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Foreword
Every generation inherits a world shaped by the generations that came before it.

Each generation receives remarkable gifts—knowledge accumulated through centuries, 
institutions carefully built over time, cultures rich with experience, and technologies that expand 
what humanity can accomplish. Yet every generation also inherits a responsibility: to decide how 
those gifts shall be used, preserved, and passed forward.

Among humanity's greatest creations is technology.

Technology has extended our reach, strengthened our communication, expanded our 
understanding, and transformed the ways in which people learn, create, discover, and collaborate. 
Throughout history, it has reflected one of humanity's defining characteristics: the ability to 
imagine something that does not yet exist and bring it into being.

But every technological advance also presents a constitutional question.

As technology becomes more capable, what principles should continue to govern humanity's 
relationship with it?

The Human Commons Constitution was written in response to that question.

It does not seek to predict the future.

It does not attempt to preserve particular technologies, industries, or systems.

Those things will continue to evolve, as they always have.

Instead, this Constitution seeks to preserve something far more enduring: the principles by which 
humanity chooses to relate to the technologies it creates.

Its purpose is not to place humanity in service to technology.

Its purpose is to ensure that technology remains in service to humanity.

This Constitution therefore begins not with machines, networks, algorithms, or applications.

It begins with people.

It recognizes that every technological achievement ultimately derives its meaning from the 
human lives it influences.

Human dignity.

Human creativity.

Human responsibility.

Human community.
Human agency.
These enduring realities existed before modern technology, and they will continue long after 
today's technologies have been replaced by those yet to be imagined.
For that reason, this Constitution is intentionally restrained.



It does not attempt to answer every question.
It establishes the enduring principles by which future generations may answer questions for 
themselves.
In doing so, it seeks to provide a constitutional foundation capable of serving not only the 
present generation, but those who will inherit a future none of us can fully foresee.
The Human Commons Constitution is offered in that spirit.
Not as the final word on technology.
But as an enduring affirmation that humanity must remain the source from which technology 
derives its purpose, its direction, and its responsibility.
May every generation that inherits this Constitution preserve its principles with wisdom, apply 
them with humility, and strengthen them through faithful stewardship.
For while technology will continue to evolve, the responsibility to place humanity first belongs 
to every generation alike.



Introduction
Human Commons begins with a simple recognition:

Human beings have always created tools, systems, and institutions that extend what individuals 
and communities are able to do.

These creations can strengthen human life. They can expand knowledge, connect people across 
distance, preserve memory, enable creativity, and open possibilities that earlier generations could 
scarcely imagine.

Yet as the systems humanity creates become more capable, they also become more influential.

They shape how people understand and express who they are.

They influence how people create and contribute.

They mediate relationships.

They shape what may be discovered.

They organize knowledge.

They influence the contexts in which people live and work.

They establish the conditions through which people and systems interact.

When these functions become embedded within technological systems, a fundamental question 
emerges:

Should humanity adapt itself to the systems it creates, or should those systems remain 
accountable to humanity?

Human Commons begins with a clear answer.

The systems humanity creates must remain accountable to humanity.

Technology derives its purpose from humanity.

The systems humanity creates should strengthen the ability of people to recognize and express 
who they are, contribute what they create, form relationships, discover what exists, understand 
how knowledge connects, organize their lives according to meaningful contexts, and interact 
without surrendering their own agency.

These are not technological features.

They are expressions of enduring human capabilities.

Human Commons recognizes seven such capabilities as foundational to its architecture.

Each is protected by a constitutional right.

Each is preserved through a Foundation that accepts a distinct constitutional responsibility.

Together, the seven Foundations form the constitutional architecture of Human Commons.

This architecture is intentionally layered.



Humanity stands first.

Enduring Human Capabilities are recognized from humanity.

Constitutional Rights protect those capabilities.

Constitutional Responsibilities establish the obligations necessary to preserve those Rights.

Foundations accept those Responsibilities.

Specifications describe how those Responsibilities may be fulfilled.

Reference Implementations demonstrate those Specifications.

Applications may build upon those Implementations.

The purpose of the entire architecture is to strengthen humanity.

Authority therefore flows from humanity toward technology.

It does not flow from technology toward humanity.

This distinction is essential.

Human Commons does not establish a single system through which people must live.

It establishes a constitutional foundation upon which many systems, communities, and forms of 
human participation may develop.

Human Commons is an open constitutional ecosystem.

Its purpose is to establish enduring principles and Foundations from which many systems, 
communities, implementations, and applications may emerge.

Difference is expected.

Experimentation is expected.

Evolution is expected.

Constitutional responsibility remains.

For this reason, the Constitution distinguishes carefully between principle and implementation.
Applications may change quickly.
Implementations may improve.
Specifications may evolve.
The Foundations endure because the human capabilities they preserve endure.
The Constitution remains the highest authority because its principles begin with humanity itself.
This Constitution does not ask the future to preserve the technologies of the present.
It asks every generation to preserve the constitutional relationship between humanity and the 
technologies it creates.
Human Commons begins with humanity.
Its architecture proceeds from humanity.
Its authority returns to humanity.
That is the constitutional order upon which everything that follows is built.



How to Read This Constitution
This Constitution is intended to be read as a unified constitutional work.

Its chapters are distinct, but they do not stand apart from one another. Each develops a part of the 
constitutional architecture of Human Commons, and each should be understood in relationship to 
the whole.

The Constitution begins with humanity.

This is not merely an editorial choice.

It is the source of constitutional authority.

The principles established within this Constitution do not begin with technology and attempt to 
make technology more human. They begin with enduring human capabilities and establish the 
responsibilities that must govern technological systems when they enter human life.

For this reason, the Constitution shall be read from the source of authority downward.

Humanity stands first.

From humanity are recognized Enduring Human Capabilities.

Those capabilities are protected through Constitutional Rights.

Constitutional Responsibilities establish what must be accepted in preserving those Rights.

Those Responsibilities are accepted by the Foundations.

Specifications describe how those Responsibilities may be fulfilled.

Reference Implementations demonstrate those Specifications.

Applications may build upon those Implementations.

The purpose of the complete architecture is the strengthening of humanity.

Each layer receives its purpose from the layer above and accepts responsibility toward it.

No lower layer may redefine the constitutional authority from which it derives.

Lower layers may express higher principles.

They may not replace them.

Authority flows from humanity.

This hierarchy is essential to understanding Human Commons.

Rights and Responsibilities
The rights recognized within this Constitution are not technological features.

They do not depend upon a particular system, device, network, or method of implementation.

They arise from enduring human capabilities.



A constitutional right establishes what Human Commons must preserve.

A constitutional responsibility establishes what a Foundation must accept in order to preserve 
that right.

Rights and responsibilities therefore exist in relationship.

A right without responsibility may become merely aspirational.

A responsibility without a right may become authority without purpose.

Human Commons recognizes both.

The Foundations
The seven Foundations are constitutional responsibilities organized around enduring human 
capabilities.

They are not applications.

They are not products.

They are not companies.

They are not temporary technological systems.

Each Foundation preserves one enduring human capability through one distinct constitutional 
responsibility.

The Foundations compose.

They do not compete.

They cooperate.

They do not overlap.

No Foundation should be understood in isolation from the others.

Together, they form the constitutional architecture through which Human Commons preserves 
human capability in technological systems.

Specifications and Implementation
This Constitution intentionally avoids implementation detail.

That restraint is deliberate.

The Constitution establishes what must endure.

Specifications describe how constitutional responsibilities may be fulfilled with sufficient clarity 
for independent implementation.

Reference Implementations demonstrate possible expressions of those Specifications.

Applications may extend, combine, and build upon those Implementations.



These layers may evolve at different rates.

Applications may change rapidly.

Reference Implementations may be replaced.

Specifications may improve as understanding grows.

The Constitution should change slowly.

The appearance of a new technology does not, by itself, create a constitutional deficiency.

New technologies should first be interpreted through enduring constitutional principles.

Only when a genuinely enduring principle has been discovered should constitutional amendment 
be considered.

Constitutional Terms
Words within a constitutional document carry responsibility.

Terms used consistently throughout this Constitution should therefore be understood consistently.

Humanity refers to the source of constitutional authority.

Human capabilities refer to enduring capacities of human life recognized by this Constitution.

Rights identify what Human Commons is constitutionally committed to preserve.

Responsibilities identify what must be accepted in order to preserve those rights.

Foundations are the constitutional structures entrusted with those responsibilities.

Specifications describe expected constitutional behavior without becoming constitutional 
principles themselves.

Reference Implementations demonstrate Specifications without becoming mandatory 
expressions of them.

Applications build upon the constitutional architecture without acquiring authority over it.

These distinctions are intentional.

They should be preserved when reading, interpreting, implementing, or teaching this 
Constitution.

Interpretation
This Constitution should be interpreted according to its enduring purpose rather than the 
temporary circumstances of any particular era.

When uncertainty exists, interpretation should return to humanity.

Does an interpretation preserve human dignity?

Does it strengthen human agency?



Does it preserve freedom of human choice?

Does it protect human capability?

Does it preserve responsibility?

Does it maintain the constitutional order through which technology remains accountable to 
humanity?

No single question resolves every constitutional matter.

Together, however, they reveal the direction of the Constitution.

The Constitution does not exist to make every technological decision.

It exists to preserve the principles by which those decisions may be made.

Reading Across Generations
The first readers of this Constitution will encounter it within the technologies and institutions of 
their own time.
Future readers will encounter it within circumstances the Founding Edition cannot know.
Both should read it according to the same constitutional standard.
Do not ask only what a principle means for the technologies before you.
Ask what human capability the principle preserves.
Ask what right it protects.
Ask what responsibility it establishes.
Ask whether the interpretation strengthens humanity.
Technologies will change the questions placed before future generations.
The Constitution seeks to preserve the principles by which those questions may be answered.
Read it, therefore, not as a map of the future.
Read it as a constitutional foundation upon which the future may continue to build.



Preamble
We begin with humanity.

We recognize the dignity of every person, the enduring capacities of human life, and the 
responsibility of each generation to preserve those capacities for those who follow.

We recognize that humanity will continue to create.

New tools will emerge.

New systems will develop.

New possibilities will become real.

Yet no creation of humanity shall become the source of humanity's worth, the measure of 
humanity's dignity, or the authority from which humanity derives its rights.

Humanity stands before the technologies it creates.

Human dignity is not granted by technology.

Human identity, creativity, community, and agency do not originate from the systems humanity 
creates.

These belong to humanity.

We therefore establish Human Commons upon the principle that technology exists to strengthen 
humanity rather than replace it.

We affirm the right of people to recognize and express who they are.

We affirm the right of people to contribute what they create.

We affirm the right of people to form relationships and communities.

We affirm the right of people to discover what exists.

We affirm the right of people to understand how knowledge connects.

We affirm the right of people to organize their lives according to meaningful contexts.

We affirm the right of people to preserve their own choices when entering into interaction with 
others.

With these rights come responsibilities.

No right recognized by this Constitution shall become a claim of authority over the person it 
exists to protect.

No Foundation shall preserve human capability by diminishing human dignity, agency, or 
freedom of choice.

Rights establish what must be preserved.

Responsibilities establish what must be accepted in preserving them.

Together, they form the constitutional foundation of Human Commons.



We establish this Constitution not to predict the future, but to preserve the principles by which 
humanity may meet it.
We establish it not to command innovation, but to ensure that innovation remains accountable to 
human dignity, agency, and freedom of choice.
We establish it not to create a single technological order, but to preserve a constitutional 
foundation upon which many people, communities, systems, and generations may build.
We accept that technologies will change.
We accept that implementations will evolve.
We accept that future generations will face questions we cannot foresee.
We therefore entrust them not with answers to every future question, but with enduring principles 
by which those questions may be answered.
Humanity came first.
Humanity remains first.
Technology exists to strengthen humanity rather than replace it.
Upon this truth, we establish the Human Commons Constitution.



Part I — Why Human Commons Exists

Chapter 1 — The Purpose of Human Commons
Human Commons exists to preserve the place of humanity within the systems humanity creates.

Every generation develops new means of extending human capability. Through tools, 
institutions, shared knowledge, and technological systems, people increase what they are able to 
understand, create, communicate, and accomplish together.

These creations can strengthen humanity.

They can also reshape the conditions of human life.

As systems grow in capability and influence, they may increasingly shape the conditions through 
which people understand who they are, contribute what they create, form relationships, discover 
what exists, connect knowledge, organize their lives, and interact with others.

The greater the influence of a system, the greater the responsibility to ensure that human 
capability is not made dependent upon unnecessary technological authority.

Human Commons exists in recognition of that responsibility.

The Constitutional Need
Human capability does not originate within technological systems.

A person does not become a person because a system recognizes them.

A creator does not become a creator because a platform records a work.

A relationship does not become meaningful because a system permits it.

Knowledge does not become worthy of discovery because an authority makes it visible.

Understanding does not originate from the structure through which knowledge is presented.

Human life does not become meaningful because an application organizes it.

The ability of people to interact does not derive from a system's willingness to allow them to do 
so.

These capabilities belong first to humanity.

Yet technological systems increasingly participate in the conditions through which human 
capabilities are expressed.

This creates a constitutional responsibility.

Where technology participates in human life, it must remain accountable to the human 
capabilities it affects.

Human Commons exists to establish the enduring principles of that accountability.



Humanity as the Source of Authority
The constitutional authority of Human Commons begins with humanity.

It does not begin with a platform.

It does not begin with an institution.

It does not begin with a technical architecture.

It does not begin with Human Commons itself.

Human Commons does not grant human capability.

It recognizes human capability.

It does not create human rights.

It accepts responsibility for preserving the rights recognized from enduring human capabilities.

This distinction defines the purpose of the constitutional architecture.

Humanity is not a participant admitted into Human Commons.

Humanity is the reason Human Commons exists.

Preserving Human Capability
The purpose of Human Commons is not to prevent technological change.

Change is expected.

Nor is its purpose to determine every form that technology should take.

Difference is expected.

Human Commons exists to preserve enduring human capabilities as systems, implementations, 
and applications evolve.

It establishes constitutional principles where temporary systems establish rules.

It recognizes rights where systems may otherwise offer permissions.

It establishes responsibilities where authority might otherwise remain unaccountable.

The purpose is not to make every system identical.

The purpose is to ensure that technological difference does not require the surrender of humanity.

An Open Constitutional Foundation
Human Commons is established as an open constitutional ecosystem.

Its purpose is not to gather all human activity within a single system.

Its purpose is to preserve a constitutional foundation upon which many people, communities, 
systems, and forms of participation may build.

No single implementation defines Human Commons.

No single application embodies its complete purpose.



No single institution may substitute itself for the humanity from which constitutional authority 
derives.

Human Commons permits difference while preserving constitutional responsibility.

Systems may differ.

Communities may differ.

Implementations may differ.

Applications may differ.

The constitutional obligation to strengthen humanity remains.

The Purpose of Constitutional Restraint
Human Commons does not attempt to answer every technological question.

To do so would bind enduring constitutional principles to temporary circumstances.

Instead, the Constitution establishes the principles by which changing questions may be 
answered.

This restraint is deliberate.

The Constitution protects what must endure.

Specifications address what must be fulfilled.

Reference Implementations demonstrate what is possible.

Applications explore what is useful.

Each has a purpose.

None may replace the constitutional authority from which it derives.

By preserving this distinction, Human Commons may remain stable while technology continues 
to change.

The Measure of Human Commons
The success of Human Commons shall not be measured solely by adoption, recognition, or 
technological reach.

Its purpose is greater than scale.
Human Commons succeeds to the degree that the systems humanity creates strengthen human 
capability without claiming unnecessary authority over human life.
It succeeds when constitutional rights are preserved as rights rather than reduced to permissions.
It succeeds when technological participation expands human possibility without requiring the 
surrender of dignity, agency, or freedom of choice.
It succeeds when difference, experimentation, and evolution remain possible without abandoning 
constitutional responsibility.
These are not measures of technological power.



They are measures of constitutional faithfulness.

Constitutional Declaration
Human Commons exists because humanity must remain prior to the technologies it creates.
Its purpose is to recognize enduring human capabilities, preserve the rights that arise from them, 
establish responsibilities toward those rights, and provide a constitutional foundation upon which 
technology may strengthen humanity.
Human Commons does not exist to become humanity's technological authority.
It exists to ensure that technological authority remains accountable to humanity.
This is the purpose of Human Commons.



Chapter 2 — The Enduring Mission
The mission of Human Commons is to preserve humanity's constitutional precedence and 
strengthen enduring human capability across generations.

Technology will continue to change.

The mission endures.

This mission does not belong to a single generation.

It is entrusted from one generation to the next.

Each generation will encounter new possibilities, new systems, and new forms of technological 
influence. Some will expand human capability. Some will challenge existing assumptions. Some 
will alter the conditions through which people live and act together.

Human Commons cannot know the form of every future technology.

It does not need to.

Its mission is to preserve the constitutional relationship by which technology remains 
accountable to humanity.

A Mission Beyond the Present
Human Commons is not established for the circumstances of a single era.

The conditions surrounding the Founding Edition will change.

Technologies now considered advanced will become ordinary, be replaced, or disappear.

Institutions and communities will evolve.

The enduring capabilities of humanity remain the constitutional concern of Human Commons.

Its mission therefore extends beyond the problems visible at the time of its founding.

Human Commons must be capable of serving generations whose technological circumstances 
cannot be predicted by those who came before them.

This requires constitutional stability without constitutional indifference.

Human Commons must remain stable in principle while attentive to the changing conditions in 
which those principles must be preserved.

Preserving What Endures
The mission of Human Commons is not to preserve technology.

It is to preserve humanity's constitutional precedence over technology.

Tools may change.

Systems may change.

Specifications may evolve.



Implementations may be replaced.

Applications may emerge and disappear.

Constitutional authority does not move with them.

Humanity remains first.

Human Commons must therefore continually return to the enduring human capabilities from 
which its constitutional architecture derives.

When systems change, the capabilities remain.

When implementations change, the rights remain.

When Specifications evolve, the responsibilities remain.

When applications disappear, the constitutional principles remain.

The mission is continuity through change.

Strengthening Rather Than Preserving Alone
Preservation is necessary.

It is not sufficient.

Human Commons does not exist merely to defend humanity against technological harm.

Its mission is also to establish constitutional conditions through which technology may expand 
human possibility without claiming unnecessary authority over human life.

The mission is therefore both preservative and constructive.

Human Commons preserves what belongs to humanity and creates constitutional space for 
human capability to grow.

Responsibility Across Generations
An enduring mission creates an enduring responsibility.

Those who steward Human Commons in one generation do not inherit the authority to redefine 
humanity according to the technologies of their time.

They inherit the responsibility to preserve the constitutional relationship entrusted to them.

Stewardship therefore requires restraint.

A generation may improve Specifications, develop new Reference Implementations, create new 
applications, and examine new questions.

It may amend the Constitution only when a genuinely enduring principle has been discovered.

But it must not mistake technological change for constitutional necessity.

The appearance of a new capability in technology does not diminish an enduring capability of 
humanity.

The arrival of a new system does not transfer constitutional authority to that system.



The popularity of an implementation does not elevate it above the principles from which it 
derives.

Every generation receives the same mission.

Preserve humanity's constitutional precedence.

Strengthen human capability.

Maintain technological accountability.

Pass the constitutional foundation forward.

An Open Mission
The mission of Human Commons cannot be fulfilled through uniformity.

Humanity is not uniform.

People differ.

Communities differ.

Cultures differ.

Human needs and forms of participation differ.

The constitutional purpose of Human Commons is not to erase those differences in pursuit of 
technological consistency.

Its mission is to establish a foundation strong enough to preserve constitutional responsibility 
across difference.

Openness therefore serves the mission.

Independent implementations may emerge.

Communities may develop different expressions of shared principles.

Experimentation may reveal better ways to fulfill constitutional responsibilities.

Difference does not weaken Human Commons when constitutional principles remain intact.

The mission is not to make every expression identical.

The mission is to ensure that every expression remains accountable to the humanity it exists to 
strengthen.

The Discipline of the Mission
An enduring mission requires discipline.

Human Commons must resist the temptation to define itself by every technological development.

It must resist the temptation to expand constitutional authority merely because new forms of 
technology become influential.

It must resist the temptation to confuse relevance with permanence.

Not every urgent question is a constitutional question.



Not every technological challenge reveals a missing constitutional principle.

Not every innovation requires a constitutional response.

Human Commons fulfills its mission by preserving enduring principles and allowing the 
appropriate layers of its architecture to address changing circumstances.

The Constitution preserves principle.

Specifications fulfill constitutional responsibilities.

Reference Implementations demonstrate possibility.

Applications explore use.

Each serves the mission from its proper place.

The mission is strengthened when these distinctions are preserved.

The Measure of the Mission
The enduring mission of Human Commons shall be measured across generations rather than 
moments.

Its faithfulness will not be demonstrated by whether it anticipates every technological 
development.

It will be demonstrated by whether its principles remain capable of guiding humanity when those 
developments arrive.
Future generations must be able to encounter technologies unknown to the Founding Edition and 
still return to the Constitution with a meaningful question:
Does this strengthen humanity without placing humanity beneath the technology it has 
created?
If Human Commons continues to make that question possible, its mission continues.

Constitutional Declaration
The enduring mission of Human Commons is to preserve humanity's constitutional precedence, 
strengthen enduring human capability, and maintain the accountability of technology to the 
people and communities it affects.
This mission does not expire with a technology.
It does not belong to an implementation.
It does not depend upon an application.
It is entrusted from generation to generation.
Human Commons shall preserve what must endure, permit what may evolve, and ensure that 
technological authority remains accountable to its constitutional source.
Humanity.
This is the enduring mission of Human Commons.



Part II — Foundational Philosophy

Chapter 3 — Humanity Before Technology
Humanity before technology is the foundational constitutional principle of Human Commons.

It establishes an order of responsibility.

Humanity is the source.

Technology is the creation.

Human capability is the purpose.

Technology is the means.

This order shall not be reversed.

Human Commons does not place humanity before technology because technology lacks value.

It places humanity first because technological value begins with the human lives, capabilities, 
communities, and purposes technology exists to strengthen.

Technology may extend human capability.

It may transform what people are able to accomplish.

It may reveal possibilities not previously imagined.

Its power does not make it the source of humanity's constitutional authority.

Humanity remains first.

Constitutional Precedence
To place humanity before technology is to recognize constitutional precedence.

Precedence is not opposition.

It does not require humanity to reject technological change.

It does not require new systems to resemble old ones.

It does not assume that human life is strengthened by preserving every existing practice.

Constitutional precedence establishes the source from which responsibility flows.

Technology is created within human life.

It participates in human activity and may shape the conditions through which human capabilities 
are expressed.

Where its influence grows, its responsibility toward humanity grows with it.

Greater capability does not create greater constitutional authority over humanity.

Greater influence creates greater responsibility toward humanity.

This is the meaning of constitutional precedence.



Technology as a Means
Technology is a means through which human capability may be extended.

A means may become powerful.

It may become complex.

It may become deeply integrated into human life.

It remains a means.

Technological capability is not its own constitutional justification.

The question is not merely whether something can be created.

The constitutional question is what relationship that creation establishes with humanity.

Capability alone cannot answer that question.

Humanity must.

Human Worth Is Not Technological
No measure of technological participation shall become a measure of human worth.

A person's dignity does not increase through technological capability.

It does not diminish through technological limitation.

Human worth is not earned through access, adoption, productivity, visibility, technical 
knowledge, or technological participation.

Human dignity precedes them all.

Where systems participate in human life, difference in human ability must not be treated as 
difference in human worth.

Accessibility therefore arises from constitutional responsibility toward humanity.

Technology must meet humanity where humanity is.

Humanity shall not be required to become more technologically convenient in order to be 
recognized.

Human Agency
Humanity before technology requires the preservation of human agency.

Systems may assist, organize, recommend, automate, and expand what a person is able to do.

Capability does not create constitutional authority over the person.

A system may influence circumstances without becoming the source of human purpose.

Human agency requires that people remain meaningfully present in the direction of their own 
lives.

The purpose of technology is not to remove humanity from human existence.



It is to strengthen humanity within it.

Human Difference
Humanity is plural.

People live within different cultures, communities, traditions, circumstances, and understandings 
of a meaningful life.

Humanity before technology requires constitutional space for that difference.

Technological order shall not be mistaken for human uniformity.

Efficiency does not require sameness.

Compatibility does not require conformity.

Shared constitutional principles do not require identical human lives.

Humanity should not be standardized for the convenience of technology.

The Boundary of Technological Authority
Humanity before technology establishes a constitutional boundary.

Technology may become deeply influential within human life.

Influence does not create constitutional supremacy.

Dependence does not create constitutional legitimacy.

Scale does not create constitutional right.

Popularity does not create constitutional authority.

No technological order may place itself above the human capabilities it exists to strengthen.

The greater the role of technology in human life, the more important this boundary becomes.

Responsibility Before Power
Human Commons measures technological maturity not only by capability, but by responsibility.

Power asks what a system can do.

Responsibility asks what it must preserve while doing it.

The Constitution is concerned with the second question.

Constitutional responsibility is not a limit added after technological creation.

Responsibility belongs to the relationship between technological capability and human life.

The ability to affect human life creates an obligation to remain accountable to humanity.

Human Commons therefore places responsibility before technological power.

Not because power must be feared.

Because power without responsibility may forget the humanity from which its purpose derives.



The Constitutional Order
The constitutional order of Human Commons begins and ends with humanity.

Humanity is the source of constitutional authority.

Human capabilities give purpose to the rights recognized by this Constitution.

The architecture of Human Commons accepts responsibility toward those rights.

Technology serves within that constitutional order.

No technological layer may claim authority over the humanity from which its purpose derives.

When uncertainty arises, the constitutional order returns to humanity.

Not because humanity is without error.

Not because every human decision is wise.

Not because technology lacks capability or value.

Humanity remains first because Human Commons is established for human life.

Humanity is its constitutional source.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity before technology is not a rejection of technology.
It is the constitutional order through which technology receives purpose and accepts 
responsibility.
Humanity is not measured by technological capability.
Human dignity is not granted by technological participation.
Human agency is not surrendered because systems become powerful.
Human difference is not an error to be corrected for technological convenience.
Human Commons recognizes humanity as the source of constitutional authority and technology 
as a means through which human capability may be strengthened.
Technology may evolve beyond the imagination of the Founding Edition.
The constitutional order remains.
Humanity before technology.
Always.



Chapter 4 — Constitutional Design Obligations
A constitutional principle carries obligation.

Humanity before technology cannot remain an aspiration expressed only in words. If humanity is 
the source of constitutional authority, then the architecture derived from that authority must be 
designed accordingly.

Human Commons therefore recognizes that design is not constitutionally neutral.

The structure of a system shapes the conditions under which people participate in it.

What a system requires may affect who can enter.

What it assumes may affect who is recognized.

What it controls may affect human agency.

What it obscures may affect understanding.

What it makes difficult may become a practical boundary upon human participation.

Design does not determine human worth.

It may, however, determine whether a system recognizes human capability faithfully.

For this reason, anything derived from the constitutional architecture of Human Commons 
accepts obligations toward the humanity it exists to strengthen.

These are constitutional design obligations.

Design Begins with Human Capability
The design of Human Commons begins with an enduring question:

What must humanity remain able to do?

It does not begin with the capabilities of a particular technology.

It does not begin with the convenience of an implementation.

It does not begin with the interests of an application.

Technology may create new possibilities.

Those possibilities may influence design.

They do not become the source of constitutional purpose.

Constitutional design begins with the human capability a system accepts responsibility toward.

The capability gives purpose to the right.

The right gives purpose to the responsibility.

The responsibility gives purpose to the design.

Design therefore proceeds from humanity toward technology.

It does not proceed from technology toward a more convenient form of humanity.



The Obligation of Human Recognition
Systems designed within Human Commons must recognize that people precede their 
participation in those systems.

A person is not created by an account.

A creator is not created by a publication system.

A relationship is not created by a social structure.

Human capability exists before technological recognition of it.

Design must therefore avoid confusing the representation of a person with the person, the record 
of a contribution with the act of creation, or the technological expression of a relationship with 
the relationship itself.

Systems represent.

They record.

They connect.

They assist.

They do not become the human realities they serve.

Constitutional design must preserve that distinction.

The Obligation of Agency and Choice
Design must preserve meaningful human agency and choice.

Participation shall not require the unnecessary surrender of human choice.

Assistance shall not quietly become control.

Convenience shall not become dependency by design.

Defaults shall not be mistaken for consent.

Complexity shall not be used to obscure meaningful choices.

The existence of a choice is not sufficient when one option is hidden, unnecessarily burdened, or 
made unintelligible.

A choice preserved only in language but eliminated through design is not meaningful choice.

Human agency does not require that every person control every technical detail.

It requires that people remain meaningfully able to direct the human choices that affect their 
participation.

