The goal is not to make protocols perfect.
The goal is to keep them alive.

A living protocol should make coordination easier without removing judgment. It should
help learning travel without forcing sameness. It should make adoption possible without
creating dependency. It should preserve shared knowledge and history without trapping
people inside inherited practice. It should support contribution without hiding the labor
required to sustain it.

Open Social Protocols should therefore remain open not only in access, but in use.

A protocol that cannot be ended becomes a rule.

A protocol that cannot be questioned becomes authority.
A protocol that cannot be adapted becomes compliance.
A protocol that cannot be forked becomes control.

People should be able to inspect them. Question them. Adapt them. Improve them. Fork
them. Discontinue them. Leave them.

That is what keeps a protocol from becoming another form of control.

TRANSLATION PRINCIPLE

Open Social Protocols should not become prettier rules. They should remain living
practices that people can inspect, question, adapt, improve, fork, or leave. Their
purpose is not to control coordination, but to keep shared practice visible, revisable,
contextual, and accountable.
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8.7 The Bridge Forward

The form studies began with a simple observation: no organizing story or form solves
everything. Each carries wisdom. Each carries risk. Each reveals something about how people
coordinate. Each also reveals what coordination can forget.

Part VIII has taken the next step. It has asked how useful patterns might become shareable
without becoming controlled.

That is the promise of Open Social Protocols.
Not as final answers, rules, proprietary methods, or another organizational form to copy.

But as visible, revisable, contextual practices that people can adopt, test, adapt, improve,
fork, or discontinue.

The study has shown that closed models often trap useful learning inside founders, firms,
platforms, brands, private infrastructure, expert methods, or institutional systems. It has
also shown that openness alone is not enough. Open practices still need context, stewardship,
shared infrastructure, contribution recognition, shared knowledge and history, adaptation,
and accountability.

This means Open Social Protocols must carry two commitments at the same time.

They must make useful patterns easier to share.
And they must keep those patterns from hardening into control.

They must help practices repeat.
And they must preserve the freedom to question, adapt, fork, or leave them.

They must make coordination easier.
And they must keep coordination connected to lived responsibility.

The deeper question is therefore not simply:
What protocols should be created?
Itis:

What kinds of open, revisable, shared practices would help people keep
relationship, responsibility, authority, contribution, benefit, knowledge, history,
and consequence connected?

That question becomes the practical field for future work.

It suggests that protocol development should begin where the study found recurring
separations:

e where authority separates from responsibility;

e where contribution separates from benefit;

e where knowledge and history separate from contributors;
e where infrastructure separates from participants;

e where repeatability becomes compliance;
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e where openness lacks care;
e where shared identity lacks shared responsibility;
e where stewardship becomes stability without adaptation.

Open Social Protocols do not remove these tensions.
They make them visible enough to work with.

They give people a way to name a practice, try it, record what happens, revise it, carry
learning forward, and branch when needed. They offer a way for social coordination to evolve
through transparent experimentation rather than proprietary control.

That is why protocols matter here.

They do not replace organizations, communities, networks, public institutions, or
place-based forms of responsibility. They help people make the practices inside those forms
more visible, shareable, adaptable, and accountable.

Open Social Protocols are not the only thing needed, but they may be the most appropriate
form for making useful social practices visible, testable, adaptable, versioned, forkable, and
shareable without trapping them inside proprietary models, brands, platforms, or
founder-dependent cultures.

The work ahead is not to invent a perfect model.

It is to create conditions for ongoing learning.

PART VIII INSIGHT

Organizing patterns become useful when they can be practiced without becoming fixed,
repeated without becoming compliance, shared without becoming captured, and
adapted without losing shared knowledge, history, and context. Open Social Protocols
are one way to help organizing stories remain shareable, revisable, contextual, and
accountable to the life they are meant to serve.
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PART IX

Related Works and Fields of Inquiry

This study does not begin from nothing.

Many fields have already studied how people organize shared resources, ownership,
contribution, governance, infrastructure, care, work, and community life. This study sits near
those fields, but it uses a specific lens: it compares organizing stories, the forms they take,
and the patterns they produce over time.

The aim is not only to describe existing forms. The aim is to notice what organizing stories
reveal as they become practices, infrastructure, and consequences: where they reconnect
responsibility, authority, contribution, knowledge, benefit, and consequence — and where
they separate them.

