
 

 

 



THE FOUNDER LOTTERY  
 

 

 

THE FOUNDER LOTTERY 

Entrepreneurship After Generative AI, the Red Queen Economy,​

and the Case for Decentralised Brands 

2026 

 

A statistical, psychological and institutional argument for founders who must survive the AI 

wave by moving from isolated risk to shared trust architectures. 

 

2 



THE FOUNDER LOTTERY  
 

Copyright © [2026] Sînică Alboaie 
All rights reserved. 

 
KDP publishing rights held by Outfinity SRL (Iași, Romania). 
Usage rights granted to Outfinity Sagl (Caslano, Switzerland). 
Available for free on the Outfinity Venture Studio website (www.outfinity.ch). 

 

Artificial intelligence systems were used as editorial and research instruments.​
The argument, selection, and authorial responsibility belong to Sînică Alboaie. 

 
Author's Note on Methodology: 
This volume was created as part of the overarching Outfinitism research program. While Artificial 
Intelligence language models were used to aid in text generation, the foundational philosophy, 
thematic structure, and analytical approach are exclusively derived from the author's decades of 
dedicated study of social phenomena and social technologies. This book stands as a primary 
vehicle for defining and expressing the concepts of Outfinitism. 

 

 

3 



THE FOUNDER LOTTERY  
 

 

 

Contents 

 

Preface. Why the Founder Must Learn to Build Shared Games...........................................5 
Chapter 1. The Median Founder and the Power-Law World.................................................7 
Chapter 2. The Red Queen Economy After Generative AI................................................. 16 
Chapter 3. The Entrepreneurial Casino and the Pleasure of Randomness........................24 
Chapter 4. Attention, Legitimacy and the Inflation of Insight...............................................30 
Chapter 5. The Human Animal Under Permanent Audition................................................ 37 
Chapter 6. Collaboration, Its Mechanics and Its Betrayals................................................. 47 
Chapter 7. From Founders to Institution Creators...............................................................57 
Chapter 8. Elite Overproduction, Resentment and the Almost Chosen..............................68 
Chapter 9. Decentralised Brands and the Shared Ocean...................................................79 
Chapter 10. A Post-Founder Doctrine for Entrepreneurs....................................................95 
References........................................................................................................................107 

 

4 



THE FOUNDER LOTTERY  
 

Preface. Why the Founder Must Learn to Build Shared Games 

This consolidated manuscript keeps the title The Founder Lottery because the title 

names the deepest wound. The lottery is not only the probability distribution of startup 

outcomes. It is the civilizational habit of asking individuals to carry social experimentation 

alone, then decorating the few survivors as proof that the game is fair. The first draft made 

the statistical accusation. The later Red Queen argument showed that generative AI will 

not automatically end the race; it will often make the race cheaper to enter, faster to lose, 

and harder to interpret. The polemical reflection on attention then added a harsher layer: in 

a world able to manufacture insight at scale, legitimacy, attention and trust become more 

scarce than production itself. 

The audience of this book is the entrepreneur, but not only the entrepreneur in the 

narrow startup sense. It is written for the founder of a company, a school, a laboratory, a 

clinic, a research commons, a professional network, a local production system, an 

open-source ecosystem, a media institution, or a civic movement. The future entrepreneur 

is an institution creator. The question is no longer only how to build a company. The 

question is how to build shared games in which human ambition, AI-amplified productivity, 

and the old hunger for status do not collapse into waste, resentment, gambling behaviour, 

or feudal dependence on platforms. 

The argument is sober, but it refuses to be polite in the wrong places. Much of the 

current entrepreneurial culture looks like a casino with a motivational poster above the 

door. The randomness is not accidental; it is part of the pleasure. The near miss, the 

almost-funded round, the almost-viral launch, the almost-acquisition, the 

almost-conversation with the powerful person, the almost-product-market fit: these 

experiences keep people spinning. AI increases the number of spins. It lets one person 

create more decks, more prototypes, more posts, more books, more experiments, more 

surfaces of plausibility. But if the selection layer remains narrow, opaque and status-driven, 

more spins do not mean more freedom. They mean a more efficient slot machine. 

The constructive answer is not withdrawal from markets and not romantic collectivism. 

The answer proposed here is decentralised brands: shared names governed as commons, 
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with standards, registries, contribution memory, treasuries, dispute procedures, AI-assisted 

coordination and credible rights to fork. A decentralised brand is not a token with a logo. It 

is a constitutional trust layer. It is a way to preserve entrepreneurial agency while reducing 

the pointless duplication of trust infrastructure. It is also a way to redirect the surplus 

ambition of the AI age from personal branding, resentment and micro-elite war into 

institution building. 

The book uses insights from the red-ocean and blue-ocean strategy tradition, but it 

treats them more harshly. A red ocean is the bloody market of existing demand and direct 

competition; a blue ocean is newly created market space where competition becomes less 

relevant [Kim and Mauborgne 2015]. AI makes red oceans redder by compressing 

production advantages and flooding visible markets with competent surfaces. It also 

makes many blue oceans temporary, because a useful new pattern can be copied, 

narrated and saturated faster than before. The deeper opportunity is not merely to find a 

blue ocean, but to build a shared ocean: a governed market commons where creative 

energy can compound without requiring every capable person to become a solitary 

founder. 

The final message is practical. Entrepreneurship must adapt in the face of the AI wave. 

The old model is wasteful: too much duplicated overhead, too much performative 

competition, too much psychological exposure, too much trust rebuilt from zero, too much 

value captured by platforms and prestige filters after the difficult work has been done. 

Entrepreneurs should learn collaboration as seriously as they learn product, sales and 

fundraising. They should build shared infrastructures of trust, not only private surfaces of 

genius. The future will still reward courage. But the better courage may be constitutional: 

the courage to build institutions in which others can also win without destroying the game. 
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Chapter 1. The Median Founder and the Power-Law World 

The old story says that the market is open and the founder only needs courage. The 
statistical story is less flattering. It says that the market is open in the same way a 
casino is open: entry is permitted, variance is celebrated, the winners are lit from 
above, and the architecture of the room remains quietly owned by someone else. 

This chapter begins with the central statistical accusation. Entrepreneurial 
capitalism, as it is culturally sold to the median person, does not make sense unless 
autonomy, identity and meaning are counted as compensation for a poor financial 
distribution. That does not make entrepreneurship irrational in every case. It makes 
the public mythology intellectually dishonest. 

The most common defence of entrepreneurial capitalism is not a formal model. It is a 

story. A person sees a problem, starts a company, works hard, finds customers, grows, 

creates jobs, becomes independent, and proves that open markets reward initiative. The 

story is not false. Many such people exist. The difficulty is that the story is not a statistical 

description of the population. It is a moral narrative extracted from a selected sample of 

survivors. A society can be full of true founder stories and still be statistically misleading 

about what usually happens to founders. 

A useful economic argument begins by refusing to confuse the mean with the median. 

A small number of extreme winners can raise the mean while the median participant 

receives little or negative economic reward after risk adjustment. This is familiar in venture 

capital, entertainment, sports, scientific prestige, social media, and many other 

winner-take-most fields. The same logic applies to entrepreneurship. The public 

imagination is built from the upper tail. Most entrepreneurial experience occurs outside that 

tail. It is quiet, local, poorly documented, and often emotionally expensive. 

The claim that entrepreneurship does not make statistical sense therefore has a 

specific definition. It means that, for a broad class of individuals, founding an isolated 

business is not a rational economic strategy when compared with the best available 

employment or collaborative alternative, unless the person gives very high value to 

autonomy, identity, control, or non-financial meaning. If someone chooses self-employment 

because they value autonomy more than income security, the decision can be humanly 
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rational. But it should not be sold as a generally superior economic path. To present it as a 

universal route to prosperity is a category error. 

The empirical anchors point in the same direction. The UK Office for National Statistics 

reported that the five-year survival rate for UK businesses born in 2019 and surviving into 

2024 was 38.4 percent, while the high-growth rate among qualifying businesses reached 

only 4.9 percent in 2024 [ONS 2024]. Eurostat reported 3.5 million enterprise births and 

2.8 million preliminary enterprise deaths in the EU in 2023, with birth and death rates close 

enough to reveal the churn behind the rhetoric of new business creation [Eurostat 2025]. 

Barton Hamilton's well-known study of self-employment found that most entrepreneurs 

entered and remained in business despite lower initial earnings and lower earnings growth 

than paid employment, implying a median earnings differential of about 35 percent after 

ten years [Hamilton 2000]. Hurst and Pugsley argued that many small businesses are not 

founded with the high-growth, innovation-centred intentions that dominate policy rhetoric 

[Hurst and Pugsley 2011]. 

These findings do not mean that entrepreneurship is worthless. They mean that 

entrepreneurship is heterogeneous. The corner shop, the consultant, the restaurant, the 

software startup, the venture-backed AI company, the freelancer, the franchise operator, 

the local service provider, and the scientific-platform founder all belong to different worlds. 

The myth collapses them into one heroic image. Statistical honesty separates them. It asks 

whether the median actor in each category is compensated for the risk they assume. In 

many categories, the answer appears to be no, or at least not in money. 

This is where the argument becomes institutional. A society needs experimentation. It 

needs people to try new businesses, new services, new technologies, new social models, 

and new forms of coordination. But the current entrepreneurial mythology often treats 

experimentation as an individual obligation. It asks people to absorb the cost of market 

discovery alone. The founder pays the cost of learning whether customers exist, whether 

regulations can be navigated, whether marketing works, whether distribution can be 

obtained, and whether a business model is defensible. If the founder fails, the information 

may still be socially useful, but the loss is private. 
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The deeper problem is that many of the assets required for entrepreneurial success are 

not individual assets. Trust is social. Brand is social. Standards are social. Distribution is 

networked. Reputation is collective memory. Legal templates, procurement credibility, data 

assets, technical tooling, and compliance infrastructure are expensive common goods. The 

isolated founder must either build them from zero, rent them from platforms, or operate 

without them. Large firms do not face the same arithmetic. They amortise these assets 

across many experiments. The small founder pays retail price for uncertainty. 

The argument therefore treats entrepreneurship not as a personality trait but as a 

risk-allocation system. The central question is not whether founders are brave. Many are. It 

is not whether some founders become rich. Some do. The central question is whether the 

institutional design of entrepreneurial capitalism allocates risk and reward in a way that 

makes sense for the median participant. If it does not, then society needs a new unit of 

economic organisation between the isolated founder and the centralised corporation. 

The proposed unit is the decentralised brand. It is a shared trust and coordination layer 

that allows many operators to act entrepreneurially without each having to recreate the 

entire infrastructure of market legitimacy. It keeps individual agency but reduces duplicated 

risk. It permits competition inside a common reputation framework. It allows exit through 

fork rather than collapse. It can be more market-compatible than classical collectivism and 

less extractive than platform capitalism. Its purpose is simple: to convert entrepreneurial 

risk from a lonely gamble into a distributed, governed, testable economic process. 

The founder lottery is not a metaphor for randomness alone. Skill matters. Timing 

matters. Networks matter. Product quality matters. Discipline matters. But a lottery can 

contain skill and still remain a lottery if the variance is so large, the payoffs so skewed, and 

the base rates so punishing that the median participant cannot reasonably expect the 

advertised reward. Poker contains skill; most players still lose to the rake, the variance, 

and stronger tables. Entrepreneurial capitalism often has the same structure. The social 

story emphasises agency. The statistical structure emphasises selection. 

The first distortion is survivorship bias. The founders who become cultural examples are 

precisely the ones who survived. They write books, give interviews, appear on podcasts, 
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become case studies, and teach others how success supposedly happened. Their 

accounts may be sincere, but they are not population data. The failed founder usually 

disappears from the public record. The cafe closes. The software product loses its domain. 

The agency changes name. The freelancer returns to employment. The family savings are 

quietly gone. These non-events rarely become cultural evidence. 

The second distortion is ambiguity of payoff. A founder may earn little money and still 

say the experience was worth it because it produced autonomy, learning, identity, 

community, or personal dignity. That subjective truth should be respected. But it should not 

be converted into an economic proof that entrepreneurship pays. Hamilton's study is 

important precisely because it separates economic return from non-pecuniary benefit. If 

people persist in self-employment despite lower initial earnings and lower earnings growth, 

then the decision may be explained by autonomy and identity, not by superior financial 

expectation [Hamilton 2000]. A humane society should make room for such choices. It 

should not confuse them with an efficient wealth strategy. 

The third distortion is the difference between firm birth and firm growth. A large number 

of firm births can coexist with a weak entrepreneurial economy if many firms are small, 

fragile, necessity-driven, low-margin, and short-lived. Eurostat's data on millions of births 

and deaths in the EU should be read in that spirit [Eurostat 2025]. Churn is not 

automatically vitality. It can be vitality when it represents cheap experimentation and rapid 

reallocation. It can be waste when it represents duplicated administrative effort, repeated 

failure to access distribution, personal debt, and the endless recreation of the same weak 

businesses under different names. 

The fourth distortion is the narrative of hustle. If failure can always be explained by 

insufficient effort, bad mindset, poor execution, weak passion, or inadequate grit, then the 

system is never examined. The entrepreneur becomes responsible for every negative 

outcome. This is rhetorically convenient because it turns structural disadvantages into 

moral defects. But many disadvantages are not individual. They include lack of inherited 

capital, lack of safety net, weaker networks, lower ability to absorb regulatory costs, higher 

customer-acquisition costs, poor access to procurement, inability to hire specialists, 
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platform dependence, and no trusted brand. These variables are not side issues. They are 

the terrain. 

The fifth distortion is optionality asymmetry. A large corporation can launch many 

experiments, shut down failures, redeploy staff, reuse technology, exploit existing 

customer relationships, and absorb reputational loss. A founder has far fewer parallel 

options. The founder's time is concentrated in one bet. The founder's savings are 

concentrated in one bet. The founder's reputation may be concentrated in one bet. If the 

project fails after five years, the lost compounding of salary, pension contributions, 

professional development, and social stability is not fully recoverable. The public story calls 

this courage. A statistical model calls it concentration risk. 

A serious founder calculus must therefore include opportunity cost. Suppose an 

employee can earn a stable salary, build skills, accumulate savings, and maintain health 

insurance or equivalent benefits. The founder must beat not only zero; the founder must 

beat the counterfactual life path. A business that survives but pays less than paid 

employment is not necessarily a financial success. A business that pays the same but 

requires higher stress, debt, and unpaid family labour may also be inferior. A business that 

finally succeeds after eight years may still have destroyed enough compounding time to be 

worse than the employment alternative for the median actor. 

This does not imply that people should stop founding businesses. It implies that society 

should stop presenting the isolated founder as the default symbol of economic maturity. A 

better system would ask which components of entrepreneurial risk can be shared without 

killing initiative. Legal templates can be shared. Brand trust can be shared. Compliance 

infrastructure can be shared. AI assistants can be shared. Reputation records can be 

shared. Procurement channels can be shared. Training can be shared. Product-quality 

standards can be shared. The founder would still need to create, sell, care, adapt, and 

serve customers. But they would no longer be forced to rebuild the entire institutional stack 

alone. 

The founder lottery becomes especially irrational when the same failed experiment is 

repeated by thousands of isolated people. A city can have hundreds of small service 
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providers each paying separately for branding, legal advice, websites, advertising, 

bookkeeping, customer support systems, procurement credibility, payment tooling, and 

training. Many are not failing because their human contribution is worthless. They fail 

because the institutional overhead is too large relative to their scale. Decentralised brands 

are one answer to this overhead problem. They create a shared layer in which the local 

entrepreneur can remain local, but the expensive credibility layer is collective. 

The most damaging effect of the founder lottery is psychological. When a culture turns 

low-probability success into a moral test, people interpret statistical failure as personal 

failure. They internalise a distributional outcome as shame. They conclude that they lacked 

courage, intelligence, discipline, or vision. The truth is often less dramatic and more 

political: they played a game whose rules were written for actors with more capital, 

stronger brands, deeper networks, and better loss absorption. A civilisation that wants 

experimentation should not humiliate the experimenter for revealing the base rate. 

The next step is to see that the lottery is not an exception inside capitalism. It is one 

expression of a broader power-law machine. The market may be formally open, but the 

resources that convert effort into durable advantage are unequally distributed before the 

founder begins. Capital, brand, trust, inherited networks, customer access, legal tolerance, 

data and time to learn all operate like hidden multipliers. 

Capitalism is often defended as if it were a flat field of exchange. In the moral picture, 

buyers choose, sellers compete, bad firms disappear, good firms grow, and wealth follows 

value creation. This picture contains truth, but it misses the statistical geometry of modern 

markets. Many markets are not flat. They are shaped by cumulative advantage. Small 

differences in capital, trust, distribution, data, and timing can compound into enormous 

differences in outcome. Once such compounding begins, the market ceases to resemble a 

fair race and begins to resemble a power-law machine. 

A power-law distribution is one in which a small number of outcomes dominate the total. 

In such systems, the mean is often misleading. The average can be high while the typical 

participant receives little. This is why the economy can generate spectacular wealth and 

still feel irrational to the median person. Aggregate success does not automatically imply 
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broad participation in success. The World Inequality Report 2026 states that the top 10 

percent of the global population own roughly three quarters of global wealth while the 

bottom half hold only about 2 percent [World Inequality Lab 2026]. That fact is not merely 

moral background. It changes the meaning of entrepreneurial advice. Telling people with 

little capital to compete in capital-amplifying systems is not neutral encouragement. It is an 

instruction to enter a game whose payoff structure is already steeply unequal. 

Industry concentration adds another layer. OECD work reports that, across 15 

European countries and 127 narrowly defined industries, the combined market share of the 

leading four firms rose from 26 percent in 2000 to 32 percent in 2019, while markups 

increased on average and particularly in digital-intensive industries [OECD 2026]. De 

Loecker, Eeckhout, and Unger documented a large rise in aggregate markups in the 

United States from about 21 percent above marginal cost in 1980 to about 61 percent in 

their endpoint, with the increase driven by the upper tail rather than the median firm [De 

Loecker et al. 2020]. These findings matter because they show that the typical firm is not 

necessarily becoming more powerful. The powerful firms are becoming more powerful. 

This distinction is central. The public often defends capitalism by pointing to firm 

creation, small-business passion, and entrepreneurial freedom. But the distribution of 

power inside capitalism is increasingly shaped by the largest firms, not by the median firm. 

If concentration rises and the median markup does not, the median business owner may 

face harsher competition, higher platform rents, weaker bargaining power, and more 

dependence on dominant infrastructures. The system can be pro-business in aggregate 

while being hostile to small business in practice. It can celebrate entrepreneurship while 

transferring the gains of entrepreneurship upward. 

The mechanism is not mysterious. Intangible assets scale differently from physical 

assets. A brand can be reused across millions of transactions. Software can be copied at 

low marginal cost. Data becomes more valuable when aggregated. A distribution network 

becomes more powerful when it reaches more customers. A platform becomes more 

useful when more users, sellers, developers, and advertisers depend on it. Legal and 

regulatory teams become more efficient when their cost is spread across large revenue. AI 

models improve with compute, data, feedback, deployment, and integration. These are 
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compounding assets. The isolated founder does not simply compete against another shop. 

The founder competes against accumulated institutional memory. 

This is why the phrase 'free market' can obscure the practical issue. A market can be 

formally free and substantively asymmetric. Nobody may forbid a new entrepreneur from 

entering, but entry is not the same as credible participation. The entrepreneur must earn 

attention in an attention-saturated environment, trust in a fraud-saturated environment, 

distribution in a platform-mediated environment, and capital in a winner-filtering investment 

environment. Formal permission to compete is therefore much weaker than it appears. A 

person can be free to open a shop in a desert. The freedom is real. The opportunity may 

not be. 

The power-law machine also distorts innovation. In theory, many small experiments 

should create diverse discovery. In practice, the cost of reaching customers and surviving 

long enough to learn can eliminate diversity before it matures. Venture capital solves this 

for a small subset of high-growth candidates, but it introduces its own power law. It 

requires scale, exit potential, and growth narratives that do not match most socially useful 

businesses. Local care, education, research tooling, cultural production, scientific 

infrastructure, privacy technology, small-scale manufacturing, and community services 

may be valuable without fitting venture logic. They need experimentation infrastructure, not 

necessarily venture acceleration. 

The result is a paradox. Capitalism requires entrepreneurs for renewal, but centralised 

capitalism often makes isolated entrepreneurship statistically irrational. It needs people to 

explore markets, but it undercompensates many explorers. It praises decentralised 

initiative, but it centralises the assets that make initiative successful. It needs pluralism, but 

it rewards monopolistic or oligopolistic compounding. It says the market will select, but the 

selection environment is structured by previous selections. This does not prove that 

capitalism should be abandoned. It proves that capitalism needs constitutional constraints 

and new shared institutions if it wants to remain compatible with broad economic agency. 

The decentralised-brand thesis enters here. If brand, trust, standards, tooling, 

reputation, and distribution are among the major sources of compounding power, then a 
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more equitable economy must make some of these assets shareable without turning them 

into state monopolies. The answer is not to remove brand from markets. That would be 

impossible, because people need symbols of reliability. The answer is to change the 

ownership and governance of brand. The brand should become a commons that many 

operators can use, improve, and fork under transparent rules. In such a system, the 

compounding asset is no longer exclusively owned by a corporation. It is stewarded by a 

community of contributors and users. 

This is not a utopian claim that decentralisation removes inequality. Every governance 

system creates elites, bottlenecks, reputational hierarchies, and coordination costs. The 

question is whether those hierarchies are contestable, auditable, and forkable. Centralised 

capitalism often allows exit only by starting again from zero. A decentralised brand should 

allow exit with memory. It should preserve contribution records, quality history, and 

legitimate claims to shared assets. That single difference changes the statistical game. 

Failure of a leadership group need not destroy the whole economic community. A fork can 

become a safety valve rather than a civil war. 

This is why the book speaks to entrepreneurs without flattering them. A serious 

entrepreneur should want statistical truth more than motivational anesthesia. To know that 

the game is skewed is not to become passive. It is to stop confusing courage with an 

inability to read the room. The question is how to redesign the room. 
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Chapter 2. The Red Queen Economy After Generative AI 

The first promise of generative AI was relief. The small team would become larger, 
the weak founder would gain leverage, and the individual would be able to produce 
what once required a department. The promise was partly true. The trap is that 
every other ambitious person receives a related tool. A private advantage becomes 
a public baseline, and the Red Queen starts running again. 

The post-AI economy does not abolish scarcity. It relocates scarcity from production 
to selection. Content, code, images, drafts, strategies and analyses become easier. 
Attention, trust, legitimacy, customer patience, institutional absorption and status do 
not become proportionally easier. This chapter follows that relocation. 

The first mistake in thinking about generative AI is to treat it only as a private 

productivity tool. At the surface, the description is correct. A person writes faster, codes 

faster, edits faster, summarizes faster, and prototypes faster. But social systems do not 

reward output in isolation. They reward output relative to other outputs, relative to available 

attention, relative to institutional bottlenecks, and relative to the signals trusted by 

selectors. A tool that makes everyone more productive can therefore increase pressure 

rather than reduce it. 

The classic Red Queen problem is relational. Movement is necessary, but the 

environment moves too. A new advantage becomes a new baseline. The first people who 

master professional design look credible; later, polished design becomes normal. The first 

researchers who use automated search gain an advantage; later, committees expect more 

exhaustive reviews. The first creators who master video editing differentiate themselves; 

later, video fluency becomes a minimum. Every escape route becomes an entrance fee. 