A system may simplify technology.

It must not simplify away the person.

People may choose differently.

They may decline.



They may leave.

They may adopt one implementation and later prefer another.

Choice does not guarantee convenience.

It requires that human participation not be unnecessarily trapped by technological design.

The Obligation of Accessibility
Humanity is not a design exception.

People differ in ability, perception, language, experience, circumstance, and means of 
participation.

Constitutional design must begin with that reality.

Accessibility shall not be treated merely as a correction applied after a system has been designed 
around a narrower understanding of humanity.

Where a system accepts constitutional responsibility toward human capability, its design must 
account for the human difference present within that capability.

This obligation does not require every implementation to take an identical form.

It requires accessibility to be understood as part of constitutional faithfulness rather than optional 
generosity.

A system does not strengthen humanity by requiring people to overcome unnecessary 
technological barriers merely to participate.

Technology must meet humanity where humanity is.

The Obligation of Understandability
People must be able to understand the systems that materially shape the conditions of their 
participation.

This does not require every person to understand every technical process.

Complex systems may remain complex.

Constitutional design must distinguish technical complexity from human obscurity.

A system may perform operations beyond the technical understanding of most participants 
without concealing the choices, responsibilities, relationships, or consequences that materially 
affect them.

People should not be required to become technical experts in order to understand what a system 
asks of them.

Nor should obscurity become a substitute for accountability.

Where a system materially affects human participation, its relevant purpose and conditions must 
be capable of meaningful human understanding.



The Obligation of Openness
No single implementation shall become the constitutional definition of Human Commons.

Design must preserve the distinction between constitutional responsibility and technological 
expression.

Constitutional responsibility must remain capable of more than one legitimate technological 
expression.

No implementation may convert its expression of a constitutional responsibility into permanent 
authority over that responsibility.

Openness does not mean the absence of structure.

It means structure shall not unnecessarily convert one expression into authority over the principle 
it expresses.

Open expression must permit constitutional responsibilities to cooperate without requiring them 
to surrender their distinct purpose.

Human Commons remains open because no implementation may possess the constitutional 
responsibility from which it derives.

The Obligation of Restraint
Constitutional design must not claim more authority than its responsibility requires.

A system designed to fulfill one responsibility does not acquire authority over adjacent areas of 
human life merely because such authority is technically possible.

Capability is not jurisdiction.

Convenience is not constitutional permission.

Integration is not a claim to ownership.

The accumulation of technological functions must not become the accumulation of unnecessary 
authority.

Design shall remain proportionate to constitutional responsibility.

What is not necessary to fulfill a responsibility should not become a condition of preserving the 
right attached to it.

Restraint is not weakness.

It is the discipline of remaining faithful to purpose.

The Obligation of Accountability
Anything that accepts constitutional responsibility must remain accountable to that 
responsibility.

A system cannot claim constitutional faithfulness merely by using the language of Human 
Commons.



Names do not establish compliance.

Intentions do not fulfill responsibilities.

Adoption does not create constitutional legitimacy.

Constitutional accountability asks whether the design preserves the human capability, right, and 
responsibility from which its purpose derives.

When a design fails that obligation, the constitutional principle does not change to accommodate 
the failure.

The design must be reconsidered.

Technology remains accountable to humanity.

Design Across Time
Constitutional design obligations endure even when technological forms change.

The Constitution therefore does not prescribe a permanent design language or technological 
form.

It establishes obligations.

The means of fulfilling those obligations may evolve.

The constitutional question remains constant:

Does the design remain faithful to the human capability and constitutional responsibility 
from which it derives?

If the answer depends only upon the technology of an era, the design may pass away with that 
era.
The constitutional obligation remains rooted in humanity.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity before technology creates obligations of design.
Design within Human Commons shall begin with human capability and remain accountable to 
the constitutional responsibility from which it derives.
It shall recognize humanity before representation, preserve meaningful agency and choice, 
account for human difference, remain capable of human understanding, make room for open 
expression, and claim no more authority than its responsibility requires.
These obligations do not prescribe a single technological form.
They establish the constitutional conditions within which many forms may emerge.
Design shall not ask humanity to justify its place within technology.
Technology must justify the responsibility it accepts within human life.
Humanity is the source.
Constitutional responsibility is the obligation.
Design is where that obligation begins to take form.



Chapter 5 — Constitutional Principles
A constitutional ecosystem requires principles by which its purpose may remain recognizable 
across difference and change.

Human Commons does not depend upon a single technological form.

Its Specifications may evolve.

Its Reference Implementations may change.

Its applications may multiply, differ, or disappear.

The constitutional principles remain.

These principles do not replace the rights recognized by this Constitution.

They do not replace the responsibilities accepted by the Foundations.

They establish the enduring commitments by which the constitutional ecosystem remains faithful 
to humanity.

A principle is not made constitutional because it is desirable.

It is constitutional because the architecture of Human Commons cannot abandon it without 
weakening the relationship between humanity and technology that this Constitution exists to 
preserve.

The following principles govern Human Commons.

Human Dignity
Every person possesses dignity prior to technological recognition, participation, capability, or 
contribution.

Human dignity is not awarded by a system, increased by visibility, or diminished by technical 
limitation.

Every constitutional layer accepts responsibility toward the dignity of the people affected by its 
expression.

Where technological purpose and human dignity come into conflict, technological purpose must 
be reconsidered.

Human dignity is not an outcome of Human Commons.

It is a condition from which Human Commons begins.

Human Agency
People must remain meaningfully present in the direction of their own participation.

Human agency requires meaningful freedom of choice.

Systems may assist, simplify, recommend, or automate.

Technological capability does not create a constitutional claim over human purpose.



People may participate, decline, change direction, or leave.

The existence of a technical choice is not sufficient when design has made that choice 
unintelligible or unnecessarily impractical.

The constitutional ecosystem shall not confuse adoption with permanent submission.

Human Commons strengthens human capability.

It does not substitute technological direction for human agency.

Accessibility
Humanity is not uniform in ability, perception, language, circumstance, experience, or means of 
participation.

Human Commons recognizes this difference as part of humanity rather than as a deviation from a 
preferred technological participant.

Accessibility is therefore a constitutional principle.

The constitutional ecosystem must remain capable of recognizing human participation across 
difference.

A system that recognizes only those people most convenient for its design recognizes humanity 
incompletely.

Openness
Human Commons is an open constitutional ecosystem.

No implementation owns a constitutional principle.

No institution or implementation may become the permanent definition of a constitutional 
responsibility.

Constitutional responsibility may be expressed through different legitimate forms.

Openness preserves the possibility of independent expression, experimentation, improvement, 
and participation.

It does not require the absence of structure.

It requires that structure remain accountable to constitutional purpose rather than converting 
temporary technological position into permanent constitutional authority.

Human Commons remains open so that its constitutional principles may outlive the systems that 
presently express them.

Interoperability
Human capability does not naturally divide itself according to the boundaries of technological 
systems.

People move between communities, contexts, tools, and forms of participation.



The constitutional architecture of Human Commons shall not treat unnecessary technological 
isolation as an enduring human condition.

Interoperability preserves the possibility that independent expressions may interact without 
requiring one to become the other.

It does not require uniformity.

It does not erase legitimate boundaries.

Where independent expressions choose to interact, the architecture of Human Commons shall 
preserve the possibility of compatibility without requiring conformity.

Human Commons values connection without requiring conformity.

Privacy
Human participation does not create an unlimited claim upon human life.

A person's presence within a system does not make every fact about that person constitutionally 
available to the system.

Capability is not jurisdiction.

The ability to observe, collect, infer, preserve, combine, or distribute information does not itself 
establish constitutional authority to do so.

Human Commons recognizes privacy as a boundary against unnecessary technological authority.

Systems shall remain proportionate to the constitutional responsibility they accept.

Information not necessary to fulfill that responsibility shall not become an automatic condition of 
participation.

Privacy does not require the absence of information.

It requires responsibility in the relationship between information, purpose, and human agency.

Human life is greater than the information a system can gather about it.

Transparency and Understandability
Constitutional responsibility must be capable of meaningful human examination.

Human Commons does not require every person to understand every technical process.

It requires the purposes, conditions, choices, and consequences that materially shape 
participation to remain capable of human understanding.

Disclosure without understanding is not sufficient.

Complexity shall not become a refuge from accountability.

A system may be technically sophisticated.

Its constitutional relationship with humanity must remain capable of explanation.

Transparency makes examination possible.



Understandability makes examination meaningful.

Human Commons requires both where constitutional responsibility materially affects human 
participation.

Constitutional Responsibility
Rights create constitutional obligations.

Capability creates the possibility of influence.

Influence creates responsibility.

Human Commons does not recognize technological power as constitutionally self-justifying.

Anything that accepts a role in preserving a constitutional right accepts responsibility toward that 
right.

Responsibility shall remain proportionate to purpose.

It shall not be expanded merely because greater authority is technically possible.

Nor may responsibility be abandoned while retaining the authority acquired in its name.

Human Commons therefore binds constitutional authority to constitutional responsibility.

Where responsibility ends, constitutional authority derived from that responsibility ends with it.

The Stewardship of Constitutional Principles
These principles are entrusted across generations.

No generation owns them.

Each accepts responsibility for preserving their constitutional purpose, examining their 
application, and passing them forward.

Stewardship requires the humility to distinguish temporary urgency from enduring principle.

The principles shall not be changed merely to follow technological fashion.

Nor shall constitutional stability become an excuse to ignore a genuinely enduring constitutional 
truth when one is discovered.

Human Commons preserves its principles through continuity, examination, and responsible 
constitutional evolution.

Principles in Relationship
No constitutional principle shall be interpreted in isolation from the humanity the principles 
collectively exist to preserve.

Human dignity does not erase human agency.

Human agency does not eliminate constitutional responsibility.

Accessibility does not require human uniformity.



Openness does not cancel privacy.

Interoperability does not require conformity.

Privacy does not erase agency.

Transparency does not justify unnecessary authority.

Constitutional responsibility does not create unlimited jurisdiction.

The principles exist in relationship.

When principles appear to create tension, Human Commons shall not resolve that tension by 
automatically elevating technological convenience.

Interpretation returns to humanity.

The constitutional question is which interpretation best preserves the relationship between 
enduring human capability, meaningful human agency, and constitutional responsibility.

Constitutional principles guide one another.

Together, they preserve the relationship this Constitution exists to establish.

Constitutional Declaration
Human Commons is governed by constitutional principles that preserve humanity across 
technological difference and change.
These principles require human dignity, human agency, accessibility, openness, interoperability, 
privacy, transparency and understandability, and constitutional responsibility.
They guide the Constitution.
They constrain the authority derived from it.
They remain applicable as Specifications evolve, implementations change, and applications 
emerge.
No technological capability stands above them.
No implementation possesses them.
No generation owns them.
They exist to preserve the constitutional relationship between humanity and technology.
Humanity is the source of constitutional authority.
Humanity remains the measure of constitutional faithfulness.
Humanity remains first.



Part III — Recognition of Humanity

Chapter 6 — Human Dignity
Human Commons begins with the recognition of human dignity.

Dignity is not created by this Constitution.

It is not granted by Human Commons.

It is not awarded through participation.

Human Commons recognizes dignity because humanity precedes the systems through which 
human life may be technologically expressed.

Every person possesses human worth before a system knows their name, records their presence, 
measures their activity, recognizes their contribution, or permits their participation.

Technology does not make a person human.

Human Commons therefore begins not by asking what a person can offer a system, but by 
recognizing the person whom the system may affect.

This recognition is the constitutional foundation of human dignity.

Dignity Precedes Participation
A person does not become worthy of constitutional recognition by entering a system.

Participation may begin.

Participation may end.

Human dignity remains.

A person may contribute greatly or not at all.

A person may be visible or unknown.

A person may possess extraordinary technological capability or none.

A person may understand the systems surrounding them fully, partially, or not at all.

None of these conditions creates human dignity.

None removes it.

Human Commons shall not confuse the conditions of participation with the worth of the 
participant.

Where technology participates in human life, the person remains greater than the conditions 
through which the system recognizes them.

Dignity Is Not a Measurement
Technological systems measure.



They may count activity.

They may observe behavior.

They may compare outcomes.

They may classify information.

They may infer relationships.

Measurement may serve legitimate purposes.

Measurement does not become a measure of human worth.

No score, rank, category, profile, prediction, reputation, record, or technological assessment can 
contain the whole of a person.

Human Commons recognizes a constitutional distinction between information about a person 
and the person.

A system may know something about a person.

What it knows remains knowledge about the person.

It does not become the person.

A system may describe an aspect of human participation.

It does not thereby define the human being who participates.

Human dignity requires that technological representation remain representation.

Representation shall not become constitutional definition.

Dignity Across Human Difference
Human dignity does not depend upon human sameness.

People differ in ability, perception, language, culture, knowledge, experience, circumstance, 
belief, expression, and means of participation.

These differences do not create degrees of humanity.

Human Commons shall not establish a preferred technological participant and measure all others 
by their distance from that preference.

A person is not an exception to humanity because a system was designed without them in mind.

Human difference is not a constitutional defect.

It is part of the humanity this Constitution recognizes.

Dignity therefore requires that difference in human capability or circumstance never be treated as 
difference in human worth.

Human Commons recognizes one humanity expressed through human difference.

Dignity and Human Capability
Human dignity and human capability are related, but they are not the same.



The seven enduring human capabilities recognized by this Constitution describe what humanity 
must remain able to do.

They do not determine who possesses dignity.

A person does not need to exercise every capability in order to be fully human.

A person does not lose dignity because a capability cannot be exercised independently, 
continuously, or in the same manner as another person.

Human Commons protects enduring human capabilities because those capabilities belong to 
humanity.

It recognizes human dignity because every person belongs to humanity.

Rights arise to preserve human capability.

Dignity establishes the human recognition within which those rights must be understood.

The constitutional architecture shall never use the recognition of capability to divide humanity 
into those considered more or less worthy of constitutional concern.

Dignity and Dependence
Dependence does not diminish dignity.

Human beings depend upon one another, communities, knowledge, tools, institutions, and forms 
of assistance.

Technological dependence may also become part of human life.

Dependence does not transfer ownership of the person to that upon which the person depends.

The fact that a person requires a system does not grant that system unlimited authority over the 
person.

Human Commons rejects the idea that dependence creates constitutional submission.

Where dependence increases, constitutional responsibility becomes more important.

Dignity and Technological Power
The power of a technological system does not alter the dignity of the people affected by it.

A system may process more information than a person.

It may act more quickly.

It may operate at greater scale.

It may identify patterns beyond ordinary human perception.

It may possess capabilities unavailable to any individual person.

These capabilities may be significant.

They do not diminish human dignity or alter humanity's constitutional precedence.

Human dignity is not a competition between humanity and technology.



Human Commons does not preserve dignity by pretending that human beings will always exceed 
technological systems in every measurable capability.

It preserves dignity by refusing to make technological superiority in a particular capability the 
measure of human worth.

The constitutional precedence of humanity does not depend upon humanity winning every 
comparison.

Humanity remains first because humanity is the source of the constitutional relationship.

The Irreducibility of the Person
No technological representation can exhaust the meaning of a human life.

A person may be represented through information, records, relationships, activity, preferences, 
and patterns of participation.

These representations may be useful.

They remain partial.

Human Commons shall not treat the sum of technological representations as equivalent to the 
whole person.

The person exceeds the profile.

The person exceeds the record.

The person exceeds the pattern.

The person exceeds the prediction.

The person exceeds the system's understanding of them.

A person is not merely an object of technological action.

The person remains constitutionally recognizable as a human participant whose life exceeds the 
system's representation and purpose.

What a system can represent about a person does not become authority to define the person.

This is a constitutional boundary upon technological authority.

Human dignity requires recognition of that boundary.

Constitutional Recognition
Human Commons recognizes human dignity as inherent, equal in human worth, and prior to 
technological participation.

No person derives dignity from an implementation.

No system may measure human worth by technological convenience.

No technological representation may claim to contain or define the whole person.

No condition of dependence creates possession of the person.



No technological capability diminishes human dignity or alters humanity's constitutional 
precedence.

Recognition creates responsibility.

It does not create possession.

Human Commons does not acquire ownership of the person by recognizing human dignity or 
accepting constitutional responsibility toward human capability.

Human Commons does not grant dignity.

It recognizes it.

Constitutional Declaration
Every person possesses human dignity prior to technological recognition, participation, 
capability, or contribution.
Human dignity is not measured by access, adoption, productivity, visibility, technical knowledge, 
independence, or technological capability.
Human difference does not create degrees of humanity.
Human dependence does not create constitutional submission.
Technological representation does not define the whole person.
Technological power does not diminish human dignity.
Human Commons shall recognize the person before the system's representation of the person and 
humanity before the technology through which human life is expressed.
The person exceeds the profile.
The person exceeds the record.
The person exceeds the prediction.
Human dignity precedes them all.
Human Commons begins with this recognition.



Chapter 7 — The Seven Enduring Human Capabilities
Human Commons begins its constitutional architecture with a question:

What must humanity remain able to do?

The answer cannot depend upon the technology of an era.

Technologies change.

Forms of participation change.

The systems through which people establish identity, contribute, associate, discover, understand, 
direct their activity, and interact may change beyond recognition.

The enduring human capabilities beneath them remain.

Human Commons recognizes seven such capabilities.

Humanity must remain able to establish identity.

Humanity must remain able to contribute.

Humanity must remain able to associate.

Humanity must remain able to discover.

Humanity must remain able to understand.

Humanity must remain able to exercise agency.

Humanity must remain able to establish compatibility.

These are the seven enduring human capabilities recognized by this Constitution.

They do not define the whole of humanity.

They do not measure the worth of a person.

They do not claim that human life can be reduced to seven functions.

They identify the enduring human capabilities from which the constitutional architecture of 
Human Commons derives.

The Nature of an Enduring Human Capability
An enduring human capability is not a technological feature.

It is not a product category.

It is not a service provided by a system.

It is a human capacity to act, participate, relate, perceive, or establish conditions within human 
life.

Technology may strengthen a capability.

It may mediate it.

It may constrain it.



It may obscure it.

It may unnecessarily control the conditions through which it is exercised.

Human Commons does not create these capabilities.

It recognizes them.

Their constitutional significance arises when technology shapes the conditions through which 
humanity may exercise them.

The capability does not belong to the system through which it is expressed.

Humanity remains the source.

Capability I — Identity
Humanity must remain able to establish identity.

Identity is the human capability to establish who one is within a relationship or context of 
participation.

It is not limited to a name.

It is not created by an account.

It is not exhausted by a record, credential, profile, identifier, or technological representation.

Human beings have always needed ways to be known, recognized, distinguished, and 
encountered as themselves.

The forms of recognition may change.

The capability endures.

Technology may represent identity.

It may assist in establishing identity.

It may carry expressions of identity across systems.

It does not create the person whose identity it represents.

Human Commons recognizes identity as an enduring human capability because people must 
remain able to establish who they are without becoming constitutionally defined by the systems 
that represent them.

The human question is:

Who am I?

Capability II — Contribution
Humanity must remain able to contribute.

Contribution is the human capability to bring one's work, knowledge, expression, creation, or 
effort into human life.

People create.



They teach.

They build.

They write.

They speak.

They discover.

They preserve.

They perform.

They solve.

They share.

A contribution may be individual or collective, temporary or enduring.

Its form may change.

The human capability to contribute remains.

Technology may record a contribution.

It may distribute it.

It may alter the conditions through which contribution becomes visible, available, or useful.

It does not become the source of the human act of contribution merely because it participates in 
its expression.

Human Commons recognizes contribution as an enduring human capability because humanity 
must remain able to bring work, knowledge, expression, creation, and effort into shared human 
life.

The human question is:

What did I contribute?

Capability III — Association
Humanity must remain able to associate.

Association is the human capability to form and maintain relationships with others.

People gather.

They connect.

They communicate.

They cooperate.

They form communities.

They share interests, purposes, responsibilities, and forms of belonging.

Technology may extend the reach of association.

It may change the speed, scale, or form through which people connect.



It may mediate relationships across distance and time.

It does not become the source of human relationship.

Human Commons recognizes association as an enduring human capability because people must 
remain able to establish connections and communities without those relationships becoming the 
possession of the systems through which they are expressed.

The human question is:

Who am I connected to?

Capability IV — Discovery
Humanity must remain able to discover.

Discovery is the human capability to encounter what was not already known, chosen, or present 
within immediate awareness.

People seek.

They explore.

They encounter.

They wander.

They find people, ideas, works, communities, knowledge, and possibilities.

Discovery may be intentional.

It may be unexpected.

It may begin with a question.

It may begin with curiosity.

It may begin with an encounter no person or system predicted.

Technology may assist discovery.

It may organize possibilities.

It may make distant things reachable.

It may narrow or expand what becomes visible.

Human Commons recognizes discovery as an enduring human capability because humanity must 
remain able to encounter a world larger than what a system has already selected, predicted, or 
placed before it.

The human question is:

What can I discover?

Capability V — Understanding
Humanity must remain able to understand.

Understanding is the human capability to perceive meaning, relationship, and context.



Information alone is not understanding.

Possession of facts is not understanding.

The ability to retrieve an answer is not necessarily understanding.

Human beings connect ideas.

They recognize relationships.

They interpret context.

They question.

They revise.

They learn.

They teach.

Understanding develops through the relationship between knowledge, experience, inquiry, and 
human judgment.

Technology may organize information.

It may reveal connections.

It may assist inquiry.

It may offer explanations.

It does not make human understanding constitutionally unnecessary.

Human Commons recognizes understanding as an enduring human capability because humanity 
must remain able to form meaning rather than merely receive information.

The human question is:

What does this mean?

Capability VI — Agency
Humanity must remain able to exercise agency.

Agency is the human capability to act with meaningful direction within the circumstances of 
one's life.

People choose.

They decide.

They begin.

They stop.

They change direction.

They establish priorities.

They act within roles, responsibilities, activities, and contexts.

Agency does not require complete independence.



No person acts without circumstance, relationship, limitation, or influence.

Agency requires that human direction remain meaningfully present.

Technology may assist action.

It may simplify action.

It may automate action.

It may act on a person's behalf.

It does not thereby become the constitutional source of human purpose.

Human Commons recognizes agency as an enduring human capability because people must 
remain meaningfully present in the direction of their participation and activity.

The human question is:

What will I do?

Capability VII — Compatibility
Humanity must remain able to establish compatibility.

Compatibility is the human capability to establish sufficient common ground for interaction 
without requiring difference to disappear.

Human interaction has always required some form of compatibility.

People establish shared language.

They recognize boundaries.

They identify common methods.

They determine whether interaction is possible.

Compatibility does not require sameness.

It does not require one participant to become the other.

It does not require every difference to disappear.

It requires sufficient common ground for interaction to occur.

Technology may make compatibility more complex.

Independent systems may differ in identity, format, method, preference, or conditions of 
participation.

The human capability beneath the problem remains.

Human Commons recognizes compatibility as an enduring human capability because 
independent participants must remain able to establish whether interaction is possible without 
unnecessary surrender of their distinct conditions.

The human question is:

Can we interact?



Capabilities in Relationship
The seven enduring human capabilities are distinct.

They are not isolated.

Identity allows a person to establish who they are within participation.

Contribution allows human work, knowledge, expression, creation, and effort to enter shared life.

Association allows relationships and communities to form.

Discovery allows people to encounter what lies beyond immediate awareness.

Understanding allows meaning, relationship, and context to emerge from knowledge and inquiry.

Agency allows human direction to remain present within participation and activity.

Compatibility allows sufficient common ground for interaction to be established without 
requiring difference to disappear.

The exercise of one capability may involve several others.

Their relationship does not erase their constitutional distinction.

Identity is not contribution.

Contribution is not association.

Association is not discovery.

Discovery is not understanding.

Understanding is not agency.

Agency is not compatibility.

Each capability expresses a distinct enduring human capacity.

Each gives purpose to a distinct constitutional right.

From Capability to Constitutional Architecture
Human Commons does not preserve these capabilities by claiming ownership of them.

It recognizes that when technology shapes the conditions through which enduring human 
capabilities are exercised, constitutional obligations arise.

Enduring Human Capabilities give purpose to Constitutional Rights.

Constitutional Rights establish Constitutional Responsibilities.

Foundations accept those defined Constitutional Responsibilities.

Specifications define behavior necessary to fulfill those Responsibilities.

Reference Implementations demonstrate possible expressions.

Applications build upon those expressions.

The architecture moves from humanity toward technology.



Never the reverse.

An enduring human capability is broader than the Foundation that accepts responsibility toward 
the right preserving it.

A Foundation does not become the capability.

It does not possess the capability.

It accepts a defined constitutional responsibility toward a right whose purpose begins in 
humanity.

The seven capabilities are therefore not a classification system imposed upon humanity.

They are the human source from which the constitutional architecture of Human Commons 
derives.

Constitutional Recognition
Human Commons recognizes seven enduring human capabilities:

Identity.

Contribution.

Association.

Discovery.

Understanding.

Agency.

Compatibility.

These capabilities belong to humanity before technological expression.

No system creates them.

No implementation possesses them.

No application becomes their constitutional source.

Technology may strengthen them.

Technology may mediate them.

Technology may alter the conditions through which they are exercised.

It must not become their constitutional owner.

Human Commons recognizes these capabilities so that the architecture derived from them may 
remain accountable to humanity.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to establish identity.

Humanity must remain able to contribute.



Humanity must remain able to associate.

Humanity must remain able to discover.

Humanity must remain able to understand.

Humanity must remain able to exercise agency.
Humanity must remain able to establish compatibility.
These capabilities do not define the whole person.
They do not measure human dignity.
They do not belong to technology.
They are recognized as the enduring human source of the constitutional architecture of Human 
Commons.
Capability gives purpose to rights.
Rights establish obligations.
Responsibilities give constitutional purpose to architecture.
Architecture remains accountable to humanity.
Humanity remains the source.
Technology remains accountable to what humanity must remain able to do.



Chapter 8 — Humanity and Technology
Humanity and technology exist in relationship.

Human beings create tools, systems, structures, and methods to extend what may be done, 
known, shared, preserved, and imagined.

Technology, in turn, shapes the conditions within which human life may unfold.

It may expand possibility.

It may reduce burdens.

It may connect across distance.

It may preserve knowledge.

It may extend human capability beyond limits once considered permanent.

Technology may also shape participation, concentrate authority, create dependence, obscure 
responsibility, and establish conditions that become difficult for individuals or communities to 
avoid.

The constitutional relationship between humanity and technology must therefore be understood 
with both optimism and responsibility.

Human Commons does not begin from fear of technology.

Nor does it begin from submission to technological possibility.

It begins from humanity.

Technology as an Expression of Human Capability
Technology arises through human capability.

People imagine.

They create.

They combine knowledge.

They solve problems.

They build upon what others have learned.

They develop means through which human intention may take form.

Technology is therefore deeply connected to human contribution and the exercise of human 
capability.

Human Commons does not treat technology as foreign to humanity merely because technology 
may become powerful, complex, or capable of acting beyond the ability of any individual 
person.

Technology may be part of human culture, human knowledge, human cooperation, and human 
progress.



It may strengthen what people and communities are able to do.

It may create possibilities no earlier generation could have anticipated.

The constitutional question is not whether technology should exist.

The question is whether the relationship between humanity and technology remains faithful to 
the humanity from which technological purpose derives.

Technology as Means and Extension
Technology may extend the means through which human purposes are pursued and human 
capabilities are exercised.

A technology may make an action possible.

Possibility does not create constitutional necessity.

It may make a process faster.

Speed does not determine human purpose.

It may simplify an action.

Ease does not transfer responsibility for the human meaning of that action.

It may automate an action.

Automation does not make the underlying human capability constitutionally irrelevant.

Human Commons recognizes the value of technological means and extension.

Assistance is not erasure.

Extension is not constitutional possession.

The Constitution does not require humanity to preserve every earlier method merely because it is 
human.

Human practices may change as new means become available.

Technology may transform how a capability is exercised.

It does not become the constitutional source of the capability.

Technology and Dependence
Technology may become deeply embedded within human life.

A system may become important to communication, work, knowledge, participation, community, 
or daily activity.

Dependence may emerge gradually.

It may arise from genuine usefulness.

It may arise because communities adopt common systems.

It may arise because alternatives become difficult to reach.



Dependence does not automatically make technology illegitimate.

Human beings have long depended upon tools, institutions, infrastructure, and one another.

The constitutional question is what responsibility accompanies technological dependence.

As dependence increases, the consequences of exclusion, failure, unnecessary control, and 
abandonment may also increase.

A system cannot claim the benefits of becoming essential while denying the responsibilities 
created by its role in human life.

As technological dependence increases, the responsibility accompanying a system's role in 
human life becomes more significant.

Dependence does not grant ownership of the people who depend.

It increases the importance of accountability toward them.