This part places the study in conversation with related work.

It does not offer a full literature review. That would require a much larger project. Instead, it
identifies bodies of work that help strengthen, test, question, and extend the pattern study.

9.1 Alternative Organizing Research

Alternative organizing research is one of the closest bodies of work to this study. Vijay,
Berkowitz, Huybrechts, Audebrand, Barros, and Fotaki’s “Another World is Possible, It’s
Already Here” reviews 50 years of research on alternative organizing and shows that the field
is broad, plural, and fragmented rather than centered on one organizational model. Their
review identifies multiple approaches to alternative organizing, including alternatives to the
corporate archetype, alternatives to the capitalist order, and alternatives to societal
oppression.

This is useful for the present study because it helps explain why the form studies include such
a diverse range: Indigenous and place-based ways of organizing, community groups, time
banks, start-ups, corporations, cooperatives, self-managed organizations, franchises,
platforms, open-source communities, networks, public institutions, and additional reference
forms. These forms do not all challenge the same thing. Some challenge the dominant firm.
Some challenge market exchange. Some challenge centralized infrastructure. Some challenge
social hierarchy or exclusion. Some are not alternatives in themselves, but reveal patterns
that future alternatives need to understand.
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The alternative organizing literature helps situate this study within a broader research field.
But this study takes a different approach. Rather than beginning with alternatives as a
category, it begins with organizing stories and patterns: what forms make possible, what they
make difficult, what infrastructure carries them, and what consequences they tend to
produce over time.

In that sense, this study is complementary to alternative organizing research. It asks how
useful patterns inside different organizing stories might be translated into Open Social
Protocols without copying the forms themselves or repeating their hidden separations.

9.2 Commons Governance

Commons governance is one of the closest fields to this study. It offers one of the clearest
bodies of work on how shared resources can be held by a story of collective responsibility
rather than private ownership or centralized control.

It asks how people govern shared resources without relying only on private ownership or
centralized state control. Elinor Ostrom’s work is especially important because it showed that
communities can create durable rules, norms, monitoring practices, conflict-resolution
processes, and nested governance arrangements for managing common-pool resources.

This matters because the pattern study is also concerned with shared responsibility. Many
organizing stories and forms depend on resources, knowledge, relationships, infrastructure,
or community trust that are not created by one person or one firm alone.

Commons governance helps the study ask:

Who has access?

Who makes the rules and monitors use?

Who resolves conflicts?

Who carries responsibility across time?

How are shared resources protected from both enclosure and neglect?
This field is especially relevant to public, mutual, commons-serving institutions, time banks,
open-source communities, networks, Indigenous and place-based forms, and Open Social

Protocols.

It also offers an important caution: shared resources do not govern themselves. A commons
requires practices, roles, boundaries, accountability, adaptation, and ongoing stewardship.
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9.3 Commons-Based Peer Production

Commons-based peer production examines how people contribute to shared projects outside
traditional markets and firms. It is especially useful here because it shows an organizing
story of contribution without employment, shared knowledge without centralized ownership,
and coordination without a traditional firm.

Yochai Benkler’s work is central here. Open-source software, Wikipedia, and other
peer-production systems show that large-scale work can happen through distributed
contribution, public knowledge, open licensing, modular tasks, peer review, shared records,
and voluntary participation.

This field is highly relevant to the study because it demonstrates that coordination does not
always require employment, hierarchy, ownership concentration, or centralized planning.

But peer production also reveals tensions that this study tracks closely. Open contribution
can depend on invisible labor. Maintainers can burn out. Governance can remain unclear.
Commercial actors can capture value from shared work. Participation can favor people with
time, confidence, skill, and access.

Commons-based peer production therefore strengthens two major findings of this study:

Open contribution is powerful.
Openness alone does not create care, accountability, or shared benefit.

This field is especially important for thinking about Open Social Protocols because it shows
how shared work can evolve through public contribution, revision, and forking — while also
showing why stewardship, contribution recognition, and benefit flow must be designed
intentionally.

9.4 The IETF and Open Protocol Development

The Internet Engineering Task Force offers one of the clearest examples of open protocol
development at scale.

The IETF is not simply a body that produces technical documents. It is a living
protocol-making culture. It combines open participation, working groups, public records,
mailing lists, proposals, deliberation, rough consensus, practical implementation, revision,
and long-term stewardship.