Generative AI intensifies this logic because it compresses the time between advantage 

and baseline. Older technologies diffused through training, capital expenditure, and 

organizational restructuring. Generative AI diffuses through interfaces. A student, 

consultant, founder, civil servant, or activist can use similar rhetorical machinery within 

minutes. This does not make the resulting work equal, but it does make the surface of 

competence easier to imitate. Once the surface is cheap, the social system searches for 

other signals: pedigree, network, speed, taste, trust, physical presence, charisma, insider 

reputation, and proof that one is not merely another synthetic voice in the flood. 
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The Stanford AI Index reported that generative AI reached 53 percent adoption in three 

years and that organizational AI adoption rose to 88 percent, while the strongest frontier 

models remained largely produced by industry [HAI-2026]. The economic meaning is 

direct: access to the interface becomes broad, while control over infrastructure remains 

narrow. A freelancer, teacher, lawyer, doctor, or founder can now produce artifacts that 

would once have required a team. Yet the same person still needs distribution, clients, 

legitimacy, compute, capital, data access, legal protection, and a trusted name. AI expands 

the output side faster than it expands the selection side. 

The result is a civilization in which almost everyone can create something presentable 

and almost everyone feels more replaceable. The deep anxiety is not that machines will 

write a sentence or generate an image. The deeper anxiety is that humans will have to 

prove, again and again, why their sentence, image, decision, organization, or life deserves 

attention in a market of infinite substitutes. This is why the phrase forced to perform is 

more precise than merely automated or disrupted. The person is not only displaced by the 

machine. The person is compelled to perform through the machine, against other people 

performing through the same machine, before institutions that cannot evaluate the flood 

they have invited. 

This Red Queen is not limited to startup founders. It reaches researchers asked to 

publish more, teachers asked to personalize more, doctors asked to document more, 

managers asked to communicate more, artists asked to brand more, activists asked to 

signal more, and students asked to appear exceptional earlier. The machine expands 

output; institutions expand expectations; humans internalize the race. The old question 

was whether one could do the work. The new question is whether one can remain 

selectable in a world where everyone can display a polished version of the work. 

The practical question is therefore not whether AI improves productivity. It often does. 

The harder question is what productivity means when the bottleneck is no longer 

production but recognition, trust, coordination, and absorption. A society that measures 

progress only by output will celebrate the acceleration and miss the psychological bill. A 

society that studies institutions will ask whether the new abundance is being converted into 
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capacity, or merely into a larger pile of performances competing for the same narrow 

gates. 

Abundance is one of the most seductive words in technological culture. It suggests the 

end of scarcity and therefore the end of conflict. If intelligence becomes cheap, if design 

becomes cheap, if text becomes cheap, if software becomes cheap, then perhaps people 

will stop fighting for places in the hierarchy. This hope is understandable, but it confuses 

two kinds of scarcity. AI can make outputs abundant. It cannot automatically make 

attention, trust, embodied care, status, legitimacy, or meaningful social roles abundant. 

The central problem is that human societies do not select only for quality. They select 

for confidence, timing, alignment with institutional incentives, legibility to power, familiarity, 

group membership, and narrative fit. A thousand good proposals do not create a thousand 

funded projects. A thousand good essays do not create a thousand academic jobs. A 

thousand competent creators do not create a thousand audiences large enough to sustain 

them. When production becomes easier, the abundance is first experienced by selectors 

as overload. The overloaded selector then simplifies. Simplification often means using 

signals that are not fairness itself: prestige, referrals, brand, social proof, previous success, 

platform ranking, and conformity to what already looks safe. 

This is why abundance can coexist with despair. People can produce more and still feel 

invisible. They can improve their skills and still lose position because others improve too. 

They can automate work and still face longer queues. The airport of modern life has more 

planes but the same few runways. AI adds engines; it does not automatically add runways. 

In many domains it may even shrink the relative value of ordinary excellence because the 

new minimum becomes higher. 

The old economy rewarded scarce production capacity. The new economy may reward 

scarce selection capacity. The person who can decide what matters, certify what is true, 

curate what deserves attention, or connect a project to a trusted network becomes more 

important than the person who can merely generate more material. This is not because 

generation is worthless. It is because generation without selection becomes noise. 
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The abundance of AI content therefore produces a paradox. It lowers the cost of 

making a book, a brand, a course, a research plan, a grant proposal, a video, a website, or 

an app prototype. At the same time, it raises the cost of being perceived as non-generic. 

The first-generation digital entrepreneur needed a website. The post-AI entrepreneur 

needs a reason to be believed after everyone has a website, a deck, a demo, a newsletter, 

and a plausible manifesto. Authenticity becomes valuable, but authenticity itself becomes 

performable. Expertise becomes valuable, but expertise itself becomes imitable. This is the 

tragedy of abundance without institutions of trust. 

The constructive answer cannot be nostalgia. We should not defend old bottlenecks 

merely because they protected scarcity. Many old gates were unfair, exclusionary, slow, 

and corrupt. The task is to build better gates: transparent, plural, contestable, forkable, and 

capable of absorbing more human capacity. If a society becomes more productive but 

leaves selection unchanged, the surplus becomes humiliation. If it changes selection, 

governance, and ownership, the same surplus can become a genuine increase in human 

freedom. 

This comparison is intentionally simple because the mistake is simple. AI does not 

abolish scarcity; it moves scarcity. Every serious institutional design for the AI age must 

begin from this relocation. The question is not how to help everyone produce more. That 

problem is increasingly solved. The question is how to prevent a world of abundant 

production from becoming a world of scarce dignity. 

The first popular interpretation of generative AI was democratic. Suddenly, individuals 

could write faster, code faster, design faster, analyse faster, translate faster, and prototype 

faster. The solitary person appeared to gain the productive capacity of a small team. This 

interpretation is partly right. AI can be a remarkable equaliser at the interface level. It can 

reduce the cost of knowledge work. It can help small teams produce outputs that 

previously required specialised staff. But the second-order effect is less democratic. When 

everyone can produce, production itself loses scarcity. The scarce assets become 

distribution, trust, verification, data, compute, and brand. 
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The 2026 AI Index from Stanford HAI reports that industry produced over 90 percent of 

notable AI models in 2025, and that private AI investment was enormously concentrated, 

with the United States far ahead on private investment figures [Stanford HAI 2026]. The 

exact numbers will continue to change, but the pattern is already visible. Frontier AI is not 

simply a garage technology. It depends on data centres, chips, energy contracts, 

specialised engineering, safety teams, evaluation systems, deployment channels, cloud 

partnerships, legal budgets, and capital markets. Individuals may access models, but they 

rarely control the substrate. 

This creates a new entrepreneurial trap. The founder believes AI has lowered the 

barrier to entry. In one sense it has. The founder can create a prototype, website, pitch 

deck, demo, marketing copy, contract draft, and customer-support workflow quickly. But 

every other founder can do the same. The old bottleneck was creation. The new bottleneck 

is credible selection. Customers cannot evaluate infinite offers. Enterprises cannot procure 

from infinite vendors. Regulators cannot audit infinite micro-providers. Users cannot trust 

infinite anonymous products. The more creation becomes abundant, the more demand 

flows toward trusted names. 

This is why AI may strengthen incumbents even while empowering individuals. 

Incumbents can integrate AI into existing distribution. They can offer AI features to existing 

customers. They can use proprietary data to improve domain-specific performance. They 

can cross-subsidise experimentation. They can absorb model failures. They can bundle AI 

into platforms customers already use. They can control the app stores, marketplaces, 

cloud contracts, advertising systems, identity layers, and enterprise integrations through 

which AI products reach users. The small founder may create faster, but the incumbent 

converts faster creation into market capture. 

The problem becomes sharper when AI commoditises cognitive labour. If code, text, 

design, and analysis become cheaper, the individual expert loses scarcity unless they are 

embedded in a trusted institutional context. A competent person with AI can do more, but 

so can a mediocre person with AI, a scammer with AI, and a large firm with AI. Markets 

respond by demanding proof. Who certifies the work? Who carries liability? Who 

guarantees continuity? Who updates the system? Who resolves disputes? Who absorbs 
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mistakes? Who is accountable? These are brand questions, not merely technical 

questions. 

The article 'Correcting AI's Caused Power Imbalance Through Decentralised Brands' is 

valuable because it identifies this danger early: AI can shift power from people to a small 

number of corporations, and decentralised brands are proposed as a way to create new 

forms of economic and social collaboration while preserving the main useful characteristics 

of capitalism and markets [Alboaie, Como, and Tan 2022]. The argument of the present 

book extends that insight. AI does not only threaten employment. It threatens the statistical 

rationality of independent entrepreneurship by making production cheap and coordination 

expensive. The person can build the product. The question is whether they can become 

trusted enough to sell it. 

A centralised response would be to ask large firms and states to regulate AI, certify 

providers, manage trust, and distribute opportunity. Some of that will be necessary. But if 

all trust infrastructure is centralised, then AI-driven capitalism becomes even more 

dependent on a small number of public and private gatekeepers. The decentralised-brand 

response is different. It creates shared trust frameworks that can certify many independent 

operators without forcing them into a single corporation. It makes quality standards public. 

It records reputation. It allows AI-assisted audits. It permits local operators to use shared 

tooling. It distributes customer trust without eliminating responsibility. 

The phrase 'AI as facilitator, not king' is important. In a decentralised brand, AI should 

not become a hidden sovereign. It should help with interpretation, summarisation, anomaly 

detection, quality checks, matching between customer needs and provider capabilities, 

governance reporting, conflict documentation, and simulation of policy consequences. But 

final authority should remain in constitutional rules, accountable human governance, and 

forkable institutional design. Otherwise, decentralised brands would simply replace 

corporate capture with algorithmic capture. 

The most promising role of AI is to lower the coordination cost of decentralisation. 

Historically, decentralised systems often failed because coordination was expensive. 

Meetings, voting, audits, dispute resolution, documentation, reputation tracking, 

21 



THE FOUNDER LOTTERY  
 

translation, onboarding, education, quality assurance, and cross-jurisdictional compliance 

are all costly. AI can reduce these costs. Blockchain or distributed ledgers can support 

auditability and tamper-resistant registries. The EU Blockchain Observatory report on 

decentralised brands argues that AI and blockchain together can counterbalance the 

friction costs of decentralisation and support coexistence among multiple value systems 

[Alboaie, Livitckaia, and Votis 2023]. That combination is the technical opening. 

But the opening will be lost if decentralised brands are treated as mere crypto branding. 

The real issue is economic constitution. Who can use the brand? Under what standards? 

How are contributions recognised? How are disputes resolved? How can operators exit? 

What happens to accumulated reputation? How is treasury money spent? How are AI tools 

audited? How can customers understand the difference between legitimate operators and 

impostors? How can the brand preserve coherence without becoming authoritarian? These 

are design questions. They are the difference between a serious market architecture and a 

speculative token scheme. 

Competence used to leave visible traces. A good report suggested education and time. 

A working prototype suggested technical capacity. A coherent policy document suggested 

institutional maturity. These signals were imperfect, but they carried information because 

producing them required effort, access, practice, and coordination. Generative AI weakens 

the relationship between visible polish and underlying capability. 

This does not mean competence disappears. It means deeper competence becomes 

harder to observe. Surface competence becomes cheap. The world receives more 

coherent text than it can read, more plausible code than it can audit, more images than it 

can contextualize, more dashboards than it can interpret, and more strategies than it can 

execute. The scarce resource becomes judgment: which artifacts deserve attention, which 

claims deserve belief, and which institutions deserve trust. 

Every democratized signal eventually decays. A university degree once differentiated. 

Then degrees became common and elite institutions differentiated. A personal website 

once differentiated. Then websites became common and traffic differentiated. A large 

social following once differentiated. Then followers could be bought, automated, or gamed, 
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and deeper forms of reputation mattered. AI accelerates the cycle. It turns the previous 

generation's signal of competence into the next generation's minimum etiquette. 

The result is a hierarchy of costly signals. A person with a long history of reliable work, 

verified collaborators, public mistakes, real customers, audited contributions, and skin in 

the game becomes more legible than a person with a perfect but fresh surface. Institutions 

will increasingly ask not only what has been produced, but what has been endured, 

verified, maintained, and repaired. The durable signal is not polish. It is accountable 

continuity. 

This shift will not be gentle. Young people and outsiders often lack long histories, 

trusted networks, and institutional sponsors. If old credentials become even more 

important because new surfaces are too easy to fake, AI may harden inequality under the 

language of merit. The person from a rich network can combine AI output with 

endorsement; the person from outside the network can only bring AI output. The first looks 

amplified. The second looks generic. 

There is also a danger inside organizations. Managers may assume that because 

employees can produce documents faster, teams can absorb more work indefinitely. The 

immediate productivity gain becomes a new planning assumption. Headcount falls, 

workloads rise, and human time is redirected from craft to orchestration, review, correction, 

and accountability for machine-assisted output. The worker is not freed from performance; 

the worker becomes responsible for supervising a larger surface of performance. 

A fairer society would treat AI output as a starting point, not as a final signal of merit. It 

would build evaluation systems around evidence of sustained contribution, peer validation, 

traceable provenance, adversarial review, and the capacity to maintain systems under real 

constraints. It would also provide paths for newcomers to build trust without already 

possessing elite sponsorship. Otherwise the post-AI world becomes paradoxically 

aristocratic: everyone can produce the language of excellence, but only the already trusted 

can convert it into opportunity. 

For the entrepreneur, the conclusion is brutal. AI lowers the cost of the thing that the 

public can see, but it does not proportionally lower the cost of being believed. The founder 
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can produce a pitch deck, a landing page, a business plan, a book, a demo, a content 

strategy and a customer-support bot in a fraction of the old time. But thousands of other 

founders can do the same. The new scarcity is not articulation. It is a trusted continuity 

under pressure. 

The Red Queen economy is therefore not merely faster competition. It is a competition 

whose visible signals decay faster. Every new signal of competence is cheapened once AI 

makes it easy to imitate. The entrepreneur who wants to survive must move from signals 

to institutions, from polished surfaces to evidence trails, from personal persuasion to 

shared trust layers. 
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Chapter 3. The Entrepreneurial Casino and the Pleasure of Randomness 

Entrepreneurship is not gambling in the crude sense. Skill matters. Work matters. 
Taste matters. Timing matters. Yet a system can contain skill and still be shaped like 
a casino if the distribution is heavily skewed, the near misses are psychologically 
potent, and the ordinary player pays for the drama that the exceptional winner later 
narrates as destiny. 

This chapter adds a psychological layer to the founder lottery. The problem is not 
merely that risk is high. The problem is that random reinforcement can feel like 
meaning. A founder does not only endure uncertainty. Often the founder learns to 
crave the pulse of uncertainty because uncertainty keeps alive the possibility that 
the next spin will finally explain the pain. 

The link between entrepreneurship and gambling should be handled with care. It is 

intellectually lazy to say that founders are gamblers and stop there. The founder creates 

value, hires people, solves problems, learns markets and often serves real customers. 

Gambling, in the narrow sense, produces no comparable public good. Yet the psychology 

of the founder lottery cannot be understood without studying the pleasure of randomness. 

People do not only tolerate uncertainty because the outcome may be positive. They can 

become emotionally organised around uncertainty itself. 

Behavioural psychology has long known that variable-ratio reinforcement is a powerful 

schedule of persistence: rewards arrive after an unpredictable number of actions, and this 

unpredictability can make behaviour resistant to extinction. Slot machines exploit this with 

a frightening elegance. Gambling research also shows that near misses can recruit 

reward-related circuitry and increase motivation to continue even when the outcome is 

objectively a loss [Clark et al. 2009]. The founder's near miss is culturally nobler but 

structurally similar. The investor almost replied. The enterprise buyer almost signed. The 

launch almost went viral. The acquisition conversation almost became real. The market 

almost understood. The almost becomes a drug. 

AI makes the entrepreneurial slot machine faster. It reduces the cost of spinning. A 

founder can test more names, more landing pages, more ads, more cold emails, more 

demos, more articles, more images, more investor narratives and more product variants. 

This can be rational experimentation when the learning loop is disciplined. It becomes 
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addiction when each small signal is treated as evidence that one more spin will redeem the 

losses. The difference between experimentation and gambling is not the presence of 

randomness. It is whether the randomness is converted into knowledge under stopping 

rules. 

The pleasure of randomness also explains why sober advice often fails. Telling 

founders to calculate expected value is emotionally less powerful than the next uncertain 

opportunity. Expected value is arithmetic; possibility is theatre. A founder can know the 

odds are poor and still feel that the next customer call is qualitatively different from all 

previous calls. The human brain is not a spreadsheet. It is a prediction machine that can 

become loyal to its own exceptions. 

The venture world professionalises this psychology. Venture capitalists, at least in the 

classical model, are not gambling in the same way a founder gambles because they can 

hold portfolios. They can lose on many bets and still win through one extreme outcome. 

The founder is often the asset inside a single bet. The investor holds options; the founder 

becomes an option. The system may be rational at portfolio scale and irrational at life 

scale. This distinction should be taught more directly to every first-time founder. 

The culture of entrepreneurship often hides this asymmetry by using the same 

language for both sides. Both the fund and the founder are said to be taking risk. Both are 

said to believe. Both are said to be building the future. But the structure of risk is different. 

A fund can survive a failed startup if the portfolio performs. A founder can lose years, 

health, relationships and professional compounding in a single company. The same event 

has different meanings depending on the balance sheet of the participant. 

Near misses make this asymmetry harder to see. The investor who passes after three 

meetings has lost some time. The founder has gained a story that can keep the project 

alive for another six months. The enterprise customer that asks for a revised proposal may 

be gathering information, pleasing internal stakeholders or delaying a decision. The 

founder experiences the request as destiny approaching. The market is full of signals that 

are real enough to be intoxicating and weak enough to be useless. 
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AI increases the density of these weak signals. More emails can be sent, so more 

ambiguous replies arrive. More prototypes can be generated, so more polite users can say 

the product is interesting. More content can be published, so one post may produce an 

unusually good day. More investor lists can be contacted, so more meetings can be 

booked with people who cannot or will not commit. A disciplined experimenter asks what 

changed in the posterior probability of success. A gambler asks whether the universe has 

finally noticed. 

This is why founder communities need social technologies of stopping. Stopping should 

not be treated as shame. It should be treated as an intelligent institutional act when 

evidence crosses a threshold. A decentralised brand can make stopping less humiliating 

because the work can be preserved as commons capital: a failed branch contributes 

templates, customer notes, regulatory learning, pricing mistakes, product limitations, and 

market evidence. The individual does not have to pretend that the failure was secretly a 

success in order to avoid psychic collapse. 

Randomness also generates status stories. The winner of a random or semi-random 

process retroactively appears inevitable. Once the outcome is known, taste discovers 

patterns. The founder was visionary. The deck was unusually clear. The timing was 

perfect. The culture was strong. Some of these things may be true. But success also casts 

explanatory light backward, making chance look like character. The loser rarely receives 

the same generosity of interpretation. Their timing was bad, their culture weak, their 

execution insufficient, their mindset wrong. The story protects the game from statistical 

criticism. 

The red ocean makes the casino harsher because competitors are visible. A founder in 

a crowded market can always find evidence that the market exists. Someone else is 

winning. Someone else raised money. Someone else launched a similar feature. This 

validates the dream and destroys the margin at the same time. The red ocean supplies 

proof of demand while concealing the cost of fighting for that demand. It is psychologically 

easier to enter a bloody known market than to build a patient new institution whose early 

evidence is ambiguous. 
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Blue ocean strategy was powerful because it asked managers to stop accepting the 

boundaries of existing competition [Kim and Mauborgne 2015]. But in the AI age, a purely 

blue-ocean imagination is insufficient. If a new market can be narrated quickly, entered 

cheaply and saturated by synthetic content, then market creation must be paired with trust 

creation. The new ocean must have institutions, not only differentiation. Otherwise the blue 

ocean becomes red before the founder has learned how to swim. 

The shared-ocean alternative begins from a different psychology. It asks founders to 

replace the intoxication of private possibility with the discipline of common compounding. 

The immediate upside may feel smaller because the symbolic ownership is shared. The 

deeper upside may be larger because many actors can improve the same trust layer. 

Instead of ten thousand founders buying separate lottery tickets, ten thousand operators 

can build a market commons where experiments inform one another and failure does not 

erase all value. 

A serious entrepreneurial culture would teach three questions before it teaches the 

romance of risk. What is the base rate for this type of project? What is the stopping rule? 

What institutional asset will remain if the project fails? If the answer to the third question is 

nothing, the founder is not only taking risk. The founder is allowing society to consume 

their learning and return no durable infrastructure. 

The purpose of this analysis is not to drain entrepreneurship of adventure. Human 

beings need uncertainty, exploration and the possibility of surprise. A perfectly safe 

economy would be dead. The point is to distinguish adventure from predation. Adventure 

creates learning, community and capacity even when outcomes disappoint. Predation sells 

random reinforcement as destiny and leaves the individual alone with the cost. 

A humane founder doctrine needs rituals that make probability emotionally tolerable. A 

founder should be able to say, in public, that a hypothesis failed without being treated as 

weak. A cohort should celebrate a clean kill decision when the evidence justifies it. 

Advisors should ask not only how the founder will grow, but what will remain if growth does 

not arrive. The founder's dignity should not depend on pretending that every continuation 

is bravery. 
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The most dangerous entrepreneurs are not those who accept randomness. They are 

those who moralise randomness after the fact. When luck helps them, they call it vision. 

When luck harms others, they call it weakness. This is why winner memoirs must be read 

as literature, not as statistics. They may contain useful patterns, but they are written from 

inside the gravity field of victory. The market has already selected the narrator before the 

narrator explains the market. 

There is also a social addiction to founder stories. Investors, employees, journalists, 

governments and universities all need the myth because the myth makes a harsh 

distribution feel purposeful. The winner gives everyone a story that the system is open. 

The loser gives no one a ceremony. A society that wants real entrepreneurship should 

build ceremonies for learning, not only for exits. 

Decentralised brands can make experimentation more adult by separating the dignity of 

the operator from the fate of a single bet. An operator can test a local service inside a 

shared name. If it works, the pattern can travel. If it fails, the community learns. The 

individual may lose time and money, but not necessarily identity, reputation and all 

institutional memory. This is the difference between a market as a slot machine and a 

market as a learning system. 

The challenge is cultural as much as legal. Many founders are addicted to the fantasy 

of sovereign ownership. They prefer a tiny private kingdom to a larger shared institution 

because the private kingdom permits total authorship. The cost is that the kingdom is often 

too weak to survive. A decentralised brand asks the founder to trade some narcissistic 

purity for compounding collective power. That trade will feel humiliating to some and 

liberating to others. 

The strongest entrepreneurs of the AI age may be those who know when not to spin. 

They will understand that speed without memory is gambling, that more experiments 

without shared interpretation is noise, and that randomness must be institutionalised 

before it becomes wisdom. They will not try to kill chance. They will force chance to teach 

the commons. 
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The red-ocean tradition in strategy helps here. Kim and Mauborgne distinguished red 

oceans, where companies fight over existing demand in known market space, from blue 

oceans, where new demand is created and competition becomes less directly relevant 

[Kim and Mauborgne 2015]. The insight is useful, but after AI it needs revision. Generative 

AI can make existing red oceans more crowded because producing credible imitations 

becomes cheap. It can also shorten the life of blue oceans because a novel surface can be 

copied and narrated quickly. The founder cannot rely on novelty alone. The question is 

whether novelty is protected by a trust architecture, a community, a local advantage, a 

governance model, a data relationship, or a contribution commons. 