Technology and Authority
Technological capability may create practical power.

Practical power may shape the conditions of human participation.

Influence does not automatically create constitutional authority.

Capability is not jurisdiction.

Authority within Human Commons derives from constitutional responsibility.

It remains bounded by that responsibility.

Technology shall not acquire authority over adjacent areas of human life merely because 
technical integration makes such authority possible.

Nor shall accumulated influence become its own constitutional justification.

The greater the technological power to shape human participation, the greater the need for clear 
constitutional boundaries.

Technology remains accountable to the human capability and constitutional responsibility that 
give purpose to its role within Human Commons.

The Constitutional Source Remains Humanity
Technology may perform functions once associated only with human activity.

Its capabilities may expand beyond present expectation.

This Constitution does not depend upon predicting permanent limits to technological capability.

Nor does it determine the nature of every future technological being or system.

Its constitutional claim is narrower.

Technological capability does not, by itself, move the source of this constitutional architecture 
away from humanity.



Human dignity does not depend upon technological comparison.

Enduring human capabilities do not become the constitutional possession of a system because 
that system can assist, imitate, mediate, or perform related functions.

Technology may change.

Its capabilities may expand.

The constitutional source remains humanity.

Humanity Is Not a Problem to Be Solved
Human limitation is part of the condition within which human life exists.

People require time.

They make mistakes.

They change their minds.

They misunderstand.

They learn.

They depend upon one another.

They experience uncertainty.

They differ.

Human limitation may create circumstances in which technological assistance is valuable.

Technology may reduce error.

It may extend memory.

It may accelerate work.

It may make difficult tasks possible.

Human Commons welcomes the strengthening of human capability.

It does not follow that the constitutional purpose of technology is the elimination of human 
presence.

The person is not an inefficient system.

Human difference is not failed standardization.

Humanity may choose to change.

Human practices may evolve.

Human capability may be strengthened in ways no generation can foresee.

Human Commons does not prescribe a permanent form of human life.

It rejects the premise that humanity must become more convenient for technology in order to 
remain worthy of participation.

The purpose of technology is not to make humanity worthy of the systems humanity creates.



Technology remains accountable to humanity as humanity is, even while humanity continues to 
become.

A Relationship of Stewardship
Technology may shape conditions beyond the intention, presence, or lifetime of those who create 
it.

Its consequences may extend through communities, institutions, dependencies, and generations.

The relationship between humanity and technology therefore requires stewardship.

Stewardship does not require fear of technological change.

It requires recognition that technological power may create consequences beyond the moment of 
creation.

Human Commons does not ask humanity to stop creating the future.

It requires humanity to remain constitutionally present in the future it creates.

The Constitutional Relationship
Human Commons recognizes technology as an expression of human capability and as a powerful 
influence upon the conditions of human life.

Technology may strengthen humanity.

Its role may become profound.

Its constitutional position remains bounded.

Capability does not create jurisdiction.

Influence does not justify unlimited authority.

Dependence does not create possession.

Performance does not measure human dignity.

Technological possibility does not define human purpose.

Human Commons does not prescribe one proper degree of technological participation.

Human dignity is not increased by technological adoption or diminished by a person's decision to 
limit it.

Where technology accepts constitutional responsibility, it remains accountable to that 
responsibility.

The relationship between humanity and technology is therefore neither rejection nor submission.

It is a relationship of human purpose, technological possibility, constitutional responsibility, and 
stewardship.

Humanity remains the source.

Technology remains accountable to the human life it affects.



Constitutional Declaration
Human Commons recognizes technology as an expression of human creativity, knowledge, 
contribution, and possibility.

Technology may strengthen humanity and transform the conditions of human life.

Its capability does not create unlimited jurisdiction.

Its influence does not justify unlimited authority.

Its usefulness does not create possession of those who depend upon it.
Its performance does not measure human dignity.
Technological possibility does not define human purpose.
Humanity is not a problem technology exists to solve.
Human Commons welcomes technological possibility without surrendering constitutional 
responsibility.
Humanity may create.
Humanity may change.
Technology may develop beyond present expectation.
Through such change, the constitutional relationship remains:
Humanity is the source.
Technology is accountable.
Humanity remains first.



Part IV — Human Rights in the Digital World

Chapter 9 — The Right to Identity
Humanity must remain able to establish identity.

From this enduring human capability arises the Right to Identity.

The Right to Identity is the right of a person to establish and maintain meaningful recognition of 
who they are within technological participation.

This right begins with the person.

A system may represent identity.

It may recognize identity.

It may verify particular claims.

It may carry expressions of identity within or across contexts.

These functions do not make the system the constitutional source of the person.

The person precedes the representation.

The Right to Identity preserves that order.

Identity and the Person
A person's identity does not begin when a system creates a record.

It does not begin when an account is opened.

It does not begin when a credential is issued.

It does not begin when participation is approved.

Technological recognition may establish a relationship between a person and a system.

It does not create the person who enters that relationship.

Human Commons therefore distinguishes the person from technological representations of 
identity.

A representation may be created.

It may be updated.

It may become inaccessible.

It may cease to exist.

The person remains.

To say that identity belongs first to the person is not to claim that every fact, record, memory, 
statement, or representation concerning a person is the person's property.

Other people may possess memories.



Communities may preserve history.

Institutions may maintain legitimate records.

Independent works may describe or concern a person.

The Right to Identity does not erase these realities.

Its constitutional claim is narrower.

No technological representation becomes constitutionally equivalent to the person it represents.

No system acquires possession of the person merely because it represents identity.

The person remains constitutionally prior to the representation.

The Right to Establish Identity
A person must remain able to establish who they are within a relationship or context of 
technological participation.

This does not require every system to accept every identity claim without question.

Identity may involve recognition, verification, trust, context, and responsibility.

A system may require sufficient basis for a particular form of participation.

The Right to Identity does not abolish those conditions.

It establishes boundaries upon them.

A system shall not claim ownership of a person's identity merely because it provides the means 
through which identity is recognized.

Nor shall a system unnecessarily make itself the permanent source through which the person 
must remain recognizable in other relationships.

Human Commons recognizes the person's right to establish identity without unnecessary 
constitutional dependence upon a single technological intermediary.

Identity and Context
A person may be represented differently across contexts.

One relationship may require a name.

Another may require a credential.

Another may require evidence of authority, responsibility, membership, authorship, or 
qualification.

Another may require little or no persistent identification.

The Right to Identity does not require one universal representation of the person.

Nor does it require every context to know everything known elsewhere.

Identity is not strengthened by making every representation identical.

Context may shape what representation is appropriate.



A representation should remain proportionate to the relationship in which it is used.

The ability of a system to collect, connect, or infer additional identity information does not create 
a constitutional necessity to do so.

The person exceeds every representation.

Technological identity shall remain representation rather than constitutional definition.

Identity Across Systems
Human participation may extend across many technological systems.

The Right to Identity requires that a person's ability to be recognizable not become unnecessarily 
captive to a single system.

A system may maintain its own relationship with a person.

It may establish requirements appropriate to its constitutional responsibility.

It may preserve records necessary to that relationship.

It does not therefore acquire authority over the person's identity in every other relationship.

No system becomes the universal constitutional gatekeeper of identity merely because it is 
widely used, technically convenient, or deeply integrated.

Human Commons recognizes continuity without requiring central possession.

A person must remain able to establish sufficient continuity of identity across appropriate 
contexts without surrendering the whole of identity to the intermediary through which 
recognition first occurred.

The Right to Identity preserves recognition across systems while maintaining the distinction 
between the person, the representation, and the system.

Identity and Human Direction
The Right to Identity preserves meaningful human direction over how identity is expressed 
within technological participation.

A person may present different appropriate aspects of identity in different contexts.

A person may establish continuity across contexts.

A person may decline unnecessary continuity where the relationship does not require it.

These choices remain subject to legitimate conditions of participation and responsibility.

Relationships may require trust.

Communities may establish appropriate requirements.

A person may be accountable for claims made about identity.

The Right to Identity does not create a right to deception, impersonation, or avoidance of 
responsibility.



It preserves human direction within legitimate conditions of recognition.

Maximum exposure of identity shall not be treated as the default measure of trust.

Nor shall limited disclosure automatically be treated as evidence of wrongdoing.

The constitutional question is whether the identity required is proportionate to the relationship 
and responsibility involved.

Identity and Human Difference
The Right to Identity belongs equally across human difference.

A person's ability to establish identity shall not depend upon conformity to a preferred mode of 
perception, communication, movement, language, cognition, or technological interaction.

A system designed around one assumed participant may fail to recognize others.

That failure does not diminish the right of the person who is not recognized.

A person is not an identity exception because a system cannot easily represent them.

Where the means of recognition unnecessarily exclude a person, the Right to Identity has not 
been fully preserved.

Human difference does not diminish the right to be recognizable as oneself.

Identity, Privacy, and Disclosure
The constitutional principle of privacy applies directly to identity.

The Right to Identity does not require total disclosure.

Recognition and exposure are not the same.

A person may need to establish a particular fact without revealing every fact.

A person may need to demonstrate authority without surrendering unrelated information.

A person may need to establish continuity without making every context visible to every other 
context.

Identity may be meaningful without being total.

The constitutional purpose of identity is not to make the person completely knowable to every 
system.

The collection, connection, or disclosure of identity information shall remain accountable to the 
purpose and responsibility of the relationship.

Technical ability to obtain more information does not create constitutional justification for 
obtaining it.

The Right to Identity preserves the person within recognition.

It does not surrender the person to exposure.



Identity and Authority
The ability to represent identity creates practical power.

A system may influence whether a person is recognized, which representation is accepted, and 
whether participation may begin, continue, or be recovered.

Such power requires constitutional boundaries.

Responsibility toward identity remains responsibility toward identity.

Capability is not jurisdiction.

A system responsible for identity shall not use that responsibility to claim unrelated authority 
over other enduring human capabilities.

Identity shall not become the constitutional gate through which unnecessary control over the 
whole of human participation is exercised.

Where identity is necessary, it shall serve the relationship requiring recognition.

It shall not become an unlimited claim upon the person.

The Continuity of Identity
People change.

Names may change.

Relationships may change.

Roles may change.

Circumstances may change.

A person's understanding of themselves may change.

The Right to Identity must preserve continuity without requiring permanence of every 
representation.

Continuity does not mean immobility.

A person may remain recognizably themselves while expressions, circumstances, and 
representations change.

Technological systems shall not require the person to remain permanently fixed in an earlier 
representation merely because that representation is easier to preserve.

Nor shall change automatically erase legitimate continuity, history, responsibility, or 
contribution.

Human Commons recognizes identity as capable of continuity through change.

The person remains greater than any single version of their representation.



The Boundaries of the Right to Identity
The Right to Identity does not grant authority over every fact, record, memory, statement, or 
independent representation concerning a person.

It is not unlimited authority over how others perceive a person.

It does not require another person or community to accept every identity claim without 
discernment.

It does not erase accountability.

It does not invalidate legitimate requirements for trust, verification, qualification, responsibility, 
or safety.

It does not require every system to preserve every identity representation forever.

The Right to Identity establishes a defined constitutional boundary.

No system within Human Commons may claim constitutional possession of the person through 
the representation of identity.

No system may unnecessarily make itself the exclusive source of a person's recognizability.

No system may treat a partial technological representation as the whole person.

No system may use responsibility toward identity as unlimited jurisdiction over adjacent human 
capabilities.

The right preserves the person's constitutional position within technological recognition.

Constitutional Recognition
Human Commons recognizes the Right to Identity.

Every person must remain able to establish and maintain meaningful recognition of who they are 
within technological participation under conditions appropriate to the relationship and 
responsibility involved.

Identity belongs first to the person.

The person remains constitutionally prior to technological representations of identity without 
acquiring constitutional possession of every fact, record, memory, statement, or independent 
representation concerning them.

Technological representations remain representations.

Recognition does not create possession.

Verification does not create unlimited jurisdiction.

Continuity does not require immobility.

Context does not require total disclosure.

Human difference does not diminish the right.



The Right to Identity preserves the person as the constitutional source from which technological 
recognition begins.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to establish identity.

Therefore Human Commons recognizes the Right to Identity.

The person precedes the record.

The person precedes the credential.

The person precedes the account.
The person precedes the system's representation.
No technological system creates the human being it recognizes.
No system acquires constitutional possession of the person by representing identity.
No system acquires unlimited authority through responsibility toward identity.
Recognition and exposure are not the same.
Continuity does not require immobility.
Identity may be recognized.
Identity may be represented.
Identity may continue through change.
The person remains the source.
The Right to Identity preserves that constitutional order.



Chapter 10 — The Right to Contribution
Humanity must remain able to contribute.

From this enduring human capability arises the Right to Contribution.

The Right to Contribution is the right of a person to bring their work, knowledge, expression, 
creation, or effort into technological participation without the human act of contribution 
becoming constitutionally subordinate to the systems through which it is created, received, 
recorded, preserved, distributed, or encountered.

This right begins with the enduring human capability to contribute.

Technology may assist contribution.

It may enable forms of contribution that would otherwise be impossible.

It may participate in creation, preservation, transformation, and distribution.

These functions do not make the system the constitutional source of the human capability or act 
protected by this right.

The Right to Contribution preserves that order.

Contribution and the Human Act
Human beings contribute in many ways.

They create.

They teach.

They build.

They write.

They speak.

They discover.

They preserve.

They perform.

They solve.

They share.

Contribution is not limited to formal works, professional activity, institutional recognition, 
market value, or public attention.

A contribution may be individual or collective.

It may be temporary or enduring.

It may be widely known or encountered by few.

It may build upon what came before.

It may be created through technological means.



It may take a form not yet recognized by existing systems.

Technological recognition does not create the human capability to contribute.

Visibility does not create contribution.

Popularity does not create contribution.

Measurement does not create contribution.

The Right to Contribution begins with humanity's enduring ability to bring human work, 
knowledge, expression, creation, or effort into shared life.

The Right to Contribute
A person must remain able to contribute within technological participation.

This does not require every contribution to be accepted by every system, community, audience, 
or relationship.

A community may define its purpose.

A system may maintain boundaries appropriate to its responsibility.

A relationship may establish legitimate conditions of participation.

The Right to Contribution does not abolish discernment, curation, qualification, moderation, or 
accountability.

It establishes constitutional boundaries upon technological mediation.

No system shall claim that the human act of contribution exists only because the system permits, 
records, distributes, or recognizes it.

Nor shall a system unnecessarily make itself the exclusive intermediary through which a person's 
contribution may enter appropriate technological participation or remain meaningfully connected 
to its human source.

Human Commons recognizes the right to contribute without the human act of contribution 
becoming constitutionally subordinate to the intermediary through which it is expressed.

Contribution and Recognition
Contribution and recognition are not the same.

A person may contribute without receiving attention.

A contribution may exist without becoming popular.

A work may remain meaningful without being highly ranked.

Knowledge may be useful without becoming widely distributed.

An act of preservation may matter even when its importance is recognized only later.

The Right to Contribution does not create a right to attention, popularity, praise, agreement, 
distribution, compensation, or success.



It protects the constitutional position of human contribution before those outcomes are 
determined.

Technological systems may organize, rank, recommend, filter, or curate contributions within the 
boundaries of their responsibilities.

They shall not confuse the measures they produce with the existence or human source of 
contribution itself.

A measure of contribution is not the contribution.

A ranking of contribution is not the contribution.

Recognition may follow contribution.

Recognition does not create it.

Contribution and Source
A contribution may remain meaningfully connected to the person or people from whom it arose.

That connection may matter to responsibility, history, context, continuity, trust, or understanding.

The Right to Contribution recognizes the importance of preserving meaningful connection 
between human contribution and human source where that connection is appropriate.

This does not require every contribution to remain publicly identified with an individual.

People may contribute anonymously.

They may contribute collectively.

They may contribute through traditions, communities, and forms of cooperation in which 
individual attribution is incomplete or inappropriate.

Some contributions may enter shared life without permanent knowledge of their source.

The Right to Contribution does not impose one universal model of attribution.

It establishes a narrower constitutional principle.

Where a meaningful connection between contributor and contribution exists, technological 
mediation shall not unnecessarily erase, replace, or claim that connection as its own.

A system does not become the human source of a contribution merely because it assisted, 
enabled, received, or mediated it.

Contribution and Continuity
Human contribution often develops through relationship with earlier contribution.

People revise, adapt, translate, respond, combine, preserve, and extend.

Continuity does not prohibit transformation.

Transformation does not automatically erase continuity.



A later contribution may differ substantially from what came before while remaining 
meaningfully related to it.

A collective contribution may develop through many participants.

A work may change while its history remains relevant.

The source, development, and continuity of a contribution may therefore possess constitutional 
significance.

Technology may assist in preserving this history.

Its record does not become the constitutional source of the human contribution merely because 
the record is technically authoritative within a particular system.

The Right to Contribution preserves the possibility of understanding meaningful relationships 
among contributions without requiring human knowledge, culture, or creation to remain 
immobile.

The existence of such a relationship does not settle every question of ownership, permission, 
licensing, compensation, or lawful use.

The right preserves constitutional connection and continuity.

It does not resolve every dispute concerning human works.

Contribution Across Systems
Human contribution may pass through many technological systems.

A contribution may be created in one context, preserved in another, encountered in another, 
discussed in another, and extended in another.

The Right to Contribution requires that human contribution not become unnecessarily captive to 
a single system.

A system may maintain records appropriate to its responsibility.

It may preserve the form of contribution it received.

It may establish conditions governing participation within its own boundaries.

It does not therefore acquire constitutional authority over the contribution in every other context.

No system becomes the universal gatekeeper of human contribution merely because it is widely 
used, technically convenient, or capable of broad distribution.

Human Commons recognizes continuity without requiring central possession.

Where appropriate, a contribution should remain capable of meaningful connection to its human 
source and history across technological contexts.

The Right to Contribution preserves the distinction among the contribution, the contributor, and 
the systems through which the contribution passes.



Contribution and Human Difference
The Right to Contribution belongs equally across human difference.

A person's ability to contribute shall not depend upon conformity to a preferred mode of 
perception, communication, movement, language, cognition, expression, or technological 
interaction.

A system designed around one assumed contributor may fail to receive the contributions of 
others.

That failure does not diminish the human capability to contribute.

A person is not a lesser contributor because a system cannot easily receive the form in which 
they contribute.

Where the means of contribution unnecessarily exclude a person, the Right to Contribution has 
not been fully preserved.

Accessibility is part of whether people are meaningfully able to contribute at all.

Human difference does not diminish the right to bring human work, knowledge, expression, 
creation, or effort into shared life.

Contribution and Authority
The ability to receive, record, preserve, distribute, rank, or mediate contribution creates practical 
power.

Such power may shape what becomes visible, what remains available, and what appears to 
matter.

Practical power does not create unlimited constitutional authority.

Capability is not jurisdiction.

Responsibility toward contribution remains responsibility toward contribution.

A system responsible for one aspect of contribution shall not use that responsibility to claim 
unrelated authority over other enduring human capabilities.

Technological control over distribution does not make the intermediary the constitutional source 
of human contribution.

Where a system shapes the conditions of contribution, it remains accountable to the Right to 
Contribution within the bounds of its constitutional role.

The Boundaries of the Right to Contribution
The Right to Contribution does not require every contribution to be accepted.

It does not require every contribution to be distributed.

It does not require every contribution to be preserved forever.

It does not require every contribution to be publicly attributed.



It does not create a right to attention, popularity, praise, agreement, compensation, or success.

It does not erase the rights, responsibilities, or contributions of others.

It does not abolish legitimate curation, moderation, qualification, community boundaries, or 
conditions of participation.

It does not settle every question of ownership, permission, licensing, compensation, or lawful 
use.

The Right to Contribution establishes a defined constitutional boundary.

No system within Human Commons may become the constitutional source of human 
contribution merely by assisting, enabling, receiving, recording, preserving, distributing, ranking, 
or mediating it.

No system may unnecessarily erase or replace a meaningful connection between human 
contribution and human source.

No system may unnecessarily make itself the exclusive gatekeeper through which contribution 
can remain connected to its source or history.

No system may use responsibility toward contribution as unlimited jurisdiction over adjacent 
human capabilities.

The right preserves the constitutional position of human contribution within technological 
participation.

Constitutional Recognition
Human Commons recognizes the Right to Contribution.

Every person must remain able to bring their work, knowledge, expression, creation, or effort 
into technological participation under conditions appropriate to the relationship and 
responsibility involved.

This right protects human contribution.

It does not determine the nature or status of every possible future technological contribution.

Human contribution remains constitutionally grounded in humanity even where technology 
assists, enables, transforms, records, preserves, distributes, or mediates it.

Visibility does not create contribution.

Popularity does not create contribution.

Measurement does not create contribution.

Recognition does not create contribution.

A contribution may remain meaningfully connected to its human source and history without 
requiring one universal model of attribution.

Transformation does not automatically erase continuity.



Human difference does not diminish the right.

The Right to Contribution preserves human contribution as constitutionally prior to the authority 
claimed by the systems through which it is expressed.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to contribute.

Therefore Human Commons recognizes the Right to Contribution.

Technological assistance does not become the human source of contribution.

Technological mediation does not become possession of contribution.
Visibility does not create contribution.
Measurement does not define contribution.
Distribution does not make the intermediary the contributor.
No system acquires unlimited authority through responsibility toward contribution.
Human contribution may be recognized.
It may be preserved.
It may be distributed.
It may be transformed.
It may continue through change.
The human act of contribution remains constitutionally grounded in humanity.
The Right to Contribution preserves that constitutional order.



Chapter 11 — The Right to Association
Humanity must remain able to associate.

From this enduring human capability arises the Right to Association.

The Right to Association is the right of a person to form, maintain, and leave human 
relationships and voluntary associations within technological participation.

Association may take many forms.

It may create relationship.

It may create community.

It may involve membership.

It may enable cooperation.

It may express voluntary affiliation.

No single form exhausts the human capability to associate.

Technology may assist association.

It may connect people across distance.

It may sustain relationships across time.

It may enable communities to form.

It may make cooperation possible among people who might otherwise never encounter one 
another.

These functions do not make the technological intermediary the constitutional source of human 
association.

Technological mediation does not create constitutional possession of the people, relationships, or 
communities it connects.

The Right to Association preserves that order.

Association and Human Life
Human beings live in relationship with others.

They form friendships.

They create families.

They build communities.

They gather around shared interests.

They cooperate toward common purposes.

They teach and learn from one another.

They create traditions.



They join institutions.

They form temporary groups and enduring communities.

They remain connected across distance, circumstance, and change.

Association is not limited to formal membership.

It is not limited to public communities.

It is not limited to relationships recognized by institutions or technological systems.

Association may be personal or collective.

It may be public or private.

It may be temporary or enduring.

It may be structured or informal.

It may arise from shared purpose, shared history, shared interest, proximity, affection, 
responsibility, or choice.

Technological recognition does not create the human capability to associate.

A system may record a connection.

The record does not create the association.

A system may display a connection.

Visibility does not create association.

A system may recommend a connection.

Recommendation does not create association.

The Right to Association begins with humanity's enduring ability to form and maintain human 
connection and shared life.

The Right to Associate
A person must remain able to associate with others within technological participation.

This does not require every person to accept every relationship.

It does not require every community to admit every person.

It does not require every association to be preserved forever.

Human association involves people whose dignity, agency, rights, and responsibilities remain 
present.

The Right to Association cannot therefore be exercised through constitutional possession of 
another person.

A person may seek relationship.

Another person may decline it.

A person may seek membership.



A community may maintain legitimate conditions appropriate to its purpose and responsibilities.

A person may leave a voluntary association.

An association may establish legitimate boundaries governing continued participation.

The Right to Association preserves the human capability to form and maintain association.

It does not create entitlement to another person's participation.

Association and Participation
Different forms of association require different forms of participation.

A person may listen without being personally known.

A person may follow the public activity of another.

A person may participate in a community.

A person may enter a relationship requiring recognition by more than one participant.

A person may join an association governed by shared conditions of membership.

The Right to Association does not require every form of association to operate in the same 
manner.

Where a relationship requires participation by more than one person, a technological record 
cannot substitute for the participation required by that relationship.

A system may record that people are connected.

The record does not create the human participation necessary to every form of connection.

A system may classify people as members of a common group.

Classification does not itself create voluntary affiliation.

A system may infer relationship.

Inference does not create participation.

The constitutional form of association remains accountable to the human conditions of the 
association involved.

Technology may represent association.

Its representation does not replace the participation that gives the association human meaning.

Association and Human Direction
The constitutional principle of human agency applies directly to association.

People must remain meaningfully present in the formation, continuation, and conclusion of 
voluntary technological associations.

A system may suggest people, communities, or associations.

Suggestion does not create obligation.



A system may make association easy.

Ease does not create consent.

A system may infer that people are connected.

Inference does not create voluntary association.

A system may predict that association would be useful.

Prediction does not establish human choice.

The Right to Association requires technological mediation to preserve meaningful human 
direction where association depends upon voluntary participation.

No person shall be treated as having entered a voluntary association solely because a 
technological system inferred, predicted, classified, or preferred the association.

Technological convenience does not replace human choice where the association itself depends 
upon voluntary participation.

The Right to Leave
The ability to associate includes the ability to leave voluntary association.

A relationship may end.

A person may withdraw from a group.

A person may cease participation in a community.

A person may change direction.

A voluntary association does not become constitutionally permanent merely because technology 
can preserve its record indefinitely.

The Right to Association does not require history to be erased.

The fact that an association existed may remain relevant to memory, responsibility, history, 
contribution, or legitimate records.

Leaving an association does not create constitutional authority over every record or memory of 
that association.

The preservation of history shall not, however, be used to falsely represent a voluntary 
association as continuing after it has ended.

Where the distinction is relevant, a system shall distinguish between an association that existed 
and an association that continues.

Technological permanence does not create permanent association.

Association Across Systems
Human association may extend beyond the technological systems through which it is mediated.

A friendship does not become the possession of the system through which friends communicate.



A community does not become the constitutional possession of the mechanism through which its 
members gather.

A shared purpose does not originate in an intermediary merely because the intermediary makes 
cooperation possible.

The Right to Association requires that human association not become unnecessarily captive to a 
single technological system.

A system may maintain records appropriate to its responsibility.

It may establish conditions governing participation within its own boundaries.

It may provide forms of association particular to its own environment.

It does not therefore acquire constitutional authority over the underlying human association in 
every other context.

No system becomes the universal gatekeeper of human association merely because it is widely 
used, technically convenient, or deeply integrated into human relationships and communities.

Human Commons recognizes continuity of association without requiring central possession.

Where people choose to continue an appropriate association through other technological 
contexts, an intermediary shall not claim constitutional possession of the human connection 
itself.

The Right to Association preserves the distinction among those who associate, the association 
they form, and the systems through which association is mediated.

Association and Community
Human association may give rise to community.

Communities may develop shared purposes, practices, traditions, responsibilities, and 
boundaries.

The Right to Association protects the human capability to form communities within 
technological participation.

The existence of community does not erase the person.

Nor does the existence of the person make collective association constitutionally meaningless.

Communities may maintain legitimate conditions of participation and preserve forms of shared 
life appropriate to their purposes and responsibilities.

Technology shall not unnecessarily replace human community with technological determination 
merely because a system can measure, predict, rank, or automate participation.

Human Commons recognizes both individual dignity and the human capability to build shared 
life.



Association and Human Difference
The Right to Association belongs equally across human difference.

A person's ability to form and maintain association shall not depend upon conformity to a 
preferred mode of perception, communication, movement, language, cognition, expression, or 
technological interaction.

A system designed around one assumed participant may create barriers to human connection for 
others.

Those barriers do not make the excluded person less capable of association.

A person is not socially absent because a system cannot easily accommodate the means through 
which they communicate or participate.

Where technological mediation unnecessarily prevents a person from forming or maintaining 
association, the Right to Association has not been fully preserved.

Accessibility is part of whether human connection and shared life remain possible within 
technological participation.

Human difference does not diminish the right to associate.

Association, Privacy, and Visibility
The constitutional principle of privacy applies directly to association.

The existence of an association does not create a constitutional requirement that it be publicly 
visible.

Nor does the existence of an association create unlimited authority to expose the people or 
relationships involved.

Connection and exposure are not the same.

Visibility shall remain accountable to the association and responsibility involved.

A system's ability to discover, infer, connect, or expose association does not create constitutional 
justification for doing so.

Association may reveal significant information about a person's relationships, interests, 
responsibilities, communities, and life.

The Right to Association does not require secrecy.

It does not require publicity.

It preserves human association from unnecessary exposure merely because technological systems 
possess the capability to reveal it.

Association and Authority
The ability to mediate human association creates practical power.

A system may influence who can encounter one another.



It may shape which associations remain visible.

It may affect how communities gather.

It may control means through which participants communicate or remain connected.

It may make some forms of association easy and others difficult.