For this study, the deeper lesson is that open protocols need an organizing story of
participation, revision, implementation, and stewardship.

This matters deeply for the study’s turn toward Open Social Protocols.

The lesson is not that social coordination should copy the IETF directly. Technical protocols
and social protocols are not the same. Technical systems can often be tested against
interoperability, security, or performance criteria more directly than social practices can.
Social practices carry culture, relationship, history, power, care, place, conflict, and meaning.
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But the IETF shows something important: common ways of doing things can emerge through
transparent experimentation rather than proprietary control.

The Identity Woman IETF study is useful because it highlights the social infrastructure
behind protocol development: listening, deliberation, group memory, public process, tooling,
and collective improvement. It supports the argument that protocols are not only written
specifications. They require a culture, a process, and infrastructure capable of revising what
exists.

For Open Social Protocols, the IETF suggests several lessons:

e protocols need public records and version history;

e proposals need review, testing, and revision;

e participation should remain open enough for new contributors;
e working groups or communities of practice may be needed;

e implementation matters more than theory alone;

e the process that creates protocols must itself be visible and accountable;
e shared infrastructure must not become the hidden center of control.

The IETF also warns against treating protocols as magic. Protocols work only when there are
people, practices, tools, records, norms, and institutions capable of stewarding them.

9.5 Cooperative Studies

Cooperative studies examine forms of shared ownership, democratic governance, member
benefit, and cooperative enterprise.

This field is directly relevant to worker-owned cooperatives, credit unions, consumer
cooperatives, agricultural cooperatives, purchasing cooperatives, cooperative federations,
and platform cooperatives.

Cooperative studies help this pattern study ask how ownership, labor, governance,
responsibility, and benefit can be reconnected. They also show that legal ownership alone is
not enough. Members may formally own an organization while lacking the information,
education, time, confidence, or practical authority needed to shape it.

This field strengthens one of the study’s major findings:
Legal form is not lived practice.

Cooperative research also makes infrastructure visible. Strong cooperative systems often
depend on education, financing, legal support, federations, governance training, shared
reserves, conflict practices, and inter-cooperative support. Mondragon is especially
important because it shows that worker ownership at scale requires more than democratic
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ownership at the firm level. It requires finance, education, research, governance support, and
federation infrastructure.

Cooperative studies also help identify unresolved tensions: management distance, member
passivity, market pressure, capital access, non-member workers, community responsibility,
and the risk that cooperative identity becomes symbolic without deep participation.

9.6 Platform Cooperativism and Open Cooperativism

Platform cooperativism asks how digital platforms might be owned and governed by the
people who depend on them. Open cooperativism connects cooperative ownership with
commons-based production, open knowledge, and shared infrastructure.

These fields are especially relevant because the study examines gig platforms as one of the
clearest examples of infrastructure-mediated control. Gig platforms show that digital systems
can coordinate distributed work at enormous scale while centralizing control over data,
pricing, ratings, access, visibility, reputation, and exit.

Platform cooperativism responds to this by asking whether platform infrastructure can be
owned, governed, and stewarded differently.

This strengthens the study’s infrastructure finding:

The question is not only what the form is. The question is who owns, controls,
understands, changes, benefits from, and depends on the infrastructure.

Open cooperativism adds another layer. It suggests that shared ownership should not be
limited to internal membership alone. It should connect to commons, open knowledge,
shared tools, and broader community benefit.

For this study, these fields help bridge cooperatives, platforms, open-source communities,
networks, and Open Social Protocols. They show why future coordination systems need both
shared governance and open infrastructure.

9.7 Self-Management and Alternative Organizing

Self-management and alternative organizing research examines organizations that distribute
authority, reduce hierarchy, use autonomous teams, practice participatory decision-making,
or experiment with new forms of management.

Examples often include Buurtzorg, Morning Star, Semco, Haier, Nearsoft, worker
cooperatives, sociocratic organizations, holacratic organizations, and other participatory or
post-bureaucratic forms.

This field helps the study understand the difference between removing hierarchy and
building the conditions for distributed authority.

Self-managed organizations show that authority can move closer to the work. But they also
show that distributed authority requires structure: shared information, clear roles, peer

96



agreements, onboarding, conflict practices, decision pathways, coaching, and shared
knowledge systems.

This field strengthens another major study finding:
Removing managers does not remove the work of management.