The painful observation is that many founders prefer the red ocean because the red 

ocean supplies known fantasies. It has visible competitors, known customers, familiar 

metrics, obvious stories and culturally legible winners. A shared institutional path can feel 

less glamorous because it lacks the intoxicating possibility of total personal victory. The 

casino is seductive not only because it pays sometimes, but because it permits the player 

to imagine that the entire meaning of life may be revealed by the next result. 

Entrepreneurial education often intensifies this problem by teaching founders to 

reinterpret every failure as validation-in-progress. Persistence is praised; quitting is 

shameful; pivots are heroic; exhaustion becomes proof of seriousness. A better doctrine 

would distinguish disciplined persistence from loss chasing. The disciplined founder sets 

falsifiable thresholds, preserves health, learns from cohorts, shares infrastructure and 

accepts that some experiments should die. The addicted founder treats the market as an 

oracle that has not yet spoken loudly enough. 

Decentralised brands can mitigate the casino structure because they allow experiments 

to occur inside a shared memory. If one local operator tests a service model and fails, the 

failure can be recorded for others. If one branch discovers a better onboarding method, the 

method can spread. If one operator receives a near miss, the community can interpret it as 

data rather than private destiny. The point is not to remove risk. It is to make risk 

informative rather than sacrificial. 
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The founder who remains alone is tempted to use randomness as identity. The founder 

inside a governed commons can treat randomness as information. That difference may 

decide whether AI-era entrepreneurship becomes a more sophisticated lottery or a more 

intelligent discovery system. 
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Chapter 4. Attention, Legitimacy and the Inflation of Insight 

In a world of cheap intelligence, a good idea loses the dignity of rarity. A book can 
be produced quickly, and the scandal is not that the book is always bad. The 
scandal is that some of the books will be decent, even useful, even insightful, and 
still almost nobody will have the time or institutional patience to care. 

The entrepreneur should understand this because every company, product and 
institution now lives inside the same attention economy. Production is not enough. A 
coherent message is not enough. A plausible brand is not enough. The decisive 
question becomes who gets to decide that a thing is worth attention, and what 
hidden tastes, incentives and prestige filters govern that decision. 

A good book used to have the dignity of an event. After generative AI, even a good 

book becomes, offensively, an option of the interface. This is the cultural shock that 

entrepreneurs should not ignore. The same thing happens to a pitch, a strategy, a product 

description, a course, a report and a research agenda. Their existence no longer proves 

much because the old friction that once separated effort from wish has collapsed. 

The old world protected cultural artifacts through material limits: publication cost, 

editorial gates, distribution scarcity, institutional reputation, biography and the 

embarrassment of having to stand publicly behind a claim. Those limits were often unjust, 

exclusionary and slow, but they did one useful thing: they made production costly enough 

that appearance carried some information. AI breaks the old confusion between effort and 

value. It can produce acceptable surfaces without the life that formerly had to be spent 

producing them. 

The danger is not that machines write trash. Trash was already abundant. The danger 

is that machines can write enough non-trash to expose how much admiration was built 

from scarcity, biography and prestige. The human animal is poorly prepared for this 

abundance. It does not live by arguments alone. It wants belonging, rank, revenge, 

reassurance, dignity and a story in which its wounds become evidence. In a saturated 

world, people will often choose the version of truth that lets them remain intact. 

A real book must now prove value beyond the fact that it exists. A real company must 

do the same. It must create judgement, not merely pages or product surfaces. The test is 
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whether the artifact helps people see more accurately, act more competently, coordinate 

more fairly or suffer less unnecessarily. A thing may be elegant, viral and rhetorically 

impressive while doing none of this. After AI, the distinction between impressive surface 

and real value becomes one of the central entrepreneurial disciplines. 

In a world of infinite text, the reader becomes the institution that scarcity forgot. The 

customer becomes the institution that marketing forgot. The investor becomes the 

institution that pitch generation forgot. Each must admit a tiny fraction of possible speech 

into reality. This makes attention less like a resource and more like a public office. 

Whoever receives it receives not only time, but the chance to shape belief, desire, 

allocation and memory. 

The tragedy is that attention is treated as a private weakness to be exploited rather than 

a civilizational resource to be protected. Platforms discovered that the inner life can be 

harvested. They do not merely sell advertisements. They sell interruption, prediction, 

emotional arousal and behavioural redirection. The founder who enters this environment 

without discipline learns the wrong lesson: if the market is noisy, become louder; if users 

are distracted, become more addictive; if competitors manipulate, manipulate more 

efficiently. 

Entrepreneurs often misdescribe attention as marketing. Marketing is the craft; attention 

is the scarce permission that allows the craft to matter. A competent founder can publish 

endlessly and still fail if the market has no reason to allocate belief. In the AI age, volume 

proves less and less. A daily flood of plausible posts may demonstrate stamina, but it can 

also signal desperation. The market becomes suspicious of anyone who speaks too often 

without accumulating evidence. 

Herbert Simon's old warning becomes civilization-scale: a wealth of information creates 

a poverty of attention [Simon 1971]. After generative AI, the poverty of attention becomes 

a political economy problem. Whoever controls filtering controls opportunity. Whoever 

controls legitimacy controls which production becomes real. The founder who produces 

more without thinking about filtering, trust and reputation merely feeds the parasite. 
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Legitimacy has never been a pure reward for truth. Bourdieu's concept of cultural 

capital helps explain why certain forms of knowledge appear serious only when carried 

through recognised institutions, styles and credentials [Bourdieu 1986]. Merton's Matthew 

effect shows how reputation accumulates on reputation, so that visibility and prestige 

shape which contributions are noticed and remembered [Merton 1968]. A more brutal 

formulation is that value usually needs a passport. Without the right institutional passport, it 

waits outside the room. 

This does not mean that all legitimacy is fraud. Slow filters can protect quality. Editors, 

peer reviewers, guilds, standards bodies, professional associations and experienced 

customers can save us from noise. But every filter is also a power structure. It can protect 

excellence or protect incumbents. It can conserve memory or fossilise taste. It can 

distinguish depth from nonsense or merely reward the accent of the already admitted. The 

post-AI world will need filters more than ever, and therefore it must distrust filters more 

intelligently than ever. 

Generative AI multiplies exactly the material that overwhelms weak filters. It produces 

summaries, proposals, manifestos, poems, strategies, pitch decks, essays, white papers, 

roadmaps and simulations at a pace that humiliates the old scarcity of intellectual 

production. Recent work on AI-generated books suggests that AI can expand catalogues 

faster than markets expand revenue, diluting attention and changing which works occupy 

scarce ranks [Chakrabarty et al. 2026]. Gartner has also reported consumer scepticism 

about GenAI's effect on content quality, a sign that abundance can produce distrust rather 

than gratitude [Gartner 2026]. 

The scandal is not that AI books, reports or strategies are always bad. Many are 

mediocre, some are useful, and a few can be genuinely insightful under serious human 

direction. This makes the problem harder, not easier. If all AI output were worthless, the 

filter would be simple. Because some of it is valuable, the filter must learn to distinguish 

origin, responsibility, evidence, revision, provenance and consequences. The question 

moves from who can produce to who can be trusted, selected, remembered and allowed to 

matter. 
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Confirmation bias becomes the cheapest form of attention capture. The exhausted 

reader does not ask first for complexity; they ask for permission to remain themselves 

without shame. A founder, influencer, politician or institutional entrepreneur can therefore 

win attention by repeating a group's fixed ideas with sufficient fluency. The old slogans 

change costume, but the mechanism remains. Each possible future has its few ideas and 

fixed ideas: productivity, safety, authenticity, resilience, sovereignty, fairness, innovation, 

community, disruption. Some are necessary. All can become narcotics. 

This is why the entrepreneur must understand the difference between insight and 

seduction. An insight helps a person see more and act better. Seduction gives a person 

the feeling of having seen enough. An insight creates additional responsibility. Seduction 

creates satisfaction with an already held position. AI can generate both, but the market will 

often reward seduction faster because seduction is easier to consume. Serious institutions 

must make insight survivable in a market that prefers its counterfeit. 

Attention captured by manipulation is a debt. It may create growth metrics, followers, 

virality or short-term sales, but it must later be paid through cynicism, churn, distrust, 

moderation costs, reputational fragility or cultural decay. This is why many brands become 

louder as they become less believed. They must spend more signals to produce the same 

trust. They enter a Red Queen race of persuasion, where every improvement in 

messaging reduces the half-life of messaging itself. 

There is a better discipline: attention as covenant. The founder should ask what the 

audience receives in exchange for the attention taken. A message can clarify, warn, teach, 

invite, protect, coordinate or make a person more capable. If it merely inflames, flatters, 

addicts or confuses, it is not communication; it is extraction. The difference may not appear 

in the analytics dashboard this week, but it appears in the institution's moral balance sheet. 

Objective value must be defended without killing mystery. Value is not only subjective 

pleasure, because subjective pleasure can be manipulated. It is not only market price, 

because price can be generated by scarcity, hype, lock-in or panic. A stronger concept 

asks whether an idea, product or institution reduces error, increases capacity, preserves 

dignity, improves coordination, lowers unnecessary suffering or helps people act more 
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intelligently under constraints. This kind of value is imperfectly measurable, but it is not 

arbitrary. 

For entrepreneurs, this means moving from attention capture to attention stewardship. 

The question is not simply how to win the click, meeting, user trial or investor call. It is how 

to become a legitimate filter in a world of cheap persuasion. A decentralised brand can 

help because filtering becomes a shared responsibility. The brand can require evidence, 

provenance, peer review, customer records, incident reports, visible corrections and 

branch memory. It can make attention less dependent on charisma and more dependent 

on traceable contribution. 

A shared attention architecture also protects the reader, customer or user from being 

alone before infinite persuasion. It says that a name is not merely an advertisement; it is a 

governed memory. It has rules for what can be claimed, how claims are checked, how 

errors are corrected, how conflicts are recorded and how a branch can leave. In the AI 

age, this may become one of the few defensible ways to ask for attention without acting as 

a parasite. 

The final irony is that a book after AI must compete not by begging for attention, but by 

making the reader ashamed of wasting it. The same is true of a company. It must not 

merely be more visible. It must make visibility feel deserved. The founder who understands 

this will stop asking how to produce more noise and will start building institutions that give 

attention a reason to become trust. 

This is also where the phrase few ideas, fixed ideas becomes useful. Civilizations 

advertise complexity, but they often circulate a small set of emotionally stable patterns. 

One age calls them salvation, empire, race, nation, progress, liberation, disruption, security 

or authenticity. Another age translates them into optimisation, alignment, sovereignty, 

resilience, decentralisation, inclusion or intelligence. The costumes change; the appetite 

for a fixed grammar of belonging remains. 

The entrepreneur enters these fixed ideas whether they want to or not. A founder who 

says community may be heard as belonging, socialism, customer success, spiritual refuge, 

marketing funnel or token economy. A founder who says decentralisation may be heard as 
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liberty, crypto, disorder, local control, anti-elite resentment or distributed accountability. A 

founder who says AI may be heard as productivity, threat, cheating, replacement, magic or 

fraud. No important word travels alone. Each arrives with ghosts. 

This makes communication harder after AI because language can be tuned instantly to 

each ghost. The same product can be described as freedom to libertarians, fairness to 

progressives, sovereignty to nationalists, efficiency to executives, dignity to workers and 

innovation to investors. This is not always manipulation; different audiences genuinely see 

different values. But it becomes corrupt when the institution has no constitutional core 

underneath the translated language. Then the brand becomes a mirror that reflects every 

buyer and believes nothing. 

A decentralised brand must therefore define what cannot be translated away. Its 

purpose, rights, duties, standards, treasury logic, audit obligations and fork conditions must 

survive marketing. Otherwise AI-assisted communication will turn the brand into a 

universal seducer: every community hears what it wants, and the first serious conflict 

reveals that no one joined the same institution. 

The attention economy also punishes slow value. Many valuable things become visible 

only after maintenance: a child who can think independently, a patient who avoids 

deterioration, a research dataset that remains usable, a software tool that does not break, 

a local food network that survives a shock, a community that resolves conflict without 

spectacle. These are poor viral objects because their success is often the absence of 

disaster. They need institutions that can remember quiet value. 

The founder who builds such value must learn to narrate absence without lying. 

Prevented harm, reduced error, lower coordination cost and increased resilience are real 

achievements, but they are harder to dramatize than growth curves. AI can help document 

and explain them. It can map avoided costs, reconstruct decision histories, surface hidden 

contributions and translate maintenance into evidence. But it can also inflate the evidence. 

Again the issue is governance, not merely tooling. 

There is a class dimension to attention that entrepreneurs usually prefer not to discuss. 

Some people can afford obscurity while they mature; others must perform competence 
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immediately to survive. Some can use inherited networks as filters; others must beg 

algorithms for visibility. Some can fail quietly; others fail in public and carry the stain. A 

serious post-founder architecture should create protected developmental spaces where 

newcomers can build evidence before they are thrown into global comparison. 

This is not an argument for lowering standards. It is an argument for sequencing 

standards intelligently. The apprentice should face demanding standards, but not the same 

theatre of exposure as the master. A decentralised brand can create stages of trust: 

learner, contributor, operator, steward, branch founder, auditor. Each stage can carry rights 

and obligations. This makes attention developmental rather than cannibalistic. 

Attention becomes cannibalistic when every actor must consume the visibility of others 

to survive. The influencer must outrank other influencers; the founder must eclipse other 

founders; the academic must dominate the literature; the activist must own the moral 

frame. AI sharpens this because it helps actors produce more material for the same finite 

surfaces. The tragedy is not only noise. It is the loss of respect for the attention of others. 

The ethical founder should become almost old-fashioned about this. Do not publish 

merely because publication is cheap. Do not message merely because automation makes 

outreach easy. Do not generate content merely because the calendar demands it. Use AI 

to think more clearly, not to occupy more psychic territory. The market will not reward this 

restraint immediately, which is why restraint has to be built into brands, communities and 

professional norms rather than left to isolated virtue. 

In this sense, decentralised brands can become anti-parasitic institutions of attention. 

They can coordinate what is worth saying, when it is worth saying, what evidence must 

accompany it, who is authorised to speak for the shared name, and how corrections are 

displayed. They can make silence part of quality rather than absence from the growth 

funnel. They can protect customers from being hunted by every operator individually. 

The mature founder of the AI age must therefore ask a final attention question before 

every communication act: does this increase the capacity of the people I am addressing, or 

does it merely convert their fatigue into my metric? The answer will not always be 
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comfortable. But without this question, entrepreneurship becomes a polite branch of 

extraction. 
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Chapter 5. The Human Animal Under Permanent Audition 

Generative AI enters a species that was never only rational. Humans compare, 
imitate, admire, resent, affiliate, signal, obey, betray, flirt, submit and compete. The 
machine does not remove the animal. It gives the animal better stage equipment. 

This chapter is about the psychological cost of being always selectable. The 
founder must perform momentum. The worker must perform adaptability. The 
researcher must perform relevance. The institution must perform virtue. AI makes 
the performance cheaper to produce and therefore more compulsory. Ease 
becomes speed; speed becomes norm; norm becomes pressure. 

A machine can generate language, but it does not remove the social animal. Humans 

are not processors of information alone. They are status-sensitive, coalition-forming, 

imitation-driven, shame-avoiding, meaning-seeking organisms. The modern economy 

rewards that deep inheritance and often manipulates it. A colder anthropology sees that 

people do not ask only whether they are rising or falling, respected or ignored, included or 

humiliated, chosen or discarded. 

Generative AI enters this psychology with dangerous elegance. It gives people a tool for 

self-presentation at the moment when self-presentation has become a continuous task. In 

older institutional orders, performance was episodic: the exam, the interview, the 

conference, the annual review. In the digital order, performance becomes continuous. A 

person maintains a profile, a portfolio, a network, a narrative, a moral identity, and an 

optimized relationship to algorithms. AI makes that maintenance faster, but faster 

maintenance does not equal freedom. It can mean that the expected level of maintenance 

rises. 

The human cost appears when the self becomes a permanent audition. One writes not 

only to understand, but to be seen as insightful. One speaks not only to coordinate, but to 

be seen as aligned. One helps not only to help, but to be seen helping. One rests only if 

rest can be narrated as discipline, health, or authenticity. The machine can assist all of 

this, but assistance can become complicity. It helps the person perform the self that the 

system rewards, even when that self grows distant from the person who must live inside it. 
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Research on social comparison and digital platforms is not a simple morality play. Some 

people find support, identity, knowledge, and opportunity through mediated networks. Yet 

the mechanisms of comparison, public feedback, social ranking, and vulnerability to 

rejection remain psychologically significant [NATURE-SOCIAL-MEDIA-2024]. The AI age 

adds a further pressure: comparison now occurs against artificialized humans. One 

compares oneself not only to another person's work, but to the AI-polished version of 

another person's work. The rival appears tireless, articulate, morally clear, visually refined, 

and constantly present. 

This creates a new kind of unfairness. In earlier competitions, differences in education, 

wealth, family support, and network already mattered. AI does not erase those differences. 

It can amplify them. The person with better models, better prompts, better editors, better 

distribution, better advisors, and more time to orchestrate AI can appear dramatically more 

competent than a person with equal underlying ability but fewer supports. What looks like 

merit may become a composite of human talent and invisible augmentation. The 

meritocratic surface becomes harder to read. 

The same logic applies to morality. A public apology, diversity statement, mission 

declaration, research vision, or founder manifesto can be generated in minutes. This does 

not mean all such language is false. It means the cost of moral appearance falls. When 

moral appearance becomes cheap, institutions must find ways to distinguish commitments 

embodied in costly practices from language produced for strategic advantage. The danger 

is not only deception. It is cynicism. If everyone suspects every moral sentence of being a 

performance, genuine moral language loses force. 

The human animal therefore enters the machine of content with needs that cannot be 

automated away. Autonomy, competence, relatedness, status, security, and meaning 

remain. Self-determination theory emphasizes autonomy, competence, and relatedness as 

basic psychological needs involved in motivation and well-being [RYAN-DECI-2017]. The 

post-AI economy can either satisfy these needs through real roles, mastery, and 

belonging, or it can turn them into permanent branding tasks. The central institutional 

question is which of these futures we design. 
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Hypocrisy is not an accident in social life. It is a recurring technology of survival. 

Individuals and institutions often speak the language of virtue before they are capable of 

embodying it. Sometimes this is malicious deception. Sometimes it is aspiration. 

Sometimes it is a compromise between ideals and constraints. AI changes the scale 

because it reduces the cost of virtuous appearance. 

The modern institution already produces moral language at scale: mission statements, 

values, diversity commitments, sustainability reports, public apologies, ethical AI policies, 

stakeholder letters, and inspirational leadership messages. AI accelerates this machinery. 

A company can sound humane without becoming humane. A platform can sound 

democratic without distributing power. A laboratory can sound dedicated to truth while 

rewarding prestige theatre. A political movement can sound compassionate while 

cultivating enemies. 

This does not prove that every institutional statement is false. The point is more 

dangerous: sincerity becomes harder to distinguish from simulation. When language is 

expensive, it carries some evidence of effort. When language is cheap, the evidence 

moves elsewhere. Institutions must be judged by allocation, governance, accountability, 

incentives, and what they do when a statement becomes costly. The moral sentence is no 

longer enough. 

Google's spam policies recognize a practical form of the same problem: scaled content 

abuse includes generating many pages primarily to manipulate search rankings rather than 

help users [GOOGLE-SPAM-2026]. The insight generalizes. The ethical problem is not 

automation itself. The problem is automation that produces surfaces with low-value 

artifacts that exploit trust signals while externalizing evaluation costs onto others. 

AI will therefore produce not only more lies, but more ambiguous semi-truths: polished 

statements that are not exactly false, but are strategically incomplete; apologies that 

express concern without changing incentives; research agendas that cite fashionable 

ethics without altering power; personal brands that perform authenticity through templates. 

In such a world, cynicism becomes tempting because it seems intelligent. Yet cynicism is 
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also a failure. It protects the observer from disappointment while surrendering the 

possibility of reform. 

The remedy is not moral language itself. Societies need moral language to name 

obligations. The remedy is auditability. Who can challenge a decision? Who sees the data? 

Who can exit without losing everything? How are contributions recorded? How are rewards 

distributed? What happens when charisma conflicts with rules? What can members verify? 

What can outsiders inspect? A humane institution does not ask people to trust its 

declarations alone. It builds the means by which trust can be deserved. 

Decentralised brands are relevant here because they can make moral language 

operational. A brand that claims fairness can encode contribution ledgers, transparent 

treasury flows, membership criteria, dispute processes, fork rights, and review obligations. 

It can still fail. It can still be captured. But it provides a stronger grammar for testing 

sincerity than a privately owned brand that asks the world to believe its values while 

concentrating control in a narrow hierarchy. 

The moral cost of machine-speed hypocrisy is that everyone begins to demand proof of 

sincerity, while the tools for manufacturing proof also improve. A founder can now produce 

a narrative of vulnerability, humility, inclusion, discipline and public purpose without having 

lived through any of the practices that make those words reliable. This does not make all 

such narratives false. It makes the narrative insufficient. 

The performance economy therefore pushes verification into the body of the institution. 

Does the company share power when sharing power is inconvenient? Does the community 

protect dissent when dissent slows momentum? Does the brand record contributions when 

the visible seller would rather own the story? Does the leader accept audit when charisma 

would be easier? The AI age makes these questions more important because language 

has lost some of its evidentiary weight. 

The founder should expect a future in which customers, collaborators and employees 

become both more sceptical and more vulnerable. They will doubt public virtue while still 

craving institutions that make moral promises. They will distrust AI-polished 

communication while still preferring the convenience it creates. They will demand 
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authenticity while rewarding those who perform authenticity fluently. The contradiction is 

not a bug in the market. It is the human animal attempting to survive a world of synthetic 

surfaces. 

Permanent audition also changes leadership. A leader under constant visibility can 

become less truthful because truth is slow, ambiguous and often aesthetically inferior to 

confidence. AI tools will make it easier to replace thinking with continuous articulation. The 

danger is the emergence of eloquent emptiness: leaders who can always produce the next 

memo, next vision, next apology, next strategy and next explanation, while the institution 

quietly loses contact with reality. 

A serious entrepreneur should build counter-rituals. Meetings should include evidence 

that contradicts the preferred story. AI summaries should include dissent and missing 

stakeholders, not only consensus. Public claims should be tied to operational records. 

Product narratives should be revised after failures, not merely rebranded. A culture of truth 

needs procedures because individual courage decays under selection pressure. 

The mental cost of permanent audition is especially high for those who are still forming 

themselves. Young founders, researchers, creators and professionals may learn to polish 

before they learn to judge. They may become experts in the appearance of maturity before 

they have had time to become mature. A humane institution gives people zones of 

rehearsal, mentorship and protected error. A cruel institution throws everyone onto the 

global stage and calls the resulting anxiety ambition. 

AI also changes the distribution of shame. When tools make polished output easy, 

failure to be polished looks like personal negligence. The person without time, money, 

cognitive bandwidth, network support or emotional stability appears defective against a 

synthetic baseline. The entrepreneur of the future should resist this cruelty. Not every 

human limitation is an inefficiency to be automated away. Some limitations are the 

conditions under which judgement, care and honesty remain possible. 

This is where autonomy, mastery and meaning must be treated as infrastructure. 

Autonomy is not the right to be abandoned. Mastery is not compulsory amateurism across 

every business function. Meaning is not permission to exploit yourself for a noble story. A 
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decentralised brand should give people local discretion, shared tools, training, peer 

recognition, contribution memory and exit rights. It should make psychological needs 

cheaper to satisfy without making them fake. 