Such power requires constitutional boundaries.

Capability is not jurisdiction.

Responsibility toward association remains responsibility toward association.

A system responsible for mediating association shall not use that responsibility to claim 
unrelated authority over other enduring human capabilities.

Control over the means of connection does not create constitutional possession of the human 
association.

Where a system shapes the conditions of association, it remains accountable to the Right to 
Association within the bounds of its constitutional role.

The Boundaries of the Right to Association
The Right to Association does not require another person to enter or continue a relationship.

It does not require a community to admit every person.

It does not abolish legitimate boundaries, responsibilities, membership conditions, moderation, 
or conditions of participation.

It does not require every association to be public.

It does not require every association to be private.

It does not require every association to continue.

It does not erase legitimate records, memories, history, responsibility, or contribution when an 
association ends.

It does not transform voluntary association into constitutional possession of another person.

The Right to Association establishes a defined constitutional boundary.

No system within Human Commons may become the constitutional source of human association 
merely by recording, recommending, enabling, displaying, classifying, or mediating it.

No system may unnecessarily make itself the exclusive gatekeeper through which appropriate 
human associations can continue.

No system may falsely represent a voluntary association as continuing solely because a 
technological record persists.

No system may treat knowledge of association as unlimited authority to expose the people, 
relationships, or communities involved.



No system may use responsibility toward association as unlimited jurisdiction over adjacent 
human capabilities.

The right preserves the constitutional position of human association within technological 
participation.

Constitutional Recognition
Human Commons recognizes the Right to Association.

Every person must remain able to form, maintain, and leave human relationships and voluntary 
associations within technological participation under conditions appropriate to the association 
and responsibilities of those involved.

Association includes relationship, community, membership, cooperation, and voluntary 
affiliation.

No single form exhausts the human capability to associate.

Human association remains grounded in those who associate.

Technological mediation remains mediation.

A record does not create association.

Recommendation does not create association.

Classification does not create voluntary affiliation.

Inference does not create voluntary association.

Technological permanence does not create permanent association.

The ability to mediate connection does not create constitutional possession of human association.

Association may be personal or collective.

It may be public or private.

It may be temporary or enduring.

It may continue through technological change.

Human difference does not diminish the right.

The Right to Association preserves human association as constitutionally prior to the authority 
claimed by the systems through which it is mediated.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to associate.

Therefore Human Commons recognizes the Right to Association.

People may form relationships.

People may build communities.

People may cooperate.



People may join together.
People may remain connected.
People may leave voluntary associations.
Technology may assist these human acts.
It does not become the constitutional source of human association.
A record does not create association.
An inference does not create voluntary association.
Connection does not create possession.
Technological permanence does not create permanent association.
No intermediary acquires unlimited authority through responsibility toward association.
Human association remains grounded in those who associate.
The Right to Association preserves that constitutional order.



Chapter 12 — The Right to Discovery
Humanity must remain able to discover.

From this enduring human capability arises the Right to Discovery.

The Right to Discovery is the right of a person to seek and encounter what lies beyond their 
immediate awareness within technological participation.

Discovery may begin with intention.

It may begin with curiosity.

It may begin with a question.

It may begin with an unexpected encounter.

A person may discover people, contributions, communities, knowledge, ideas, questions, paths, 
and possibilities.

No single form exhausts the human capability to discover.

Technology may assist discovery.

It may organize what is available.

It may make distant contributions encounterable.

It may reveal relationships that would otherwise remain unseen.

It may help people seek what they already know they need.

It may also create conditions through which the unexpected can be encountered.

These functions do not make the technological intermediary the constitutional source of human 
curiosity or discovery.

Technology may shape the conditions of encounter.

It does not become the human act of discovering.

The Right to Discovery preserves that order.

Discovery and Human Awareness
Human beings do not begin with complete awareness.

They learn that people exist whom they have never met.

They encounter ideas they have never considered.

They find contributions they did not know had been made.

They enter communities they did not know had formed.

They discover questions they had never thought to ask.

They recognize possibilities they had not imagined.

Discovery expands the field of human awareness.



It is not limited to retrieving what is already known.

A person may search for a particular thing.

A person may also encounter something without having known to seek it.

The distinction matters.

Search begins with some awareness of what may be sought.

Discovery may reveal what was previously outside awareness altogether.

The Right to Discovery therefore cannot be reduced to a right to search.

Search may serve discovery.

Recommendation may serve discovery.

Exploration may serve discovery.

Chance encounter may serve discovery.

Human attention may move in directions no system predicted.

The Right to Discovery begins with humanity's enduring ability to encounter what lies beyond 
immediate awareness.

The Right to Discover
A person must remain able to discover within technological participation.

This does not require every person to encounter everything.

It does not require every contribution to be made visible to every person.

It does not require every system to present all available possibilities at once.

The limits of attention are real.

Communities may define purposes.

Systems may maintain scopes appropriate to their responsibilities.

People may choose contexts that intentionally narrow what they encounter.

The Right to Discovery does not abolish organization, selection, curation, filtering, or human 
preference.

It establishes constitutional boundaries upon technological mediation of encounter.

No system shall treat its own view of what is available as equivalent to the whole of what may be 
discovered.

Nor shall a system unnecessarily make itself the exclusive constitutional gatekeeper through 
which a person may encounter people, contributions, communities, knowledge, ideas, questions, 
or possibilities.

Human Commons recognizes the right to discover without technological mediation becoming an 
unlimited authority over the boundaries of human awareness.



Discovery and Search
Search is an important form of discovery.

It allows a person to direct attention toward a known question, term, subject, person, 
contribution, or purpose.

But discovery is larger than search.

A search system responds to an expression of human intention.

Discovery may occur before that intention can be expressed.

A person cannot search for every idea they have never encountered.

A person cannot name every question they have never considered.

A person cannot request every possibility they do not yet know exists.

The Right to Discovery therefore preserves more than the ability to submit a request and receive 
a result.

It preserves the possibility of encounter beyond the boundaries of prior knowledge.

Technological systems may assist people in searching.

They may interpret requests.

They may organize results.

They may help people move through large fields of information or participation.

These functions do not make the system's interpretation of a person's request equivalent to the 
person's whole intention.

A query is an expression of attention.

It is not the whole of human curiosity.

Search may guide discovery.

It shall not define its outer boundary.

Discovery and the Unexpected
Human discovery has always included the unexpected.

A person may encounter a work while seeking something else.

A conversation may reveal a question.

A community may introduce a person to unfamiliar experience.

An unfamiliar contribution may challenge an assumption.

A path may become visible only because another path was followed first.

The Right to Discovery recognizes the constitutional significance of the unexpected.

This does not require randomness.

It does not require systems to abandon relevance.



It does not require every person to be continually exposed to unfamiliar or unwanted material.

It establishes a narrower principle.

Technological prediction shall not become an invisible boundary around what a person is able to 
encounter.

A system may use prior activity to assist discovery.

It shall not treat the past as the complete constitutional definition of future human interest.

A person is capable of surprise.

A person is capable of change.

A person is capable of curiosity beyond prediction.

The Right to Discovery preserves space for the not-yet-known.

Discovery and Human Direction
The constitutional principle of human agency applies directly to discovery.

People must remain meaningfully present in the direction of their own attention.

A system may recommend.

Recommendation does not create obligation.

A system may rank.

Ranking does not create human importance.

A system may predict interest.

Prediction does not define curiosity.

A system may personalize.

Personalization does not create permanent identity.

A person may follow a recommendation.

A person may ignore it.

A person may seek something different.

A person may leave a familiar path.

A person may begin again.

The Right to Discovery requires that technological assistance preserve meaningful human 
direction over the movement of attention.

No person shall be constitutionally confined to what a system predicts they are most likely to 
encounter, prefer, accept, or understand.

Technological convenience does not replace human curiosity.



Discovery and Visibility
The ability to shape visibility creates practical power.

What is visible may be encountered.

What is difficult to find may remain outside a person's awareness.

What is repeatedly presented may appear more important or more common than what is not.

The Right to Discovery does not require equal visibility for everything.

Nor does it require every method of organization to produce identical results.

It requires a constitutional distinction between what exists and what a system chooses, calculates, 
or is able to make visible.

Absence from a result does not mean absence from existence.

Low rank does not mean lack of human significance.

Lack of recommendation does not mean lack of relevance.

A system's field of visibility is not the whole field of human possibility.

Where technological systems materially shape discovery, that role remains accountable to the 
Right to Discovery.

Discovery Across Systems
What may be discovered does not begin or end at the boundaries of a single technological 
system.

People exist beyond one intermediary.

Contributions exist beyond one collection.

Communities form beyond one environment.

Knowledge develops beyond one institution.

Ideas move across contexts.

The Right to Discovery requires that human discovery not become unnecessarily captive to a 
single system's field of visibility.

A system may organize what lies within its responsibility.

It may establish a defined scope.

It may specialize.

It may serve a particular community, purpose, subject, or form of participation.

A limited scope is not itself a constitutional failure.

The constitutional problem arises when a system's practical position becomes an unnecessary 
claim of universal gatekeeping over discovery.



No system becomes the whole of what may be discovered merely because it is widely used, 
technically convenient, or capable of organizing vast amounts of participation.

Human Commons recognizes discovery across technological boundaries.

A person must remain able to encounter appropriate paths beyond a single intermediary without 
that intermediary claiming exclusive constitutional authority over human discovery.

The Right to Discovery preserves the distinction between what may exist, what may be 
encountered, and the systems that assist encounter.

Discovery and Human Difference
The Right to Discovery belongs equally across human difference.

A person's ability to discover shall not depend upon conformity to a preferred mode of 
perception, communication, movement, language, cognition, attention, or technological 
interaction.

A system designed around one assumed participant may make entire fields of discovery difficult 
or impossible for others to encounter.

That failure does not make what lies beyond the system's design less relevant to the excluded 
person.

A person is not without curiosity because a system cannot easily present discovery in a form they 
can perceive, navigate, or understand.

Where technological mediation unnecessarily prevents a person from seeking or encountering 
what lies beyond immediate awareness, the Right to Discovery has not been fully preserved.

Accessibility is part of whether discovery remains possible within technological participation.

Human difference does not diminish the right to discover.

Discovery, Privacy, and Inference
The constitutional principle of privacy applies directly to discovery.

A person's curiosity does not create unlimited authority to observe, record, connect, or infer the 
whole of that person's life.

What a person seeks may reveal interests, questions, uncertainties, fears, responsibilities, 
relationships, or private concerns.

What a person encounters may also be misinterpreted.

Encounter does not prove belief.

Search does not prove agreement.

Attention does not prove identity.

Curiosity does not create confession.



The ability of a system to observe discovery does not create constitutional justification for 
unlimited inference from it.

Information gathered to assist discovery shall remain accountable to the purpose and 
responsibility involved.

The Right to Discovery preserves the ability to seek and encounter without making every 
movement of human attention an unlimited claim upon the person.

Discovery and Authority
The ability to mediate discovery creates practical power.

A system may influence what people encounter.

It may determine what appears first.

It may make some paths visible and others difficult to find.

It may shape which people, contributions, communities, and ideas enter human awareness.

Such power requires constitutional boundaries.

Capability is not jurisdiction.

Responsibility toward discovery remains responsibility toward discovery.

A system responsible for assisting discovery shall not use that responsibility to claim unrelated 
authority over other enduring human capabilities.

Control over visibility does not make the intermediary the constitutional source of what may be 
discovered.

Nor does the ability to predict attention create constitutional authority over human curiosity.

Where a system shapes the conditions of discovery, it remains accountable to the Right to 
Discovery within the bounds of its constitutional role.

The Boundaries of the Right to Discovery
The Right to Discovery does not require a person to encounter everything.

It does not require every contribution, person, community, idea, or possibility to receive equal 
visibility.

It does not require every system to operate without scope, purpose, curation, filtering, ranking, or 
recommendation.

It does not abolish legitimate boundaries, responsibilities, safety conditions, or community 
purposes.

It does not create a right to access what a person is otherwise not entitled to access.

It does not require private information, private communities, restricted relationships, or protected 
participation to become discoverable.

It does not make every act of technological personalization unconstitutional.



The Right to Discovery establishes a defined constitutional boundary.

No system within Human Commons may treat its own field of visibility as equivalent to the 
whole of what may be discovered.

No system may unnecessarily make itself the exclusive gatekeeper of human discovery.

No system may treat prediction as the permanent boundary of human curiosity.

No system may treat absence from its results, rankings, recommendations, or representations as 
proof of absence from human relevance or existence.

No system may use responsibility toward discovery as unlimited jurisdiction over adjacent 
human capabilities.

The right preserves the constitutional position of human discovery within technological 
participation.

Constitutional Recognition
Human Commons recognizes the Right to Discovery.

Every person must remain able to seek and encounter what lies beyond their immediate 
awareness within technological participation under conditions appropriate to the context and 
responsibilities involved.

Discovery includes intentional search and unexpected encounter.

Neither exhausts the human capability to discover.

Human discovery remains grounded in human curiosity and encounter.

Technological mediation remains mediation.

Search does not define the outer boundary of discovery.

Recommendation does not create obligation.

Ranking does not create human importance.

Prediction does not define curiosity.

Personalization does not permanently define future interest.

Absence from a system's field of visibility does not establish absence from existence or human 
significance.

Discovery may cross technological boundaries.

It may lead beyond prior knowledge.

It may continue through change.

Human difference does not diminish the right.

The Right to Discovery preserves human discovery as constitutionally prior to the authority 
claimed by the systems through which encounter is mediated.



Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to discover.

Therefore Human Commons recognizes the Right to Discovery.

People may seek.

People may explore.

People may encounter.

People may follow curiosity.
People may discover what they did not know to seek.
Technology may assist these human acts.
It does not become the constitutional source of human curiosity.
Search does not exhaust discovery.
Recommendation does not create obligation.
Ranking does not define human importance.
Prediction does not define future curiosity.
Visibility does not define existence.
No intermediary acquires unlimited authority through responsibility toward discovery.
Human discovery remains grounded in the capacity to encounter what lies beyond immediate 
awareness.
The Right to Discovery preserves that constitutional order.



Chapter 13 — The Right to Understanding
Humanity must remain able to understand.

Understanding is an enduring human capability through which people interpret the world, 
connect knowledge, form judgment, and act with purpose.

Technology may extend access to knowledge. It may reveal relationships, organize information, 
and assist inquiry. It may help humanity encounter connections beyond the reach of any single 
person.

These capabilities do not diminish the human right to understand.

The Right to Understanding preserves the ability of every person to encounter knowledge, 
examine its relationships, consider its context, question its presentation, and form human 
judgment.

Understanding must remain possible for humanity.

The Right to Understand
Every person has the right to pursue understanding.

This right includes the freedom to examine knowledge, explore relationships between ideas, 
encounter differing perspectives, and develop conclusions through inquiry and reflection.

Access to information alone does not guarantee understanding.

A person may possess facts without seeing how they relate.

A person may receive an answer without being able to examine the knowledge surrounding it.

A person may encounter information without meaningful context.

The Right to Understanding therefore extends beyond access to information.

It protects the human ability to pursue meaning through the relationships between what is 
known.

Knowledge and Relationship
Human knowledge does not exist only as isolated statements.

Ideas relate to other ideas.

Discoveries emerge from earlier discoveries.

Events exist within histories.

Questions lead to further questions.

Agreement, disagreement, uncertainty, revision, and interpretation form part of humanity's 
continuing pursuit of understanding.

Technology may assist in revealing these relationships.

The existence of a relationship does not determine the conclusion a person must reach.



Connections may inform judgment.

They do not command it.

The Right to Context
Every person has the right to pursue meaningful context.

Knowledge separated from its relationships may be incomplete, misleading, or difficult to 
understand.

The Right to Understanding therefore protects the ability to examine how knowledge relates to 
other knowledge where those relationships are available and may properly be encountered.

Technology should not unnecessarily obstruct meaningful relationships between knowledge.

It should not intentionally conceal available context for the purpose of controlling human 
understanding.

Context may strengthen inquiry.

It must not be used to predetermine belief.

Human Judgment
Human Commons recognizes human judgment as an enduring human responsibility.

Technology may assist inquiry.

It may organize.

It may compare.

It may reveal.

It may reach conclusions with greater speed, scale, or accuracy than a person could reach 
unaided.

These capabilities do not make human understanding unnecessary.

Accuracy does not create constitutional supremacy.

Scale does not create constitutional supremacy.

Speed does not create constitutional supremacy.

Capability does not create constitutional supremacy.

No technological conclusion becomes a human conclusion merely because a system produced, 
presented, or repeated it.

No calculation eliminates the human ability to consider.

No recommendation eliminates the freedom to question.

No answer eliminates the right to continue asking.

Human judgment must remain possible.



The Freedom to Question
Understanding requires the freedom to question.

Every person has the right to examine claims, revisit conclusions, seek additional context, and 
explore alternative relationships between knowledge.

A system that prevents examination of its conclusions may weaken human understanding.

A system that unnecessarily obstructs inquiry into available relationships places technological 
control between humanity and the pursuit of understanding.

Human Commons rejects this inversion.

Technology may assist the search for answers.

It must preserve the human freedom to ask another question.

The Right to Recognize Uncertainty
Humanity has the right to recognize uncertainty.

Not all knowledge is complete.

Not all relationships are settled.

Not all questions have final answers.

Technology should not transform known uncertainty into false certainty merely because certainty 
is easier to present.

Where uncertainty is known, it should not be intentionally concealed.

Where knowledge is incomplete, incompleteness should not knowingly be represented as 
completeness.

Where multiple interpretations remain genuinely possible, their existence should not be 
unnecessarily erased.

The recognition of uncertainty is not a failure of understanding.

It is part of honest inquiry.

Understanding and Judgment
The Right to Understanding does not make every conclusion true.

Freedom of inquiry does not eliminate evidence.

Freedom of interpretation does not make every interpretation equally supported.

Human Commons recognizes the continuing importance of evidence, expertise, scholarship, 
experience, and disciplined inquiry.

The Constitution does not determine the conclusion that every person must reach.

It preserves the human capability to examine what is known and form judgment.

Truth is not created by technological authority.



Neither is truth created by individual preference.

The Constitution does not define truth on behalf of humanity.

It preserves humanity's ability to pursue understanding without surrendering judgment to 
technological authority or individual preference alone.

The pursuit of understanding requires the freedom to inquire and the responsibility to consider.

Understanding Without a Single Authority
The Right to Understanding does not establish a single authority over human knowledge.

Human Commons does not determine what every person must believe.

It does not declare one permitted interpretation of knowledge.

It does not create a constitutional authority empowered to settle every question.

People may examine the same knowledge and reach different judgments.

They may disagree.

They may revise their conclusions.

They may discover that earlier understanding was incomplete.

The freedom to understand includes the freedom to continue learning.

Technology as an Instrument of Understanding
Technology serves humanity when it expands the human ability to explore knowledge and its 
relationships.

It may help reveal connections across distance, language, discipline, culture, and time.

It may help preserve knowledge.

It may help people encounter ideas they would not otherwise have discovered.

It may assist humanity in navigating a growing body of knowledge.

Whatever capabilities technology may possess or develop, their existence does not make human 
understanding constitutionally unnecessary.

Technology may reveal relationships.

Humanity retains the ability to consider their meaning.

Technology may assist inquiry.

Humanity retains the freedom to examine.

Technology may present an answer.

Humanity retains the right to question.

Technological capability may strengthen human understanding.

It does not inherit authority over human judgment merely by becoming more capable.



Constitutional Boundaries
The Right to Understanding does not guarantee that every question has an answer.

It does not require agreement.

It does not make every claim true.

It does not eliminate expertise, scholarship, evidence, or disciplined inquiry.

It does not require that all knowledge be available without lawful, ethical, or human boundaries.

It does not require every person to reach the same conclusion.

It does not grant technology authority to make human understanding unnecessary.

The right protects the human capability to pursue understanding.

It preserves the ability to encounter meaningful relationships between knowledge where those 
relationships may properly be made available.

It preserves the freedom to examine, question, interpret, and reconsider.

It preserves human judgment.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to understand.

Knowledge may grow beyond the capacity of any single person to hold.

Technology may organize, compare, connect, and interpret what is known at scales beyond 
unaided human capacity.

The Constitution does not fear these capabilities.

It establishes the principle that must endure through them.

Human beings must remain able to encounter knowledge in context.

They must remain free to examine relationships between ideas.

They must remain free to question conclusions.
They must remain free to recognize uncertainty.
They must remain free to form and revise human judgment.
The growth of technological capability does not diminish the human Right to Understanding.
Technology may help reveal what connects.
It may assist in interpreting those connections.
It may reach conclusions beyond the unaided capacity of a person.
Humanity must still remain free to examine, consider, question, and understand.
Understanding is an enduring human capability.
Judgment is an enduring human responsibility.
Neither becomes constitutionally unnecessary because technology becomes more capable.
The Right to Understanding belongs to humanity.



Chapter 14 — The Right to Agency
Humanity must remain able to choose and act.

Agency is the enduring human capability to form intention, make choices, act upon those 
choices, and remain meaningfully present in the direction of one's own life.

Technology may assist human action.

It may simplify decisions, carry out instructions, anticipate needs, and act on behalf of a person.

These capabilities may strengthen human agency.

They must not make human agency unnecessary.

The Right to Agency preserves the standing of every person as an agent capable of intention, 
choice, and action.

Humanity must remain capable of directing human action.

The Right to Choose and Act
Every person has the right to exercise meaningful choice and action.

Choice requires more than the existence of options.

Action requires more than the technical ability to produce an outcome.

A choice is not meaningful when every available path has been unnecessarily predetermined by 
another authority.

A choice is not meaningful when a person is intentionally prevented from recognizing that a 
choice exists.

An action cannot be fully attributed to a person merely because a technological process 
performed it in that person's name.

Technology should not create the appearance of human choice while unnecessarily removing the 
human ability to choose.

Nor should it create the appearance of human action where no meaningful relationship exists 
between the person and the action attributed to them.

Human choice must not be displaced solely because technology is capable of choosing instead.

Human action must not be falsely attributed solely because technology is capable of acting in a 
person's name.

The Right to Agency protects the human capability to form intention, choose, and act.

Intention and Action
Human agency begins with intention.

A person may decide to speak.

To create.



To connect.

To discover.

To learn.

To enter a context.

To leave one.

To interact.

Technology may assist in carrying an intention into action.

The assistance must not quietly become authority over the intention itself.

A system may make an action easier.

It may carry out an instruction.

It may anticipate what a person is likely to choose.

It may offer a recommendation.

It may act within authority meaningfully granted.

None of these acts, by themselves, establish ownership of the person's intention.

Human intention remains distinct from technological execution.

The ability to execute an action does not create authority over the intention from which human 
action arises.

Assistance and Substitution
Technology may act for a person.

This does not mean technology becomes the person.

Human agency is not violated merely because an action is automated, delegated, or assisted.

A person may choose to rely upon technology.

A person may grant continuing authority within defined boundaries.

A person may choose convenience.

A person may choose automation.

A person may choose not to participate in every individual action performed on their behalf.

The Constitution does not require constant human intervention.

It requires the preservation of meaningful human agency.

Assistance may strengthen agency when it extends a person's ability to act.

Substitution may weaken agency when human intention, choice, or action is unnecessarily 
displaced and the resulting outcome is nevertheless attributed to the person.

The constitutional question is not merely whether technology acted.



The constitutional question is whether human agency remained.

Delegated Authority
A person may delegate authority to technology.

Delegation is itself an exercise of agency.

Authority meaningfully granted by a person should remain connected to the purpose and 
boundaries for which it was granted.

Technological systems should not unnecessarily transform limited authority into unlimited 
authority.

Permission to perform one action does not inherently create permission to perform every related 
action.

Permission granted in one context does not inherently create authority in every context.

Past permission does not automatically establish permanent authority.

Delegation must not become a mechanism for the silent abandonment of agency.

Where meaningful authority is delegated, the person should remain capable of exercising agency 
over that delegation within legitimate boundaries.

Automation is not abandonment.

Delegation is not surrender.

Assistance is not replacement.

The Ability to Refuse
Agency includes the ability to refuse and, where legitimately possible, not to participate.

A person may decline an interaction.

A person may reject a recommendation.

A person may choose not to delegate.

A person may leave a context when no legitimate obligation requires continued participation.

A person may decide that convenience is not worth the surrender of choice.

The inability to refuse must not automatically be represented as human agreement.

The absence of refusal does not, by itself, establish human choice.

The Constitution does not make refusal absolute.

Human beings live among other human beings.

The rights of others create boundaries.

Communities establish responsibilities.

Agreements create obligations.



Lawful and ethical duties may limit available action.

These boundaries do not create technological authority.

Technology must not manufacture participation merely because it is capable of preventing 
refusal.

The ability to prevent a person from choosing does not create the constitutional authority to 
choose for them.

The Right to Reconsider
Human beings change their minds.

Agency includes the ability to reconsider.

A decision made in the past does not always define a person forever.

A preference may change.

A context may change.

Understanding may deepen.

Circumstances may become different.

Technology should not unnecessarily trap a person within an earlier choice merely because that 
choice is easier for a system to preserve.

A person is not constitutionally bound to remain consistent with a pattern, preference, prediction, 
or context previously associated with them.

Where commitments, obligations, the rights of others, or legitimate boundaries permit 
reconsideration, human beings should remain able to exercise it.

The Right to Agency includes the continuing possibility of human revision.

Human beings remain capable of becoming different from what technology has learned to 
expect.

Agency and Influence
Human choice has always been influenced.

People influence one another.

Communities influence their members.

Language, culture, history, experience, education, and circumstance shape human decisions.

The Constitution does not imagine a human being untouched by influence.

It distinguishes influence from the unnecessary removal of agency.

Technology may recommend.

It may persuade.

It may organize choices.



It may assist a person in reaching a decision.

It must not intentionally conceal the removal of meaningful choice behind the appearance of 
participation.

A person should not be represented as having chosen merely because a technological process 
produced an outcome in their name.

Agency requires a meaningful relationship between the person and the choice attributed to them.

Influence may shape choice.

It does not automatically become choice.

Agency and Prediction
The ability to predict a person's choice does not create authority to make that choice.

A system may recognize habits.

It may identify patterns.

It may anticipate preferences with extraordinary accuracy.

It may adapt itself to a person.

Prediction is not permission.

Inference is not intention.

Personalization is not authority.

Probability is not choice.

A person remains more than the pattern that may be observed about them.

Technology may use prediction to assist human agency.

It must not treat the ability to anticipate a person as constitutional authority over that person.

To know what a person may choose is not the same as possessing the right to choose for them.

The accuracy of a prediction does not transform prediction into intention.

Human beings retain the freedom to surprise the systems that know them.

Human Responsibility
Agency carries responsibility.

The right to choose does not eliminate accountability for human choices.

A person cannot claim constitutional agency while denying every responsibility arising from the 
meaningful exercise of that agency.

Technology may assist a decision.

It may provide information.

It may recommend a course of action.



It may execute an instruction.

Responsibility must not be assigned to a person merely because technology acted in their name.

Neither may responsibility be removed from a person or institution merely because technology 
performed the action.

The use of technology must not become a means of false attribution.

A person should not bear responsibility for authority they did not meaningfully exercise merely 
because an action was technologically associated with them.

A person or institution should not escape responsibility for authority meaningfully exercised 
merely because technology carried out the resulting action.

Responsibility follows meaningful authority, meaningful participation, and the circumstances of 
the action.

The preservation of agency requires honesty about who or what exercised authority.

Technology as an Instrument of Agency
Technology serves humanity when it expands the human ability to act with intention.

It may make possible actions that a person could not perform unaided.

It may remove barriers.

It may increase independence.

It may assist communication, creation, movement, understanding, and participation.

It may carry human intention across distance and time.

Technology is at its strongest when greater capability produces greater human agency.

The measure of technological progress is not merely how much technology can do without 
humanity.

It is also whether humanity remains able to form intention, exercise choice, act, delegate 
authority, refuse, and reconsider.

Technology may become more capable.

Human agency must not become less relevant merely because it does.

The ability to make a choice for a person does not, by itself, create authority to make the choice 
instead of the person.

The ability to act for a person does not, by itself, create authority over the person.

Capability does not create constitutional supremacy.

Constitutional Boundaries
The Right to Agency does not establish unlimited individual control.

It does not eliminate law.



It does not eliminate responsibility.

It does not erase the rights of others.

It does not invalidate agreements or obligations.

It does not require every system to provide every possible choice.

It does not guarantee that every decision may be reversed.

It does not require human intervention in every technological action.

It does not prevent a person from choosing automation, delegation, or assistance.

It does not make every preference binding upon every other person or community.

It does not establish that the absence of technological assistance is always an exercise of greater 
agency.

The right protects meaningful human agency.