Coordination still has to happen. Conflict still has to be held. Roles still need to be clarified.
New people still need to be formed into the system. Decisions still need to be made and
remembered. The question is whether that work is visible, supported, and shared — or
pushed informally onto participants.

Alternative organizing research also helps examine hidden hierarchy, founder dependence,
culture fit, emotional labor, role ambiguity, and the difficulty of scaling without recreating
bureaucracy.

9.8 Mutual Aid, Community Organizing, and Voluntary Associations

Mutual aid and voluntary associations show how people coordinate outside markets,
employment, and formal institutions.

They are important because they reveal the power of belonging, care, local trust, ritual,
repeated practice, and peer support. They show that people can meet needs through
relationships and local practices rather than through formal organizations alone.

This field helps the study resist a narrow focus on enterprise forms. Human coordination is
not only economic. People organize through recovery groups, neighborhood associations,
service clubs, religious communities, parent groups, civic organizations, disaster response
networks, local care circles, and informal systems of help.

Mutual aid also reveals a recurring tension: care work can become invisible, uneven,
gendered, exhausting, or concentrated in a few people. Voluntary participation can create
freedom, but also weak accountability. Informal trust can support action, but also hide
authority or exclusion.

This field therefore supports the study’s finding that:

Forms often celebrate participation while under-supporting the labor that makes
participation possible.

It is especially relevant for designing Open Social Protocols that do not only describe visible
practices, but also name the care, coordination, onboarding, documentation, and repair work
required to sustain them.

9.9 Community Wealth Building and Local Economic Democracy
Community wealth building examines how economic power, ownership, procurement,

finance, land, and enterprise can be organized to strengthen local communities rather than
extract wealth from them.
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This field includes work on community land trusts, anchor institutions, employee ownership,
cooperative development, local procurement, public banks, community investment, social
enterprises, and democratic local economies.

It matters because this study repeatedly finds that contribution and benefit are often
separated. Communities may provide workers, customers, trust, land, culture, infrastructure,
and public support while wealth, decision-making, and ownership flow elsewhere.

Community wealth building helps the study ask:
Does benefit circulate locally?
Who owns the assets?
Who governs the institutions?
Who captures the surplus?
Who carries the risk?
Does the form strengthen local capacity or create dependency?

This field is especially relevant to start-ups, small businesses, corporations, cooperatives,
franchises, public institutions, time banks, and networks.

It also helps extend the study beyond internal organizational design toward the surrounding
community conditions that forms create.

9.10 Institutional Design and Unintended Consequences

Institutional design studies how rules, roles, incentives, governance structures, norms, and
systems shape behavior over time.

This field is important because the study repeatedly observes that organizing stories and
forms do not only do what they intend. They produce effects. A rule designed for safety can
become compliance. A platform designed for access can become control. A legal form
designed for ownership can become passive membership. A ritual designed for continuity can
make questioning difficult.

Institutional design helps the study ask how patterns become durable and how unintended
consequences emerge.

It also supports the infrastructure section. Once choices become systems, they continue
shaping participation even after people forget why they were created.

This field is relevant across the entire study because every form contains institutional
patterns, whether formal or informal. It helps explain why good intentions are not enough.
What matters is how the form is carried by infrastructure, incentives, governance, records,
culture, and repeated practice.
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9.11 Organizational Ecology, Form Evolution, and Comparative Form
Studies

The study also belongs near work that examines how organizing stories and forms emerge,
spread, stabilize, compete, hybridize, and decline.

Rather than treating forms as fixed categories, this field helps ask why certain forms appear
in response to specific needs, pressures, technologies, legal systems, markets, cultures, or
failures of earlier forms.

This is useful because the form sequence in this study is not a simple timeline, but it does
suggest an evolutionary pattern. Community groups reveal belonging and care through
repeated practice. Time banks structure reciprocity. Start-ups show early organizing close to
risk and initiative. Corporations show durable coordination at scale. Cooperatives reconnect
labor and ownership. Self-management redistributes authority. Franchises repeat models.
Platforms coordinate through software. Open source makes shared work visible and forkable.
Networks coordinate across autonomy. Public and commons-serving institutions hold shared
responsibility beyond private benefit.

These forms did not emerge randomly.

They often appear because earlier forms solved some problems while creating others.
Studying form evolution helps clarify why new forms emerge, what pressures shape them,
and what tensions they inherit.