The institution that fails to do this will turn AI into a mask for domination. It will speak the 

language of empowerment while increasing surveillance, output pressure and ambiguity of 

responsibility. It will let machines generate surfaces and humans absorb blame. It will be 

called innovation. Entrepreneurs who copy this model at a small scale should not be 

surprised when their own teams become cynical before the company has even stabilized. 

The constructive path is less glamorous but more durable. Use AI to reduce needless 

labour, not to raise every expectation. Use AI to make implicit work visible, not to turn 

every human gesture into a metric. Use AI to strengthen memory, not to produce endless 

persuasion. Use AI to help people become more capable, not merely more presentable. 

The future entrepreneur will be judged by whether the institution they build makes people 

stronger after the performance ends. 

A permanent audition is different from work. Work has tasks, rhythms, roles, and 

periods of rest. An audition asks a more invasive question: are you worthy of being 

selected? Because selection is relational, the audition never ends. Someone else may 

appear more relevant, energetic, attractive, morally fluent, or aligned with the taste of the 

gatekeeper. The person is not only tired by labor. The person is tired by the need to remain 

selectable. 

AI expands the stage. The creator is not only creating; the creator must demonstrate 

that creation is happening. The researcher must demonstrate impact, relevance, 

interdisciplinarity, and visibility. The founder must demonstrate momentum. The worker 

must demonstrate adaptability, emotional intelligence, continuous learning, and 

productivity. The institution must demonstrate responsibility, purpose, and modernization. 

The book, code, pitch, lecture, course, and family moment are all potential performances. 

The cost is fragmentation of attention and identity. When people constantly model how 

they are perceived, they lose periods of unobserved development. They become editors of 

themselves before they have become thinkers. They become curators before they have 
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become artisans. They learn to ask how this will look before asking what is true, good, or 

worth doing. AI can help produce the exterior, but it cannot give back the interior time that 

performance consumes. 

The workplace data are already serious. The World Health Organization reports that 

poor working environments, including excessive workloads, low job control, inequality, 

discrimination, and job insecurity, are risks to mental health; it estimates that depression 

and anxiety cost the global economy 12 billion working days and roughly one trillion US 

dollars in lost productivity each year [WHO-2024]. AI does not create these risks by itself, 

but it can increase expectations until human limits disappear behind dashboards, prompts, 

and productivity rhetoric. 

The psychological cruelty of the AI age may be that people are surrounded by tools that 

promise ease while living in systems that convert ease into obligation. The draft is easier; 

therefore more drafts are expected. The email is easier; therefore responses are faster. 

The analysis is easier; therefore more scenarios are demanded. The presentation is 

easier; therefore every meeting needs a polished presentation. Ease becomes speed; 

speed becomes norm; norm becomes pressure. 

There is also a social danger. People who cannot keep up may be described as 

obsolete rather than protected as human. The elderly, the neurodivergent, the exhausted, 

the poor, the caregiver, the person in grief, and the person without institutional support may 

be judged against a synthetic baseline. A humane society would refuse to make 

machine-assisted maximal performance the measure of human worth. 

Mitigation begins with institutional restraint. Organizations should distinguish 

productivity improvement from workload expansion. They should protect non-performative 

time: study, repair, mentoring, experimentation, silence, and embodied care. They should 

measure collaboration quality, not only output volume. They should give people rights to 

explanation, contestation, and refusal when AI systems intensify surveillance or 

expectations. The mental health problem of the AI age is not the machine alone. It is the 

absence of boundaries around what the machine enables others to demand. 
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The decentralised-brand argument becomes stronger when connected to psychology. 

The problem is not only that the median founder faces poor statistical odds. It is that 

modern institutions often fail to satisfy the psychological needs that make people willing to 

cooperate without feeling diminished. Self-determination theory identifies autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness as basic psychological needs associated with motivation 

and well-being [Ryan and Deci 2017]. The language of entrepreneurship often translates 

these into autonomy, mastery, and meaning. The tragedy is that entrepreneurship sells 

these needs to individuals, while the institutional environment makes them expensive to 

obtain. 

Autonomy is the promise that draws many people into entrepreneurship even when the 

financial case is weak. Hamilton's evidence that self-employment can underperform paid 

employment does not contradict this; it explains why people may persist despite weaker 

earnings [Hamilton 2000]. Autonomy has value. The question is whether isolated founding 

is the only or best way to obtain it. If autonomy requires rebuilding legal infrastructure, 

customer trust, software, marketing, procurement, compliance, and reputation from zero, 

then autonomy has been bundled with needless suffering. A decentralised brand should 

unbundle autonomy from isolation. 

Mastery is also misallocated. In a healthy institution, mastery means becoming 

increasingly competent in a domain that matters. In the founder's mythology, mastery is 

often replaced by compulsory amateurism. The founder must become a salesperson, 

accountant, recruiter, strategist, copywriter, designer, legal negotiator, product manager, 

therapist, fundraiser, and public performer. This is not mastery. It is fragmentation under 

pressure. Some people thrive in this role, but many capable creators are destroyed by it. A 

decentralised brand can make mastery more realistic by letting people specialise within a 

shared infrastructure while still acting entrepreneurially. 

Meaning is the most dangerous need because it can sanctify irrational risk. People 

accept bad contracts, unpaid labour, exploitative communities, predatory accelerators, and 

humiliating dependence because the work 'means something'. Meaning can elevate work, 

but it can also anesthetise exploitation. A decentralised brand should protect meaning from 

capture. It should make the mission explicit, audit whether resources actually serve the 
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mission, and create rights for participants whose labour is justified in the name of purpose. 

A purpose without governance becomes a psychological extraction technology. 

Relatedness is the forgotten need in founder culture. The heroic founder is imagined 

alone: decisive, obsessed, resilient, almost inhuman. This is a damaging myth. Humans 

need recognition, trust, shared language, and a sense that their effort is witnessed by 

others who understand its cost. The isolated entrepreneur often receives market feedback 

but not human relatedness. Customers buy or ignore. Platforms rank. Banks evaluate. 

Investors negotiate. None of this necessarily produces belonging. A decentralised brand 

can make entrepreneurship less lonely by embedding the operator in a peer community 

with standards, rituals, mentoring, and shared memory. 

The practical implication is severe: institutions should be evaluated by whether they 

satisfy autonomy, mastery, and meaning for many participants, not merely for founders and 

senior leaders. A corporation may give autonomy to executives and obedience to workers. 

A charity may give meaning to donors and burnout to staff. A university may give prestige 

to professors and precarity to researchers. A DAO may give voice to token whales and 

confusion to everyone else. A decentralised brand must be judged by its median 

participant, not its public representatives. 

Autonomy without standards becomes chaos. Mastery without recognition becomes 

bitterness. Meaning without due process becomes cult behaviour. Relatedness without exit 

becomes social captivity. The art of institutional design is to hold these needs in tension 

rather than worship one of them. A decentralised brand that maximises autonomy while 

ignoring quality will destroy trust. One that maximises standards while ignoring autonomy 

will become a franchise. One that maximises meaning while ignoring economics will exploit 

idealists. One that maximises belonging while ignoring exit will become a soft prison. 

This is where the decentralised-brand model can become psychologically superior to 

both the isolated firm and the centralised organisation. Compared with isolated 

entrepreneurship, it supplies shared memory, peers, standards, and tools. Compared with 

centralised employment, it supplies voice, portability, and the possibility of exit. Compared 

with a franchise, it gives operators constitutional participation. Compared with a loose 
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community, it supplies economic seriousness. The aim is not happiness as decoration. It is 

the design of institutions in which human motivation is less likely to become 

self-exploitation. 

The most provocative claim is that many people do not actually want to be founders. 

They want founder-like dignity. They want discretion, respect, visible competence, 

participation in a meaningful project, and a fair share of the value they help create. 

Because the economy offers few such roles, they are told to start companies. The 

decentralised brand is a way to create founder-like dignity without forcing everyone into 

founder-level exposure. It is an institutional substitute for the lonely gamble. 

This also changes how success should be measured. The unit is no longer only 

revenue, valuation, or growth. A decentralised brand should measure whether participants 

can make decisions, improve skills, understand the whole system, receive recognition, 

influence rules, leave without erasure, and explain why the work matters. These are not 

soft metrics. They are leading indicators of whether collaboration will survive when money, 

status, and conflict put pressure on the constitution. 

The future entrepreneur must therefore design against their own biology. The desire to 

be seen, selected and admired is not going away. It should not be denied, because denied 

status hunger returns in more grotesque forms. But it can be disciplined. An institution can 

attach status to contribution, repair, teaching, maintenance and stewardship rather than 

pure visibility. It can make rest legitimate. It can separate deep work from public 

performance. It can create spaces where one can develop before being ranked. 

The old startup script did the opposite. It often rewarded the person who could appear 

certain before the evidence justified certainty. It rewarded the founder who could narrate 

inevitability inside uncertainty. AI makes this easier and therefore more dangerous. A 

founder can manufacture the language of inevitability on demand. The only antidote is 

institutional: evidence, review, provenance, customer truth, contribution memory and 

governance that can punish beautiful nonsense. 
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Chapter 6. Collaboration, Its Mechanics and Its Betrayals 

The alternative to the founder lottery is not to chant with the community. 
Collaboration is not a moral decoration. It is an engineered condition. Humans can 
cooperate magnificently, but they do not cooperate merely because the word 
collaboration appears in a slide deck. 

This chapter studies the cold mechanics of collaboration and the causes that limit it: 
free-riding, credit scarcity, invisible labour, status rivalry, governance ambiguity, 
asymmetric risk, semantic confusion, cultural incompatibility and resentment. The 
purpose is practical. If entrepreneurs must adapt, they must learn collaboration with 
the same seriousness with which they learn sales. 

Collaboration is usually praised in sentimental language. Teams, communities, 

ecosystems, networks, and movements are described as if shared purpose were enough. 

This is one reason collaboration fails. The serious analysis begins from the opposite 

assumption: collaboration is unnatural unless the institution makes it cheaper, safer, more 

legible, and more rewarding than defection or isolation. Humans can cooperate deeply, but 

they do not cooperate magically. They cooperate when repeated interaction, reputation, 

shared identity, credible enforcement, modular work, fair rewards, and meaningful exit 

convert private incentives into durable common action. 

The cold mechanics of collaboration are older than capitalism and broader than 

economics. Kinship, religion, guilds, armies, monasteries, scientific communities, 

universities, professions, open-source projects, standards bodies, franchises, 

cooperatives, corporations, and states all solve parts of the same problem. They lower the 

cost of trusting strangers and raise the cost of betrayal. They transform a crowd into a 

structure of expectations. They tell participants what counts as contribution, what counts 

as abuse, how conflicts are settled, who can represent the group, what memory is 

preserved, and how newcomers are trained. 

The first mechanism is shared threat or shared opportunity. Groups form more easily 

when people can name a problem that none of them can solve alone. The isolated 

entrepreneur sees lack of customers, lack of trust, lack of legal capacity, lack of 

distribution, and lack of capital as personal weaknesses. A decentralised brand reframes 

these as common infrastructural deficits. The question changes from 'why did you fail?' to 
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'which reusable layer did we fail to build?' This shift is psychologically and economically 

decisive because shame is converted into system design. 

The second mechanism is a shared name. A name is not decoration. It is compressed 

trust. It reduces search cost for customers, lowers explanation cost for operators, and 

creates a memory that survives individual transactions. The problem is that names are 

easy to capture. A classical firm turns the name into private property. A franchise lets many 

operators use the name but keeps constitutional power at the centre. A decentralised 

brand tries to make the name a governed commons. It must be strict enough to protect 

customer trust and open enough to prevent the centre from becoming a rent extractor. 

The third mechanism is modularity. Cooperation grows when work can be divided into 

modules with clear interfaces. Open-source software proved this at scale, but the principle 

is more general. A school network can modularise curricula, teacher training, 

assessments, local partnerships, and parent communication. A clinic network can 

modularise intake, triage, protocols, audit, patient education, and data governance. A 

research community can modularise hypotheses, datasets, methods, reviews, replication 

tasks, and dissemination. Modularity lowers the cost of contribution because people can 

enter through a defined surface rather than by understanding the whole institution. 

The fourth mechanism is contribution visibility. Many communities die because the 

visible winners are not the people who maintain the commons. The seller is visible, the 

maintainer is invisible. The charismatic founder is visible, the documentation writer is 

invisible. The public intellectual is visible, the reviewer is invisible. A serious decentralised 

brand must make invisible work legible without turning every human act into a bureaucratic 

token. The purpose is not accounting perfection. The purpose is to prevent systematic theft 

of maintenance labour by the visible edge of the system. 

The fifth mechanism is reciprocity with memory. Axelrod's famous work on repeated 

interaction showed why cooperation can emerge among self-interested actors when 

behaviour is remembered and future interaction matters [Axelrod 1984]. In a market of 

one-shot exchanges, exploitation is tempting. In a community with memory, exploitation 

becomes expensive. A decentralised brand should therefore preserve an institutional 
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memory of quality, responsiveness, contribution, sanctions, repairs, and forks. But memory 

must be governed. Permanent public punishment destroys learning. Total forgetfulness 

rewards predators. The correct design is neither surveillance nor amnesia, but structured 

memory with due process. 

The sixth mechanism is boundaries. Ostrom's work on commons governance is often 

invoked romantically, but one of its most sober lessons is that functioning commons are 

not borderless [Ostrom 1990]. They define who has rights, who has duties, what resource 

is being governed, how rules are changed, and how sanctions operate. A decentralised 

brand that cannot exclude low-quality operators will destroy customer trust. A 

decentralised brand that excludes arbitrarily will become a private club. The boundary 

must therefore be explicit, evidence-based, appealable, and proportional. 

The seventh mechanism is status pluralism. Collaboration fails when there is only one 

status ladder. If everyone must become founder, CEO, thought leader, principal 

investigator, influencer, or elected leader to feel respected, rivalry becomes inevitable. 

Durable institutions create multiple dignified roles: builder, teacher, steward, auditor, 

integrator, local operator, mediator, reviewer, designer, maintainer, researcher, 

ambassador, critic, and archivist. This is not cosmetic. It is a way of preventing human 

competence from being squeezed into a single hierarchy. 

The eighth mechanism is exit. Voice without exit becomes begging. Exit without 

continuity becomes exile. Forkability is the decentralised-brand answer: the right to leave 

with memory, standards, and legitimacy when governance fails. Forkability disciplines 

leadership because participants are not trapped. It also disciplines participants because 

exit requires the fork to make its case publicly and operationally. A fork is not a tantrum. It 

is a constitutional act of institutional divergence. 

The ninth mechanism is common infrastructure. Collaboration becomes real when 

people share more than a slogan. They need templates, software, legal models, audit 

procedures, training materials, quality standards, onboarding flows, datasets, AI 

assistants, procurement credentials, treasury systems, and conflict-resolution processes. 

The commons must be useful before it asks for loyalty. Many movements fail because they 
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demand belonging before they offer capability. A decentralised brand should reverse the 

order: first lower the cost of doing good work, then ask people to protect the shared name. 

The tenth mechanism is a shared theory of value. If one participant values money, 

another reputation, another local impact, another artistic freedom, another scientific 

correctness, and another political influence, collaboration will collapse unless the institution 

can hold multiple value systems without pretending that they are identical. The EU 

Blockchain Observatory report on decentralised brands explicitly frames them as a way to 

move beyond a singular unit of value and support diversified value systems while using AI 

and blockchain to reduce the friction of decentralisation [Alboaie, Livitckaia and Votis 

2023]. This is not a philosophical luxury. It is operational reality. 

The causes that limit collaboration are not mysterious. They are usually denied because 

institutions prefer moral explanations. When collaboration breaks down, leaders say 

people are selfish, lazy, immature, disloyal, ideological, or insufficiently aligned. 

Sometimes this is true. More often, the institution has designed a game in which 

cooperation is irrational, unsafe, humiliating, or invisible. A cold analysis must separate 

moral failure from mechanism failure. If a system repeatedly produces free-riding, 

factionalism, burnout, cynicism, and capture, the first suspect should be the structure, not 

the soul. 

The first limit is the free-rider problem. Mancur Olson's analysis of collective action 

remains central because it explains why people who share an interest do not automatically 

organise to defend it [Olson 1965]. If the benefit is public and the contribution is private, 

rational participants may wait for others to pay the cost. Decentralised brands cannot solve 

this by moral exhortation. They need contribution thresholds, visible roles, member 

benefits, access rights, reputation effects, and treasury rules that make contribution 

materially and socially meaningful. 

The second limit is asymmetric effort. Some people contribute more because they are 

conscientious, ambitious, afraid, or already socially committed. Others contribute less 

because they are less competent, less motivated, less informed, or more strategically 

exploitative. If the institution refuses to see the difference, high contributors become bitter. 
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If it sees only output and not context, newcomers and caregivers are excluded. The 

mitigation is calibrated contribution accounting: enough measurement to reveal 

exploitation, enough discretion to avoid turning community into a factory of metrics. 

The third limit is trust fragility. Collaboration requires people to expose dependency. To 

work with others is to risk being betrayed, ignored, misrepresented, outranked, or made 

responsible for someone else's failure. Trust is not produced by declarations of values. It is 

produced by small reliable interactions, transparent records, predictable rules, and visible 

repair after damage. A decentralised brand should obsess less over slogans and more 

over the boring rituals of reliability: response times, decision logs, incident reports, audit 

trails, and appeal procedures. 

The fourth limit is status rivalry. Many institutions pretend that conflict is about ideas 

when it is often about rank. People fight over doctrine because doctrine is a socially 

acceptable battlefield for status. They fight over process because process determines who 

can block whom. They fight over quality because quality judgments confer prestige. This 

does not make them bad. It makes them human. Good governance does not eliminate 

status; it civilises it. It creates multiple status ladders, rotates visible authority, separates 

evaluation from humiliation, and gives ambitious people constructive arenas where 

excellence is rewarded without requiring institutional conquest. 

The fifth limit is principal-agent drift. The people who manage the shared resource often 

acquire informational advantages over the people on whose behalf they act. This happens 

in corporations, unions, charities, universities, political parties, foundations, cooperatives, 

DAOs, and open-source foundations. The cure is not permanent suspicion, because 

permanent suspicion makes governance impossible. The cure is structured auditability: 

limited mandates, transparent budgets, term limits for sensitive roles, conflict-of-interest 

declarations, independent review, and the constitutional right to fork when internal 

correction fails. 

The sixth limit is cultural incompatibility. People can share a goal while disagreeing 

about pace, language, risk, authority, aesthetics, conflict style, quality thresholds, money, 

public communication, and moral priorities. Many collaborations fail because they confuse 
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alignment on mission with alignment on operating culture. A decentralised brand should 

make its operating culture explicit and forkable. Instead of forcing incompatible 

temperaments into one committee, it should allow compatible subcultures to form 

branches under shared minimal standards. 

The seventh limit is semantic confusion. People use the same words with different 

meanings. Autonomy can mean responsible discretion or refusal of accountability. 

Community can mean mutual aid or social control. Decentralisation can mean local power, 

governance tokens, absence of leaders, or simply hatred of incumbents. Brand can mean 

customer promise, cultural identity, or marketing surface. AI can mean assistant, sovereign 

decision-maker, surveillance layer, or productivity tool. Without a shared ontology of key 

terms, collaboration becomes argument by ambiguity. A serious decentralised brand 

should maintain a living glossary and require governance decisions to define their 

operative terms. 

The eighth limit is resentment. Resentment is not merely envy. It is often the memory of 

a blocked contribution. A person offers competence and receives dependency. They seek 

recognition and receive silence. They seek mastery and receive bureaucratic obedience. 

They seek meaning and receive marketing language. Over time, the desire to build can 

become the desire to expose, punish, or destroy. This is why institutional design is not a 

soft topic. Bad institutions manufacture counter-elites. Good institutions convert frustrated 

capability into legitimate responsibility before it becomes corrosive. 

The ninth limit is coordination overload. Democratic participation sounds noble until 

participants are asked to vote, deliberate, read, moderate, audit, explain, and decide every 

minor issue. People then retreat, delegates capture the process, or decisions become 

performative. Decentralised governance must therefore be minimal, layered, and assisted. 

AI can help by summarising proposals, mapping consequences, detecting contradictions, 

translating expert language, and preserving institutional memory. But AI must remain 

subordinate. When opaque AI becomes the de facto governor, decentralisation becomes 

interface theatre. 
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The tenth limit is legal and economic ambiguity. People cannot collaborate for long if 

they do not know who owns IP, who can use the name, who is liable to customers, who 

receives revenue, who can sign contracts, who can exclude bad actors, and what happens 

when a fork occurs. Many communities remain informal because informality feels free. In 

reality, informality is expensive; it delays conflict until the accumulated value is large 

enough to make conflict destructive. The mitigation is not premature bureaucracy. It is 

lightweight constitutional clarity from the beginning. 

Collaboration is praised by almost everyone and sabotaged by almost everyone. The 

reasons are ordinary: incentives diverge, credit is scarce, trust is fragile, time horizons 

differ, competence is uneven, ownership is unclear, conflict is expensive, and exit is 

treated as betrayal. Collaboration also threatens identity. To collaborate seriously is to let 

others affect the shape of one's work. Many people prefer applause for a small private 

kingdom to shared responsibility in a larger one. 

The first enemy is credit scarcity. When status is scarce, contributors fear invisibility. 

They ask whether leaders will capture the story, whether later entrants will receive 

disproportionate reward, and whether the public will remember the right names. Open 

source, research groups, startups, cooperatives, and activist movements all face this. The 

work may be common while the narrative is captured. 

The second enemy is governance ambiguity. Many collaborations begin with warmth 

and collapse when decisions become consequential. Who controls money? Who owns the 

name? Who can change standards? Who can remove a harmful member? Who can speak 

publicly? Avoiding these questions feels friendly early and destructive later. Informality 

often hides power rather than eliminating it. 

The third enemy is asymmetric risk. Some participants have salaries, savings, 

passports, networks, and reputational safety. Others risk time they cannot recover. A 

collaboration that demands equal sacrifice from unequal lives can become extraction 

disguised as idealism. The fourth enemy is competence mismatch. Inclusion without 

standards decays; standards without pathways exclude. The fifth enemy is exit failure. 

When departure is treated as treason, collaboration becomes civil war. 
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Collaboration also fails because humans confuse community with intimacy. A serious 

institution cannot be only a group of friends. It needs protocols for strangers, successors, 

critics, auditors, and future members. It needs ways to survive fatigue, conflict, and 

leadership transition. The warm origin story is not enough. If a collaboration cannot outlive 

the charisma of its founders, it is not yet an institution. 

The mechanisms that generate collaboration are concrete: contribution ledgers, role 

definitions, reversible decisions where possible, constitutional rules for irreversible 

decisions, conflict procedures, staged membership, treasury formulas, independent audits, 

and legitimate fork rights. None abolishes politics. They make politics less dependent on 

charisma, secrecy, and emotional blackmail. The post-AI world needs these mechanisms 

because AI will make it easy to launch collaborations and hard to make them durable. 

The table is not a bureaucracy fetish. It is a realism map. Collaboration fails not 

because humans are uniquely wicked, but because collaboration without institutional 

design asks fragile psychology to carry structural weight. In small groups this may work for 

a time. In serious institutions it fails. The question is not whether we need rules. The 

question is whether the rules will be visible, contestable, and corrigible, or hidden inside 

charisma and private control. 

The naïve dream is to abolish status games. The realistic task is to design better ones. 