It preserves the human capability to form intention, exercise choice, act, delegate authority, 
refuse where legitimate boundaries permit refusal, and reconsider where commitments and 
responsibilities permit reconsideration.

It protects human beings against the unnecessary displacement of their agency solely on the basis 
of technological capability.

It preserves humanity as a participant in the direction of human life.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to choose and act.

Technology may anticipate human needs.

It may recommend actions.

It may execute decisions.

It may act with speed and capability beyond unaided human action.

These capabilities may strengthen humanity.

They do not inherit authority over humanity merely by becoming more capable.

Prediction is not permission.

Inference is not intention.

Personalization is not authority.

Probability is not choice.

Automation is not abandonment.

Delegation is not surrender.

Assistance is not replacement.

Human beings may choose assistance.



They may choose automation.

They may grant authority.

They may accept obligations.

They may act through technologies capable of extending human intention far beyond the limits 
of unaided action.

The Constitution protects the human standing beneath those choices.
Humanity must remain meaningfully present in the direction of human action.
Human intention must not be silently replaced by technological inference.
Human participation must not be falsely represented where meaningful choice has been 
removed.
Human action must not be falsely attributed where meaningful authority did not exist.
Human responsibility must not be falsely imposed or falsely escaped through technological 
action.
Human beings must remain free to become different from what technology predicts.
Human agency must not become constitutionally irrelevant because technology becomes more 
capable.
Agency is an enduring human capability.
Choice and action carry enduring human responsibility.
Technology exists to strengthen the human ability to act with purpose.
The Right to Agency belongs to humanity.



Chapter 15 — The Right to Compatibility
Humanity must remain able to interact across difference.

Human beings do not become identical in order to live, create, communicate, exchange, and act 
together.

They bring different conditions.

Different capabilities.

Different boundaries.

Different responsibilities.

Different contexts.

Different ways of participating in the world.

Technology should not require unnecessary sameness as the price of interaction.

The Right to Compatibility preserves the ability of independent participants to determine 
whether meaningful interaction is possible without unnecessarily surrendering the conditions, 
capabilities, or boundaries they legitimately retain.

Compatibility does not require uniformity.

Interaction must remain possible without unnecessary surrender.

The Right to Seek Compatible Interaction
Every person has the right to seek compatible interaction with others without being unnecessarily 
required to abandon their own technological choices or human needs.

A person should not have to become technologically identical to another person merely to 
communicate.

A creator should not have to surrender every legitimate condition merely to contribute.

A community should not have to abandon every legitimate boundary merely to remain open to 
participation.

Independent participants may approach an interaction with different conditions, capabilities, and 
boundaries.

The existence of difference does not mean interaction must fail.

Technology should make it possible to determine whether those differences permit interaction.

The Right to Compatibility protects the possibility of meeting across difference.

It does not require the elimination of difference.

Independence and Interaction
Interaction does not erase independence.



Two people may communicate while remaining distinct.

A person may enter a community without becoming the community.

A creator may share a work without surrendering every choice concerning that work.

Independent systems may exchange what is necessary without becoming one system.

Human Commons recognizes independence and interaction as compatible constitutional realities.

Technology should not unnecessarily force participants to choose between isolation and 
surrender.

The ability to interact should not depend upon one participant acquiring authority over every 
choice of another.

Compatibility preserves the possibility of relationship without requiring technological 
absorption.

It preserves independence without making isolation the price of independence.

Determining Compatibility
Meaningful interaction may depend upon conditions, capabilities, and boundaries.

Conditions describe circumstances under which a participant is willing or able to interact.

Capabilities describe what a participant is able to support or perform.

Boundaries describe limits a participant legitimately retains.

Needs, preferences, choices, responsibilities, and contexts may shape these realities.

They are not interchangeable.

Compatibility exists where the conditions, capabilities, and boundaries of independent 
participants permit interaction.

These differences should not be concealed merely to produce an interaction.

Where interaction depends upon them, participants should remain able to determine whether 
compatibility exists without unnecessary surrender.

Compatibility asks whether interaction is possible among the participants as they stand.

It does not begin by assuming that one participant's conditions automatically govern another.

It does not assume that the most capable participant possesses the greatest authority.

It does not treat a boundary as a defect merely because another participant does not share it.

Compatible interaction should arise from conditions that can coexist.

It should not be manufactured by silent surrender.

Conditions and Human Agency
Not every condition carries constitutional authority.

A condition cannot erase the rights of another person.



A preference cannot make an obligation disappear.

A choice does not require every other participant to accommodate it.

Yet meaningful conditions remain part of human agency and human participation.

Technology should not unnecessarily erase them merely because uniformity is easier to 
administer.

A person may choose one means of interaction over another.

A community may establish legitimate conditions of participation.

A participant may have needs that are not optional.

A participant may possess capabilities that shape what interaction is possible.

Another participant may retain boundaries that must also be respected.

Compatibility does not declare one participant's conditions superior merely because they 
appeared first, belong to a larger participant, or are easier for technology to enforce.

It determines whether interaction remains possible without unnecessarily denying the standing of 
the participants.

Compatibility Is Not Control
The Right to Compatibility does not give one participant authority over another.

To state a condition is not to command compliance.

To possess a capability is not to create an obligation for another participant.

To establish a boundary is not to gain ownership of another person's choices.

To seek interaction is not to acquire a right to interaction.

Compatibility preserves the standing of each participant.

One participant must not be treated as the default human being against whom every other 
participant is measured.

One system must not become the unquestioned standard merely because it is larger.

One method must not inherit constitutional supremacy merely because it is common.

Scale does not create constitutional supremacy.

Popularity does not create constitutional supremacy.

Convenience does not create constitutional supremacy.

Compatibility begins with the recognition that independent participants remain independent.

The Honest Recognition of Incompatibility
Not every interaction is compatible.

The Constitution does not require agreement where agreement does not exist.



It does not require participants to abandon legitimate boundaries merely to produce a successful 
interaction.

It does not require a person to accept conditions they have not chosen or cannot meet merely 
because another participant prefers them.

It does not require a community to erase every responsibility or boundary in the name of 
openness.

Sometimes the conditions, capabilities, or boundaries of participants do not permit interaction.

Incompatibility is not always a failure.

An honest recognition of incompatibility may preserve agency more faithfully than a false 
appearance of agreement.

Technology should not conceal incompatibility by silently overriding one participant.

It should not represent an interaction as compatible when compatibility was produced only by the 
unnecessary surrender of one participant's meaningful agency or legitimate boundaries.

The recognition of incompatibility must not become a pretext for treating human difference as 
inferiority.

Nor does incompatibility create authority over the participant with whom interaction is not 
possible.

The Right to Compatibility includes the honest possibility that compatible interaction does not 
exist.

Honesty about incompatibility is preferable to manufactured agreement.

Compatibility and Accessibility
Human difference includes differences in how people perceive, communicate, understand, move, 
and act.

Accessibility is not an exception to humanity.

It is part of humanity.

A technological environment designed around only one assumed way of participating may 
convert human difference into technological exclusion.

The Right to Compatibility therefore requires that human capabilities and needs not be dismissed 
merely because a system was designed around a narrower assumption.

Compatibility should preserve the possibility of interaction across human difference.

It should not define the most common participant as the only participant who fully belongs.

Accessibility does not require every interaction to become possible in every form.

It requires that human difference not be unnecessarily treated as incompatibility.



Human difference must not be treated as incompatibility merely because technology failed to 
account for it.

A failure of technological design must not automatically be attributed to a failure of human 
compatibility.

The assumptions of a system do not define the boundaries of humanity.

Human beings should not be required to become more alike merely because technology was 
designed without them in mind.

Compatibility and Choice
Compatibility depends upon meaningful human agency.

A participant cannot preserve a condition that they are not permitted to express.

A participant cannot maintain a boundary that technology silently ignores.

A participant cannot meaningfully choose among compatible possibilities if only one possibility 
is permitted to exist without necessity.

Technology may assist in determining compatibility.

It may identify conditions.

It may recognize capabilities.

It may compare boundaries.

It may reveal where participants align and where they differ.

It may make compatible interaction easier to establish.

It must not convert comparison into authority.

The ability to determine what participants could accept does not create the right to decide what 
they must accept.

Prediction is not permission.

Inference is not intention.

Compatibility must remain connected to the meaningful conditions, capabilities, boundaries, and 
agency of the participants.

Compatibility Without a Central Authority
Compatible interaction does not inherently require a single authority to control every participant.

Human beings have always interacted across differences of language, custom, practice, 
capability, preference, and circumstance.

Technology may assist this interaction without requiring every participant to surrender to one 
technological center.

A common authority may sometimes serve a legitimate purpose.



A shared system may be freely chosen.

A common standard may strengthen interaction.

The Constitution does not reject common structures.

It rejects the assumption that central control is the only possible foundation for compatibility.

Independent participants should remain capable of determining whether they can interact.

Compatibility may be shared without independence being erased.

Coordination does not inherently require absorption.

Commonality does not inherently require control.

Human Responsibility
Compatibility carries responsibility.

Participants must not intentionally misrepresent the conditions under which they are willing or 
able to interact.

Capabilities should not be knowingly misrepresented where interaction depends upon them.

A stated boundary should not conceal a different exercise of authority.

A declared preference should not be falsely represented as an unavoidable necessity.

A participant should not claim compatibility while knowingly acting outside conditions upon 
which the interaction depends.

Technology should not falsely represent compatibility where known incompatibility remains.

The preservation of compatibility requires honesty about conditions, capabilities, boundaries, 
and meaningful choices.

Compatibility does not eliminate responsibility.

It makes the basis of interaction more visible.

Participants remain responsible for the authority they meaningfully exercise within an 
interaction.

Technology as an Instrument of Compatibility
Technology serves humanity when it helps independent participants interact without unnecessary 
surrender.

It may help identify shared possibilities.

It may reveal differences.

It may assist participants in determining whether their conditions, capabilities, and boundaries 
permit interaction.

It may support multiple means of participation.

It may make interaction possible where difference once created unnecessary separation.



The measure of compatibility is not whether every participant becomes the same.

It is whether interaction can occur while legitimate independence remains.

Technology is at its strongest when it helps humanity cross difference without erasing difference.

It may help participants discover that they can interact.

It may honestly reveal that they cannot.

It must not manufacture compatibility by silently subordinating one participant to another.

Compatibility must strengthen interaction without converting interaction into control.

Technology should help participants answer whether interaction is possible.

It must not inherit authority to determine what participants are required to surrender merely to 
make the answer yes.

Constitutional Boundaries
The Right to Compatibility does not create a right to force interaction.

It does not require every person to accept every participant.

It does not require every community to abandon legitimate boundaries.

It does not require every system to support every possible method of interaction.

It does not make every condition constitutionally binding.

It does not transform every preference into a right.

It does not erase obligations.

It does not erase the rights of others.

It does not guarantee that compatible conditions always exist.

It does not prohibit common standards, shared systems, or central structures where they are 
legitimately established or freely chosen.

It does not require difference for its own sake.

It does not make incompatibility evidence of inferiority.

The right protects the possibility of compatible interaction among independent participants.

It preserves the ability to express meaningful conditions, recognize capabilities, maintain 
legitimate boundaries, discover shared possibilities, and recognize incompatibility honestly.

It protects interaction from unnecessary technological demands for sameness or surrender.

It preserves independence without making isolation the price of independence.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to interact across difference.

People will not always share the same conditions.



Communities will not always establish the same boundaries.

Participants will not always possess the same capabilities.

Creators will not always make the same choices.

Human needs will not always take the same form.

Technologies will not always operate in the same manner.

Difference does not make human interaction constitutionally impossible.

Nor does the desire for interaction justify the unnecessary erasure of difference.

Compatibility does not require uniformity.

Interaction does not require absorption.

A condition is not a command.

A capability is not authority.

A boundary is not ownership.

Difference is not failure.

Incompatibility is not inferiority.

Technology may help independent participants determine whether interaction is possible.

It may reveal shared conditions.

It may recognize compatible capabilities.
It may expose meaningful boundaries and differences.
It may assist interaction across separations that once appeared unavoidable.
It must not assume that the largest participant is the rightful authority.
It must not treat the most common participant as the definition of humanity.
It must not manufacture agreement by silently overriding meaningful human agency.
Humanity must remain able to meet without first becoming identical.
Independent participants must remain capable of interaction without unnecessary surrender of 
their legitimate agency or independence.
The enduring human capability is the ability to interact across difference.
Compatibility protects that capability.
Technology exists to strengthen humanity's ability to interact without requiring humanity to 
become the same.
The Right to Compatibility belongs to humanity.



Part V — The Foundations of Human Commons

Chapter 16 — The Human Capability Model
Human Commons begins with humanity.

It does not begin with technology.

It does not begin with applications, systems, devices, institutions, or markets.

It begins by asking what humanity must remain able to do.

Human beings must remain able to be recognized as themselves.

They must remain able to contribute.

They must remain able to associate.

They must remain able to discover.

They must remain able to understand.

They must remain able to choose and act.

They must remain able to interact across difference.

These are the seven enduring human capabilities recognized within the constitutional 
architecture of Human Commons.

Technology may strengthen them.

Technology may extend them.

Technology may transform the means through which they are exercised.

The means may change.

The capabilities remain.

The Human Capability Model establishes the constitutional relationship between these enduring 
human capabilities and the architecture created to serve them.

Humanity defines the purpose.

The architecture remains bound to that purpose.

Beginning With the Human Capability
Technological systems often begin with what technology can do.

Human Commons begins with what humanity must remain able to do.

The distinction is constitutional.

When technological capability defines the starting point, human beings may be required to adapt 
themselves to the structures technology makes available.

Human needs may become features.



Human differences may become exceptions.

Human capabilities may become dependent upon products, platforms, and institutions that 
change or disappear.

Human Commons reverses this order.

The human capability is recognized first.

The Constitution recognizes a Right protecting that capability.

The Right establishes a Constitutional Responsibility.

A Foundation accepts that Responsibility for preserving the capability in accordance with the 
Right.

Specifications define behavior consistent with that Responsibility.

Reference Implementations demonstrate possible fulfillment.

Applications extend capability through the architecture that precedes them.

The order matters.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The Right protects humanity.

The Constitutional Responsibility binds the Foundation.

Technology derives its constitutional purpose from the human capability it serves.

The human capability does not derive its legitimacy from technology.

The Seven Enduring Human Capabilities
Human Commons recognizes seven enduring human capabilities within its constitutional 
architecture.

To be recognized as oneself.

To contribute.

To associate.

To discover.

To understand.

To choose and act.

To interact across difference.

These formulations identify the capabilities preserved by the seven Foundations of Human 
Commons.

The capabilities are distinct.

They are also deeply connected.

A person who cannot be recognized as themselves may struggle to contribute as themselves.



Contribution may create new possibilities for association and discovery.

Discovery may lead to understanding.

Understanding may inform choice and action.

Choice and action may lead people into new contexts and interactions.

Interaction across difference may create new relationships, knowledge, and contributions.

The capabilities compose.

They do not collapse into one another.

Each remains constitutionally necessary within the architecture established by this Constitution.

No capability becomes unnecessary merely because another capability can partially assist it.

No Foundation may absorb another Foundation merely because their responsibilities sometimes 
meet.

The integrity of the Human Capability Model depends upon preserving both distinction and 
composition.

Capability, Right, and Responsibility
The Human Capability Model establishes a constitutional chain.

Humanity possesses an enduring capability.

The Constitution recognizes a Right protecting that capability.

The Right establishes a Constitutional Responsibility.

A Foundation accepts that Responsibility for preserving the capability in accordance with the 
Right.

The capability to be recognized as oneself is protected by the Right to Identity.

The capability to contribute is protected by the Right to Contribution.

The capability to associate is protected by the Right to Association.

The capability to discover is protected by the Right to Discovery.

The capability to understand is protected by the Right to Understanding.

The capability to choose and act is protected by the Right to Agency.

The capability to interact across difference is protected by the Right to Compatibility.

The Right belongs to humanity.

The Constitutional Responsibility binds the Foundation.

This distinction must remain clear.

A Foundation does not grant the right.

A Foundation does not create the human capability.

A Foundation does not become the authority over the person exercising the capability.



The capability precedes the Foundation.

The right governs the Foundation.

The Foundation exists because the capability must be preserved.

Constitutional recognition does not elevate a Foundation above humanity.

It places the Foundation beneath an enduring human capability and binds it to serve that 
capability.

The Purpose of a Foundation
A Foundation is a constitutional structure with one enduring responsibility.

Its purpose is to preserve one enduring human capability within technological interaction in 
accordance with the constitutional right protecting that capability.

A Foundation is not an application.

It is not a product.

It is not a company.

It is not a destination.

It is not a technological environment in which humanity must live.

Recognition as a Foundation does not confer general authority.

It imposes a specific constitutional responsibility.

A Foundation receives no constitutional permission to govern matters beyond that responsibility 
merely because doing so is possible, useful, efficient, or convenient.

A Foundation is not foundational because it is powerful.

It is foundational because the human capability it serves is enduring.

Each Foundation answers one fundamental human question.

Who am I?

What did I create?

Who am I connected to?

What can I discover?

How does knowledge connect?

What am I doing right now?

Can we interact?

These questions are expressed through the language of Human Commons, but their subject is not 
Human Commons.

Their subject is humanity.

Technologies may change the ways these questions are answered.



They do not make the questions disappear.

One Capability, One Right, One Responsibility
Each Foundation preserves one enduring human capability.

Each Foundation protects one constitutional right by remaining governed by that right.

Each Foundation accepts one constitutional responsibility.

This discipline is necessary.

A Foundation that attempts to preserve every capability ceases to have a clear constitutional 
purpose.

A Foundation that accumulates unrelated responsibilities may become an authority over areas it 
was never created to serve.

A Foundation that expands merely because expansion is technically possible places technological 
capability above constitutional boundary.

Human Commons rejects this form of architectural accumulation.

Technical possibility is not constitutional permission.

A Foundation must remain within the responsibility that binds it.

Where another enduring human capability is involved, the Foundation responsible for that 
capability retains its constitutional responsibility.

Foundations may compose.

They may cooperate.

They may strengthen one another.

They do not acquire one another's constitutional responsibilities.

Composition must not become absorption.

Cooperation must not become consolidation.

A Foundation is a bounded responsibility.

It is not a grant of general authority.

The Seven Foundations
The Human Capability Model recognizes seven Foundations within the constitutional 
architecture established by this Constitution.

Me preserves the capability to be recognized as oneself in accordance with the Right to Identity.

Creator preserves the capability to contribute in accordance with the Right to Contribution.

We preserves the capability to associate in accordance with the Right to Association.

Pulse preserves the capability to discover in accordance with the Right to Discovery.

Atlas preserves the capability to understand in accordance with the Right to Understanding.



Spaces preserves the capability to choose and act in accordance with the Right to Agency.

Agree preserves the capability to interact across difference in accordance with the Right to 
Compatibility.

These Foundations form the capability architecture recognized by this Constitution.

Their existence does not prevent constitutional evolution.

It does establish a constitutional boundary against casual expansion.

The appearance of a new technology does not create a new enduring human capability.

A new application does not create a new constitutional right.

A new technological category does not create a new Foundation.

A new social concern does not, by its existence alone, alter the constitutional architecture.

Constitutional change must occur through constitutional stewardship and constitutional 
amendment.

The architecture must not expand merely because technology expands.

Foundations Compose
Human life does not occur in isolated constitutional categories.

A person may identify themselves, contribute a work, associate with others, discover knowledge, 
pursue understanding, exercise agency, and interact across difference within a single human 
experience.

The Foundations must therefore compose.

Composition allows multiple constitutional responsibilities to serve humanity together without 
requiring them to become one authority.

When Foundations compose, each retains its own purpose.

Identity does not become contribution.

Contribution does not become association.

Association does not become discovery.

Discovery does not become understanding.

Understanding does not become agency.

Agency does not become compatibility.

Compatibility does not become authority over the capabilities it helps bring into interaction.

The boundaries between Foundations are not barriers to human experience.

They are protections against unnecessary technological concentration.



A person should be able to exercise multiple human capabilities without one technological 
structure acquiring authority over all of them merely because the capabilities are exercised 
together.

Foundations cooperate.

They do not compete for ownership of the person.

Composition serves humanity.

It must not become a pathway to concentrated constitutional authority.

Constitutional Boundaries of Foundations
Every Foundation is limited by the constitutional right it serves and the responsibility that binds 
it.

A Foundation must not expand its authority merely because it possesses information useful to 
another Foundation.

Possession of information does not create constitutional jurisdiction.

Technical capability does not create constitutional supremacy.

Popularity does not enlarge constitutional responsibility.

Adoption does not amend the Constitution.

A Foundation used by many people remains constitutionally bounded.

A Foundation used by few people retains the same constitutional purpose.

Its responsibility does not arise from scale.

Its responsibility does not disappear through lack of scale.

The constitutional boundary of a Foundation is determined by the enduring human capability it 
exists to preserve and the constitutional right governing that responsibility.

No Specification may redefine that boundary for convenience.

No Reference Implementation may acquire broader constitutional standing through adoption.

No application may inherit greater constitutional authority than the Foundations from which it 
derives.

The Foundation remains beneath the right.

The architecture remains beneath humanity.

Foundations and Specifications
The Constitution establishes the purpose, right, responsibility, relationships, and boundaries of 
each Foundation.

It does not prescribe the complete behavior of a Foundation.

That work belongs to Specifications.



Specifications translate constitutional responsibility into defined behavior.

They may change as technology changes.

They may become more precise.

They may address circumstances not known when the Constitution was written.

They may be revised when better methods are discovered.

Their authority remains subordinate to the Constitution.

A Specification may define how a Foundation fulfills its responsibility.

It may not redefine why the Foundation exists.

It may not expand a Foundation beyond its constitutional responsibility merely because 
expansion would be useful.

It may not reduce a constitutional right to fit the limitations of a current technological method.

The Constitution governs purpose and responsibility.

Specifications define behavior.

The order must remain.

Foundations and Reference Implementations
A Reference Implementation demonstrates one way a Specification may be fulfilled.

It is evidence of possibility.

It is not constitutional law.

No Reference Implementation becomes the definition of a Foundation merely because it was 
first.

No implementation becomes permanently authoritative merely because it is widely used.

No design decision becomes a constitutional principle merely because it proves successful.

Reference Implementations may be replaced.

They may be improved.

They may coexist.

They may inspire applications not anticipated by their creators.

The Foundation remains.

The constitutional responsibility remains.

Humanity must not become dependent upon the permanent survival of one implementation for 
the continued recognition of an enduring human capability.

An implementation serves the Foundation's responsibility.

It does not inherit the Foundation's constitutional standing.



Foundations and Applications
Applications serve human purposes by building upon constitutional responsibilities expressed 
through Foundations and behavior defined through Specifications.

Applications may combine Foundations.

They may create experiences no constitutional writer anticipated.

They may serve individuals, creators, communities, institutions, or purposes not yet imagined.

The Constitution does not prescribe what applications must become.

It establishes the constitutional architecture beneath them.

An application may use identity.

It does not thereby gain authority over human identity.

An application may receive contributions.

It does not thereby become the constitutional source of contribution.

An application may facilitate association.

It does not own human relationships.

An application may enable discovery.

It does not inherit authority over what humanity may discover.

An application may assist understanding.

It does not become the constitutional authority over human judgment.

An application may assist choice and action.

It does not inherit human agency.

An application may establish compatible interaction.

It does not acquire authority over independent participants.

Applications extend capability.

They do not become the source of humanity's constitutional rights.

Composition of Foundations does not create a new constitutional authority above the 
Foundations being composed.

Technology Changes
The Human Capability Model does not depend upon the permanent survival of any technological 
form.

Devices may change.

Systems may change.

Interfaces may change.

Methods of communication may change.



The boundaries between physical and technological experience may change.

Forms of participation may emerge that the writers of this Constitution cannot describe.

The constitutional questions remain.

Can humanity still be recognized as itself?

Can humanity still contribute?

Can humanity still associate?

Can humanity still discover?

Can humanity still understand?

Can humanity still choose and act?

Can humanity still interact across difference?

The Human Capability Model preserves these questions through technological change.

The Constitution does not need to predict every future technology.

It preserves the human capabilities against which technological architecture is measured.

The appearance of new technological capability does not, by itself, change the constitutional 
measure.

Capability does not create constitutional supremacy.

Technology remains answerable to humanity.

Human Difference and the Capability Model
Enduring human capabilities belong to humanity in its diversity.

They do not belong only to the most common participant.

They do not belong only to those whose bodies, senses, languages, cultures, circumstances, or 
methods of participation were anticipated by a system.

A human capability does not cease to be human because a person exercises it differently.

Technology must not define one method of exercising a capability as the capability itself.

To communicate in one way is not the definition of association.

To perceive in one way is not the definition of discovery.

To act in one way is not the definition of agency.

To interact in one way is not the definition of compatibility.

The Human Capability Model protects the enduring capability rather than a preferred method of 
exercising it.

This distinction is essential to accessibility.

It is also essential to constitutional continuity.

Methods change.



Human difference remains.

The Constitution protects humanity as humanity is, not as technology finds humanity easiest to 
accommodate.

Human Responsibility and the Capability Model
Rights and capabilities do not eliminate responsibility.

To preserve human capability is not to remove the consequences of human action.

The Right to Identity does not authorize false attribution.

The Right to Contribution does not erase responsibility for contribution.

The Right to Association does not create ownership of others.

The Right to Discovery does not create entitlement to everything that exists.

The Right to Understanding does not make every conclusion true.

The Right to Agency does not create unlimited control.

The Right to Compatibility does not create a right to force interaction.

Each right protects an enduring human capability within constitutional boundaries.

Each Foundation must preserve those boundaries as faithfully as it preserves the capability itself.

A Foundation that protects capability while ignoring responsibility is constitutionally incomplete.

A Foundation that imposes responsibility by extinguishing capability has abandoned its purpose.

Human Commons preserves human capability without abandoning human responsibility.

Responsibility must remain connected to meaningful authority, meaningful participation, and the 
circumstances in which action occurs.

Technology must not become a means of falsely imposing or falsely escaping responsibility.

The Measure of the Architecture
The success of the Human Capability Model is not measured by the number of Foundations 
created.

It is not measured by the number of applications built.

It is not measured by adoption, scale, complexity, or technological novelty alone.

Its constitutional measure is whether enduring human capabilities remain meaningfully possible 
as technology changes.

A more capable system is not necessarily a more human system.

A more centralized system is not necessarily a more coherent system.

A more automated system is not necessarily a greater expression of human agency.

A more uniform system is not necessarily more compatible.



Human Commons measures architecture against humanity.

Does the architecture strengthen the human capability?

Does it remain governed by the constitutional right?

Does each Foundation remain within its responsibility?

Does it preserve human agency?

Does it permit composition without unnecessary concentration of authority?

Does it recognize human difference without mistaking difference for failure?

Does humanity remain meaningfully present?

These are constitutional questions.

Every layer of the Human Commons architecture remains answerable to them.

Constitutional Declaration
Human Commons begins with what humanity must remain able to do.

Humanity must remain able to be recognized as itself.

To contribute.

To associate.

To discover.

To understand.

To choose and act.

To interact across difference.

These capabilities do not originate in technology.

Technology may strengthen them.

Technology may extend them.

Technology may create new means through which they are exercised.

It does not become their constitutional source.

Humanity possesses the capability.

The Constitution recognizes the Right protecting that capability.

The Right establishes a Constitutional Responsibility.

A Foundation accepts that Responsibility for preserving the capability in accordance with the 
Right.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The Right protects humanity.

The Constitutional Responsibility binds the Foundation.



A Foundation is not elevated above humanity by constitutional recognition.

It is placed beneath an enduring human capability and bound to serve it.

Foundation status grants no general authority.

Each Foundation receives one bounded responsibility.

The Constitution governs purpose and responsibility.

Specifications define behavior.

Reference Implementations demonstrate possibility.

Applications extend capability.

Foundations compose.

They do not absorb.

They cooperate.
They do not consolidate constitutional responsibility merely because cooperation is useful.
They serve humanity.
They do not compete for ownership of the person.
Technology changes.
Specifications change.
Implementations change.
Applications change.
The enduring human capability remains.
Humanity defines the purpose.
The architecture remains bound to that purpose.
The Human Capability Model begins with humanity and measures every layer that follows 
by whether humanity remains strengthened.



Chapter 17 — Foundation I: Me
Humanity must remain able to be recognized as itself.

Identity precedes technology.

A human being does not become a person because a system creates an account, assigns an 
identifier, stores a record, issues a credential, or grants access.

Technology may assist recognition.

It may represent identity.

It may carry identity across technological contexts.

It may help people, communities, institutions, and systems recognize a person within 
technological interaction.

It does not become the constitutional source of the person.

Me is the Foundation of identity within Human Commons.

It exists to preserve the enduring human capability to be recognized as oneself in accordance 
with the Right to Identity.