This field can help future versions of the study become more historically grounded.

9.12 Indigenous, Kinship-Based, and Place-Based Knowledge

Indigenous, kinship-based, and place-based ways of organizing require special care in any
related works section.

They are not simply another organizational theory. They are living traditions belonging to
specific peoples, lands, languages, ceremonies, histories, and responsibilities.

This study includes them because they reveal patterns that modern organizational studies
often miss: responsibility rooted in place, reciprocity, relationship, ceremony,
intergenerational knowledge, and future generations.

But the study must not treat these traditions as abstract tools to extract. They should not be
flattened into methods, models, or “best practices” for modern organizations.

Related work in Indigenous governance, Traditional Ecological Knowledge, kinship systems,
land-based education, and decolonial studies can help this study proceed with more respect
and precision. These fields can deepen the study’s understanding of relationship, place,
consent, stewardship, cultural continuity, and the harm caused when living knowledge is
removed from the communities that carry it.

This field also offers one of the strongest cautions for Open Social Protocols:
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Not everything should be open, portable, or forkable.

Some knowledge is sacred, private, contextual, relational, or held through responsibilities
that cannot be separated from place and people.

9.13 How This Study Differs

This study draws from all of these fields, but it is not identical to any one of them.

It is not only a study of commons governance.

It is not only a study of cooperatives.

It is not only a study of open-source communities.
It is not only a study of platforms.

It is not only a study of self-management.

It is not only a study of public institutions.

Its contribution is comparative.
It looks across many forms and asks what patterns appear repeatedly:

Where does authority separate from responsibility?

Where does contribution separate from benefit?

Where does knowledge separate from contributors?

Where does infrastructure separate from participants?

Where does repeatability become compliance?

Where does openness lack care?

Where does shared identity lack shared responsibility?

Where does stewardship become stability without adaptation?

The study is also translational.

It asks which patterns might become Open Social Protocols: visible, revisable, contextual
practices that people can adopt, adapt, fork, improve, or discontinue without depending on
one owner.

This is where the study moves from related works into future work.

The next step is not to declare a new model. It is to continue learning from existing forms,
deepen the related research, and begin translating selected patterns into open protocols that
can be tested in real contexts.
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Annotated Bibliography

This bibliography is preliminary. It identifies works and fields that help ground the study.

Devi Vijay, Héloise Berkowitz, Benjamin Huybrechts, Luc Audebrand, Marcos
Barros, and Marianna Fotaki — “Another World is Possible, It’s Already Here: A
Review and Research Agenda on Alternative Organizing”

This review is a key reference for situating the study within the broader field of alternative
organizing. It maps 50 years of research, identifies the field’s fragmentation, and
distinguishes approaches that challenge the corporate archetype, the capitalist order, and
societal oppression. It is especially useful because it shows that alternative organizing is not
one form or model, but a plural field of experiments, imaginaries, practices, frictions, and
outcomes. This study differs by using a pattern-study lens focused on separation, control,
extraction, openness, agency/responsibility, interdependence, infrastructure, and translation
into Open Social Protocols.

https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/annals.2024.0102
https://hal.science/hal-05132352v2/file/26%20June%2025%20Alternative%200rganizin
%20Review%20manuscript%20preprint.pdf

Elinor Ostrom — Governing the Commons

Ostrom’s work is foundational for understanding how communities govern shared resources
without relying only on private ownership or centralized state control. Her design principles
help explain how boundaries, rules, monitoring, sanctions, conflict resolution, recognition,
and nested governance can support durable commons. This is directly relevant to the study’s
focus on stewardship, shared infrastructure, community accountability, and the conditions
that allow shared resources to remain alive over time.

Commons governance is one of the closest fields to this study. Elinor Ostrom’s Governing
the Commons showed that communities can create durable institutions for common-pool
resources without relying only on privatization or centralized state control. This matters
because the pattern study is also concerned with shared responsibility, rules, monitoring,
conflict resolution, stewardship, and the infrastructure that allows common resources to
remain available over time.

https://www.actu-environnement.com/media/pdf/ostrom 1990.pdf
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Yochai Benkler — Commons-Based Peer Production

Benkler’s work helps explain how distributed people can produce shared knowledge,
software, and cultural resources outside traditional firms and markets. It is especially
relevant to open-source communities, Wikipedia-like systems, open knowledge, and Open
Social Protocols. The study draws from this field to understand how public contribution,
shared records, modular work, and open access can support coordination — while also asking
what happens when care, benefit, and governance remain unresolved.