Human beings will compare, imitate, compete, admire, resent, and seek rank. A theory of 

post-AI institutions that ignores status is not humane; it is blind. The question is whether 

status is attached to extraction, spectacle, proximity to power, and theatrical certainty, or 

whether it is attached to stewardship, competence, repair, teaching, courage, and the 

creation of capacity for others. 

A game worth playing has several properties. It must reward contribution without 

pretending that contribution is always easy to measure. It must allow excellence without 

turning excellence into humiliation for everyone else. It must permit ambition without letting 

ambition capture the rules. It must make roles visible without freezing people inside them. 

It must create paths from apprenticeship to mastery, from local work to global recognition, 

from dissent to legitimate reform, and from exit to peaceful fork rather than civil war. 
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The old firm rarely does this well because the brand, treasury, governance, and 

narrative are usually controlled by owners or executives. The old bureaucracy rarely does 

this well because roles are protected by procedure even when they no longer serve the 

mission. The old movement rarely does this well because charisma and purity tests 

replace institutional memory. The post-AI institution must be more psychologically 

intelligent. It must understand that people need visible progress, meaningful agency, and 

recognition that is not reducible to vanity. 

Designing a game worth playing therefore begins with visible ladders of contribution. A 

contributor should be able to see how one becomes trusted, how one becomes a 

maintainer, how one becomes an auditor, how one becomes a branch founder, and how 

one can challenge leadership. These ladders should not be purely numerical. A crude 

points system will be gamed. The better system combines evidence, peer review, 

deliberation, time, responsibility, and the willingness to repair damage. Status should follow 

demonstrated stewardship, not merely activity volume. 

The second principle is plural prestige. A healthy institution does not make every 

ambitious person fight for the same throne. It creates many forms of excellence: technical, 

ethical, educational, operational, artistic, diplomatic, local, strategic, and constitutional. 

This is one of the deepest reasons decentralised brands matter. They can multiply 

legitimate forms of recognition. They can make a rural operator, a documentation 

maintainer, a safety auditor, and a research founder all visible inside the same symbolic 

system. 

The third principle is bounded comparison. If every person is compared with every other 

person all the time, the institution becomes a psychological furnace. A humane institution 

creates cohorts, roles, stages, and contexts. Apprentices are compared with apprentices, 

not with founders. Local nodes are evaluated against local constraints, not only global 

glamour. People can grow without being continuously humiliated by the whole distribution 

of humanity. AI makes global comparison easier; institutions must make local development 

meaningful again. 
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The fourth principle is honorable exit. No game is worth playing if leaving means 

annihilation. When institutions treat exit as betrayal, they convert disagreement into 

conspiracy and resentment. Forkability is not merely a technical right; it is an emotional 

pressure valve. It tells competent people that they do not have to destroy the institution to 

escape it. They can continue the lineage under different constraints while preserving 

memory and accountability. 

These principles turn decentralised brands into more than economic containers. They 

become laboratories for civilizing ambition. They accept that people want to win, but ask 

what winning should mean. The answer should be severe: winning is not accumulating 

followers, capturing a treasury, or becoming untouchable. Winning is increasing the shared 

capacity of a community while remaining accountable to it. 

A founder who cannot collaborate is not strong. The founder is expensive. The 

economy can tolerate a certain number of expensive founders because some create 

extraordinary value. It cannot build a healthy AI-era market by asking everyone to become 

one. Collaboration is the missing curriculum of entrepreneurship. It should be taught with 

the same severity as accounting, product discovery or security engineering. 

The central lesson is that collaboration must be made legible before it is made 

inspirational. Who owns the name? Who holds the treasury? Who can use the assets? 

Who sees the contribution ledger? Who can challenge a decision? Who can leave without 

being erased? Who protects customers? Who decides when quality has failed? These are 

not legalistic distractions. They are the physical joints of a collective body. Without them, 

community becomes soft rhetoric over hard power. 
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Chapter 7. From Founders to Institution Creators 

The narrow founder creates a company. The institution creator creates a world in 
which many valuable companies, roles, practices or communities can exist. This 
distinction becomes decisive in the AI age, because output can be accelerated 
while institutions remain the scarce containers of trust and continuity. 

This chapter expands entrepreneurship beyond business founding. A school, clinic, 
laboratory, media network, local production commons, open-source ecosystem, 
research protocol, professional guild or civic infrastructure can be entrepreneurial in 
the deeper sense: it changes the rules by which others act. 

Entrepreneurship must be expanded beyond business founding. The narrow founder 

myth sees entrepreneurship as the creation of a private firm that sells products or services 

in a market. This is too small. Many of the decisive founders of history created institutions 

rather than companies: monastic orders, universities, laboratories, scientific journals, 

professional associations, standards bodies, charities, public agencies, city governments, 

hospitals, schools, research networks, trade unions, open-source projects, cultural 

movements, and constitutional systems. They built durable coordination patterns. They did 

not merely sell goods. 

The institutional entrepreneur is someone who changes the rules, categories, 

infrastructures, or identities through which other people act. A company founder creates a 

venture. An institutional founder creates a world in which many ventures can exist. The 

difference matters because decentralised brands are not primarily firms. They are 

institutional layers. They can host firms, freelancers, cooperatives, local operators, 

research groups, educators, auditors, and customers under a shared reputation system. 

They create a market architecture rather than only a market participant. 

This reframing helps avoid a false debate. The question is not whether capitalism 

should be replaced by the state, or whether the individual founder should be replaced by 

the collective. The more interesting question is which institution should hold the trust layer. 

In a centralised firm, the company holds it. In a franchise, the franchisor holds it. In a 

platform, the platform holds it. In a professional guild, the profession holds it. In a 
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decentralised brand, the trust layer is held by a constitutional commons. That distinction is 

the centre of the book. 

Many people who are currently pushed into entrepreneurship would be better described 

as potential institution builders. A teacher who wants a better school model may not want 

to own a school alone. A doctor who wants patient-centred care may not want to run a 

clinic, negotiate software contracts, and manage marketing. A researcher who wants open 

science may not want to become a grant entrepreneur. A journalist who wants 

independence may not want to build a subscription business alone. A local organiser who 

wants community resilience may not want to become a politician. All of them need shared 

institutional infrastructure. 

This is why decentralised brands should not be limited to consumer products or social 

media. The EU Blockchain Observatory report already suggests applicability beyond social 

media, including entrepreneurship, co-creation tools, corporate governance, community 

initiatives, and NGOs [Alboaie, Livitckaia and Votis 2023]. The expansion is natural. Any 

domain where trust, standards, local adaptation, shared identity, and contribution 

recognition matter can potentially become decentralised-brand territory. The brand is the 

coordination membrane between personal agency and institutional legitimacy. 

A school decentralised brand would not be one school. It would be a shared 

educational identity with curricula, teacher training, child-protection standards, assessment 

methods, parent communication protocols, local adaptation rights, audits, and fork rules. A 

clinic decentralised brand would not be one clinic. It would be shared care standards, 

patient data governance, protocol libraries, local providers, triage tools, clinical audit, and 

accountability. A research decentralised brand would not be one lab. It would be a protocol 

for hypotheses, data lineage, replication, peer review, computational notebooks, and public 

claims. 

The institution creator faces a different statistical problem from the business founder. 

Their work often produces spillovers that markets do not reward directly. A good 

curriculum, a better governance process, an open dataset, a safety protocol, a local trust 

network, or a conflict-resolution method may create value across many actors while 
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generating weak private revenue for the originator. This is why institutional entrepreneurs 

are often underpaid, co-opted, or exhausted. The decentralised brand can help by making 

institutional contributions visible, reusable, licensable, and partially remunerated through a 

common treasury. 

The intellectual mistake of the startup age was to treat the company as the default 

vehicle for every form of initiative. This produced useful companies, but it also forced 

public-good creativity into private-equity containers. The result is predictable: projects that 

need commons become startups, startups that need patient governance become growth 

machines, growth machines become acquisition targets, and the original mission survives 

as branding. A decentralised brand gives institutional entrepreneurs a different container: 

one that can host economic activity without pretending that all value must be privately 

captured by one cap table. 

This does not make institution-building pure. Institutions can become bureaucratic, 

hypocritical, captured, ritualistic, predatory, or self-protective. The decentralised-brand 

proposal does not deny this. It tries to make capture less final. It gives participants more 

than internal complaint. It gives them branch, fork, evidence, and portability. This is crucial 

because every institution will eventually disappoint somebody. The mark of a mature 

institution is not that disappointment never happens. It is that disappointment does not 

automatically become destruction. 

The institutional entrepreneur therefore needs a different education from the startup 

founder. They must understand incentives, governance, social psychology, law, standards, 

data, quality assurance, conflict, legitimacy, and narrative. They must learn how to create 

roles for others, not merely how to command attention. They must learn how to preserve a 

mission after charismatic energy fades. They must understand that a brand is not only a 

market signal but a social technology for holding shared expectations. The work becomes, 

in that sense, a manual for post-founder institution creators. 

Not every institution should become a decentralised brand. Some activities require 

unified command, heavy capital expenditure, strict liability, secrecy, or irreversible safety 

decisions. A nuclear plant, an air-traffic-control system, an emergency military operation, 
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and certain forms of high-risk medical intervention cannot be governed like a loose 

creative network. But this caution should not become an excuse for institutional laziness. 

Many sectors are centralised not because centralisation is technically necessary, but 

because nobody has built credible decentralised governance, standards, and 

accountability layers. 

The best candidates have five properties. First, the domain depends on trust. Second, 

work can be performed by multiple semi-independent operators. Third, quality can be 

defined through standards and audits. Fourth, local adaptation matters. Fifth, the shared 

name creates value that no single operator could build quickly alone. These conditions 

exist in many areas: education, professional services, local care, software development, 

research infrastructure, journalism, cultural production, craft manufacturing, agriculture, 

community energy, repair networks, health navigation, civic technology, and AI-assisted 

consulting. 

Education is an obvious candidate because it suffers from central bureaucracy, local 

inequality, ideological conflict, credential inflation, and fragile trust. A decentralised 

educational brand could combine open curricula, local teachers, peer review, child-safety 

protocols, assessment standards, parent governance, scholarship treasuries, and forkable 

pedagogical branches. It would not abolish schools. It would create a shared legitimacy 

layer around many schools, tutors, community centres, online cohorts, and learning labs. 

The goal would be to make educational quality portable without forcing every local 

community into one model. 

Healthcare and care services are more difficult but potentially important. The trust 

problem is enormous, the regulation is real, and liability cannot be romanticised. Yet many 

care functions are decentralisable: patient education, chronic-care navigation, 

second-opinion networks, caregiver training, local support groups, prevention 

programmes, data-consent frameworks, protocol libraries, and quality-audited 

non-emergency services. A decentralised care brand would have to be conservative in 

standards and serious about clinical accountability. Its radicalism would be institutional, not 

reckless. 
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Research is another strong candidate. Scientific institutions already operate as 

reputation systems, but they are increasingly strained by publication incentives, grant 

competition, prestige concentration, replication problems, and career bottlenecks. A 

decentralised research brand could maintain open protocols, dataset registries, replication 

bounties, AI-assisted literature review, formal claim graphs, contributor credit, peer-review 

trails, and local research nodes. It could make institutional entrepreneurship available to 

researchers who want to build shared scientific infrastructure rather than chase symbolic 

prestige inside overcrowded hierarchies. 

Media is a candidate because the collapse of trust has not been solved by either 

centralised newsrooms or influencer individualism. A decentralised media brand could 

maintain editorial standards, fact-checking protocols, local correspondents, transparent 

corrections, AI-assisted source mapping, conflict-of-interest disclosures, and forkable 

editorial lines. It could allow pluralism without dissolving into misinformation. The shared 

name would not promise one ideology. It would promise a method of producing, correcting, 

and contesting public information. 

Professional services are perhaps the simplest near-term candidate. Consultants, 

developers, designers, lawyers, accountants, researchers, trainers, and AI-automation 

specialists already operate in fragmented markets where trust is expensive and quality is 

difficult to verify. A decentralised professional brand could provide onboarding, templates, 

service standards, peer review, customer protection, dispute resolution, shared marketing, 

and reputation portability. It could compete with agencies and platforms by offering a 

middle form: more autonomy than employment, more legitimacy than freelancing, less 

extraction than platforms. 

Corporate governance itself can be affected. A large corporation cannot simply become 

a decentralised brand overnight, but it can adopt decentralised-brand principles internally. 

Product lines, regional units, research teams, partner ecosystems, and supplier networks 

can be governed with constitutional charters, local autonomy, transparent standards, 

contribution recognition, AI-assisted audit, and credible internal exit. The point is not to 

abolish management. It is to stop confusing ownership with omniscience. The closer work 
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is to the customer, the more the centre should act as steward of shared infrastructure 

rather than dictator of local intelligence. 

NGOs and social movements may benefit even more. They often attract high-meaning 

contributors and then destroy them through informal hierarchy, donor dependency, 

ideological purification, and weak operational discipline. A decentralised-brand approach 

would force them to define standards, roles, treasury rules, conflict processes, local 

branches, public evidence, and legitimate forks. This could reduce the cycle in which 

movements denounce elite capture, create new informal elites, disappoint contributors, 

and then fracture into bitterness. 

The test is not ideological purity. The test is whether the decentralised-brand form 

improves the median participant's capacity to do useful work while improving customer or 

beneficiary trust. If it only creates governance theatre, it is worse than a normal firm. If it 

cannot maintain standards, it will damage the shared name. If it cannot distribute 

recognition, it will reproduce extraction. If it cannot tolerate forks, it is not decentralised. 

But where the conditions fit, it can become a powerful institutional container for creative 

energy. 

The word entrepreneur is too narrow if it means only founder of a private company. The 

deeper figure is the institution creator. A company is one form of institution, but so is a 

school, laboratory, guild, open-source ecosystem, clinical network, local manufacturing 

commons, research community, artistic movement, civic platform, professional association, 

and decentralised brand. The institution creator builds durable cooperation around a 

purpose. 

This matters because many people who seek autonomy, mastery, and meaning do not 

simply want to maximize private value. A teacher wants a school where children learn 

without humiliation. A scientist wants a field where truth is not buried by prestige theatre. A 

doctor wants a network where patients are not processed like inventory. A developer wants 

a commons where tools are maintained rather than captured. A local producer wants a 

name that carries standards without begging distant authorities for permission. 
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Yet all these institution creators face the Red Queen. They must attract trust, legitimacy, 

funding, collaborators, users, and protection from capture. They must perform coherence 

before the institution has matured. They must generate websites, metrics, proposals, 

reports, partnerships, legal forms, and narratives. AI helps generate the surface of the 

institution, but it cannot replace legitimacy. It can accelerate the theatre of institutionality 

while making genuine institution-building harder to distinguish. 

A decentralised brand can become an institution-creation machine. It gives creators a 

shared name, standards, tools, governance, reputation, and a legitimate path to branch or 

fork. Instead of forcing each institutional creator to reinvent identity, trust, procedures, and 

public meaning, it allows creation inside a commons. In creator realism autonomy, but not 

isolation. 

This is especially important in domains where the private firm is a poor container. 

Education, care, science, community media, environmental monitoring, local production, 

and software commons need enterprise discipline but also public trust. A normal startup 

may optimize for growth and exit. A bureaucracy may optimize for compliance. A charity 

may optimize for donor narratives. A decentralised brand can, in principle, optimize for 

accountable contribution under a shared constitutional name. 

The architecture is simple at the conceptual level. A brand contains a constitution, a 

registry, shared IP, quality standards, reputation mechanisms, a treasury, a dispute 

process, and fork rights. Local nodes operate with autonomy while respecting common 

rules. AI helps with documentation, audit, matchmaking, translation, education, 

compliance, and simulation. The brand is not merely a logo. It is a governance container 

that makes distributed institution creation easier. 

This transforms the meaning of entrepreneurship. The future entrepreneur may not be 

the heroic founder who owns everything. The future entrepreneur may be a node founder, 

branch steward, protocol maintainer, local operator, community educator, auditor, or 

constitutional entrepreneur. The reward is still real: income, status, autonomy, mastery, 

and meaning. But the risk is not carried alone and the symbolic capital is not captured by 

one private hierarchy. 
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The post-AI corporation will be tempted by a dangerous bargain: fewer people, more 

dashboards, faster output, tighter surveillance, and a polished language of purpose. Many 

executives will describe this as efficiency. Some of it will be real. But efficiency without 

governance becomes extraction disguised as modernization. The firm that uses AI to 

multiply expectations while refusing to redesign rights, rewards, and accountability will 

produce a more anxious workforce and a less intelligent institution. 

The problem is not simply that workers may lose tasks. Tasks have always changed. 

The more subtle problem is that workers may keep responsibility while losing control over 

the conditions of responsibility. A person may be expected to review AI-generated material, 

correct errors, satisfy customers, maintain compliance, and absorb blame when the 

system fails, while having little authority over model choice, workload volume, timelines, or 

evaluation criteria. The human becomes the accountability wrapper around automated 

acceleration. 

Corporate governance must therefore move beyond the 

shareholder-versus-stakeholder slogan. The real question is who governs the pace of 

expectation. Who decides whether productivity gains become leisure, quality, lower prices, 

higher wages, or simply more work? Who decides what forms of monitoring are legitimate? 

Who has the right to challenge an AI-mediated evaluation? Who owns the process 

improvements produced by employees using AI? If the answer is always management, the 

corporation becomes a Red Queen machine. 

A healthier corporation would create AI workload councils with actual authority, not 

decorative consultation. It would audit not only cost savings but pressure transfer. It would 

ask whether AI tools have reduced cognitive burden or merely increased the number of 

deliverables. It would measure error correction load, communication volume, meeting 

density, documentation overhead, after-hours work, and psychological safety. It would 

reward managers who convert productivity into resilience, not only those who convert it 

into additional throughput. 

The decentralised brand perspective can also transform corporations that do not 

become fully decentralised. A corporation can treat internal communities as governed 
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commons: engineering standards, design systems, research libraries, customer support 

knowledge, safety practices, and training materials can be stewarded by visible 

maintainers with authority and recognition. Instead of making every improvement 

disappear into corporate property, the firm can maintain contribution memory. This is not 

charity. It is institutional intelligence. 

The most interesting corporate future may be hybrid. Companies will still exist, but 

some of their most valuable assets may be governed like commons with shared standards, 

internal fork rights, transparent contribution histories, and cross-team stewardship roles. 

The firm can become less feudal without becoming formless. It can keep strategic direction 

while giving contributors real agency over the infrastructures they build. In an 

AI-accelerated economy, that may become a competitive advantage because trust and 

retention will matter as much as speed. 

The darker future is also clear. Companies that use AI to intensify permanent auditions 

will attract people who can perform compliance and repel people who need truth to work 

well. They will become eloquent and stupid: full of polished documents, empty rituals, and 

suppressed information. The best employees will leave or emotionally exit. The mediocre 

will master the theatre. The institution will look modern while losing the ability to learn. 

Education and research are among the first institutions to feel the contradiction of 

generative AI. They were already built around signals that are hard to defend: grades, 

publications, impact factors, recommendation letters, institutional prestige, grant success, 

and citation economies. AI does not destroy these systems. It exposes their fragility. If 

essays can be generated, if literature reviews can be automated, if plausible research 

programs can be drafted by models, then the institution must ask what it was really 

measuring. 

The lazy response is surveillance. Schools and universities may attempt to detect AI 

use, police writing, and restore the old signal. Some control is necessary in specific 

contexts, but surveillance cannot be the center of education. It produces fear, games of 

evasion, and a false moral clarity. The deeper response is to redesign learning around 
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process, dialogue, embodied practice, oral defense, collaborative projects, real constraints, 

and documented intellectual development over time. 

The same logic applies to research. AI can accelerate hypothesis generation, literature 

mapping, code writing, data analysis, simulation, translation, and peer review assistance. 

Yet if the prestige economy remains unchanged, acceleration will produce more papers, 

more proposals, more jargon, and more strategic positioning. The scientific Red Queen will 

become faster: researchers will run harder to be visible in a literature that no one can read 

completely. 

A healthier scientific institution would treat AI as a tool for depth, not merely volume. It 

would reward replication, curation, negative results, dataset stewardship, tool 

maintenance, conceptual clarification, and the translation of findings into usable public 

knowledge. It would build research commons with transparent contribution histories. It 

would create decentralised research brands around domains: trusted communities that 

maintain standards, methods, datasets, review rituals, and educational pathways. 

Schools could do the same. Instead of pretending each classroom is isolated, a 

decentralised educational brand could share curriculum, teacher training, assessment 

practices, tutoring tools, local adaptations, and quality audits. Teachers would not become 

replaceable operators under a centralized platform. They would become stewards of a 

common educational name, with room for local judgment and professional mastery. AI 

would support preparation and personalization without turning teaching into dashboard 

compliance. 

The goal is not to make every institution decentralized by slogan. The goal is to create 

forms where autonomy, mastery, and meaning are better distributed. A researcher should 

not need to become a personal brand to be recognized. A teacher should not need to 

become an influencer to be valued. A student should not need to perform perfect artificial 

fluency to be seen. Institutions must rediscover the difference between development and 

display. 

If education fails here, it will train a generation into permanent performance. If it 

succeeds, it can teach people how to use AI without becoming performances for 
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AI-mediated systems. That requires moral seriousness: slower evaluation when needed, 

public standards, trust-building rituals, and roles that recognize invisible maintenance. The 

future of intelligence is not only in models. It is in institutions that know what intelligence is 

for. 

This expansion is not rhetorical. It changes the ambition of the entrepreneur. Instead of 

asking how to own a narrow value chain, the institution creator asks how to create a space 

where many people can generate value without surrendering agency. Instead of asking 

only how to win customers, they ask how trust is produced, stored, audited and 

transferred. Instead of treating governance as an unpleasant administrative layer, they 

treat governance as product architecture for human cooperation. 

A founder of the AI age may need to learn less from the myth of the garage and more 

from the history of guilds, universities, standards bodies, research communities, franchise 

systems, monastic orders and open-source ecosystems. The shared pattern is durable 

coordination under a name. The opportunity is to rebuild that pattern with better rights, 

better memory, better exit and better tools. 
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Chapter 8. Elite Overproduction, Resentment and the Almost Chosen 

Every complex society produces elites. Pretending otherwise is a childish politics. 
The real question is whether elite formation is useful, accountable, renewable and 
constrained, or whether it becomes a humiliation machine that produces too many 
aspirants and too few legitimate roles. 

The AI age will not soften this problem automatically. It will give the almost chosen 
better tools: better language, better critique, better self-presentation, better 
propaganda and better institutional imitation. Some will build. Some will burn. This 
chapter asks how decentralised brands can decompress status before resentment 
becomes a substitute for construction. 

Elite overproduction is one of the most uncomfortable concepts in the book because it 

touches a wound that polite institutional language avoids. Modern societies produce many 

ambitious, educated, articulate, networked, and status-sensitive people. They are told they 

are special, trained to aspire upward, and then offered too few legitimate roles with 

authority, dignity, and security. Peter Turchin's structural-demographic theory treats elite 

overproduction as destabilising because surplus elite aspirants compete for limited 

positions and can become counter-elites when blocked [Turchin 2023]. Whether one 

accepts the full theory or not, the mechanism is visible across universities, media, politics, 

startups, NGOs, and culture. 

The startup ecosystem is one decompression valve for elite overproduction. It tells 

ambitious people: do not fight for existing positions; create your own. This has real virtues. 