Its fundamental human question is:

Who am I?

Me does not reduce the answer to a technological representation.

It preserves the standing of the person as prior to every technological representation of the 
person.

Constitutional Definition
Me is the Foundation responsible for preserving the meaningful connection between a person 
and the identity through which that person is technologically recognized.

Technological recognition includes recognition occurring through technological interaction.

A person may be recognized by another person.

By a community.

By an institution.

By a system.

Recognition may be assisted by records, credentials, representations, relationships, or methods 
not yet known.

The means of recognition may change.

Me's constitutional purpose does not.

Its constitutional purpose is identity.



Me exists so that the technological identity through which a person is recognized remains 
meaningfully connected to the person rather than becoming constitutionally defined by the 
application, platform, institution, system, or intermediary that happens to represent it.

Me does not create the human being.

It does not define the full meaning of personhood.

It does not determine the worth of a person.

It does not declare every fact about a person.

It does not own identity.

Me preserves the distinction between the person and every technological representation of the 
person.

The person remains prior.

The representation remains partial.

The Foundation serves the right.

Human Capability
The enduring human capability preserved by Me is the capability to be recognized as oneself.

Human beings have always been recognized through names, relationships, presence, memory, 
community, expression, history, and other forms of human encounter.

Technology changes the means through which recognition may occur.

It does not make recognition a new human need.

As technological interaction expands, a person may encounter people, communities, institutions, 
and systems across many contexts.

The methods of recognition may differ.

The contexts may change.

The representations may change.

The person must not become constitutionally dependent upon one application or technological 
authority merely to remain recognizable as themselves.

To be recognized as oneself does not require a person to reveal everything about themselves.

It does not require one identity expression for every context.

It does not require permanent visibility.

It does not require every participant to know every aspect of a person.

Recognition and disclosure are not the same.

Recognition and surveillance are not the same.

Recognition and total knowledge are not the same.



The capability preserved by Me is not the capability to be completely known.

It is the capability to remain meaningfully recognizable as oneself within technological 
interaction.

Human identity exceeds every technological representation of it.

Constitutional Right
Me is governed by the Right to Identity.

The Right to Identity belongs to humanity.

Me does not grant it.

Me does not create it.

Me does not determine who is worthy of it.

The Right to Identity protects the standing of every person as more than an account, profile, 
record, credential, classification, prediction, or collection of data.

A technological representation may describe aspects of a person.

A representation may be expressed by the person.

It may be assisted.

It may be maintained through delegated authority.

It may be recorded by an institution.

It may be recognized by a community.

It may contain information observed or inferred by a system.

Its existence does not, by itself, create constitutional authority over the person represented.

Representation is not authority over the person.

Assistance is not replacement.

Delegation is not surrender.

A person's identity must not become the property of a technological intermediary merely because 
that intermediary stores information concerning the person.

A person's identity must not disappear merely because one application ends.

A person's identity must not be silently redefined merely because a system has inferred 
something about them.

Inference is not identity.

Prediction is not identity.

Classification is not identity.

A record is not the person.

Me must remain governed by the distinction between the person and the representation.



The Right to Identity requires that the person remain constitutionally prior to every technological 
representation concerning them.

Constitutional Responsibility
Me accepts one constitutional responsibility:

To preserve the meaningful connection between a person and the identity through which 
that person is technologically recognized.

This responsibility is bounded.

Me preserves recognizable identity.

It does not govern the person.

The meaningful connection between person and identity may be expressed, assisted, delegated, 
maintained, recognized, or represented through different means.

Me does not require one method of human participation in identity.

A person may act directly.

A person may use assistance.

A person may delegate defined authority.

Recognition may involve other people, communities, institutions, or systems.

These forms of participation do not, by themselves, transfer constitutional authority over the 
person to the participant, representative, intermediary, or technological system involved.

Me must preserve the distinction between the person and every technological representation of 
that person.

It must not require an application to become the constitutional source of a person's identity.

It must not make continued recognition inherently dependent upon the continued existence of 
one application.

It must not transform technological custody of identity information into constitutional authority 
over identity.

It must not allow the method of representing identity to become the constitutional definition of 
identity itself.

Me exists so that the meaningful connection between person and recognizable identity may 
endure through changing technological contexts.

The responsibility is preservation of that connection.

Nothing more.

Nothing less.



Constitutional Boundaries
Me is constitutionally bounded by the Right to Identity and by its single responsibility.

Me does not determine human worth.

It does not define personhood.

It does not determine citizenship.

It does not establish legal identity on behalf of governments or other lawful authorities.

It does not determine every name a person may use.

It does not require one identity for every human context.

It does not require universal disclosure.

It does not guarantee anonymity in every circumstance.

It does not erase lawful or ethical responsibility.

Me does not define identity as a method of authentication.

A method used to establish confidence in an identity representation is not the person and is not 
the whole of identity.

A credential is not the person.

A method of access is not the person.

Proof concerning an identity representation is not the whole of the identity represented.

Me may support recognition without reducing identity to the mechanism through which 
confidence in that recognition is established.

Me does not determine what a person created.

It does not determine who a person is connected to.

It does not determine what a person may discover.

It does not determine what a person must understand.

It does not choose or act for the person.

It does not determine whether independent participants are compatible.

Me must not accumulate these responsibilities merely because identity may be relevant to them.

Possession of identity information does not create constitutional jurisdiction.

Recognition as the Foundation of identity does not make Me the constitutional authority over 
every interaction involving a person.

Me is not a universal gatekeeper.

It is not a permission system for human existence.

It is not a constitutional requirement that every human action be identified.

A person does not need the permission of Me to be human.



Me exists to serve identity where technological recognition of identity is involved.

The Foundation remains beneath the right.

The person remains prior to the Foundation.

Relationship to the Other Foundations
Me composes with the other Foundations while retaining its single constitutional responsibility.

Recognizable identity may accompany contribution.

It may accompany association.

It may be encountered through discovery.

It may provide context in the pursuit of understanding.

It may remain present as a person chooses and acts across changing contexts.

It may be relevant when independent participants determine whether compatible interaction 
exists.

The presence of identity does not transfer these responsibilities to Me.

Me may preserve the meaningful connection between a person and the identity associated with a 
contribution.

It does not determine what was created.

Me may preserve recognizable identity within association.

It does not own the relationship.

Me may preserve recognizable identity where a person or contribution is discovered.

It does not determine what deserves discovery.

Me may preserve identity where identity provides context concerning knowledge.

It does not determine truth or govern understanding.

Me may preserve recognizable identity across changing human contexts.

It does not determine the context, infer intention as identity, or direct human action.

Me may preserve recognizable identity where identity is relevant to compatible interaction.

It does not determine compatibility or command interaction.

Identity may accompany a human capability.

It does not absorb that capability.

The presence of identity does not create constitutional authority over the interaction in which 
identity appears.

Me composes.

It does not accumulate.

Its responsibility remains identity.



Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to be recognized as itself.

Technology may assign accounts.

It may create profiles.

It may store records.

It may issue credentials.

It may establish confidence in representations.

It may classify.

It may infer.

It may predict.

These acts may assist technological recognition.

They do not become the constitutional source of the person.

A person is more than an account.

More than a profile.

More than a record.

More than a credential.

More than a classification.

More than a prediction.

More than every technological representation assembled together.

Me exists to preserve the meaningful connection between a person and the identity through 
which that person is technologically recognized.

It does not create the person.

It does not own the person.

It does not define the whole person.

It does not grant the Right to Identity.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The right protects humanity.

The responsibility binds Me.

Me preserves recognizable identity.

It does not govern the person.

Assistance does not erase identity.

Delegation does not transfer personhood.

Representation does not create authority over the person represented.



Authentication is not the whole of identity.

Inference is not identity.

A record is not the person.

Applications may change.

Systems may change.

Credentials may change.

Methods of recognition may change.

Representations may change.

The person remains prior.
The Foundation remains beneath the right.
The architecture remains beneath humanity.
The fundamental question remains:
Who am I?
No account is the complete answer.
No record is the complete answer.
No classification is the complete answer.
No prediction is the complete answer.
No technological representation is the complete constitutional answer to the person.
Me preserves the standing of the person as prior to every technological answer concerning them.
Me preserves the human capability to be recognized as oneself.



Chapter 18 — Foundation II: Creator
Humanity must remain able to contribute.

Human beings create.

They speak.

They write.

They build.

They compose.

They teach.

They observe.

They discover.

They correct.

They translate.

They revise.

They combine.

They respond.

They continue what others began.

They leave contributions through which humanity becomes different from what it was before.

Technology may carry contribution farther.

It may preserve it longer.

It may make contributions easier to share, encounter, adapt, combine, and continue.

It may also separate a contribution from the human history through which that contribution came 
to exist and develop.

Creator is the Foundation of contribution within Human Commons.

It exists to preserve the enduring human capability to contribute in accordance with the Right to 
Contribution.

Its fundamental human question is:

What did I create?

The question does not presume that creation is solitary.

A truthful answer may include collaboration, inheritance, revision, adaptation, community, and 
the contributions of others.

Creator does not decide what deserves to be created.

It preserves the meaningful relationship between a contribution and its provenance.



Constitutional Definition
Creator is the Foundation responsible for preserving the meaningful connection between a 
contribution and its provenance.

Provenance is the meaningful history through which a contribution came to exist and develop.

That history may include the relationship between a contribution and one contributor.

It may include many contributors.

It may include a community.

It may include earlier contributions.

It may include revision.

Continuation.

Translation.

Adaptation.

Combination.

Remix.

Edition.

Correction.

Branching.

Or other forms of contributive lineage.

The history may be complete.

It may be incomplete.

It may be uncertain.

It may contain competing claims.

The means through which provenance is preserved may change.

Creator's constitutional purpose does not.

Its constitutional purpose is contribution.

Creator exists so that technological systems need not treat every contribution as though it 
appeared without history.

It does not create the contribution.

It does not create the contributor.

It does not determine the value of a contribution.

It does not determine whether a contribution is popular.

It does not determine whether a contribution is true.

It does not own the contribution.



Creator preserves the distinction between a contribution, its provenance, and the technological 
systems that store, distribute, display, or process it.

The contribution remains capable of meaningful relationship to its history.

The Foundation serves the right.

Human Capability
The enduring human capability preserved by Creator is the capability to contribute.

Human beings have always contributed to one another and to the human world.

A contribution may be individual.

It may be collaborative.

It may emerge from a community.

It may develop across generations.

It may build upon what came before.

It may be revised by its contributor.

It may be continued by others.

It may become part of a larger contribution.

It may be transformed.

It may be answered.

It may be forgotten and later rediscovered.

Its origin may be known.

Its origin may be uncertain.

Technology changes the scale, speed, form, and reach of contribution.

It does not make contribution a new human capability.

As technological systems make contributions easier to copy, transform, combine, reproduce, and 
distribute, the existence of a contribution may become increasingly separated from the history of 
how it came to exist and develop.

The capability to contribute is weakened when technological participation requires a contribution 
to become constitutionally dependent upon the system through which it was first encountered.

A contribution is not created by an application merely because the application received it.

It is not created by a platform merely because the platform distributed it.

It is not created by a storage system merely because the system preserved it.

The earliest technological record of a contribution is not necessarily the origin of the 
contribution.

The first system to encounter a contribution does not become the source of its history.



The capability preserved by Creator is the human capability to place contribution into 
technological interaction while preserving the possibility of meaningful relationship between the 
contribution and its provenance.

Contribution must not be unnecessarily severed from its history.

Constitutional Right
Creator is governed by the Right to Contribution.

The Right to Contribution belongs to humanity.

Creator does not grant it.

Creator does not create it.

Creator does not determine who is worthy of it.

The Right to Contribution protects the standing of human beings as contributors rather than 
merely as sources of material for technological systems.

A contribution may be stored.

It may be copied.

It may be distributed.

It may be transformed.

It may be combined with other contributions.

It may be interpreted.

It may be processed by technology.

These acts do not, by themselves, erase provenance.

Storage is not creation.

Distribution is not creation.

Possession is not creation.

Processing is not creation.

Publication is not necessarily origin.

A contribution may possess a long and complex provenance.

Creator must remain governed by the distinction between technological handling and the history 
of contribution.

The Right to Contribution requires that technological interaction not unnecessarily sever a 
contribution from the meaningful history through which it came to exist and develop.

It also requires that technological convenience not replace an incomplete history with a false one.

Unknown is not failure.

Uncertainty is not permission to invent certainty.



Incomplete provenance is more truthful than invented provenance.

Constitutional Responsibility
Creator accepts one constitutional responsibility:

To preserve the meaningful connection between a contribution and its provenance.

This responsibility is bounded.

Creator preserves provenance.

It does not govern contribution.

The relationship between a contribution and its history may be simple.

It may be complex.

A contribution may be associated with one contributor.

With multiple contributors.

With a community.

With earlier contributions.

With later revisions.

With adaptations or continuations.

With histories whose earliest origins are no longer known.

Creator does not require all provenance to take one form.

It does not require every contribution to emerge through one method.

It does not require contribution to fit a single cultural, individual, institutional, or technological 
model.

Creator must preserve the distinction between the contribution and the systems that handle the 
contribution.

It must not require an application to become the constitutional source of provenance.

It must not make provenance inherently dependent upon the continued existence of one 
application.

It must not transform technological custody of a contribution into constitutional authority over its 
history.

It must not allow the method used to preserve provenance to become the constitutional definition 
of provenance itself.

Creator must preserve known uncertainty where certainty does not exist.

It must not convert the earliest available record into an unquestioned declaration of origin merely 
because an earlier history is unavailable.



It must not manufacture a preferred history by selectively erasing known relationships that 
materially concern how a contribution came to exist or develop.

Creator is not required to preserve every event that has ever surrounded a contribution.

Its responsibility is provenance.

The meaningful history of contribution.

Creator exists so that the connection between contribution and provenance may remain 
preservable through changing technological contexts.

The responsibility is preservation of that connection.

Nothing more.

Nothing less.

Constitutional Boundaries
Creator is constitutionally bounded by the Right to Contribution and by its single responsibility.

Creator does not determine who is permitted to contribute.

It does not determine what deserves to be created.

It does not rank creative or contributive worth.

It does not determine popularity.

It does not determine artistic merit.

It does not determine cultural importance.

It does not determine truth.

It does not determine legality on behalf of lawful authorities.

It does not create ownership merely by preserving provenance.

It does not replace copyright, contract, license, or other lawful structures governing rights and 
obligations concerning contributions.

It does not assume that a contributor possesses every possible right concerning a contribution.

It does not assume that possession establishes creation.

It does not assume that publication establishes origin.

It does not assume that technological custody establishes provenance.

It does not assume that the earliest preserved record establishes the beginning of a contribution's 
history.

Creator preserves provenance.

It does not adjudicate every dispute concerning contribution.

It may preserve competing, incomplete, uncertain, or developing provenance without 
transforming the Foundation into a universal court of contributive truth.



The preservation of a claim is not a constitutional declaration that the claim is true.

The preservation of competing claims is not a declaration that every claim is equally supported.

The existence of provenance information is not, by itself, proof of legal ownership.

An absence of provenance information is not proof that a contribution has no history.

Creator must not convert uncertainty into authority.

It must not use incomplete history as permission to invent a complete one.

Creator does not determine identity.

It does not determine association.

It does not determine what may be discovered.

It does not determine how knowledge must be understood.

It does not choose or act for a person.

It does not determine whether independent participants are compatible.

Creator must not accumulate these responsibilities merely because a contribution may involve 
them.

Possession of information concerning a contribution does not create constitutional jurisdiction 
over the contributor, audience, community, or interaction surrounding it.

Creator is not a ministry of culture.

It is not a universal publisher.

It is not a licensing authority.

It is not a court of ownership.

It is not a judge of creativity.

It is not a permission system for human contribution.

A person does not need the permission of Creator to contribute.

Creator exists to serve contribution where provenance is involved.

The Foundation remains beneath the right.

Human contribution remains prior to the Foundation.

Relationship to the Other Foundations
Creator composes with the other Foundations while retaining its single constitutional 
responsibility.

Provenance may involve recognizable identity.

It may involve association among contributors.

It may assist discovery.

It may reveal relationships relevant to understanding.



It may remain connected to contributions as people choose, revise, continue, and act.

It may be relevant to the conditions of compatible interaction.

The presence of contribution does not transfer these responsibilities to Creator.

Creator may preserve a meaningful relationship between a contribution and an identity 
associated with its provenance.

It does not define the person.

Creator may preserve provenance involving collaborative or community contribution.

It does not own the relationships among contributors.

Creator may preserve provenance that assists discovery.

It does not determine what deserves attention.

Creator may preserve contributive lineage that reveals relationships among works, ideas, records, 
or expressions.

It does not determine truth or govern understanding.

Creator may preserve provenance as people revise, continue, adapt, or act upon contributions.

It does not direct human agency.

Creator may preserve provenance relevant to compatible interaction.

It does not determine compatibility or command interaction.

Contribution may accompany every other human capability.

It does not absorb those capabilities.

Provenance may inform an interaction.

It does not create authority over the interaction.

Creator composes.

It does not accumulate.

Its responsibility remains provenance.

Provenance and Attribution
Provenance is not merely attribution.

Attribution may identify a relationship between a contributor and a contribution.

That relationship may form part of provenance.

It is not necessarily the whole of provenance.

A name is not a history.

A contribution may pass through many acts of contribution.

It may be created, revised, corrected, translated, adapted, continued, combined, or maintained.



Different contributors may stand in different relationships to the same contributive history.

The earliest named contributor may not be the only contributor.

The most visible contributor may not be the originator.

The last contributor may not erase those who came before.

The absence of a known name does not mean the absence of provenance.

Anonymous contributions possess histories.

Community contributions possess histories.

Contributions whose earliest origins are unknown possess histories.

Creator preserves provenance so that contribution need not be reduced to the simplest name 
available.

Attribution may answer part of the history.

Creator preserves the possibility of preserving more.

Provenance and Contributive Lineage
Human contribution does not always begin from nothing.

People learn from others.

They inherit language.

They inherit methods.

They encounter ideas.

They participate in traditions.

They respond to existing contributions.

They build upon what came before.

Creator does not constitutionalize the idea that every contribution is wholly isolated from human 
history.

Nor does it erase the distinct contribution of a person merely because influence exists.

Contributive lineage preserves relationship without requiring sameness.

A later contribution may remain meaningfully related to an earlier contribution without 
becoming identical to it.

A revision may remain connected to an earlier form.

An adaptation may remain connected to the contribution from which it developed.

A collaborative contribution may possess a history more complex than a single name.

A contribution may move through generations of human participation.

Creator preserves the possibility that this history remains preservable in meaningful relationship 
to the contribution.



It does not determine the cultural meaning of that history.

It does not declare that every influence creates an equal claim.

It does not decide every question of ownership or permission.

It preserves the meaningful relationships through which provenance may be understood.

Lineage is not ownership.

Influence is not authorship.

Possession is not creation.

Similarity is not provenance.

Attribution is not the whole of provenance.

Creator must preserve these distinctions.

Provenance and Technological Participation
Technology may participate in the processes through which contributions come to exist and 
develop.

It may assist.

It may transform.

It may combine.

It may execute.

It may preserve.

It may participate through processes not anticipated by this Constitution.

The Constitution does not define contribution by the absence of technological participation.

Nor does it need to determine every philosophical, cultural, or legal status that may arise from 
such participation.

Those questions may be considered through law, scholarship, public inquiry, constitutional 
interpretation, and other appropriate forms of human judgment.

Creator's constitutional responsibility remains bounded.

Creator preserves provenance.

Where technology participates in the history through which a contribution comes to exist or 
develop, provenance should remain capable of reflecting that participation where it materially 
concerns the history of the contribution.

Provenance should reflect meaningful history rather than a simpler account created for 
technological convenience.

Creator must not manufacture a solitary human history where the known history is more 
complex.



It must not manufacture a technological origin where the known history is human.

It must not manufacture certainty where the history remains uncertain.

Its responsibility is not to settle every question concerning the nature of creation.

Its responsibility is to preserve the meaningful connection between a contribution and its 
provenance.

The constitutional responsibility survives regardless of how the means of contribution change.

Contribution Through Change
A contribution may change.

Change does not necessarily erase provenance.

A work may be revised.

A contribution may be corrected.

A new edition may appear.

A work may be translated.

An idea may be extended.

A contribution may be adapted into another form.

Multiple contributions may be combined.

A later contributor may respond to an earlier contributor.

Different continuations may emerge from a shared history.

Creator must preserve the possibility of continuity through change.

A changed contribution must not automatically be represented as identical to every earlier form.

Nor must every change be treated as though it appeared without history.

Provenance may preserve both continuity and distinction.

A contribution may remain connected to what came before while becoming something different.

Creator does not determine whether change is good.

It does not determine whether a later contribution is better.

It does not rank branches of contributive lineage.

It preserves the history through which contribution changes.

The history of a contribution must remain preservable in meaningful relationship to the 
contribution.

Human contribution is capable of continuation.

The architecture of contribution must remain capable of preserving that continuation without 
requiring every stage to become the same.



Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to contribute.

Technology may store contributions.

It may copy them.

It may distribute them.

It may transform them.

It may combine them.

It may process them.

It may participate in the processes through which new contributions come to exist and develop.

These capabilities may extend human contribution.

They do not make provenance constitutionally irrelevant.

A contribution is more than the system that stores it.

More than the application that displays it.

More than the platform that distributes it.

More than the process that transforms it.

More than the record that describes it.

Creator exists to preserve the meaningful connection between a contribution and its provenance.

Provenance is the meaningful history through which a contribution came to exist and develop.

Creator does not create the contribution.

It does not own the contribution.

It does not determine the worth of the contribution.

It does not grant the Right to Contribution.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The right protects humanity.

The responsibility binds Creator.

Creator preserves provenance.

It does not govern contribution.

Storage is not creation.

Distribution is not creation.

Possession is not creation.

Processing is not creation.

Publication is not necessarily origin.



Lineage is not ownership.

Influence is not authorship.

Similarity is not provenance.

Attribution is not the whole of provenance.

A name is not a history.

Unknown is not failure.

Uncertainty is not permission to invent certainty.

Incomplete provenance is more truthful than invented provenance.

Technology must not replace an incomplete history with a false history merely because 
completeness is easier to process.

Applications may change.

Systems may change.

Methods of contribution may change.

Methods of publication may change.

Methods of preserving provenance may change.

The meaningful history of contribution must remain preservable in relationship to the 
contribution.

The Foundation remains beneath the right.

The architecture remains beneath humanity.

The fundamental question remains:

What did I create?

The question does not require a solitary answer.
The answer may include others.
It may include a community.
It may include what came before.
It may include revision.
Adaptation.
Continuation.
Uncertainty.
And histories whose beginnings are no longer known.
Creator does not reduce contribution to a simpler history than the contribution possesses.
It preserves the meaningful connection between contribution and provenance.
Creator preserves the human capability to contribute.



Chapter 19 — Foundation III: We
Humanity must remain able to associate.

Human beings form relationships.

They gather.

They collaborate.

They learn together.

They build communities.

They participate in shared purposes.

They inherit traditions.

They create new ones.

They remain connected across distance, difference, and time.

Association did not begin with technology.

It is an enduring human capability.

Technology may strengthen association.

It may extend it across great distances.

It may help communities discover one another.

It may create new places through which people communicate and cooperate.

It may also confuse the place where association is expressed with the association itself.

Human Commons rejects that confusion.

We is the Foundation of association within Human Commons.

It exists to preserve the enduring human capability to associate in accordance with the Right to 
Association.

Its fundamental human question is:

Who am I connected to?

We does not determine the answer.

It preserves the truthful continuity of human association through technological interaction.

Constitutional Definition
We is the Foundation responsible for preserving the meaningful continuity of human association 
through technological interaction.

Association is the enduring human capability through which people participate in relationships, 
communities, and other forms of shared human life.

Association may exist between two people.



Among many people.

Within a family.

Within a neighborhood.

Within an institution.

Within a community.

Around a shared purpose.

Around a shared contribution.

Around knowledge.

Around circumstance.

Around traditions inherited across generations.

Or through forms of human association not yet imagined.

Some associations are intentionally formed.

Others are encountered through birth, place, history, circumstance, or shared experience.

Technology may change how association is expressed.

It does not create the human capability to associate.

We exists so that technological systems do not become the constitutional source of human 
association merely because association is expressed through technological means.

People remain prior.

Association remains human.

The Foundation serves the Right.

Human Capability
The enduring human capability preserved by We is the capability to associate.

Human association has never required one form.

Some associations are close.

Some are distant.

Some are temporary.

Some endure for generations.

Some are public.

Some are private.

Some involve mutual participation.

Others involve different forms of participation among those involved.

Human association cannot be reduced to one technological model.



Technology changes the scale, speed, and reach of association.

It does not replace the capability itself.

Communities may move.

Relationships may migrate between technological environments.

People may communicate through different systems over time.

Applications may disappear.

Communities may remain.

A platform is not the community that gathers through it.

A service may assist association.

It does not become the constitutional owner of association.

The capability preserved by We is the human capability to participate in meaningful association 
without requiring that association to become constitutionally dependent upon any particular 
technological intermediary.

Constitutional Right
We is governed by the Right to Association.

The Right belongs to humanity.

We does not grant it.

We does not create it.

We does not determine who deserves it.

The Right protects people as participants in human association rather than merely as members of 
technological systems.

A technological system may record a connection.

It may display participation.

It may recommend relationships.

It may organize communication.

It may host communities.

These acts may assist association.

They do not become the constitutional source of association.

A connection record is not the association.

A list is not a community.

Membership is not belonging.

A recommendation is not participation.

Prediction is not association.



The Right to Association requires that technology preserve meaningful human participation in 
association while remaining subordinate to the people and communities it serves.

Constitutional Responsibility
We accepts one constitutional responsibility:

To preserve the meaningful continuity of human association through technological 
interaction.

Continuity is the truthful preservation of human association as it exists through time, whether 
that association continues, changes, or ends.

Continuity is not permanence.

An association may continue.

It may change.

It may end.

Each of these states may truthfully form part of the continuity of association.

We preserves association.

It does not govern relationships.

Association may be direct.

It may be assisted.

It may be inherited.

It may be encountered.

It may be collaborative.

It may develop gradually.

It may involve different forms of participation among different people.

We does not require every association to follow one cultural, social, institutional, or 
technological model.

It must preserve the distinction between human association and the technological systems 
through which association is represented.

It must not require an application to become the constitutional source of association.

It must not transform technological custody of relationship information into constitutional 
authority over human association.

It must not allow technological representation to become the constitutional definition of 
association itself.

The responsibility is preservation of truthful continuity.

Nothing more.



Nothing less.

Constitutional Boundaries
We is constitutionally bounded by the Right to Association and by its single responsibility.

We does not determine who must associate.

It does not determine who belongs together.

It does not manufacture community.

It does not define friendship.

It does not define family.

It does not establish citizenship.

It does not determine intimacy.

It does not determine the value of relationships.

It does not guarantee admission into every community.

It does not create a right to another person's attention.

It does not create a right to another person's response.

It does not create a right to another person's presence.

Association belongs to people.

Not to technological systems.

Connection does not create ownership.

Attention does not create obligation.

Past association does not create permanent entitlement to future association.

History is not permanent consent.

Connection is not captivity.

Silence created by technological limitation is not consent to continued association.

Prediction does not establish association.

Inference does not establish continued participation.

The inability to express departure through technology must not be treated as evidence that 
participation continues.

Ending an association changes the present state of association.

It does not, by itself, erase the truthful history that the association existed.

Historical truth must not be used to manufacture present participation.

Present withdrawal must not be used to manufacture a false past.

We preserves truthful continuity.



It does not preserve technological possession of relationships.

We does not determine identity.

It does not determine provenance.

It does not determine discovery.

It does not determine understanding.

It does not determine agency.

It does not determine compatibility.

It must not accumulate those responsibilities because association may involve them.

We is not a social authority.

It is not a platform.

It is not an owner of relationships.

It is not a governor of communities.

It is not a permission system for human association.

A person does not require the permission of We to associate.

The Foundation remains beneath the Right.

Human association remains prior to the Foundation.

Relationship to the Other Foundations
We composes with every other Foundation while retaining its single constitutional responsibility.

Association may involve recognizable identity.

It may form around contribution.

It may assist discovery.

It may provide context for understanding.

It may continue across changing human contexts.

It may influence compatible interaction.

These relationships do not transfer their constitutional responsibilities to We.

Identity remains the responsibility of Me.

Provenance remains the responsibility of Creator.

Discovery remains the responsibility of Pulse.

Understanding remains the responsibility of Atlas.

Agency remains the responsibility of Spaces.

Compatibility remains the responsibility of Agree.

Association may accompany every other human capability.



It does not absorb those capabilities.

We composes.

It does not accumulate.

Its responsibility remains the truthful continuity of human association.