The Wealth of Networks: How Social Production Transforms Markets and Freedom
Benkler’s book is one of the most important references for understanding commons-based
peer production, open knowledge, and networked social production. It helps ground this
study’s treatment of open-source communities, public records, versioning, distributed
contribution, and shared infrastructure. It is especially relevant because it shows how
coordination can happen outside traditional firms and markets, while also raising questions
about ownership, access, freedom, and the conditions that allow distributed contribution to
flourish.

“Coase’s Penguin, or, Linux and the Nature of the Firm”

This article is useful as a focused explanation of commons-based peer production. It helps
clarify how projects such as Linux reveal a mode of coordination that is not organized
primarily through market pricing or managerial hierarchy. It can serve as a more specific
companion to The Wealth of Networks in the open-source and peer-production sections.

Identity Woman — IETF Study

The IETF study is important because it examines the social process behind open technical
protocol development. It shows that protocols are not only documents; they depend on
working groups, public records, deliberation, listening, tooling, practical implementation,
and collective revision. For this study, the IETF is a reference point for how shared practices
can evolve through transparent experimentation rather than proprietary control. It also
cautions that protocols need a living culture and infrastructure capable of stewarding them.

The IETF offers a practical reference for open protocol development. Kaliya Young’s IETF
study helps show that protocols are not only documents; they depend on open participation,
working groups, deliberation, public records, tooling, implementation, and shared culture.
This supports the study’s argument that Open Social Protocols need more than written
practices. They need living infrastructure and a protocol-making culture.

https://identitywoman.net/wp-content/uploads/TETF-Version-1.0.pdf

Trebor Scholz and Platform Cooperativism

Platform cooperativism asks how digital platforms might be owned and governed by the
workers, users, and communities that depend on them. This field is directly relevant to the
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study’s analysis of gig platforms, algorithmic control, data capture, reputation systems, and
privately owned coordination infrastructure. It helps frame the question of whether platform
power can be redesigned through shared ownership, democratic governance, and cooperative
infrastructure.

Open Cooperativism

Open cooperativism connects cooperative ownership with commons-based production, open
knowledge, and shared infrastructure. It is useful because it extends cooperative thinking
beyond internal member benefit toward broader commons stewardship. For this study, open
cooperativism helps bridge worker cooperatives, open-source communities, networks,
platform cooperativism, and Open Social Protocols.

n-cooperativism/

Cooperative Studies and Worker Ownership Research

Research on cooperatives provides an important foundation for understanding member
ownership, democratic governance, surplus distribution, cooperative education, federation,
and the difference between formal ownership and lived stewardship. This field is especially
relevant to the worker-owned cooperative section, where the study asks how labor,
ownership, governance, responsibility, and benefit can be reconnected — and why legal
ownership alone is not enough.

Mondragon Case Studies

Mondragon is one of the most important examples of worker ownership at scale. It shows
how cooperative enterprise may require finance, education, research, governance support,
shared services, and federation infrastructure. It also reveals tensions around management
distance, market pressure, member participation, and scale. Mondragon helps the study see
both the promise and difficulty of cooperative systems.

Self-Management and Alternative Organizing Literature

Research on self-management, autonomous teams, participatory governance, sociocracy,
holacracy, and post-bureaucratic organizations helps examine what happens when authority
moves closer to the work. This field is relevant to Buurtzorg, Morning Star, Semco, Haier,
Nearsoft, and other organizations that challenge conventional hierarchy. It supports the
study’s finding that distributed authority requires strong structure: roles, shared
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information, onboarding, conflict practices, decision pathways, coaching, and shared
knowledge systems.

Buurtzorg Case Studies

Buurtzorg is important because it grounds self-management in care work. Its nurse-led
neighborhood teams show how authority, responsibility, and relationship can be brought
closer to patients and local context. Buurtzorg helps the study understand the strength of
small self-governing teams, while also raising questions about support infrastructure,
coaching, replication, and the conditions that allow self-management to remain coherent.

Morning Star and Peer Commitment Systems

Morning Star is a useful example of self-management in an industrial setting. Its peer
commitments and no-manager structure help the study examine how work can be
coordinated through explicit agreements rather than conventional hierarchy. It is especially
relevant to questions of role clarity, peer accountability, conflict, and how management work
is redistributed.