It can redirect ambition into productive experimentation. But statistically it also functions as 

a lottery that absorbs frustration. Many educated aspirants become founders not because 

they have discovered a superior business opportunity, but because existing institutions 

offer them too little autonomy, mastery, meaning, or status. The failure of their companies 

is then individualised, while the structural surplus of aspiration remains unexamined. 

Universities create another version of the same pattern. They train researchers for 

prestige positions that cannot absorb them all. The result is grant competition, publication 

inflation, symbolic compliance, fragile careers, and the conversion of curiosity into status 

games. Media creates similar dynamics by producing commentators, creators, activists, 

and analysts who compete for attention in winner-take-most public arenas. Politics creates 
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aspirants who cannot all hold office. NGOs create moral entrepreneurs who cannot all 

control the mission. Corporate systems create managerial aspirants who cannot all rise. 

Everywhere, there is more elite energy than legitimate elite office. 

The danger is not ambition. Ambition is a raw material of civilisation. The danger is 

blocked ambition without constructive institutional channels. When capable people cannot 

obtain recognition through building, they may seek recognition through exposure, 

denunciation, ideological purity, institutional sabotage, or revolutionary fantasy. This does 

not mean critique is illegitimate. Many institutions deserve critique. But critique becomes 

socially dangerous when it is the only available path to dignity. A society that cannot offer 

constructive roles to its surplus competent people should not be surprised when some of 

them become professional delegitimators. 

Decentralised brands can mitigate elite overproduction by multiplying legitimate roles 

without multiplying sovereign institutions. Instead of every ambitious person needing to 

create a firm, win an election, obtain tenure, control a nonprofit, or dominate a movement, 

a decentralised brand can create many stewardship positions: local operator, branch 

founder, standard maintainer, curriculum designer, auditor, mediator, researcher, customer 

advocate, AI governance reviewer, treasury steward, safety officer, regional integrator, and 

fork founder. These roles can carry reputation and responsibility without requiring total 

institutional conquest. 

This is status decompression. It does not eliminate hierarchy. It pluralises and 

constitutionalises hierarchy. A decentralised brand should be honest that some people will 

have more expertise, responsibility, and influence than others. The question is whether 

those differences are earned, visible, contestable, bounded, and forkable. When hierarchy 

is denied, hidden elites form. When hierarchy is absolute, captured elites form. When 

hierarchy is plural, audited, and exit-disciplined, it can become useful. 

This approach is also safer for existing elites. The book is not anti-elite. It is 

anti-fragile-elite. Intelligent elites should understand that legitimacy is cheaper than 

repression, and institutional renewal is cheaper than collapse. Old elites often resist 

decentralised alternatives because they see only loss of control. This is short-sighted. A 
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system that offers frustrated competence legitimate building paths reduces the probability 

that resentment will organise around destruction. Decentralised brands can function as 

pressure-release institutions: they create constructive exits before counter-elites must 

attack the centre to exist. 

The same logic applies inside corporations. Many corporations suffer from internal elite 

overproduction: talented employees who want responsibility but face narrow promotion 

ladders. Some leave to found companies; some become cynical; some become internal 

politicians; some quietly disengage. A decentralised-brand governance layer could let 

internal teams form accountable semi-autonomous units with shared infrastructure, 

customer-facing authority, transparent metrics, and internal fork mechanisms. This would 

not be anarchy. It would be a more honest way to allocate initiative than pretending that all 

intelligence must flow through management hierarchy. 

A meritocracy without enough roles becomes a humiliation machine. It tells people that 

status is earned, then denies them enough positions to earn. A decentralised brand cannot 

solve every macroeconomic source of status scarcity. But it can create more intermediate 

roles between powerless contributor and sovereign elite. It can make contribution visible. It 

can let people build branches rather than factions. It can turn frustrated mastery into local 

authority. It can let disagreement produce institutional diversity rather than civil war. 

The shocking formulation is this: many societies do not have too few entrepreneurs; 

they have too few non-suicidal institutional roles for competent people. The answer is not 

to inflate everyone into a founder. It is to build structures in which creative people can hold 

real responsibility without needing to own the whole castle. Decentralised brands are one 

candidate for that structure. 

Modern societies produce more capable, educated, ambitious people than their prestige 

structures can absorb. This contradiction is not a minor labor-market inconvenience; it is a 

psychological and political engine. When excellence can be rewarded in reality, many 

rewards are positional. There are more trained researchers than stable research careers, 

more founders than fundable companies, more artists than cultural slots, more graduates 
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than meaningful professional positions, and more experts than public attention can 

process. 

Peter Turchin's structural-demographic theory uses the concept of elite overproduction 

to describe destabilizing pressure created when more people aspire to elite positions than 

a society can absorb [TURCHIN-SDT]. The point is not that ambition is bad. The point is 

that blocked ambition becomes combustible. An educated person who can explain the 

system's failures but cannot find a legitimate role inside it is more dangerous to stability 

than a person without expectations. 

AI can intensify this overproduction. It gives aspirants better tools to appear 

professional, articulate, and strategic. It allows more people to launch publications, funds, 

movements, startups, schools, and campaigns. Many of these efforts will be sincere and 

some will be valuable. But if institutions do not expand legitimate roles, the result may be a 

larger population of the almost chosen: people who are competent enough to see the 

game, skilled enough to compete, and excluded enough to resent the outcome. 

The almost chosen are not automatically wrong. Often they are partially included: 

educated enough to understand elite language, ambitious enough to seek elite recognition, 

close enough to see the gates, excluded enough to resent them. AI gives this group tools 

of critique, imitation, mobilization, and propaganda. Some will build necessary institutions. 

Others will convert disappointment into doctrines of destruction. 

The old elite response is defensive closure: protect the gates from chaos. The resentful 

response is symbolic inversion: humiliate the old elite and replace it. Both can fail. Closure 

increases resentment. Inversion often replaces one incompetent elite with another. The 

circle repeats: elite failure, counter-elite revolt, new elite capture, new resentment. 

A better response is institutional multiplication with standards. Complex societies need 

elites, but they need useful, accountable, renewable, and replaceable elites. Decentralised 

brands can create more legitimate paths to stewardship: maintainers, auditors, operators, 

mentors, dispute mediators, research validators, branch founders, and constitutional 

guardians. They can absorb ambition into roles without forcing every ambitious person to 

build a rival institution from zero. 
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This is one of the deepest political arguments for decentralised brands. They do not 

promise equality of outcome. They promise a richer ecology of contribution and 

recognition. A society that produces many capable people must create many legitimate 

games worth playing. Otherwise the energy of the almost chosen will accumulate as 

resentment, and resentment will search for a theory that makes destruction feel like justice. 

Resentment is often treated as a moral defect, but politically it is also a signal. It 

indicates blocked recognition, perceived unfairness, humiliation, betrayal, or exclusion 

from a game that advertised legitimacy. Not all resentment is justified. Some is envy 

wearing the language of justice. Some is wounded entitlement. But societies that dismiss 

resentment entirely lose information about institutional failure. 

The danger is that AI gives resentment new instruments. It can generate manifestos, 

enemies, images, statistics without context, moral accusations, ideological templates, and 

persuasive stories of betrayal. It can help small groups look like movements and isolated 

grievances look like civilizational diagnoses. This does not mean dissent is illegitimate. It 

means the boundary between critique and destructive mobilization becomes easier to 

cross. 

The old cycle is familiar. An elite becomes extractive, hypocritical, or incompetent. 

Counter-elites emerge and expose the failure. Because legitimate reform channels are 

weak, critique becomes total. The old elite is not only criticized; it is dehumanized. The 

counter-elite gains power, discovers constraints, begins to protect itself, becomes 

hypocritical, and eventually generates a new wave of resentment. The circle repeats 

because destruction was easier than institutional repair. 

Breaking the cycle requires converting resentment into design. The person who says 

the system is unfair should be asked a harder question: what procedure would make it 

fairer without simply giving power to you? What evidence would change your mind? What 

rights should your opponents keep? How can your critique become a rule, an audit, a fork, 

a treasury constraint, a new role, or a new institution? Without this conversion, resentment 

remains energy without architecture. 
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Decentralised brands can help because they provide intermediate exits. A person does 

not need to burn down a system to challenge it. They can propose amendments, create 

audits, start a branch, fork under defined conditions, or build a competing interpretation 

while preserving provenance. This does not eliminate conflict. It makes conflict 

institutionally productive. The presence of lawful exit also disciplines incumbents. Leaders 

who know that members can leave with memory and legitimacy must earn authority 

continuously. 

This is why the politics of the future should not be framed as people versus elites. That 

frame is emotionally satisfying and analytically poor. Complex societies need elites 

because they need specialization, responsibility, memory, and coordination. The real 

question is whether elites are useful, accountable, renewable, and constrained. 

Decentralised brands can mitigate elite overproduction by creating many smaller, 

legitimate elite functions tied to service rather than domination. 

The constructive moral of this book is severe: do not waste resentment. Resentment is 

too dangerous to be indulged and too informative to be ignored. It must be translated into 

institutions, procedures, standards, and forkable experiments. Otherwise it becomes 

theatre, cruelty, and eventually another elite with better slogans and the same old hunger. 

The emotional centre of the argument is not anger at capitalism. Anger is too easy. The 

deeper concern is what happens to human creative energy when the available institutions 

cannot absorb it. People want autonomy, mastery, meaning, recognition, and a fair path to 

responsibility. When they cannot find these, they are told to hustle, brand themselves, 

become founders, join platforms, chase credentials, perform authenticity, or denounce the 

system. Some succeed. Many become tired. Some become resentful. A few become 

dangerous. 

Ressentiment is failed collaboration looking for a body. It searches for someone to 

blame because the institution has not provided a credible way to build. This does not mean 

grievances are false. Many grievances are accurate. The problem is that accuracy alone 

does not produce a better institution. A society can correctly identify hypocrisy, 

exploitation, incompetence, and elite failure, then replace one elite with another that 
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repeats the same pattern. The cycle continues because the mechanism of coordination 

has not changed. 

The anti-elite impulse is therefore understandable but insufficient. Every revolution 

against elites produces new elites: organisers, theorists, enforcers, administrators, 

communicators, funders, gatekeepers, and interpreters of the new doctrine. If the new 

elites inherit the old incentives and add weaker constraints, the result can be worse than 

the system they replaced. The serious question is not how to destroy elites, but how to 

make elite formation accountable, plural, useful, and exit-disciplined. Decentralised brands 

offer one possible institutional pattern for doing this in economic, cultural, scientific, and 

civic domains. 

This is why the book should not be read as an argument against ambition. It is an 

argument against wasting ambition. The isolated founder lottery wastes ambition by forcing 

too many people to rebuild the same trust infrastructure. Platform capitalism wastes 

ambition by turning capable operators into dependent suppliers under rules they cannot 

change. Bureaucratic institutions waste ambition by forcing intelligent people to wait for 

permission from overloaded hierarchies. Ideological movements waste ambition when they 

reward denunciation more than construction. The decentralised brand is an attempt to 

redirect ambition into shared infrastructure. 

The strongest criticism of the decentralised-brand idea is that it may be naive. People 

may still fight. Founders may still capture. Contributors may still free-ride. Tokens may still 

plutocratise. AI may still centralise. Customers may not care. Lawyers may complicate 

everything. Local operators may damage the name. Governance may become slow. Forks 

may fragment value. These criticisms are valid. The correct answer is not faith. The correct 

answer is experiment. The model must be tested by survival, median income, customer 

trust, contribution fairness, governance concentration, and the quality of forks. 

Another criticism is that decentralised brands may be too complex for ordinary people. 

This is partly true. But existing systems are also complex; their complexity is merely 

hidden. The franchise contract, platform algorithm, corporate hierarchy, venture term 

sheet, university promotion system, NGO donor structure, and state procurement process 
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are all complex. The difference is that their complexity often favours insiders. A 

decentralised brand should not add complexity for its own sake. It should make 

unavoidable complexity more visible, negotiable, and reusable. 

The constructive wager is modest and radical at once. It is modest because it does not 

claim to solve capitalism, inequality, institutional decay, or elite competition by one 

mechanism. It is radical because it says the unit of reform may not be the individual firm, 

the state programme, or the ideological movement, but the shared name governed as a 

commons. Whoever controls the trust layer controls which production becomes 

economically real. In an AI-dominated economy, production will be cheap. Legitimacy will 

be scarce. The future may belong to those who design legitimate trust layers without 

enclosing them too early. 

The founder of the future may therefore look different. Not the solitary hero burning 

through savings in a garage. Not the platform-dependent freelancer optimising for ratings. 

Not the charismatic movement leader demanding loyalty. Not the token founder selling 

decentralisation while keeping control. The more important founder may be the institution 

designer who creates a shared name under which thousands can act with more autonomy, 

better standards, visible contribution, fairer risk, and real exit. 

This is the moral reversal at the end of the book. The highest form of entrepreneurship 

may not be owning the company. It may be creating the conditions under which many 

people no longer need to become isolated entrepreneurs to live with dignity. The most 

powerful brand may not be the one that captures customers forever. It may be the one that 

can be forked and still remain respected. The most useful elite may not be the one that 

wins the hierarchy. It may be the one that builds new ladders and then accepts that others 

can climb them differently. 

The founder lottery will not disappear. Some people will still choose sovereign risk and 

extreme upside. That path should remain open. But a mature economy should offer more 

than wage dependence, platform dependence, franchise dependence, bureaucratic 

obedience, and solitary founder exposure. It should offer shared entrepreneurial and 

institutional infrastructure with constitutional exit. If decentralised brands can do this even 
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partially, they will not be a utopian alternative to markets. They will be a correction to the 

statistical cruelty of markets that ask too much from isolated humans and give too much of 

the resulting trust to captured centres. 

The polemical insight from the dialogue between past and future belongs here. Past 

elites did not win only because they possessed better ideas. They won because they 

controlled rituals of legitimacy: institutions, credentials, canons, reputations, languages of 

difficulty, and the taste of what counted as seriousness. Future comes with more ideas, but 

Past still controls many filters. The almost chosen understand this. Their resentment is 

often an accusation against filters that pretend to be pure merit. 

The danger is that this accusation can become total and sterile. It is easy to expose 

hypocrisy. It is harder to build a fairer filter. It is easy to humiliate an old elite. It is harder to 

prevent the new elite from becoming worse. A serious entrepreneurial politics should not 

worship either the incumbent elite or the counter-elite. It should design institutions in which 

elite functions are plural, bounded, auditable, renewable and forkable. 

The successful thinker rarely wins through intellectual value alone; value needs a 

vehicle, and the vehicle is social. The sentence sounds aphoristic, but it is meant as a cold 

diagnostic. A civilization does not select ideas in the same way a laboratory selects 

hypotheses. It selects through attention, status, fear, memory, imitation, institution and 

taste. A proposition may be true and still arrive too early, too naked, too badly dressed for 

the room. Another proposition may be shallow and still travel fast because it gives an 

anxious public an enemy, a costume and a permitted form of superiority. 

Past legitimacy was built in rooms with patrons, universities, salons, courts, 

foundations, academies and journals, each with its anxieties and its preferred forms of 

rebellion. This is why the dialogue between Past and Future matters. Past knows that 

legitimacy was never pure. It remembers patrons, universities, churches, academies, 

foundations, prizes, journals, publishers, salons, platforms and dinner tables. It knows that 

a thinker usually wins not only by seeing something, but by seeing something that a 

powerful audience was ready to need. Bourdieu's theory of cultural capital and Merton's 
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Matthew effect help describe this old machinery: recognition is not only the reward of 

value; it is also one of the conditions that lets value be seen [Bourdieu 1986; Merton 1968]. 

AI will create many plausible thinkers without the old biographies, forcing society to ask 

whether it admired insight or the costume of insight. Future arrives with a brutal gift. 

Generative AI can produce books, arguments, manifestos, lectures, strategies, poems, 

syntheses and simulations at a pace that humiliates the old scarcity of intellectual 

production. The important point is not that all of this output is good. Much of it is bland, 

derivative or false. The disturbing point is that a nontrivial fraction can be useful, articulate 

and sometimes genuinely insightful. When such output becomes abundant, the social 

question moves from "who can produce?" to "who can be trusted, selected, remembered 

and allowed to matter?" The 2026 AI Index and recent work on AI-generated content 

markets point toward exactly this shift: diffusion is fast, output is cheap, and discovery 

becomes the bottleneck [Stanford HAI 2026; Zhang 2024; Chakrabarty et al. 2026]. 

The danger is that gatekeeping becomes stronger precisely when production becomes 

more democratic. The human animal is poorly prepared for this abundance. It does not live 

by arguments alone. It wants belonging, rank, revenge, reassurance, dignity and a story in 

which its wounds become evidence. Confirmation bias is not merely a cognitive bug; it is 

an identity defense system [Nickerson 1998]. Prestige bias is not merely snobbery; it is an 

efficient social shortcut that becomes dangerous when prestige can be manufactured or 

inherited without service [Henrich and Gil-White 2001]. In a saturated world, people will not 

simply choose truth. They will often choose the version of truth that lets them remain intact. 

The canon is one of civilization's useful lies: it preserves memory while hiding the power 

that decided what memory deserved preservation. The sentence sounds aphoristic, but it 

is meant as a cold diagnostic. A civilization does not select ideas in the same way a 

laboratory selects hypotheses. It selects through attention, status, fear, memory, imitation, 

institution and taste. A proposition may be true and still arrive too early, too naked, too 

badly dressed for the room. Another proposition may be shallow and still travel fast 

because it gives an anxious public an enemy, a costume and a permitted form of 

superiority. 
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Past canons protected difficulty from fashion, but also transformed difficulty into class 

furniture. This is why the dialogue between Past and Future matters. Past knows that 

legitimacy was never pure. It remembers patrons, universities, churches, academies, 

foundations, prizes, journals, publishers, salons, platforms and dinner tables. It knows that 

a thinker usually wins not only by seeing something, but by seeing something that a 

powerful audience was ready to need. Bourdieu's theory of cultural capital and Merton's 

Matthew effect help describe this old machinery: recognition is not only the reward of 

value; it is also one of the conditions that lets value be seen [Bourdieu 1986; Merton 1968]. 

AI can imitate the manners of the educated class, which means the class must 

rediscover judgment or become a style guide. Future arrives with a brutal gift. Generative 

AI can produce books, arguments, manifestos, lectures, strategies, poems, syntheses and 

simulations at a pace that humiliates the old scarcity of intellectual production. The 

important point is not that all of this output is good. Much of it is bland, derivative or false. 

The disturbing point is that a nontrivial fraction can be useful, articulate and sometimes 

genuinely insightful. When such output becomes abundant, the social question moves 

from "who can produce?" to "who can be trusted, selected, remembered and allowed to 

matter?" The 2026 AI Index and recent work on AI-generated content markets point toward 

exactly this shift: diffusion is fast, output is cheap, and discovery becomes the bottleneck 

[Stanford HAI 2026; Zhang 2024; Chakrabarty et al. 2026]. 

Decentralised brands do not abolish elites; they decompose elite functions into roles. A 

maintainer can be elite in reliability. An auditor can be elite in judgement. A teacher can be 

elite in transmission. A branch founder can be elite in local adaptation. A constitutional 

steward can be elite in protecting the game from capture. These are not decorative titles. 

They are ways to turn surplus ambition into useful responsibility before it becomes a 

doctrine of revenge. 
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Chapter 9. Decentralised Brands and the Shared Ocean 

A brand is not a logo. A brand is compressed trust. It is the memory of the market 
condensed into a name. Whoever controls the name controls part of the world's 
willingness to believe. This is why the ownership of a brand becomes one of the 
central political economy questions after AI. 

This chapter presents decentralised brands as the post-founder architecture: shared 
names governed as commons, with standards, registries, IP commons, reputation 
memory, treasuries, AI facilitators and fork rights. The goal is not to abolish markets, 
but to change the trust layer through which markets become live. 

A brand is usually described as a marketing asset, but that description is too small. A 

brand is a social technology for compressing trust. It allows a customer to make a decision 

without investigating the entire history of a product, firm, supplier, workforce, production 

process, legal structure, and moral character. It turns a complex institutional reality into a 

name. That compression can be useful, but it is also dangerous. Whoever controls the 

name controls a large part of the market's memory. 

The modern firm understands this. The most valuable firms are not merely collections of 

equipment and employees. They are architectures of trust, data, design, distribution, 

contracts, customer habits, regulatory relationships, and symbolic meaning. The brand is 

the interface through which these assets meet the public. A small competitor can copy a 

feature, but cannot easily copy accumulated trust. A founder can build a product, but 

cannot immediately inherit a reputation. A local provider can deliver quality, but cannot 

instantly persuade distant customers that the quality is reliable. Brand is therefore not 

decoration. It is infrastructure. 

Traditional capitalism assigns this infrastructure to owners. A company builds a brand; 

shareholders own the company; management controls the brand. This can be efficient 

when the company is responsible for the quality behind the name. But it becomes 

problematic when a brand is actually co-created by many actors: employees, suppliers, 

open-source contributors, local operators, customers, reviewers, communities, educators, 

regulators, and cultural participants. The legal owner captures value from a reputation that 
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may be socially produced. This is one of the quiet injustices of the brand economy. The 

name accumulates the labour of many, but the power to govern the name is concentrated. 

Franchising partially recognises the problem. It allows many local operators to use a 

shared brand, process, and reputation system. But the franchise model usually remains 

centralized. The franchisor owns the brand and sets the rules. The franchisee buys access 

and accepts dependence. This may be preferable to isolated entrepreneurship because it 

reduces some failure risks, but it can reproduce extraction. The operator gains a playbook 

and customer trust, but pays fees, accepts constraints, and may have little influence over 

the constitution of the system. The brand is shared operationally but not politically. 

Platform capitalism is another partial solution. A marketplace allows many providers to 

reach customers under a shared interface. But the platform usually owns the customer 

relationship, the data, the ranking system, the rules, and the dispute process. The provider 

may receive demand while losing independence. The platform can change fees, visibility, 

standards, or access. It can learn from providers and then compete with them. It can make 

exit costly because the provider's reputation is locked inside the platform. The result is a 

new kind of dependency: entrepreneurial at the surface, feudal underneath. 

Open source provides a different lesson. Open-source software has shown that shared 

production can create enormous value. Linux is the obvious symbolic example. But open 

source also reveals the limits of licensing without brand governance and contribution 

economics. Large companies can capture value through complementary assets: cloud 

services, hardware, enterprise support, distribution, certification, integration, and brand. 

The code may be open while the economic upside flows to the actors that control customer 

relationships and industrial packaging. Open source solves access to knowledge better 

than it solves fair capture of brand-mediated value. 

Decentralised brands can be understood as an attempt to combine the strengths and 

mitigate the failures of these models. From franchising they take shared standards and 

recognisable identity. From platforms they take discoverability and coordination. From 

open source they take shared IP and forkability. From cooperatives they take member 

participation. From blockchains they take tamper-resistant registries and transparent rules. 
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From AI they take lower coordination costs. But they should not collapse into any one of 

these models. Their distinctive unit is the shared name governed as a commons. 

The right to fork is decisive. In a normal corporation, if the leadership corrupts the 

brand, employees and users can leave, but the name stays behind. In a platform, 

providers can leave, but their reputation often remains locked in the platform's database. In 

a franchise, operators can leave, but they lose the brand immediately. In a decentralised 

brand, a fork should allow a legitimate subgroup to exit with a traceable relation to the 

original, preserving contribution history and making the dispute intelligible to customers. 

Forking does not mean chaos. It means constitutional exit. 