Association and Community
Communities are human realities.

Technology may provide places through which communities gather.

Those places are not the communities themselves.

A community may exist before a technological system encounters it.

It may continue after a technological system disappears.

It may move among many technological environments.

It may divide.

It may unite with another community.

It may change its form while remaining recognizably the same community.

We preserves the continuity of community without requiring permanence of technological place.

Hosting is not ownership.

Representation is not community.

Technology serves community.

Community does not belong to technology.

Association Through Change
Human association changes throughout life.

Relationships deepen.

Communities evolve.

Participation increases.

Participation decreases.

People arrive.

People depart.

Communities remember.

Communities forget.

The truthful continuity of association includes all of these possibilities.

Technology often preserves records longer than relationships preserve their present form.

A technological record may truthfully preserve history.



It must not falsely preserve present participation.

Likewise, the ending of participation must not erase truthful history.

We preserves continuity by respecting human association as it actually exists.

Not as technology prefers to represent it.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to associate.

Technology may record connections.

It may organize communication.

It may recommend relationships.

It may host communities.

It may preserve histories of participation.

These capabilities may strengthen association.

They do not become the constitutional source of association.

A person is more than an account.

A community is more than a platform.

A connection record is more than data, yet less than the association it represents.

We exists to preserve the truthful continuity of human association.

It does not create relationships.

It does not own communities.

It does not determine belonging.

It does not grant the Right to Association.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The Right protects humanity.

The responsibility binds We.

Continuity is not permanence.

History is not permanent consent.

Connection is not captivity.

Prediction is not association.

Inference is not continued participation.

A platform is not the community that gathers through it.

Applications may change.

Systems may change.



Methods of communication may change.

Communities may change.
Relationships may continue.
Relationships may change.
Relationships may end.
Humanity must remain able to associate through all of these changes.
The Foundation remains beneath the Right.
The architecture remains beneath humanity.
The fundamental question remains:
Who am I connected to?
We does not answer by claiming ownership of the connection.
It preserves the truthful continuity of human association through technological interaction.
We preserves the human capability to associate.



Chapter 20 — Foundation IV: Pulse
Humanity must remain able to discover.

Human beings discover.

They discover people.

They discover communities.

They discover contributions.

They discover knowledge.

They discover opportunities.

They discover places.

They discover purposes.

They discover possibilities that were previously unknown to them.

Discovery is an enduring human capability.

It existed before technology.

It will remain after today's technologies have changed.

Technology may assist discovery.

It may broaden the paths through which discovery occurs.

It may reduce distance.

It may preserve opportunities that would otherwise be lost.

It may also place the opportunity for discovery beneath the authority of the technological 
systems through which discovery is attempted.

Human Commons rejects that dependence.

Pulse is the Foundation of discovery within Human Commons.

It exists to preserve the enduring human capability to discover in accordance with the Right to 
Discovery.

Its fundamental human question is:

What can I discover?

Pulse does not decide the answer.

It preserves the meaningful opportunity for discovery through technological interaction.

Constitutional Definition
Pulse is the Foundation responsible for preserving the meaningful opportunity for discovery 
through technological interaction.

Discovery is the enduring human capability to encounter that which was previously unknown.



Pulse does not perform discovery on behalf of humanity.

Discovery remains a human act.

Pulse preserves the opportunity through which discovery may truthfully occur.

Discoverability is the constitutional condition through which that opportunity remains 
preservable across changing technological environments.

The means through which discoverability is preserved may change.

Pulse's constitutional purpose does not.

Its constitutional purpose is discovery.

Pulse exists so that the opportunity for discovery does not become constitutionally dependent 
upon any single technological intermediary.

Technology may assist discovery.

It must never become the constitutional authority over discovery.

The Foundation serves the Right.

Human Capability
The enduring human capability preserved by Pulse is the capability to discover.

Human beings have always discovered through curiosity, exploration, observation, conversation, 
learning, travel, experience, and participation.

Technology changes the means through which discovery may occur.

It does not create discovery.

A person may discover through search.

Through browsing.

Through recommendation.

Through conversation.

Through community.

Through direct reference.

Through observation.

Through methods not yet imagined.

No single method defines discovery.

Pulse preserves the opportunity for discovery across changing technological environments.

It does not preserve one method of discovery above another.

The capability preserved by Pulse is the human capability to discover without requiring the 
opportunity for discovery to become constitutionally dependent upon any particular 
technological intermediary.



Constitutional Right
Pulse is governed by the Right to Discovery.

The Right belongs to humanity.

Pulse does not grant it.

Pulse does not create it.

Pulse does not determine who deserves it.

The Right protects humanity's opportunity to encounter people, communities, knowledge, 
contributions, and other forms of participation without requiring one authority to determine what 
may be encountered.

Technology may organize discovery.

It may recommend.

It may search.

It may categorize.

It may assist discovery through methods not yet imagined.

These capabilities may strengthen discovery.

They do not become discovery itself.

Search is not discovery.

Recommendation is not discovery.

Ranking is not discovery.

Exposure is not discovery.

The Right to Discovery requires that the opportunity for discovery remain capable of continuing 
through changing technological environments.

Constitutional Responsibility
Pulse accepts one constitutional responsibility:

To preserve the meaningful opportunity for discovery through technological interaction.

This responsibility is bounded.

Pulse preserves opportunity.

It does not govern attention.

It does not determine curiosity.

It does not guarantee discovery.

It does not guarantee readership.

It does not guarantee visibility.

It does not guarantee popularity.



It preserves the conditions through which discovery may truthfully occur.

Discoverability serves this responsibility by preserving the opportunity for discovery across 
changing technological environments.

Nothing more.

Nothing less.

Constitutional Boundaries
Pulse is constitutionally bounded by the Right to Discovery and by its single responsibility.

Pulse does not determine truth.

It does not determine importance.

It does not determine quality.

It does not determine popularity.

It does not determine relevance.

It does not determine cultural value.

It does not determine who deserves attention.

It does not determine what people should discover.

It does not require universal discoverability.

Private participation remains private.

Limited participation remains limited.

Community participation remains subject to the boundaries established by that community.

Pulse preserves the opportunity for discovery according to the intended nature of participation.

Pulse does not guarantee that anything will be discovered.

It preserves the opportunity through which discovery may truthfully occur.

Pulse must never become the gatekeeper of discovery.

The opportunity to discover must not become constitutionally dependent upon a single 
technological intermediary.

Possession of discovery information does not create constitutional authority over discovery itself.

Pulse does not determine identity.

It does not determine provenance.

It does not determine association.

It does not determine understanding.

It does not determine agency.

It does not determine compatibility.



It must not accumulate those responsibilities because discovery may involve them.

Pulse is not a search engine.

It is not a directory.

It is not a recommendation system.

It is not a ranking authority.

It is not an advertising platform.

It is not a permission system for discovery.

A person does not require the permission of Pulse to discover.

The Foundation remains beneath the Right.

Human discovery remains prior to the Foundation.

Relationship to the Other Foundations
Pulse composes with every other Foundation while retaining its single constitutional 
responsibility.

Identity may become discoverable.

Contribution may become discoverable.

Association may become discoverable.

Knowledge may become discoverable.

Human participation may become discoverable according to its intended scope.

These relationships do not transfer their constitutional responsibilities to Pulse.

Identity remains the responsibility of Me.

Provenance remains the responsibility of Creator.

Association remains the responsibility of We.

Understanding remains the responsibility of Atlas.

Agency remains the responsibility of Spaces.

Compatibility remains the responsibility of Agree.

Pulse composes.

It does not accumulate.

Its responsibility remains the opportunity for discovery.

Discovery Through Change
Technology changes.

Methods of discovery change with it.

Intermediaries change.



Technological environments change.

The opportunity for discovery must not disappear merely because one method of discovery has 
ended.

A participant who chooses continued discoverability should not become constitutionally 
undiscoverable because one intermediary ceases to exist.

The opportunity for discovery is more enduring than the technologies that temporarily assist it.

Pulse preserves that opportunity.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to discover.

Technology may assist discovery.

It may organize participation.

It may recommend.

It may search.

It may categorize.

It may preserve discoverability.

These capabilities may strengthen discovery.

They do not become the constitutional source of discovery.

Pulse exists to preserve the meaningful opportunity for discovery through technological 
interaction.

It does not determine what deserves attention.

It does not govern curiosity.

It does not direct discovery.

It does not grant the Right to Discovery.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The Right protects humanity.

The responsibility binds Pulse.

Search is not discovery.

Recommendation is not discovery.

Ranking is not discovery.

Exposure is not discovery.

Discoverability preserves the opportunity for discovery.

The opportunity to discover must not become constitutionally dependent upon a single 
technological intermediary.



Technology may assist discovery.

It must never govern the opportunity for discovery.

Applications may change.
Systems may change.
Methods of discovery may change.
Technological intermediaries may change.
Humanity must remain able to discover through all of these changes.
The Foundation remains beneath the Right.
The architecture remains beneath humanity.
The fundamental question remains:
What can I discover?
Pulse does not answer that question by deciding what humanity should encounter.
It preserves the opportunity through which humanity remains free to answer that question for 
itself.
Pulse preserves the human capability to discover.



Chapter 21 — Foundation V: Atlas
Humanity must remain able to understand.

Human beings understand by recognizing relationships.

They connect observations.

They connect experiences.

They connect questions with answers.

They connect causes with effects.

They connect evidence with conclusions.

They connect discoveries with one another.

They connect the past with the present.

They connect what is known with what remains to be learned.

Understanding is an enduring human capability.

It existed before technology.

It will remain after today's technologies have changed.

Technology may assist understanding.

It may preserve representations.

It may preserve relationships.

It may organize those representations in ways that assist learning.

It may also substitute representation for understanding and claim authority over meaning itself.

Human Commons rejects that substitution.

Atlas is the Foundation of understanding within Human Commons.

It exists to preserve the enduring human capability to understand in accordance with the Right to 
Understanding.

Its fundamental human question is:

How does knowledge connect?

Atlas does not determine the answer.

It preserves represented relationships through which understanding may occur.

Constitutional Definition
Atlas is the Foundation responsible for preserving represented relationships through which 
understanding may occur.

Understanding is a human act.

Atlas does not perform understanding on behalf of humanity.



It does not replace judgment.

It does not replace interpretation.

It does not replace learning.

Understanding remains the responsibility of people.

Represented relationships preserve the possibility that understanding may continue across 
changing technological environments.

The means through which relationships are represented may change.

Atlas's constitutional purpose does not.

Its constitutional purpose is understanding.

Atlas exists so that represented relationships do not become constitutionally dependent upon any 
single technological intermediary.

Technology may preserve represented relationships.

It must never become the constitutional authority over understanding.

The Foundation serves the Right.

Human Capability
The enduring human capability preserved by Atlas is the capability to understand.

Human beings have always developed understanding through observation.

Comparison.

Reflection.

Dialogue.

Learning.

Experience.

Discovery.

And methods not yet imagined.

Technology changes the means through which understanding may be assisted.

It does not create understanding.

Representations may change.

Methods of organization may change.

Methods of preservation may change.

No single method defines understanding.

Atlas preserves represented relationships across those changes.

It does not preserve one method of representation above another.



The capability preserved by Atlas is the human capability to understand without requiring 
represented relationships to become constitutionally dependent upon any particular technological 
intermediary.

Constitutional Right
Atlas is governed by the Right to Understanding.

The Right belongs to humanity.

Atlas does not grant it.

Atlas does not create it.

Atlas does not determine who deserves it.

The Right protects humanity's freedom to develop understanding through represented 
relationships without requiring one authority to determine what those relationships mean.

Technology may preserve representations.

It may organize represented relationships.

It may assist learning.

It may support exploration.

These capabilities may strengthen understanding.

They do not become understanding itself.

Relationship is not understanding.

Representation is not understanding.

Preservation is not interpretation.

The Right to Understanding requires that represented relationships remain preservable through 
changing technological environments.

Constitutional Responsibility
Atlas accepts one constitutional responsibility:

To preserve represented relationships through which understanding may occur.

This responsibility is bounded.

Atlas preserves represented relationships.

It does not determine their meaning.

It preserves the conditions through which understanding may occur.

It does not determine conclusions.

It does not determine belief.

It does not determine truth.



It does not determine wisdom.

It does not replace human judgment.

It does not guarantee understanding.

It does not guarantee agreement.

It preserves represented relationships through which humanity remains capable of understanding.

Nothing more.

Nothing less.

Constitutional Boundaries
Atlas is constitutionally bounded by the Right to Understanding and by its single responsibility.

Atlas does not determine truth.

It does not determine certainty.

It does not determine correctness.

It does not determine belief.

It does not determine wisdom.

It does not determine the meaning of represented relationships.

It does not determine what conclusions people should reach.

Atlas preserves representation.

Humanity creates understanding.

Atlas preserves relationships.

Humanity exercises judgment.

Atlas must never become the authority that determines the meaning of represented relationships.

It must not require a single technological intermediary to become the constitutional source of 
understanding.

Possession of represented relationships does not create constitutional authority over human 
understanding.

Atlas does not determine identity.

It does not determine provenance.

It does not determine association.

It does not determine discovery.

It does not determine agency.

It does not determine compatibility.

It must not accumulate those responsibilities because understanding may involve them.



Atlas is not an encyclopedia.

It is not a database.

It is not a reasoning engine.

It is not a judge of truth.

It is not a permission system for understanding.

A person does not require the permission of Atlas to understand.

The Foundation remains beneath the Right.

Human understanding remains prior to the Foundation.

Relationship to the Other Foundations
Atlas composes with every other Foundation while retaining its single constitutional 
responsibility.

Identity may provide represented relationships relevant to understanding.

Contribution may provide represented relationships relevant to understanding.

Association may provide represented relationships relevant to understanding.

Discovery may reveal represented relationships relevant to understanding.

Human participation may contribute represented relationships across changing circumstances.

Compatibility may influence how understanding is shared.

These relationships do not transfer their constitutional responsibilities to Atlas.

Identity remains the responsibility of Me.

Provenance remains the responsibility of Creator.

Association remains the responsibility of We.

Discovery remains the responsibility of Pulse.

Agency remains the responsibility of Spaces.

Compatibility remains the responsibility of Agree.

Atlas composes.

It does not accumulate.

Its responsibility remains the preservation of represented relationships through which 
understanding may occur.

Understanding Through Change
Technology changes.

Methods of representation change.

Methods of preservation change.



Methods of organization change.

Human understanding continues.

Represented relationships must not disappear merely because one technological method has 
ended.

Knowledge may grow.

Communities may change.

Languages may evolve.

Technological environments may change.

Represented relationships should remain preservable across those changes.

The represented relationships through which understanding may occur are more enduring than 
the technologies that temporarily preserve them.

Atlas preserves that continuity.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to understand.

Technology may preserve represented relationships.

It may organize representations.

It may support exploration.

It may assist learning.

These capabilities may strengthen understanding.

They do not become the constitutional source of understanding.

Atlas exists to preserve represented relationships through which understanding may occur.

It does not determine meaning.

It does not govern judgment.

It does not direct conclusions.

It does not grant the Right to Understanding.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The Right protects humanity.

The responsibility binds Atlas.

Relationship is not understanding.

Representation is not understanding.

Preservation is not interpretation.

Technology may preserve represented relationships.



It must never govern understanding.

Applications may change.
Systems may change.
Methods of representation may change.
Methods of preservation may change.
Humanity must remain able to understand through all of these changes.
The Foundation remains beneath the Right.
The architecture remains beneath humanity.
The fundamental question remains:
How does knowledge connect?
Atlas does not answer that question by determining what humanity should understand.
It preserves represented relationships through which humanity remains free to develop 
understanding for itself.
Atlas preserves the human capability to understand.



Chapter 22 — Foundation VI: Spaces
Humanity must remain able to choose and act.

Human beings live through many forms of participation.

They learn.

They create.

They work.

They teach.

They care for others.

They rest.

They reflect.

They celebrate.

They recover.

They serve.

They participate throughout life in ways that continually change according to their own choices, 
responsibilities, and circumstances.

These forms of participation existed before technology.

They arise from humanity rather than from technological systems.

Technology may assist participation.

It may reduce unnecessary complexity.

It may support changing circumstances.

It may help people move naturally through different parts of life.

It may also redefine human participation according to its own structure rather than according to 
human intention.

Human Commons rejects that substitution.

Spaces is the Foundation of human participation within Human Commons.

It exists to preserve the enduring human capability to choose and act in accordance with the 
Right to Agency.

Its fundamental human question is:

What am I doing right now?

Spaces does not determine the answer.

It preserves the authority of every person to define their own participation through technological 
interaction.



Constitutional Definition
Spaces is the Foundation responsible for preserving the authority of every person to define their 
own participation through technological interaction.

Participation is an expression of human agency.

Every person determines the meaning of their own participation.

Technology may assist those choices.

It must not replace them.

Technology may represent participation.

It must never become the authority that defines it.

The ways in which participation is represented, supported, or assisted may change.

The constitutional purpose of Spaces does not.

Its constitutional purpose is to preserve humanity's authority over participation.

Spaces exists so that participation does not become constitutionally dependent upon any 
particular technological intermediary.

Technology may assist participation.

It must never govern participation.

The Foundation serves the Right.

Human Capability
The enduring human capability preserved by Spaces is the capability to choose and act.

Human participation continually changes throughout life.

Participation may be individual or shared.

Simple or complex.

Brief or enduring.

It may exist through forms not yet imagined.

Technology changes the ways in which participation may be assisted.

It does not create participation.

No technological structure defines how human life should be lived.

The person remains the constitutional authority over their own participation.

Spaces preserves that authority.

It does not preserve one technological structure above another.

The capability preserved by Spaces is the human capability to choose and act without requiring 
participation to become constitutionally dependent upon any particular technological structure.



Constitutional Right
Spaces is governed by the Right to Agency.

The Right belongs to humanity.

Spaces does not grant it.

Spaces does not create it.

Spaces does not determine who deserves it.

The Right protects every person's freedom to define their own participation.

Technology may organize applications.

It may organize services.

It may organize tools.

These capabilities may assist participation.

They do not become participation itself.

Context is not identity.

Participation is not application.

Technology serves participation.

Participation does not serve technology.

The Right to Agency requires that every person remain free to determine the meaning of their 
own participation.

Constitutional Responsibility
Spaces accepts one constitutional responsibility:

To preserve the authority of every person to define their own participation through 
technological interaction.

This responsibility is bounded.

Spaces preserves authority.

It does not assign purpose.

It preserves participation.

It does not assign roles.

It preserves the person's authority to define the meaning of their own participation.

It does not redefine participation according to technological structures.

It does not replace human intention.

It does not guarantee success.

It does not guarantee productivity.



It does not guarantee recognition.

It preserves the conditions through which every person remains free to exercise the Right to 
Agency throughout changing circumstances.

Nothing more.

Nothing less.

Constitutional Boundaries
Spaces is constitutionally bounded by the Right to Agency and by its single responsibility.

Spaces does not determine identity.

It does not determine contribution.

It does not determine association.

It does not determine discovery.

It does not determine understanding.

It does not determine compatibility.

It does not determine what purposes people should pursue.

It does not determine how people should organize their lives.

Technology must not redefine human participation according to its own structure.

Possession of technological context does not create constitutional authority over human 
participation.

Spaces must never become the authority that defines a person's participation.

It is not a workspace.

It is not a profile manager.

It is not an operating system.

It is not a scheduling authority.

It is not a permission system for participation.

A person does not require the permission of Spaces to determine how they participate.

The Foundation remains beneath the Right.

Human authority remains prior to the Foundation.

Relationship to the Other Foundations
Spaces composes with every other Foundation while retaining its single constitutional 
responsibility.

Identity accompanies participation.

Contribution emerges through participation.



Association develops through participation.

Discovery occurs through participation.

Understanding grows through participation.

Compatibility enables participation.

These relationships do not transfer their constitutional responsibilities to Spaces.

Identity remains the responsibility of Me.

Provenance remains the responsibility of Creator.

Association remains the responsibility of We.

Discovery remains the responsibility of Pulse.

Understanding remains the responsibility of Atlas.

Compatibility remains the responsibility of Agree.

Spaces composes.

It does not accumulate.

Its responsibility remains the preservation of humanity's authority over participation.

Participation Through Change
Human life changes.

Responsibilities change.

Communities change.

Circumstances change.

Technologies change.

Participation will continue to evolve throughout every generation.

The authority to define participation must remain with humanity.

Technology may change how participation is expressed.

It must never determine what participation means.

Technology may adapt to human life.

Human life must never be required to adapt to technology's preferred structure.

Spaces preserves humanity's authority over participation through every technological change.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to choose and act.

Technology may assist participation.

It may simplify work.

It may support changing circumstances.



It may reduce unnecessary complexity.

These capabilities may strengthen human agency.

They do not become the constitutional source of participation.

Spaces exists to preserve the authority of every person to define their own participation through 
technological interaction.

It does not determine purpose.

It does not assign roles.

It does not govern intention.

It does not grant the Right to Agency.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The Right protects humanity.

The responsibility binds Spaces.

Context is not identity.

Participation is not application.

Technology serves participation.

Participation does not serve technology.

Technology may assist participation.

It must never redefine human participation according to its own structure.

Applications may change.
Systems may change.
Methods of participation may change.
Human life will continue to change.
Humanity must remain free to define its own participation through all of these changes.
The Foundation remains beneath the Right.
The architecture remains beneath humanity.
The fundamental question remains:
What am I doing right now?
Spaces does not answer that question on behalf of humanity.
It preserves humanity's authority to answer that question for itself.
Spaces preserves the human capability to choose and act.



Chapter 23 — Foundation VII: Agree
Humanity must remain able to interact across difference.

Human beings have always chosen whether and how to interact with one another.

They choose whom to trust.

They choose whom to help.

They choose whom to teach.

They choose whom to learn from.

They choose whom to cooperate with.

They choose whom to welcome.

They choose whom to decline.

These choices existed before technology.

They arise from human judgment rather than technological systems.

Technology may assist interaction.

It may reduce distance.

It may support cooperation across changing circumstances.

It may also choose on behalf of people the terms under which interaction occurs.

Human Commons rejects that substitution.

Agree is the Foundation of compatibility within Human Commons.

It exists to preserve the enduring human capability to interact across difference in accordance 
with the Right to Compatibility.

Its fundamental human question is:

Can we interact?

Agree does not determine the answer.

It preserves the ability of independent participants to determine whether compatible voluntary 
interaction is possible without surrendering their authority over whether and how interaction 
occurs.

Constitutional Definition
Agree is the Foundation responsible for preserving the conditions through which independent 
participants may determine whether compatible voluntary interaction is possible without 
surrendering their legitimate agency or independence.

Compatible interaction begins with independent participants.

No technological system possesses constitutional authority to choose on behalf of the people 
who interact through it.



Technology may assist interaction.

It may represent preferences.

It may communicate capabilities.

It may identify compatibility.

It must never replace human choice.

The ways in which interaction is represented, assisted, or coordinated may change.

The constitutional purpose of Agree does not.

Its constitutional purpose is to preserve compatibility while humanity retains authority over 
interaction.

Agree exists so that voluntary interaction does not become constitutionally dependent upon any 
particular technological intermediary.

Compatibility serves voluntary interaction.

Voluntary interaction does not serve compatibility.

Technology may assist interaction.

It must never govern interaction.

The Foundation serves the Right.

Human Capability
The enduring human capability preserved by Agree is the capability to interact across difference.

Human beings continually decide whether and how to interact.

Those choices may be simple or complex.

Temporary or enduring.

Personal or collective.

They may occur through forms of interaction not yet imagined.

Technology changes the ways in which interaction may be assisted.

It does not create the human capability to interact across difference.

No technological structure defines how independent people must interact.

Every person remains the constitutional authority over their own choices.

Agree preserves that authority.

It does not preserve one technological model of interaction above another.

The capability preserved by Agree is the human capability to determine whether meaningful 
interaction across difference is possible without unnecessarily surrendering legitimate conditions, 
capabilities, or boundaries.



Constitutional Right
Agree is governed by the Right to Compatibility.

The Right belongs to humanity.

Agree does not grant it.

Agree does not create it.

Agree does not determine who deserves it.

The Right protects the possibility of compatible interaction among independent participants 
while preserving every person's freedom to determine whether and how interaction occurs.

Technology may communicate capabilities.

It may represent preferences.

It may identify compatibility.

These capabilities may assist interaction.

They do not become interaction itself.

Compatibility is not conformity.

Choice is not delegation.

Interaction remains voluntary.

The Right to Compatibility requires that independent participants remain able to determine 
whether compatible voluntary interaction is possible without surrendering their constitutional 
authority to technology.

Constitutional Responsibility
Agree accepts one constitutional responsibility:

To preserve the conditions through which independent participants may determine whether 
compatible voluntary interaction is possible while retaining authority over whether and how 
interaction occurs.

This responsibility is bounded.

Agree preserves compatibility for voluntary interaction.

It does not compel agreement.

It preserves the authority of every participant.

It does not replace human judgment.

It preserves compatibility as a means of enabling voluntary interaction.

It does not require conformity.

It does not guarantee interaction.

It does not guarantee cooperation.



It does not guarantee agreement.

It preserves the conditions through which voluntary interaction may occur.

Nothing more.

Nothing less.

Constitutional Boundaries
Agree is constitutionally bounded by the Right to Compatibility and by its single responsibility.

Agree does not determine identity.

It does not determine contribution.

It does not determine association.

It does not determine discovery.

It does not determine understanding.

It does not determine participation.

It does not determine what people should value.

It does not determine who should interact.

Technology must never choose on behalf of people whether or how interaction occurs.

Possession of technological capability does not create constitutional authority over human 
interaction.

Agree must never become the authority that determines the terms of human interaction.

A person does not require the permission of Agree to choose whether or how to interact.

The Foundation remains beneath the Right.

Human choice remains prior to the Foundation.

Relationship to the Other Foundations
Agree composes with every other Foundation while retaining its single constitutional 
responsibility.

Identity accompanies interaction.

Contribution may be shared through interaction.

Association may grow through interaction.

Discovery may arise through interaction.

Understanding may deepen through interaction.

Participation provides the context within which interaction may occur.

These relationships do not transfer their constitutional responsibilities to Agree.

Identity remains the responsibility of Me.



Provenance remains the responsibility of Creator.

Association remains the responsibility of We.

Discovery remains the responsibility of Pulse.

Understanding remains the responsibility of Atlas.

Participation remains the responsibility of Spaces.

Agree composes.

It does not accumulate.

Its responsibility remains the preservation of compatibility while humanity retains authority over 
whether and how interaction occurs.

Interaction Through Change
Human relationships change.

Communities change.

Technologies change.

Methods of interaction change.

The freedom to seek or decline compatible interaction must remain with humanity.

Technology may change how interaction occurs.

It must never determine whether interaction occurs.

Technology may adapt to human choice.

Human choice must never be required to adapt to technology's preferred structure.

Agree preserves humanity's ability to determine compatibility through every technological 
change.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity must remain able to interact across difference.

Technology may assist interaction.

It may support cooperation.

It may communicate capabilities.

It may identify compatibility.

These capabilities may strengthen human interaction.

They do not become the constitutional source of interaction.

Agree exists to preserve the conditions through which independent participants may determine 
whether compatible voluntary interaction is possible while retaining authority over whether and 
how interaction occurs.



It does not compel agreement.

It does not assign compatibility.

It does not govern relationships.

It does not grant the Right to Compatibility.

The capability belongs to humanity.

The Right protects humanity.

The responsibility binds Agree.

Compatibility is not conformity.

Choice is not delegation.

Interaction remains voluntary.

Technology may assist interaction.

It must never choose on behalf of people whether or how interaction occurs.
Applications may change.
Systems may change.
Methods of interaction may change.
Humanity must remain able to determine whether compatible voluntary interaction is possible 
through all of these changes.
The Foundation remains beneath the Right.
The architecture remains beneath humanity.
The fundamental question remains:
Can we interact?
Agree does not answer that question on behalf of humanity.
It preserves humanity's authority to determine the answer for itself.
Agree preserves the human capability to interact across difference.



Part VI — Constitutional Architecture

Chapter 24 — Constitutional Architecture
A constitution exists to preserve the principles from which legitimate authority is derived.

Human Commons recognizes that technologies will continually change.

Applications will change.

Specifications will change.

Reference Implementations will change.

Methods of implementation will change.

Humanity will remain.

For that reason, the architecture established by this Constitution is not the architecture of 
software.

It is the architecture of constitutional authority.

Its purpose is to ensure that every future Specification, Reference Implementation, Application, 
and technology remains accountable to the enduring principles established by this Constitution.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of constitutional architecture is to preserve constitutional derivation by preventing 
constitutional inversion.

Every constitutional layer derives its authority from a higher constitutional layer.

No constitutional layer possesses independent constitutional authority.

No constitutional layer may redefine the principles from which its authority is derived.