Franchise Studies and Replication Models

Franchise research helps explain how business practices become repeatable across locations
through brand systems, training, manuals, supplier relationships, quality control, and
operating procedures. This field is relevant because franchises show both the power and
danger of repeatability. They help the study see how working knowledge becomes
infrastructure — and how repeatability can become compliance when local operators cannot
adapt or govern the system.

Gig Work and Platform Labor Research

Research on gig work and platform labor helps examine how digital platforms coordinate
distributed work while shifting risk and centralizing control. This field is relevant to Uber,
Lyft, DoorDash, TaskRabbit, Upwork, and similar platforms. It helps the study analyze
algorithmic management, ratings, pricing control, data capture, independent contractor
status, reputation lock-in, and infrastructure dependency.
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Open-Source Governance Research

Open-source governance research examines maintainers, contribution pathways, issue
tracking, peer review, licenses, forks, foundations, community norms, and corporate
participation. This field helps the study understand both the strength of open-source
communities and their tensions: maintainer burnout, governance ambiguity, unpaid labor,
uneven recognition, and commercial capture.

Mutual Aid and Voluntary Association Studies

Research on mutual aid, voluntary associations, civic groups, service organizations, and
peer-support communities helps explain how people coordinate through belonging, repeated
practice, local trust, ritual, care, and shared identity. This field is relevant to community
groups and time banks. It also helps the study see why participation depends on
often-invisible care and coordination labor.

Time Banking Literature

Time banking literature is important for understanding reciprocal exchange outside
conventional money. It helps the study examine how care, service, and everyday contribution
can be recognized through time credits. It also reveals tensions around trust, matching, equal
valuation of time, coordination labor, safety, participation imbalance, and the limits of
reciprocal systems inside a money-based economy.

Community Wealth Building

Community wealth building research examines how ownership, procurement, land, finance,
anchor institutions, employee ownership, and local enterprise can strengthen communities
rather than extract from them. This field is relevant to the study’s repeated concern with
whether benefit circulates locally or flows away from the people and places that generate it.

Public Administration and Commons-Serving Institutions

Public administration and institutional research help examine public mandates,
accountability, professional administration, service continuity, bureaucracy, political
capture, underfunding, and public access. This field is relevant to public libraries, public
schools, municipal services, public utilities, and other commons-serving institutions. It helps
the study understand the difference between formal accountability and lived accountability.
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Indigenous Governance and Traditional Ecological Knowledge

This field is essential for deepening the study’s treatment of Indigenous, kinship-based, and
place-based ways of organizing. It can help the study better understand land-based
responsibility, relational governance, ceremony, elders, oral and embodied knowledge,
kinship, reciprocity, and intergenerational stewardship. It also provides a necessary ethical
caution: such knowledge must not be abstracted or extracted from the peoples, places, and
responsibilities that carry it.

DAO and Web3 Governance Research

DAO and Web3 governance research helps examine tokenized governance, transparent
records, programmable treasuries, voting systems, protocol communities, and digital
coordination. It is relevant as an additional reference field because DAOs make certain
records and decisions visible, but also reveal risks around token concentration, low
participation, technical complexity, governance capture, speculation, and the gap between
transparency and accountability.

Organizational Ecology and Form Evolution

Organizational ecology and related form-evolution research help explain how organizing
stories and forms emerge, spread, stabilize, hybridize, and decline. This field can help future
versions of the study better understand why new forms appear in response to the limitations
of earlier ones, and how forms evolve under pressure from markets, law, technology, culture,
infrastructure, and social need.

Institutional Design and Unintended Consequences

Institutional design helps explain how rules, incentives, roles, routines, and systems produce
effects over time. This field is relevant to the entire study because the study repeatedly
observes that forms do not only do what they intend. They produce consequences.
Institutional design helps the study examine how good intentions become durable patterns,
and how those patterns can support participation or produce separation, dependency,
extraction, and control.

Other link work in progress:

https://community.openfoodnetwork.org/uploads/default/original /1X/10e2ac4655f51407e5
3¢114160b6cdaddd488c82.pdf

https://euricse.eu -content/uploads/2017/03/WP-90 _17-Tortia.pdf
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EsBF2DEEBA76E4F2D45741143

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0090261625000
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