A brand that can be forked must be designed differently from a brand that can be 

owned absolutely. Its identity cannot depend solely on central command. It must depend 

on publicly understandable standards, documented history, reputation attestations, 

transparent governance, and clear customer-facing distinctions between branches. The 

original brand and the fork may compete. They may also cooperate. The point is that the 

shared name becomes less like a royal seal and more like a legal tradition. It can evolve, 

split, recombine, and remain accountable to the people whose actions give it value. 

This is why decentralised brands are not merely economic instruments. They are 

institutional technologies. They address a gap between the isolated individual and the 

centralised corporation. They give small actors access to shared credibility without 

requiring submission to a single owner. They allow communities to accumulate value 

without freezing themselves into bureaucracy. They make markets more plural by making 

trust more portable. In an AI-dominated economy, this may become one of the central 

questions of freedom: not whether people can create, but whether they can create under 

names that they are not forced to surrender. 

The phrase decentralised brand should be used carefully. It should not mean any brand 

that uses a token, any community with a logo, any DAO with marketing, or any project that 

claims to be Web3. A decentralised brand is a governed economic identity that many 

independent actors can use, improve, and exit under transparent rules. It is decentralised 

not because nobody has authority, but because authority is limited, auditable, contestable, 
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and forkable. It is a brand not because it has a visual identity, but because it accumulates 

trust in the market. 

The EU Blockchain Observatory report defines a decentralised brand in the context of 

online communities with strong governance based on blockchain technologies, 

transparency, accountability, and the possibility of forks when elected leaders misbehave 

[Alboaie, Livitckaia, and Votis 2023]. That definition is valuable because it ties brand to 

governance rather than to advertising. A brand becomes decentralised when the people 

who create its value have procedural rights over its evolution and credible exit when those 

rights fail. The brand is no longer a property object alone. It becomes a constitutional 

object. 

The 2022 article by Alboaie, Como, and Tan gives the economic reason for this move. 

AI may transfer power toward a small number of corporations; decentralised brands are 

proposed as a way to enable new forms of economic and social collaboration while 

preserving the market system's useful traits [Alboaie, Como, and Tan 2022]. This is an 

important ideological position. It does not reject markets. It tries to repair the conditions 

under which markets remain legitimate. If AI and digital platforms centralise the 

infrastructure of opportunity, then decentralised brands are a way to rebuild opportunity as 

a shared institutional layer. 

A decentralised brand should contain at least seven components. First, it needs a 

constitution: a short and readable document stating the purpose, values, rights, duties, 

decision rules, dispute mechanisms, audit rules, and fork conditions. Second, it needs a 

licence: a legal mechanism by which operators may use the brand if they comply with 

standards. Third, it needs a registry: a verifiable list of authorised operators, contributors, 

auditors, branches, sanctions, and forks. Fourth, it needs an IP commons: shared 

software, designs, methods, templates, training materials, datasets, and operational 

knowledge. 

Fifth, it needs a reputation system that records contributions and performance without 

becoming a surveillance machine. Reputation should be portable enough to prevent 

lock-in, but contextual enough to avoid simplistic scoring. Sixth, it needs a treasury that 
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funds shared infrastructure, audits, education, dispute resolution, research, and brand 

maintenance. Seventh, it needs AI facilitators that reduce the cost of governance. These 

AI systems should summarise deliberations, detect contradictions in rules, assist with 

compliance, compare performance evidence, generate customer explanations, and 

simulate consequences. They must also be auditable and subordinate to the constitution. 

The economic logic is risk pooling without full centralisation. A solo founder bears the 

cost of establishing credibility. A decentralised-brand operator inherits conditional 

credibility by complying with standards and contributing to the commons. A solo founder 

builds tools alone. A decentralised-brand operator uses shared tools and improves them. A 

solo founder must buy legal and compliance knowledge. A decentralised-brand operator 

uses common templates and domain expertise. A solo founder loses reputation when a 

platform account is closed. A decentralised-brand operator should have a reputation 

anchored in a registry independent of a single platform. 

The political logic is to exit without amnesia. Classical decentralisation often 

romanticises voting, but voting can centralise power when the majority or the charismatic 

core captures the process. The right to fork is therefore essential. Forking means that a 

subgroup can leave with a legitimate record of why it left, what rules it preserves, what 

rules it changes, and which contributors or customers support it. The fork should not be a 

mere copy. It should be a documented constitutional event. Customers should be able to 

understand it. Contributors should be able to carry reputation through it. The original brand 

should not be able to erase the fork's history. 

The moral logic is reciprocity. If many actors create a brand's value, the governance 

and rewards should reflect that fact. Contributors to code, documentation, design, 

customer service, education, local adaptation, quality auditing, governance, research, and 

dispute resolution all create brand equity. A decentralised brand should therefore avoid the 

common failure of open ecosystems in which value creation is communal but value 

capture is private. It should make contribution accounting visible enough to support fair 

distribution, while avoiding bureaucratic obsession with measuring everything. 
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The strategic logic is antifragility. A centralized brand can be efficient, but it is brittle 

when leadership fails, when strategy ossifies, when scandals occur, when a regulator 

intervenes, or when internal factions split. A decentralised brand accepts that 

disagreement and variation are normal. It creates controlled mechanisms for 

experimentation. Different operators can test service models, pricing structures, local 

practices, AI workflows, and customer segments. Successful patterns can be adopted by 

others. Failed patterns can be contained. The brand evolves through distributed learning 

rather than central prophecy. 

The statistical promise follows from all these features. A decentralised brand should 

reduce the median cost of entrepreneurship by sharing expensive infrastructure. It should 

increase survival by giving operators inherited trust and support. It should reduce 

inequality inside the network by preventing unilateral capture of shared reputation. It 

should increase customer confidence by making standards and audits visible. It should 

make failure less destructive by preserving contributions after a project ends. These are 

not assumptions to be accepted on faith. They are hypotheses to be measured. 

A post-founder market is not a market without founders. It is a market in which founding 

is no longer the only dignified path to agency. People can become operators, contributors, 

maintainers, auditors, local stewards, educators, designers, model trainers, customer 

advocates, governance participants, and fork founders. The social unit shifts from the 

heroic originator to the productive node. This does not diminish exceptional founders. It 

prevents the economy from treating everyone else as failed founders. 

The practical architecture begins with the brand constitution. The constitution should be 

short enough for ordinary participants to read and strong enough to constrain power. It 

should define the mission of the brand, the rights of operators, the rights of customers, the 

rights of contributors, the limits of leadership, the rules for using the name, the process for 

changing standards, the audit cycle, the conflict process, treasury governance, AI-system 

oversight, and fork procedures. A constitution that cannot be understood by its operators 

will not protect them. Complexity is often where capture hides. 
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The second layer is the operator licence. This licence should not behave like a 

franchise contract controlled by a central owner. It should behave like a constitutional 

membership right conditional on standards. An operator receives the right to use the brand 

because they satisfy training, quality, compliance, and contribution requirements. The 

licence can be suspended for misconduct, but suspension must follow transparent 

process. The operator should know the evidence, the rule violated, the appeal mechanism, 

and the path to restoration. This protects customers without giving leadership arbitrary 

power. 

The third layer is the shared production stack. A decentralised brand should provide 

reusable tools: websites, customer-management systems, accounting templates, legal 

contracts, security practices, documentation, AI assistants, onboarding flows, analytics, 

quality checklists, procurement templates, and training modules. These tools should be 

versioned. Operators should be able to propose improvements. The system should learn 

from local variation. Instead of thousands of entrepreneurs separately solving the same 

administrative problems, the brand commons solves them once and lets local operators 

adapt them. 

The fourth layer is reputation and evidence. Reputation cannot be reduced to stars. A 

serious decentralised brand should track claims with evidence. Did the operator complete 

training? Were audits passed? Which customers gave verified feedback? Which 

complaints were resolved? Which contributions were made to the commons? Which local 

adaptations were useful to others? Which AI systems were used in delivery? Which 

incidents occurred? The goal is not social scoring. The goal is institutional memory. 

Reputation should help customers choose and contributors receive recognition. It should 

also let forks carry history honestly. 

The fifth layer is economic reciprocity. Every operator benefits from the shared brand, 

and every operator should contribute to its maintenance. This can happen through dues, 

revenue shares, voluntary contributions, service fees, or other mechanisms. The key is 

proportionality and transparency. If the treasury becomes extractive, the decentralised 

brand degenerates into a hidden franchisor. If the treasury is too weak, the commons 
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decays. The constitution must therefore define what the treasury funds and how 

participants can audit spending. 

The sixth layer is dispute resolution. Conflict is not a bug. It is a permanent feature of 

human cooperation. A decentralised brand must expect disputes between customers and 

operators, operators and auditors, contributors and maintainers, local branches and global 

governance, original communities and forks. The system should make disputes slower 

than anger but faster than litigation. AI can help by summarising evidence and relevant 

rules, but decisions must remain accountable. The system should prioritise restoration 

where possible and exclusion where necessary. 

The seventh layer is the fork protocol. A fork protocol should answer practical 

questions. Who can initiate a fork? What threshold of support is needed? What records 

transfer? How is the new branch named? What obligations remain to customers? What 

happens to treasury resources? How are shared IP rights preserved? How is confusion 

prevented? What public explanation is required? A fork is not merely an act of rebellion. It 

is the decentralised brand's equivalent of constitutional exit. Without it, decentralisation is 

rhetoric. 

This architecture changes the statistical position of the entrepreneur. The operator no 

longer starts from zero. They begin with a recognised name, documented standards, 

shared tools, a training path, a customer-facing registry, a reputation framework, and a 

community of peers. The operator still takes risk, but less of that risk is duplicated 

institutional overhead. The brand still accumulates value, but that value is governed by 

rules that recognise multiple contributors. The customer still chooses in a market, but with 

better evidence. The system still allows winners, but it should reduce the distance between 

the winner and the median participant. 

A realistic post-founder market would contain many decentralised brands, not one. 

There could be decentralised brands for AI consulting, healthcare navigation, scientific 

tooling, local food networks, education, privacy technology, regenerative agriculture, elder 

care, cybersecurity, open-source maintenance, research automation, creative production, 

and public-interest software. Some would fail. Some would fork. Some would become too 
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bureaucratic. Some would be captured. The argument is not that decentralised brands are 

automatically good. The argument is that they create a better design space than asking 

every person to choose between wage dependence, isolated entrepreneurship, platform 

dependence, or centralized franchise submission. 

Cosmolocalism is one of the closest related ideas, and it deserves both respect and 

criticism. Its strongest formulation is often summarised as 'design global, manufacture 

local'. The cosmolocal project describes a pattern in which design is developed as a global 

digital commons while production happens locally through shared infrastructures and 

within local biophysical limits [Cosmolocalism 2026]. This is a powerful idea because it 

refuses two bad options at once: centralised industrial uniformity and isolated localism. It 

says knowledge can be planetary while production remains situated. 

What cosmolocalism communicates well is the material imagination of decentralisation. 

Many discussions of decentralisation remain trapped in software, tokens, governance 

forums, or abstract ideology. Cosmolocalism points to workshops, tools, energy systems, 

agriculture, repair, hardware, houses, textiles, local capabilities, and ecological constraints. 

It makes decentralisation bodily. It reminds us that a society is not transformed by online 

voting alone. People must still build, repair, teach, cook, care, move, shelter, and 

manufacture. 

It also communicates a mature relation between global and local. Pure localism can 

become parochial, inefficient, technically weak, or romantic. Pure globalism can become 

extractive, brittle, and indifferent to place. Cosmolocalism says that designs, protocols, and 

knowledge can be shared globally while implementation adapts locally. This maps naturally 

to decentralised brands. The brand can hold global identity, standards, IP commons, and 

learning loops, while local nodes adapt to context. In this sense, decentralised brands 

could become the governance and trust layer that cosmolocal production often lacks. 

What cosmolocalism communicates weakly is mass legitimacy. The term is beautiful to 

theorists and obscure to the public. It does not immediately tell a teacher, nurse, mechanic, 

software developer, local entrepreneur, or city official what role they can play tomorrow. It 

can sound like a niche post-growth research vocabulary rather than an institutional offer. 
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This is not a fatal flaw; many important ideas begin in specialist language. But if the goal is 

to convert human creative energy into action, language matters. People join institutions 

whose promise they can repeat. 

Platform cooperativism has a similar problem. It communicates the ownership critique 

clearly: workers and users should own the platforms they depend on [Scholz 2016]. But it 

often struggles to communicate operational superiority. A taxi driver, freelancer, or 

customer may agree that platform extraction is unfair and still use the centralised platform 

because it works better. The lesson is harsh: fairness is not enough. The alternative must 

reduce friction, increase trust, improve service, and protect users. A decentralised brand 

must be more than morally preferable. It must be operationally competitive. 

Commons-based peer production communicates one part of the future extremely well: 

people can create high-value informational goods outside classical firms and markets. 

Benkler argued that peer production can have systematic advantages in information and 

cultural production by better matching human capabilities to tasks in networked 

environments [Benkler 2001]. Open source made this visible. But open source also 

exposed the value-capture problem. Many contributors build infrastructure that 

corporations monetise more effectively than the maintainers. Decentralised brands should 

learn from this: forkability without revenue architecture is insufficient. 

Cooperatives communicate democratic ownership and member benefits. Their 

weakness is not moral but architectural. Many cooperatives struggle with capital formation, 

speed, technical scaling, governance fatigue, and brand power. Franchises communicate 

operational replication and customer trust. Their weakness is centralised control and 

extraction. DAOs communicate programmable governance and exit from traditional legal 

forms. Their weakness is often token plutocracy, low participation, legal ambiguity, and 

excessive faith in voting. B Corps and benefit corporations communicate mission lock and 

stakeholder governance, but often remain inside conventional ownership and capital 

structures [B Lab 2026]. 

The decentralised-brand proposal should not pretend to replace these movements. It 

should absorb their best lessons. From cosmolocalism, it takes global knowledge and local 
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production. From platform cooperativism, shared ownership of infrastructure. From peer 

production, modular contribution and open commons. From cooperatives, democratic 

legitimacy and member benefits. From franchises, brand discipline and operational 

playbooks. From B Corps, mission accountability. From DAOs, transparent registries and 

programmable governance. Its novelty is in combining these into a shared-name 

architecture with constitutional forkability and AI-assisted coordination. 

The communication strategy should be simple. Do not begin with tokens, ideology, or 

governance. Begin with the pain: it is irrational for every capable person to rebuild trust 

from zero. Then name the alternative: shared brand, shared tools, local autonomy, fair 

recognition, and real exit. Then show the mechanism: constitution, licence, registry, 

standards, treasury, AI assistants, audit, and fork. Then show the role: you can be a local 

operator, contributor, steward, auditor, educator, maintainer, or branch founder. Then show 

the proof: median outcomes improve or the model fails. 

The danger for all related movements is aesthetic radicalism without institutional 

discipline. They sound profound but do not help enough people act next Monday. The 

danger for decentralised brands is the opposite: becoming a franchise with better rhetoric. 

The synthesis must be practical and constitutional. It must let a local actor say: I can join, 

understand the rules, use the tools, trust the standards, earn reputation, contribute to the 

commons, influence governance, and leave with dignity if the centre becomes corrupt. 

Several existing traditions already point toward a better institutional future. 

Cooperatives understand member ownership. Open source understands shared 

infrastructural production. Commons theory understands stewardship. Platform 

cooperativism understands that platforms need not be owned by distant investors. DAO 

experiments tested programmable governance and treasury coordination. Commons 

theory understands stewardship. Cosmolocalism understands global knowledge combined 

with local production. 

Cosmolocalism is especially relevant. The CORDIS description of the 

COSMOLOCALISM project frames design global, manufacture local as an emerging mode 

of production based on the convergence of digital commons with local manufacturing 
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technologies, from 3D printing and CNC to low-tech tools and craft 

[COSMOLOCALISM-CORDIS]. It communicates material decentralization beautifully: 

knowledge circulates globally while production adapts locally. 

But many humane alternatives communicate weakly to the ambitious. Cooperatives can 

sound fair but slow. Open source can create critical infrastructure while burning out 

maintainers. DAOs can sound experimental but speculative, naive, or legally messy. 

Commons language can sound noble but poor at aspiration. Cosmolocalism can explain 

production but often says less about brand, status, desire, quality assurance, rivalry, and 

public trust. 

This is where decentralised brands can integrate and extend the family of alternatives. 

From cooperatives they take shared governance. From open source they take shared 

knowledge. From DAOs they take programmable accountability where useful. From 

commons theory they take stewardship. From cosmolocalism they take global knowledge 

and local agency. But they add a missing layer: a shared name that can carry trust, 

aspiration, aesthetic coherence, and public meaning without becoming a private monarchy. 

The communication problem is decisive. Alternative institutions cannot speak only to 

the morally convinced. They must speak to the competent, impatient, ambitious, practical, 

and status-sensitive. A decentralised brand must not look like a retreat from excellence. It 

must look like a more intelligent way to build excellence without surrendering the common 

future to monopoly, bureaucracy, or charismatic founders. 

This requires a harder language. We should stop pretending that people enter 

institutions only for ideals. They also enter for opportunity, recognition, protection, learning, 

network, and pride. A good institution does not deny these motives. It disciplines them. It 

gives ambition a socially useful path. It makes status depend on contribution to the 

commons, not merely on proximity to power or skill at self-advertisement. 

The adjacent philosophies are therefore not competitors but incomplete ancestors. The 

next institutional form must combine the fairness of cooperatives, the generativity of open 

source, the local intelligence of cosmolocalism, the auditability of protocols, the narrative 

power of brands, and the psychological realism of a species that still wants recognition. 
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A dampener does not abolish movement. It reduces destructive oscillation. That is the 

right metaphor for decentralised brands. They cannot remove ambition, competition, 

imitation, status, or conflict. They can reduce the force by which these forces become 

pathological. They can transform isolated races into shared infrastructure and let people 

compete inside a commons rather than destroy the commons to become sovereign alone. 

The EU Blockchain Observatory and Forum report defines decentralised brands 

through communities with emotional attachment, shared values, decentralised 

decision-making, and decentralised technologies, aiming at more resilient and inclusive 

communities [EUBOF-2023]. The technical implementation can vary. Blockchain may be 

useful but is not the essence. The essence is institutional: the brand is no longer a private 

symbol controlled entirely by one center. It becomes a governed commons. 

Such brands dampen the Red Queen in several ways. They lower the cost of first 

formation because contributors can inherit trust by meeting standards. They distribute 

reputation because maintainers, local operators, auditors, educators, designers, 

mediators, and researchers can be recognized. They make autonomy compatible with 

belonging because people can adapt locally while remaining inside a shared name. They 

convert conflict into structured evolution because forkability gives disagreement a lawful 

path. 

They also create more roles for aspirant elites. A person can become excellent as a 

local operator, curriculum maintainer, safety auditor, dispute mediator, research validator, 

tooling contributor, mentor, branch creator, or constitutional guardian. Status becomes tied 

to service and competence, not only proximity to capital or media. This is how ambition 

becomes institutional capacity rather than personal branding noise. 

The danger is real. Decentralised brands can become theatre, token cults, or 

centralized projects wearing decentralized language. The difference between an institution 

and a costume is governance. A real decentralised brand needs constitutional constraints, 

transparent revenue flows, accountable standards, traceable contributions, due process, 

correction mechanisms, and exit rights. Without these, it is only a softer mask for old 

hierarchy. 
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The deeper claim is that decentralised brands are not merely economic experiments. 

They are anthropological technologies. They accept that humans seek autonomy, mastery, 

meaning, and status. They then ask how these motives can be converted into stewardship 

rather than domination. The good institution is not one without hierarchy. The good 

institution is one in which hierarchy remains earned, useful, contestable, and corrigible. 

Governance is necessary because trust needs rules. Governance is dangerous 

because rules attract power. The central problem of decentralised brands is therefore not 

whether to govern, but how to govern without letting governance eat the institution. Too 

little governance and the brand is destroyed by low quality, fraud, chaos, and confusion. 

Too much governance and the brand becomes a bureaucracy, franchise, political party, or 

cult. The design target is minimal sufficient governance: enough to protect trust, not 

enough to suffocate initiative. 

The first rule is constitutional priority. Ordinary decisions should be easy; constitutional 

changes should be slow. A community must be able to update a logo, approve a supplier, 

revise a template, or launch a pilot without weeks of drama. But changes to membership 

rights, fork rules, treasury control, audit powers, data rights, and brand identity must move 

slowly enough that participants can understand consequences. Speed in ordinary 

operations and slowness in constitutional mutation are both necessary. Many communities 

reverse this: they are slow in trivial work and dangerously fast when insiders want power. 

The second rule is separation of powers. The same person or group should not control 

standards, audits, treasury, dispute resolution, communications, and AI systems without 

checks. In small communities, complete separation is unrealistic, but role separation can 

still be approximate. The person who sells under the brand should not be the final judge of 

complaints against themselves. The people who manage the treasury should not be the 

only people who define contribution value. The AI provider should not be the invisible 

legislator of governance summaries. 

The third rule is evidence before sanction. Decentralised communities often oscillate 

between permissiveness and mobs. At first, nobody wants to judge. Then, when harm 

accumulates, public emotion becomes the court. This is unacceptable. A decentralised 
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brand needs incident procedures, evidence standards, proportional sanctions, emergency 

suspension rules, appeal, and repair. The aim is to protect customers and participants 

without turning conflict into public sacrifice. Due process is not a luxury inherited from 

states. It is a cooperation technology. 

The fourth rule is transparent but limited memory. A brand registry should record what 

matters: authorised operators, standards, credentials, audits, incidents, sanctions, 

appeals, contributions, treasury flows, and forks. But it should not become a panopticon. 

Privacy, rehabilitation, and contextual judgement matter. The institution needs memory to 

prevent repeat abuse and reward contribution. Individuals need limits to memory so they 

can learn, repair, and continue. Good registries therefore distinguish public verification, 

restricted governance records, and private personal data. 

The fifth rule is AI subordination. AI is extremely useful for decentralised governance 

because it can reduce reading cost, summarise debates, compare proposals, detect 

contradictions, translate technical material, prepare audits, and simulate outcomes. The 

EU Blockchain Observatory report explicitly suggests AI assistants as a way to help users 

make more informed governance decisions [Alboaie, Livitckaia and Votis 2023]. But AI 

must not become sovereign. Its outputs should be cited, challengeable, versioned, and 

auditable. The human institution must remain responsible for decisions that affect rights, 

money, reputation, or exclusion. 

The sixth rule is fork legitimacy. A fork protocol should specify who can fork, what can 

be carried, what must be renamed, how customer obligations continue, how contribution 

records move, how disputes are documented, and how the relationship between original 

and fork is represented. Without such rules, forking becomes either impossible or chaotic. 

With rules, forking becomes a safety valve. It allows institutional evolution without requiring 

total war. It also prevents leadership from holding participants hostage with the threat that 

leaving means losing all memory and legitimacy. 

The seventh rule is treasury modesty. A shared treasury is necessary to fund 

infrastructure, audits, legal defence, education, AI tools, standards, research, and 

customer protection. But treasuries attract capture. The more money accumulates, the 
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more politics intensifies. A decentralised brand should therefore define treasury purposes 

narrowly, publish flows, cap administrative extraction, disclose affiliated payments, and 

separate operational budgets from strategic reserves. It should reward contribution, but it 

should not create a rentier class of governance insiders. 

The eighth rule is bounded democracy. Voting is useful for legitimacy, but voting alone 

is a poor governance technology. It can be captured by low participation, token 

concentration, charisma, propaganda, fatigue, and simplistic majorities. Decentralised 

brands should use voting where appropriate, delegation where efficient, expert review 

where quality matters, random selection where capture must be reduced, and fork rights 

where deep disagreement persists. Governance should be plural, not doctrinaire. The 

point is not to worship democracy as ritual but to make collective power accountable. 

The final rule is customer protection. A decentralised brand that forgets customers will 

die. Internal governance can become so fascinating that the external promise decays. The 

shared name exists because customers, patients, students, readers, clients, users, or 

beneficiaries need a reliable signal. Every governance layer must therefore be judged 

against the customer-facing promise. Does it improve quality? Does it clarify 

responsibility? Does it make complaints easier? Does it preserve trust? If not, it is probably 

governance theatre. 

The red-ocean lesson returns here in a new form. Blue Ocean Strategy teaches 

entrepreneurs to reconstruct market boundaries rather than fight endlessly in crowded 

existing markets [Kim and Mauborgne 2015]. Decentralised brands add a constitutional 

layer to this advice. It is not enough to find uncontested space if the institutional 

architecture converts that space into another captured hierarchy. The shared ocean is a 

market space where the name, standards, learning loops and trust infrastructure can be 

reused by many actors without being owned absolutely by one. 

This does not remove competition. It changes the object of competition. Operators can 

compete on local excellence, customer care, implementation, taste, adaptation and 

service. They do not have to compete by duplicating the entire trust stack. Branches can 

diverge under rules. Forks can clarify differences. The brand becomes less like a castle 
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and more like a legal city: guarded against fraud, open to legitimate citizens, capable of 

neighbourhoods, and imperfect enough to require courts. 
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Chapter 10. A Post-Founder Doctrine for Entrepreneurs 

A doctrine for entrepreneurs in the AI wave must begin with discomfort. The old 
model is too wasteful. It asks too many isolated people to rebuild trust from zero, to 
enter red oceans with casino psychology, to perform competence in attention 
markets, and to call the resulting exhaustion freedom. 

The new doctrine is not anti-founder. It asks founders to become institution 
designers. It asks them to build games worth playing: games in which AI increases 
shared capacity, in which ambition becomes stewardship, in which customers can 
verify trust, in which contributors are not invisible, and in which exit is possible 
without annihilation. 

The practical question is what a capable founder or institutional entrepreneur should do 

tomorrow. The answer is not to launch a token, announce a movement, create a Discord 

server, or write a manifesto before there is a useful commons. The first task is to identify a 

repeated pain shared by many potential operators: customer trust, legal complexity, 

marketing cost, quality assurance, procurement credibility, training, distribution, data 

governance, documentation, compliance, or conflict resolution. A decentralised brand 

begins where duplicated overhead is visibly wasting human life. 

The second task is to define the promise of the shared name. A brand cannot mean 

everything. It should state the specific trust compression it offers. For example: 'verified AI 

automation services for small clinics', 'local learning labs using an open curriculum', 

'transparent investigative local journalism', 'patient-centred chronic-care navigation', 

'repairable furniture designed globally and made locally', or 'research protocols with 

reproducible evidence trails'. The promise must be narrow enough to audit and broad 

enough to let branches adapt. 

The third task is to create a minimal constitution. This should not be a long legal 

scripture. It should answer simple questions: what is the purpose, who can use the name, 

what standards are mandatory, who can change rules, how are contributions recognised, 

how are customers protected, how is the treasury used, how are conflicts handled, how 

does a fork occur, and what role may AI play? If these questions are postponed, the 

institution is not agile. It is fragile. 
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The fourth task is to build the commons before demanding loyalty. Useful artefacts 

come first: service templates, checklists, training modules, onboarding guides, audit 

rubrics, customer contracts, software tools, AI prompts, documentation, case studies, 

pricing guidance, data models, complaint procedures, and example implementations. 

People cooperate when the commons makes them more capable. They do not cooperate 

sustainably because a founder asks them to believe. 

The fifth task is to define the operator path. A person should be able to move from 

observer to trainee, from trainee to contributor, from contributor to operator, from operator 

to steward, and from steward to branch founder. Each transition should have evidence, 

standards, mentoring, and appeal. This creates legitimate aspiration. Without such paths, 

the institution will either stagnate or become a theatre of informal status. 

The sixth task is to design contribution accounting. Do not begin with a complex token 

economy. Begin with a ledger of useful work: documents written, tools built, customers 

served, audits performed, training delivered, bugs fixed, disputes mediated, local 

partnerships created, research validated, and standards improved. Then decide which 

contributions receive money, reputation, governance weight, or access. Tokens may 

eventually help, but if the social logic is wrong, tokens only automate injustice. 

The seventh task is to create a customer protection system before scale. This includes 

public verification of authorised operators, clear complaint channels, minimum service 

standards, response-time expectations, refund or remediation rules, audit triggers, and 

emergency suspension procedures. The shared name is an asset only if it protects 

customers from uncertainty. If customers cannot tell who is legitimate, what standards 

apply, or how to complain, the brand is merely decoration. 

The eighth task is to use AI as infrastructure. AI should summarise governance, help 

newcomers understand standards, assist operators with documentation, flag compliance 

gaps, draft customer reports, compare local implementations, detect duplicated work, and 

prepare simulations. AI should also generate dissent: it should list risks, missing 

stakeholders, unclear terms, and possible capture paths. But AI should not decide who 

belongs, who is punished, or who receives value without human-governed procedures. 
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The ninth task is to define the first experiment. A decentralised brand should not begin 

as a universal theory. It should begin with a cohort: perhaps ten operators, one city, one 

service line, one curriculum, one professional niche, one research workflow, or one local 

production process. The experiment should compare the decentralised-brand path with 

isolated entrepreneurship and platform dependence. Does it reduce overhead? Does it 

improve customer trust? Does it increase median income? Does it preserve autonomy? 

Does it create less conflict than the alternatives? If not, the model must change. 

The tenth task is to publish the learning. A decentralised brand lives by public credibility. 

It should report what worked, what failed, what conflicts occurred, how decisions were 

made, how money moved, how customers responded, and what will change. This is not a 

weakness. It is legitimacy. The centralised firm hides failure to protect valuation. The 

decentralised brand publishes structured failure to increase collective intelligence. The 

founder of such an institution must learn to treat transparency as a strategic asset rather 

than an embarrassment. 

The decentralised-brand thesis should not remain a philosophical preference. It should 

be tested. The strongest version of the argument is statistical and falsifiable. It says that, 

under specific conditions, decentralised brands can improve median outcomes for 

entrepreneurial participants when compared with isolated entrepreneurship, extractive 

platforms, and traditional franchise models. If this claim is false, the theory should change. 

A decentralised brand that produces worse median incomes, higher conflict, lower 

customer trust, and more capture than existing models should not be defended because it 

sounds morally attractive. 

The first test is survival. A cohort of decentralised-brand operators should be compared 

with similar independent businesses in the same sector, geography, and time period. The 

question is not whether every operator survives. The question is whether the probability of 

survival at one, three, and five years improves after controlling for founder background, 

initial capital, sector, and macroeconomic conditions. If shared brand, tooling, training, 

procurement, and reputation do not improve survival, the core economic claim is 

weakened. 
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The second test is median income. Many economic narratives focus on top outcomes, 

but this thesis is about the median. We should compare the median net income of 

operators after fees, dues, equipment, unpaid labour, taxes, and opportunity cost. We 

should also compare dispersion. A decentralised brand that creates a few stars and many 

underpaid contributors has reproduced the founder lottery internally. The relevant success 

condition is not the absence of inequality. It is a better median and a less predatory tail. 

The third test is risk-adjusted quality of life. Economic survival alone is insufficient if it 

requires unbearable stress. Surveys should measure hours, income volatility, debt, 

perceived autonomy, burnout, family stress, health, and confidence in future work. The 

founder myth often hides these variables. A better market architecture should make them 

visible. If decentralised brands improve income by imposing platform-like surveillance and 

permanent availability, they are not a humane improvement. 

The fourth test is customer trust. A decentralised brand exists to compress trust without 

centralised ownership. Customers should therefore understand what the brand 

guarantees, how operators are audited, how complaints are resolved, and what a fork 

means. Surveys, repeat-purchase rates, complaint resolution data, and conversion rates 

can measure whether customers trust the system. If customers cannot distinguish 

legitimate operators from impostors, the brand architecture has failed. 

The fifth test is contribution fairness. A decentralised brand depends on shared work. It 

must therefore measure whether contributors who create reusable value are recognised 

and rewarded. This does not require perfect quantification. It requires enough 

transparency to prevent systematic extraction. Data should include code contributions, 

documentation, training work, governance work, audit work, customer support 

improvements, local innovations adopted by others, and mentoring. The question is 

whether value flows only to those closest to sales or also to those maintaining the 

commons. 

The sixth test is the “forking health”. Forks should not be treated as failures by default. 

A fork can reveal vitality, pluralism, and resistance to capture. But pathological forking can 

fragment customer trust and exhaust contributors. A healthy system should allow rare but 
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legitimate forks, with clear documentation and preserved reputation. Metrics should track 

why forks occur, whether customers remain protected, whether contributors carry history, 

and whether branches later cooperate. A brand with no credible fork option may be 

centralised. A brand with constant incoherent forks may be unstable. 

The seventh test is governance capture. Every decentralised system produces insiders. 

The relevant question is whether insiders can be challenged. Measures should include 

concentration of voting power, treasury control, audit influence, maintainer privileges, 

AI-system administration, brand-standard authorship, and dispute-resolution outcomes. 

The system should identify when control is drifting toward a small group. It should not wait 

for scandal. AI can help by producing governance-risk dashboards, but the dashboard 

itself must be auditable. 

A useful empirical programme would begin with one sector where trust and overhead 

are serious but full centralisation is undesirable. AI consulting for small organisations is a 

strong candidate. So are privacy-preserving software services, open-source maintenance, 

scientific automation, local healthcare navigation, or education. The first deployments 

should be modest. They should compare matched cohorts, publish anonymised metrics, 

and revise the constitution. The goal is not to prove utopia. The goal is to discover whether 

shared brand infrastructure measurably improves the statistical position of the median 

operator. 

This falsifiability matters rhetorically. Critics of decentralisation often argue that it is 

vague, ideological, or technically ornamental. The answer is measurement. If the founder 

lottery is real, show it. If decentralised brands reduce the lottery, show that too. If they fail, 

learn why. The book should therefore be read not as a finished doctrine but as a research 

programme. Its moral confidence comes from the problem. Its institutional confidence must 

come from experiments. 

The founder mythology emerged because it answered a real human need. People do 

not want to be passive units inside bureaucracies. They want agency, dignity, authorship, 

ownership, and the possibility of building something that reflects their judgement. The 

critique of entrepreneurial capitalism should therefore not mock founders. It should respect 
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the desire that makes founding attractive. The problem is that the current institutional path 

often converts that desire into a statistically irrational gamble. 

A better economy would preserve the dignity of initiative while reducing the stupidity of 

duplicated risk. It would not force every creative person to become a legal department, 

marketing agency, compliance officer, accountant, brand strategist, customer-support 

system, procurement negotiator, security team, and platform-growth expert before their 

actual contribution can reach the world. It would recognise that much of this overhead is 

infrastructural. It should be shared. 

Decentralised brands are one attempt to make that sharing compatible with freedom. 

They are not state planning. They are not corporate employment. They are not ordinary 

cooperatives. They are not franchise chains. They are not token speculation. They are 

governed market commons. They allow a name to accumulate trust without becoming the 

absolute property of a central owner. They allow operators to inherit legitimacy without 

surrendering all autonomy. They allow customers to receive guarantees without forcing all 

providers into one firm. They allow contributors to build shared assets without having their 

work silently converted into someone else's brand equity. 

The deepest change is psychological. The person no longer needs to imagine 

themselves only as a founder or employee. They can be a node in a living economic 

institution. A node can start locally, learn, contribute, specialise, mentor, audit, fork, merge, 

and create. Some nodes may become new founders of branches. Some may remain 

excellent operators. Some may maintain shared infrastructure. Some may build AI tools. 

Some may focus on customer trust. The system can honour different forms of agency 

rather than ranking everyone by proximity to the mythic founder. 

This matters because AI will increase the number of people who can create outputs 

while decreasing the scarcity of outputs. The next scarcity will be meaningful coordination. 

Who can be trusted? Which standard matters? Which provider is legitimate? Which 

community is accountable? Which AI system has been audited? Which fork preserved the 

ethical core and which fork merely copied the name? These questions cannot be 

answered by isolated founders alone. They require institutional memory. They require 
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brands. The choice is whether those brands will be owned like castles or governed like 

cities. 

A castle brand has walls, owners, guards, and tenants. It may be efficient, but most 

people can only rent space inside it. A city brand has rules, districts, institutions, public 

records, exits, and plural communities. It can be messy, but it permits a richer form of life. 

The decentralised brand should be closer to the city. It should have gates against fraud, 

but roads for newcomers. It should have courts for disputes, but public laws that bind the 

judges. It should have shared infrastructure, but not a king. 

The founder lottery will not disappear. Risk is part of creation. Some experiments must 

fail. Some people will still choose high-risk independent funding because they want full 

control or extreme upside. That path should remain open. The argument is not prohibition. 

It is pluralisation. A mature economy should offer more than wage dependence, platform 

dependence, franchise dependence, and solitary founder risk. It should offer shared 

entrepreneurial infrastructure with constitutional exit. 

The statistical case against entrepreneurial capitalism is therefore also a constructive 

case for institutional imagination. When a system produces a tiny number of heroes and a 

large number of quiet casualties, it should not answer criticism by telling better hero 

stories. It should redesign the game. Decentralised brands are a proposed redesign. They 

turn a brand from a privately captured asset into a shared, accountable, forkable 

technology of trust. They turn entrepreneurship from isolated risk into coordinated 

experimentation. They turn the market from a battlefield of lonely firms into an ecology of 

governed names. 

The practical doctrine ends with a simple proposition: in an AI-dominated economy, the 

decisive political economy question may not be who can produce. Almost everyone with 

access to AI will be able to produce something. The decisive question will be who owns 

the trust layer through which production becomes economically real. If that layer remains 

centralised, AI will amplify the founder lottery and deepen platform feudalism. If that layer 

becomes decentralised, constitutional, and forkable, markets may recover some of the 

freedom they promised. 
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The future will not be one scenario. Several futures can coexist inside one society. The 

Performance Panopticon is the future in which AI tools enter every workflow but mostly 

enable tighter measurement, faster expectations, and continuous comparison. Workers 

become dashboards, students become portfolios, founders become performers of 

momentum, and institutions speak about well-being while increasing the number of signals 

everyone must optimize. 

Slop Civilization is the future in which the internet fills with acceptable but 

low-substance artifacts. Search, education, recruiting, journalism, and software 

maintenance face rising evaluation costs. Platforms respond with filters, and filters become 

new targets. Everyone can speak, but fewer can be heard. The surface is democratic; the 

recognition layer becomes feudal. 

The Micro-Elite War is the future in which existing institutions fail to absorb educated 

aspirants. AI gives them expressive and organizational power. Some build new institutions. 

Others build grievance markets, symbolic tribes, and ideological micro-empires. The old 

elites become defensive. The excluded become theatrical. Institutional competence 

declines. 

Corporate neo-feudalism is the future in which large AI and platform providers integrate 

creation, distribution, identity, payments, and reputation. Individuals become productive 

tenants. They receive tools and audiences but do not own the deeper conditions of their 

work. Their communities can be deplatformed, demonetized, or absorbed. The system is 

efficient and psychologically brittle. 

The Decentralised Brand Commonwealth is the constructive future. It does not replace 

states, firms, or markets. It creates a new institutional layer between isolated individuals 

and centralized platforms. Shared brands govern commons of knowledge, tools, 

standards, reputation, and local branches. AI is used for coordination, documentation, 

audit, translation, simulation, and education. Forkability becomes normal. Contribution 

becomes traceable. Local autonomy and global knowledge reinforce each other. 

The final claim is not that AI will destroy society or save it. AI will amplify the games we 

give it. If the game is a permanent audition, AI will make the audition universal. If the game 
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is status extraction, AI will make extraction beautiful. If the game is resentment, AI will give 

resentment: language, images, strategy, and speed. But if the game is building shared 

capacity, AI can become a historic ally. We will not escape the Red Queen by running 

faster. We will escape only by building games in which running produces common worlds. 

The practical path begins with humility. A decentralised brand should not promise to 

solve capitalism, democracy, community, and identity at once. It should begin with a 

domain where a shared name can genuinely reduce individual risk and increase trust: 

education, local production, open-source maintenance, professional services, care 

networks, research validation, civic monitoring, or cultural creation. The first question is not 

which token to issue. The first question is which real problem becomes easier when people 

share reputation under rules. 

The second step is a constitutional draft. It should define the promise of the brand, the 

rights of members, the obligations of nodes, the standards for using the name, the treasury 

model, the contribution memory, the dispute process, and the fork procedure. This draft 

should be understandable by ordinary members, not only lawyers and protocol designers. 

If people cannot understand the constitution, they cannot govern through it. 

The third step is a minimal commons. Before scaling, the brand needs shared assets 

that are actually useful: templates, training, documentation, software, contracts, quality 

checklists, onboarding rituals, design materials, evaluation rubrics, and public 

explanations. AI can help create and maintain these assets, but humans must own the 

standards. The commons should make a newcomer more capable within weeks, not 

merely more inspired. 

The fourth step is a reputation system that resists both invisibility and gamification. 

Contributions must be remembered, but not every contribution can become a simple score. 

The system should record evidence, roles, reviews, responsibilities, corrections, 

mentorship, and long-term maintenance. It should distinguish noise from stewardship. It 

should also protect newcomers from being permanently ranked before they have had time 

to develop. 
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The fifth step is a governance ladder. Early members need clarity on how decisions are 

made today and how that process can evolve. The design should separate operational 

decisions, constitutional decisions, treasury decisions, quality decisions, and emergency 

decisions. It should include appeal, audit, and removal mechanisms. A decentralised brand 

without removal rules is naive. A decentralised brand without appeal rules is authoritarian 

in disguise. 

The sixth step is public proof. The brand should publish not only marketing, but 

governance evidence: how funds are used, how disputes were handled, how standards 

changed, how forks occurred, how contributors were recognized, and how failures were 

corrected. In the AI age, language is too cheap to carry trust alone. Proof must become 

narrative. 

The final step is cultural discipline. A decentralised brand must resist becoming a cult of 

decentralization. It must not worship process over purpose. It must not confuse token price 

with health. It must not let founders pretend to disappear while controlling everything 

informally. It must not let the community use fairness as an excuse for mediocrity. The aim 

is not softness. The aim is durable excellence under shared rules. 

If this path works, the institution changes the emotional economy of creation. The 

entrepreneur is no longer alone. The builder does not need to create a private brand from 

zero. The ambitious person does not need to destroy the old elite merely to obtain a role. 

AI becomes an instrument of shared capacity rather than permanent audition. The Red 

Queen is not killed; she is domesticated by better games. 

The practical doctrine can be reduced to a severe habit of questioning. Before 

launching, ask whether the work creates a new trust layer or merely another surface in an 

already saturated market. Before scaling, ask whether growth improves the median 

participant or only increases the distance between visible winners and invisible 

maintainers. Before communicating, ask whether attention is being honoured or extracted. 

Before adding AI, ask whether the tool reduces needless human load or simply raises the 

expected speed of performance. 
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A founder should also build an anti-casino constitution. It should name the base rates, 

the hypotheses, the learning metrics, the stopping rules and the institutional assets that will 

survive failure. If the experiment cannot produce reusable knowledge, templates, customer 

evidence, protocols or governance learning, then the founder is asking their life to absorb 

variance for no common return. The noble word for this is courage; the sober word is 

waste. 

The same doctrine changes funding. Investors who claim to support entrepreneurship 

should be asked whether they support learning infrastructure or only portfolio extraction. 

Public institutions that praise startups should be asked whether they fund reusable 

commons or only founder ceremonies. Accelerators should be asked whether they reduce 

base-rate blindness or merely make the slot machine look professional. A serious 

entrepreneurial ecosystem should leave behind stronger shared capacity even when most 

projects fail. 

The doctrine also changes brand building. A brand should not be treated as the trophy 

of one founder's persuasion campaign. It should be treated as the institutional memory of 

fulfilled promises. The stronger the AI wave, the more customers will need names that 

mean more than polish. A brand should be able to answer how claims are verified, how 

operators are authorised, how customers are protected, how contributors are recognised, 

how AI is governed and how a branch can leave. 

The entrepreneur should stop measuring only what the old market already rewards. 

Revenue matters, because an institution that cannot pay its bills becomes dependent on 

fantasy. Growth matters, because stagnant ideals become museums. But the post-founder 

metrics include median operator income, survival-adjusted outcomes, contribution visibility, 

role diversity, cost of exit, audit responsiveness, customer trust, treasury integrity, learning 

transfer and the share of AI productivity that becomes resilience rather than pressure. 

The strongest use of AI in this doctrine is adversarial assistance. AI should not only 

help the founder persuade. It should attack assumptions, compare claims with evidence, 

surface stakeholders, identify hidden capture, summarize dissent, test policy contradictions 
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and lower the cost of serious review. The seductive AI makes the founder more fluent. The 

useful AI makes the institution more honest. 

This is why the language of value must remain practical. A valuable institution should 

help people do things they could not do alone, see realities they would otherwise miss, 

trust strangers without becoming naive, resolve disputes without ritual humiliation, and 

leave without being erased. These are not sentimental outcomes. They are productive 

capacities. They decide whether the AI wave becomes shared power or merely a brighter 

form of dependency. 

The doctrine is intentionally compatible with markets. It does not ask founders to 

become bureaucrats or moral decorators. It asks them to build the market infrastructure 

that makes fair competition possible. A decentralised brand is a market institution, not an 

escape from markets. It lets people compete through local excellence while sharing the 

costly layers of trust, learning, standards and legitimacy. 

The final founder is therefore not smaller than the old founder. The final founder is 

larger because the object of founding has changed. To found a company is difficult. To 

found a constitutional commons in which many companies, operators, branches and 

contributors can act without surrendering dignity is harder. It requires less intoxication and 

more architecture. It may also be the only form of entrepreneurship large enough for the AI 

age. 

The old model asked founders to become heroic exceptions. The new model asks them 

to build fewer exceptions and more conditions. The difference is civilizational. A world of 

heroic exceptions remains a lottery. A world of shared conditions becomes an economy. 

A post-founder doctrine has to measure more than revenue, growth and valuation. It 

should measure median survival, opportunity cost, customer trust, role diversity, 

contribution recognition, exit cost, mental load, quality of forks, treasury integrity and the 

extent to which AI is being used as critic rather than seducer. The entrepreneur of the 

future should ask whether a system creates capacity for others or merely extracts attention 

from them. 
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This doctrine is not a rejection of risk. It is a rejection of wasteful risk. It does not tell 

every founder to join a commons. Some people should still build sovereign firms, 

especially where unified command, capital concentration or product coherence truly 

require it. But many domains do not require solitary founding. They require shared trust 

layers, shared learning, local operators, reusable IP, visible roles and lawful exit. In those 

domains, isolated entrepreneurship is not heroic. It is unnecessary exposure. 

The final sentence is therefore deliberately simple. The AI wave will force 

entrepreneurship to change its stakes and its methods. If founders keep playing the old 

slot machine, AI will let them spin faster and lose with better graphics. If they build 

decentralised brands, shared oceans and institutions of real collaboration, AI can become 

an amplifier of human capacity rather than a machine for theatrical exhaustion. The choice 

is not between capitalism and anti-capitalism. It is between a market that wastes builders 

and a market architecture that finally learns how to let them build together. 
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