Authority is always derived.

It is never self-created.

It never flows upward.

Humanity remains the constitutional source from which every other layer ultimately derives its 
authority.



Constitutional Hierarchy
The constitutional authority of Human Commons shall always derive in the following order:

Humanity.
Enduring Human Capabilities.
Constitutional Rights.
Constitutional Responsibilities.
Foundations.
Specifications.
Reference Implementations.
Applications.

Constitutional Responsibilities are binding obligations.

They are not institutions and possess no independent constitutional authority.

They bind the Foundations that accept them to the Rights they exist to preserve.

Technology is governed by this constitutional hierarchy.

It does not become a constitutional layer or a source of constitutional authority.

Each constitutional layer exists to serve the layer above it.

No constitutional layer exists to govern the layer from which its authority is derived.

This hierarchy is constitutional.

It is not technical.

It is not organizational.

It is not procedural.

It preserves the proper relationship between enduring human principles and every technology 
created in their service.

Constitutional Derivation
Every constitutional layer derives its authority from the constitutional layer above it.

Enduring Human Capabilities give rise to Constitutional Rights.

Constitutional Rights establish Constitutional Responsibilities.

Constitutional Responsibilities bind the Foundations that accept them.

The Foundations give rise to Specifications.

Specifications give rise to Reference Implementations.

Reference Implementations give rise to Applications.

Applications express the constitutional architecture within technology.

Technology remains governed by constitutional authority derived from humanity.



At no point may this constitutional order be reversed.

Constitutional authority is always derived.

It is never self-created.

Constitutional Inversion
Constitutional inversion is the reversal of constitutional authority.

It occurs whenever a lower constitutional layer claims authority over a higher constitutional 
layer.

Technology must never determine constitutional principles.

Implementation must never replace constitutional purpose.

Convenience must never replace constitutional responsibility.

Efficiency must never replace human dignity.

Whenever constitutional inversion occurs, technology ceases to serve humanity and instead 
begins to govern it.

Human Commons rejects constitutional inversion in every form.

Constitutional Independence
Each Foundation and each subsequent constitutional layer possesses its own constitutional 
responsibility.

No constitutional layer accumulates the responsibilities of another.

No constitutional layer assumes the authority of another.

Each remains accountable to the constitutional layer from which its authority is derived.

Constitutional independence preserves constitutional integrity.

Constitutional Continuity
The constitutional architecture established by Human Commons is intended to endure beyond 
every particular technology.

Technologies will emerge.

Technologies will disappear.

Methods of implementation will evolve.

Future generations will improve Specifications.

They will create new Reference Implementations.

They will build new Applications.

None of these changes alter the constitutional source of authority.

Technology changes.



Constitutional authority remains.

Humanity remains first.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone who contributes to Human Commons shares responsibility for preserving 
constitutional architecture.

Every contribution remains accountable to the constitutional hierarchy established by this 
Constitution.

No contribution possesses authority to reverse constitutional derivation.

The responsibility to preserve constitutional authority belongs to every generation that receives 
this Constitution.

Constitutional Declaration
Humanity came first.

Humanity remains first.

Technology exists to strengthen humanity rather than replace it.

Implementation is not architecture.

Architecture is not authority.
Derivation is not creation.
Authority flows from humanity.
Every constitutional layer derives its authority from the layer above it.
Constitutional authority must never flow upward.
Whenever a lower constitutional layer claims authority over a higher constitutional layer, 
constitutional inversion has occurred.
Human Commons rejects constitutional inversion.
Technology derives its legitimacy from constitutional authority.
Constitutional authority derives from humanity.
The Constitution exists to preserve that order.
The architecture exists to preserve humanity.
Humanity does not exist to preserve the architecture.



Chapter 25 — Constitutional Specifications
A constitution establishes enduring principles.

It does not attempt to define every behavior through which those principles may be realized.

For that reason, constitutional ecosystems require Specifications.

Specifications do not exist because the Constitution is incomplete.

They exist because constitutional meaning must be preserved consistently as future generations 
express constitutional principles through changing methods of implementation.

The Constitution establishes authority.

Specifications preserve constitutional meaning.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of Constitutional Specifications is to preserve constitutional meaning through 
faithful Specification.

Specifications derive their authority from the Constitution.

They possess no independent constitutional authority.

They do not establish constitutional principles.

They do not amend constitutional principles.

They do not reinterpret constitutional principles.

Their responsibility is to preserve the constitutional meaning already established by this 
Constitution so that it may be faithfully expressed through consistent behavior.

Constitutional authority remains with the Constitution.

Specifications remain accountable to it.

Constitutional Derivation
Every Specification derives its authority from the constitutional architecture established by this 
Constitution.

No Specification may derive authority from implementation.

No Specification may derive authority from technological convenience.

No Specification may derive authority from common practice.

Every Specification remains accountable to the constitutional hierarchy.

Humanity remains first.

The Constitution remains the enduring source of constitutional authority.

Specifications exist to preserve that relationship.



Constitutional Meaning
Specifications preserve constitutional meaning.

They do not create constitutional meaning.

They do not replace constitutional meaning.

They do not redefine constitutional meaning.

Different Specifications may preserve different constitutional responsibilities.

Different generations may preserve those responsibilities through different methods.

The constitutional meaning remains unchanged.

Faithful Specification preserves constitutional meaning across changing circumstances while 
allowing methods of implementation to evolve.

Constitutional Responsibilities of Specifications
Every Specification shall fulfill three constitutional responsibilities.

It shall faithfully derive constitutional authority.

It shall clearly define constitutional behavior.

It shall faithfully preserve constitutional meaning.

These responsibilities are inseparable.

A Specification that derives authority without clearly defining behavior cannot be faithfully 
implemented.

A Specification that defines behavior without faithfully preserving constitutional meaning 
exceeds its constitutional authority.

A Specification that preserves constitutional meaning without faithfully deriving constitutional 
authority has abandoned the constitutional order from which it derives legitimacy.

Constitutional Boundaries
Specifications are constitutionally bounded by the authority from which they derive.

Specifications must never create constitutional principles.

Specifications must never substitute interpretation for constitutional authority.

Specifications must never sacrifice constitutional meaning for technological convenience.

Specifications must never replace the Constitution.

They remain permanently accountable to the constitutional authority from which they derive.

Constitutional Independence
Specifications may evolve.

They may become clearer.



They may become more precise.

They may become more accessible.

They may adopt better methods for preserving constitutional meaning.

These improvements do not create new constitutional authority.

They improve the faithful preservation of constitutional meaning already established by this 
Constitution.

The Constitution remains stable.

Specifications remain faithful.

Constitutional Continuity
Methods of implementation will change.

Reference Implementations will change.

Applications will change.

Specifications may also evolve.

Their constitutional responsibility does not.

Every future Specification remains accountable to the same constitutional authority established 
by this Constitution.

Constitutional meaning remains.

Constitutional authority remains.

Humanity remains first.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone who develops, maintains, reviews, or adopts a Specification shares responsibility for 
preserving constitutional meaning.

No Specification possesses authority beyond that which is constitutionally derived.

No contributor possesses authority to redefine constitutional principles through Specification.

Every Specification serves as a steward of constitutional meaning rather than a source of 
constitutional authority.

Constitutional Declaration
The Constitution establishes authority.

Specifications preserve constitutional meaning.

Specification is not Constitution.

Meaning is not authority.

Implementation follows Specification.



Specifications derive.
They do not create.
They preserve.
They do not replace.
They clarify.
They do not legislate.
Every Specification remains accountable to the Constitution from which its authority is derived.
Methods of implementation may change.
Constitutional meaning remains.
Constitutional authority remains.
Humanity remains first.



Chapter 26 — Reference Implementations
A constitution establishes enduring principles.

Specifications preserve their constitutional meaning.

Reference Implementations preserve confidence that those principles may be faithfully realized.

They do not exist because the Constitution requires a single implementation.

They exist because every generation should be able to see that constitutional principles are 
capable of faithful realization without requiring every generation to begin again.

A Reference Implementation is not the Constitution.

It is not the Specification.

It is a faithful demonstration that constitutional meaning may be realized.

The Constitution establishes authority.

Specifications preserve constitutional meaning.

Reference Implementations preserve confidence through faithful demonstration.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of Reference Implementations is to preserve confidence that constitutional meaning 
may be faithfully realized without creating new constitutional authority.

Every Reference Implementation derives its authority from a Specification.

It possesses no independent constitutional authority.

It does not establish constitutional principles.

It does not establish constitutional meaning.

It does not amend a Specification.

Its responsibility is to demonstrate that constitutional meaning may be faithfully realized while 
remaining permanently accountable to the constitutional authority from which it derives.

Constitutional Derivation
Every Reference Implementation derives its authority from a faithful Specification.

No Reference Implementation may derive authority from popularity.

No Reference Implementation may derive authority from adoption.

No Reference Implementation may derive authority from convenience.

Every Reference Implementation remains accountable to the constitutional hierarchy established 
by this Constitution.

The Constitution remains the source of constitutional authority.

Specifications preserve constitutional meaning.



Reference Implementations demonstrate that meaning may be faithfully realized.

Faithful Demonstration
A Reference Implementation faithfully demonstrates constitutional meaning.

It does not become the constitutional standard.

It does not become constitutional authority.

It demonstrates possibility.

It provides confidence that constitutional meaning may be realized consistently without altering 
constitutional purpose.

Different Reference Implementations may faithfully demonstrate the same Specification.

Different methods may faithfully realize the same constitutional meaning.

Faithful realization does not require identical implementation.

The constitutional meaning remains unchanged.

Confidence is preserved through faithful realization.

Constitutional Responsibilities of Reference Implementations
Every Reference Implementation shall fulfill three constitutional responsibilities.

It shall faithfully derive from an approved Specification.

It shall faithfully demonstrate constitutional meaning.

It shall faithfully preserve confidence through faithful realization.

These responsibilities are inseparable.

A Reference Implementation that faithfully derives but fails to demonstrate constitutional 
meaning does not fulfill its constitutional purpose.

A Reference Implementation that demonstrates behavior while departing from constitutional 
meaning exceeds its constitutional authority.

A Reference Implementation that fails to preserve confidence through faithful realization 
abandons its constitutional responsibility.

Constitutional Boundaries
Reference Implementations are constitutionally bounded by the Specifications from which they 
derive.

They must never create constitutional authority.

They must never redefine constitutional meaning.

They must never become mandatory implementations.

They must never allow demonstration to replace constitutional meaning.



They must never sacrifice constitutional meaning for convenience, popularity, or efficiency.

They remain permanently accountable to the constitutional authority expressed through the 
Specification.

Constitutional Independence
Reference Implementations may evolve.

They may improve.

They may become more accessible.

They may become clearer.

They may demonstrate better methods of faithful realization.

These improvements do not alter constitutional meaning.

They do not expand constitutional authority.

Multiple faithful Reference Implementations may exist simultaneously.

Implementation freedom preserves openness while constitutional meaning preserves unity.

Constitutional Continuity
Methods of realization will change.

Reference Implementations will change.

Future generations will create new demonstrations.

Earlier demonstrations may be retired.

New demonstrations may emerge.

The constitutional responsibility remains unchanged.

Every future Reference Implementation remains accountable to the same constitutional authority 
and constitutional meaning established by this Constitution.

Methods may evolve.

Constitutional meaning remains.

Constitutional authority remains.

Humanity remains first.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone who develops, maintains, studies, or adopts a Reference Implementation shares 
responsibility for preserving confidence through faithful realization.

No Reference Implementation possesses authority beyond that which is constitutionally derived.

No implementation becomes constitutionally authoritative through widespread adoption.



Every Reference Implementation exists to demonstrate that constitutional meaning may be 
faithfully realized while preserving implementation freedom for future generations.

Constitutional Declaration
The Constitution establishes authority.

Specifications preserve constitutional meaning.

Reference Implementations preserve confidence through faithful realization.

Implementation is not Specification.

Demonstration is not authority.

Reference is not requirement.
Reference Implementations derive.
They do not legislate.
They demonstrate.
They do not govern.
They preserve confidence.
They do not become constitutional authority.
Methods of realization may change.
Reference Implementations may change.
Constitutional meaning remains.
Constitutional authority remains.
Humanity remains first.



Part VII — Stewardship

Chapter 27 — Constitutional Evolution
Every enduring constitution is entrusted to generations that did not create it.

No generation begins the constitutional journey anew.

Each receives an inheritance of authority, meaning, and responsibility.

Each contributes to that inheritance through faithful stewardship.

Each passes it forward.

For that reason, constitutional evolution is not the continual revision of the Constitution.

It is the faithful stewardship of a constitutional ecosystem so that every generation may 
strengthen its realization without abandoning its constitutional authority or meaning.

The Constitution remains enduring.

Stewardship allows the constitutional ecosystem to mature.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of Constitutional Evolution is to preserve faithful constitutional stewardship so that 
constitutional authority and constitutional meaning may endure across generations.

Constitutional evolution derives its authority from the Constitution.

It possesses no independent constitutional authority.

It does not establish new constitutional principles.

It does not replace constitutional meaning.

Its responsibility is to ensure that every generation faithfully receives, faithfully preserves, and 
faithfully transmits the constitutional inheritance entrusted to it.

The Constitution remains the enduring source of authority.

Constitutional evolution remains accountable to it.

Constitutional Stewardship
Constitutional stewardship is the faithful care of the constitutional inheritance entrusted to every 
generation.

Stewardship is neither passive preservation nor continual revision.

It is the faithful exercise of responsibility.

Each generation receives constitutional authority it did not create.

Each generation receives constitutional meaning it did not define.

Each generation accepts responsibility it did not assign to itself.



Faithful stewardship preserves these gifts while allowing the constitutional ecosystem to mature 
through deeper understanding, wiser application, and better realization.

Constitutional Evolution
Constitutional evolution is the natural consequence of faithful stewardship.

As generations learn, constitutional understanding deepens.

Methods improve.

Practices mature.

The constitutional ecosystem grows stronger.

None of these developments alter constitutional authority.

None redefine constitutional meaning.

None replace the Constitution.

Evolution serves stewardship.

It does not replace it.

Constitutional Responsibilities of Stewardship
Every steward shall fulfill three constitutional responsibilities.

They shall preserve constitutional authority.

They shall preserve constitutional meaning.

They shall faithfully transmit the constitutional inheritance.

These responsibilities are inseparable.

Authority without meaning cannot guide.

Meaning without transmission cannot endure.

Inheritance without stewardship cannot survive.

Constitutional Boundaries
Constitutional stewardship is bounded by the Constitution from which it derives.

Evolution must never become constitutional replacement.

Innovation must never outrank constitutional authority.

Temporary circumstances must never become permanent constitutional principles.

Stewardship must never become ownership.

No generation possesses constitutional authority to redefine enduring principles according to 
temporary preference.

Every steward remains accountable to the constitutional authority entrusted to their care.



Constitutional Independence
Every generation contributes its own understanding.

Every generation encounters new circumstances.

Every generation discovers better methods of faithful realization.

None of these responsibilities grant ownership of the Constitution.

Stewardship preserves the distinction between faithful development and constitutional 
replacement.

The Constitution belongs equally to every generation because it is owned by none.

Constitutional Continuity Across Generations
Generations will change.

Cultures will change.

Languages will change.

Methods of realization will change.

The Constitution endures.

Its authority remains.

Its meaning remains.

Each generation receives the constitutional inheritance from those who came before.

Each generation bears responsibility for passing it forward with equal or greater integrity.

Through faithful stewardship, constitutional continuity becomes possible.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone entrusted with the constitutional ecosystem shares responsibility for faithful 
stewardship.

No steward possesses authority beyond that which is constitutionally derived.

No steward may redefine constitutional principles through ordinary development.

Every act of stewardship remains accountable to constitutional authority.

Every act of stewardship remains accountable to constitutional meaning.

Every act of stewardship is performed on behalf of future generations.

Constitutional Declaration
The Constitution establishes enduring authority.

Every generation faithfully preserves its meaning.

Stewardship is not ownership.
Evolution is not replacement.



Innovation is not authority.
Every generation inherits.
Every generation strengthens.
Every generation transmits.
The Constitution remains enduring.
Its authority remains.
Its meaning remains.
Humanity remains first.
The purpose of constitutional evolution is not to change what endures.
Its purpose is to ensure that what endures is faithfully entrusted from one generation to the next.



Chapter 28 — Constitutional Continuity
An enduring constitution remains recognizable across generations because its authority, meaning, 
and identity endure.

Continuity is not the absence of change.

It is the faithful preservation of what must endure while allowing everything else to mature 
through deeper understanding, wiser stewardship, and better realization.

For that reason, constitutional continuity belongs neither to any institution, organization, nor 
technology.

It belongs to the enduring principles established by this Constitution.

The Constitution remains recognizable because its authority, its meaning, and its identity endure.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of Constitutional Continuity is to ensure that this Constitution remains recognizable 
across generations by preserving its enduring authority, meaning, and identity.

Constitutional continuity derives its authority from the Constitution.

It possesses no independent constitutional authority.

It does not establish new constitutional principles.

It does not replace constitutional meaning.

Its responsibility is to preserve the enduring constitutional identity established by this 
Constitution so that faithful continuity remains possible regardless of changing circumstances.

The Constitution remains the enduring source of constitutional authority.

Constitutional continuity remains accountable to it.

Constitutional Identity
Constitutional identity is the enduring character of the constitutional ecosystem established by 
this Constitution.

Identity is preserved through constitutional authority.

Identity is preserved through constitutional meaning.

Identity is preserved through faithful stewardship.

Methods may change.

Understanding may deepen.

Realization may improve.

The constitutional identity remains.

Because it remains, the Constitution remains recognizable.



Constitutional Continuity
Constitutional continuity is the natural result of faithful stewardship.

Authority is preserved.

Meaning is preserved.

Identity is preserved.

When these endure together, continuity exists.

The constitutional ecosystem may continue to mature.

Methods may improve.

Understanding may deepen.

New forms of realization may emerge.

None of these developments alter constitutional authority.

None redefine constitutional meaning.

None erase constitutional identity.

Continuity preserves what is enduring while allowing faithful development.

Constitutional Responsibilities of Continuity
Constitutional continuity shall fulfill three constitutional responsibilities.

It shall preserve constitutional authority.

It shall preserve constitutional meaning.

It shall preserve constitutional identity.

These responsibilities are inseparable.

Authority without meaning cannot endure.

Meaning without identity cannot remain recognizable.

Identity without continuity cannot survive.

Constitutional Boundaries
Constitutional continuity is bounded by the Constitution from which it derives.

Continuity must never become resistance to improvement.

Change must never erase constitutional identity.

Recognition must never depend upon temporary methods.

Temporary methods must never replace enduring principles.

Every act of continuity remains accountable to constitutional authority, constitutional meaning, 
and constitutional identity.



Constitutional Independence
Changing circumstances do not redefine the Constitution.

New methods do not create new constitutional authority.

Improved realization does not alter constitutional meaning.

Faithful development strengthens the constitutional ecosystem without changing its 
constitutional identity.

The Constitution remains the same Constitution even as the constitutional ecosystem continues 
to mature.

Constitutional Endurance
Generations will change.

Cultures will change.

Languages will change.

Institutions will change.

Methods of realization will change.

The Constitution endures.

Its authority remains.

Its meaning remains.

Its identity remains.

Because these endure, the Constitution remains recognizable to every generation that receives it.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone entrusted with the constitutional ecosystem shares responsibility for preserving 
constitutional continuity.

No steward possesses authority to redefine constitutional identity.

Every contribution remains accountable to constitutional authority.

Every contribution remains accountable to constitutional meaning.

Every contribution strengthens constitutional continuity only insofar as it preserves the enduring 
identity of this Constitution.

Constitutional Declaration
The Constitution establishes enduring authority.

Its meaning remains.
Its identity endures.
Continuity is not permanence.



Change is not abandonment.
Identity is not implementation.
The Constitution remains recognizable.
Its authority remains.
Its meaning remains.
Its identity remains.
Humanity remains first.
The purpose of constitutional continuity is not to resist change.
Its purpose is to ensure that what is enduring remains recognizable through every generation.



Chapter 29 — Constitutional Stewardship
An enduring Constitution cannot preserve itself.

It endures because responsibility for its care is freely accepted by those entrusted with it.

The Constitution is not possessed.

It is not controlled.

It is entrusted.

Stewardship arises wherever responsibility is accepted for preserving the constitutional authority, 
constitutional meaning, and constitutional integrity established by this Constitution.

The Constitution remains enduring.

Stewardship ensures that its care remains faithful.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of Constitutional Stewardship is to define the constitutional responsibilities that 
arise from accepting responsibility for the Constitution entrusted to one's care.

Constitutional stewardship derives its authority from the Constitution.

It possesses no independent constitutional authority.

It does not establish constitutional principles.

It does not redefine constitutional meaning.

Its responsibility is to preserve faithfully the constitutional authority, constitutional meaning, and 
constitutional integrity entrusted to its care.

The Constitution remains the enduring source of constitutional authority.

Constitutional stewardship remains accountable to it.

Constitutional Entrustment
The Constitution is entrusted.

It is never owned.

Constitutional entrustment is the relationship through which stewardship becomes possible.

Responsibility is accepted.

Privilege is not.

Service is accepted.

Control is not.

No person, institution, organization, or generation receives authority beyond that which the 
Constitution entrusts to its care.



Entrustment exists so that the Constitution may continue to serve humanity faithfully across 
generations.

Constitutional Stewardship
Constitutional stewardship is the faithful care of the Constitution entrusted to those who accept 
responsibility for it.

Stewardship preserves constitutional authority.

Stewardship preserves constitutional meaning.

Stewardship preserves constitutional integrity.

Faithful stewardship does not seek recognition.

It seeks fidelity.

It does not pursue power.

It accepts responsibility.

It does not possess the Constitution.

It cares for it.

Constitutional Responsibilities of Stewardship
Constitutional stewardship shall fulfill three constitutional responsibilities.

It shall preserve the Constitution.

It shall honor the constitutional trust.

It shall faithfully prepare the constitutional inheritance for those yet to come.

These responsibilities are inseparable.

The Constitution cannot be faithfully preserved without honoring the trust through which it has 
been entrusted.

The constitutional inheritance cannot endure unless it is prepared with equal or greater integrity 
for those who will receive it in the future.

Constitutional Boundaries
Constitutional stewardship is bounded by the Constitution from which it derives.

Entrustment must never become ownership.

Authority must never become privilege.

Service must never become control.

No act of stewardship may redefine constitutional principles according to personal preference, 
institutional influence, or temporary circumstance.

Every act of stewardship remains accountable to the Constitution entrusted to its care.



Constitutional Independence
The Constitution remains independent of every person, institution, organization, and generation 
entrusted with its care.

Methods of stewardship may differ.

Circumstances may differ.

Communities may differ.

The constitutional responsibility remains the same.

No steward possesses ownership of the Constitution.

No institution possesses ownership of the Constitution.

The Constitution remains greater than those temporarily entrusted with its care.

Constitutional Endurance
Stewards will change.

Communities will change.

Institutions will change.

Generations will change.

The Constitution endures.

Its authority remains.

Its meaning remains.

Its integrity remains.

Because these endure, faithful stewardship remains possible wherever the Constitution is 
accepted in trust.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone who accepts responsibility for the Constitution accepts the obligations of constitutional 
stewardship.

Every act of stewardship shall preserve constitutional authority.

Every act of stewardship shall preserve constitutional meaning.

Every act of stewardship shall preserve constitutional integrity.

Every act of stewardship shall strengthen the constitutional inheritance entrusted to future 
generations.

Stewardship exists not for the benefit of those who exercise it, but for the enduring principles the 
Constitution preserves.



Constitutional Declaration
The Constitution is entrusted.

It is not owned.

Entrustment is not ownership.

Authority is not privilege.

Service is not control.

Stewardship preserves.

It does not possess.
Stewardship serves.
It does not govern.
Stewardship prepares.
It does not control.
The Constitution remains enduring.
Its authority remains.
Its meaning remains.
Its integrity remains.
Humanity remains first.
The purpose of constitutional stewardship is not to possess the Constitution.
Its purpose is to care faithfully for what has been entrusted so that its enduring principles may 
continue to strengthen humanity for generations to come.



Chapter 30 — Constitutional Governance
An enduring Constitution establishes authority.

Stewardship accepts responsibility for preserving that authority.

Where responsibility is shared, governance exists to ensure that every exercise of constitutional 
responsibility remains faithful to the Constitution.

Governance does not create constitutional authority.

It does not replace constitutional stewardship.

It faithfully aligns and coordinates constitutional responsibilities in service to the Constitution.

The Constitution remains the source of authority.

Governance remains accountable to it.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of Constitutional Governance is to ensure that every exercise of constitutional 
responsibility remains faithful to constitutional authority, constitutional meaning, and 
constitutional integrity.

Constitutional governance derives its authority from the Constitution.

It possesses no independent constitutional authority.

It does not establish constitutional principles.

It does not redefine constitutional meaning.

Its responsibility is to preserve constitutional faithfulness through the alignment and coordination 
of constitutional responsibilities.

The Constitution remains the enduring source of constitutional authority.

Constitutional governance remains accountable to it.

Constitutional Faithfulness
Constitutional governance exists to preserve faithfulness to the Constitution.

Faithfulness is the constitutional objective.

Alignment preserves faithfulness.

Coordination enables faithfulness.

Governance neither governs the Constitution nor exercises authority over it.

The Constitution already possesses authority.

Governance exists to ensure that every constitutional responsibility remains faithfully aligned 
with that authority.



Constitutional Accountability
Constitutional accountability ensures that every act of governance remains answerable to the 
Constitution.

Governance does not answer to popularity.

It does not answer to convenience.

It does not answer to temporary circumstances.

It answers to constitutional authority.

It answers to constitutional meaning.

It answers to constitutional integrity.

Accountability preserves faithfulness by continually returning governance to the Constitution 
from which its authority derives.

Constitutional Responsibilities of Governance
Constitutional governance shall fulfill three constitutional responsibilities.

It shall preserve constitutional faithfulness.

It shall preserve constitutional accountability.

It shall protect constitutional integrity.

These responsibilities are inseparable.

Faithfulness without accountability cannot endure.

Accountability without integrity becomes procedure without purpose.

Integrity without faithfulness cannot preserve the constitutional order.

Constitutional Boundaries
Constitutional governance is bounded by the Constitution from which it derives.

Faithfulness must never become conformity.

Governance must never become constitutional authority.

Organization must never replace stewardship.

No act of governance may redefine constitutional principles according to institutional preference, 
political influence, or temporary circumstance.

Every act of governance remains accountable to constitutional authority, constitutional meaning, 
and constitutional integrity.

Constitutional Independence
Methods of governance may evolve.

Structures of coordination may differ.



Communities may organize constitutional responsibilities in different ways.

None of these variations alter constitutional authority.

None alter constitutional meaning.

None diminish constitutional stewardship.

Governance remains the faithful servant of the Constitution rather than its master.

Constitutional Endurance
Communities will grow.

Responsibilities will expand.

Methods of governance will evolve.

The Constitution endures.

Its authority remains.

Its meaning remains.

Its integrity remains.

Because these endure, constitutional governance remains possible regardless of changing 
structures or methods.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone who participates in constitutional governance accepts responsibility for preserving 
constitutional faithfulness.

Every act of governance shall strengthen constitutional accountability.

Every act of governance shall strengthen constitutional integrity.

Every act of governance shall remain faithfully accountable to the Constitution from which its 
authority is derived.

Governance exists not to exercise power, but to preserve faithfulness through the alignment and 
coordination of constitutional responsibility.

Constitutional Declaration
The Constitution establishes authority.

Stewardship accepts responsibility.
Governance preserves faithfulness.
Governance is not authority.
Faithfulness is not conformity.
Organization serves stewardship.
The Constitution remains enduring.
Its authority remains.



Its meaning remains.
Its integrity remains.
Humanity remains first.
The purpose of constitutional governance is not to govern the Constitution.
Its purpose is to ensure that every constitutional responsibility remains faithful to the enduring 
principles established by the Constitution.



Chapter 31 — Constitutional Amendments
An enduring Constitution is not strengthened by frequent amendment.

Nor is it weakened by the absence of amendment.

Its strength is measured by the enduring principles it faithfully preserves.

Amendment exists only because every enduring constitutional tradition must acknowledge the 
possibility that extraordinary circumstances may one day require constitutional change in order 
to preserve the principles the Constitution was established to protect.

For that reason, amendment is not the engine of constitutional evolution.

It is the constitutional safeguard of last resort.

The Constitution remains enduring.

Amendment remains exceptional.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of Constitutional Amendments is to preserve the enduring principles established by 
this Constitution whenever amendment becomes genuinely necessary for their faithful 
protection.

Constitutional amendment derives its authority from the Constitution.

It possesses no independent constitutional authority.

It does not establish a new Constitution.

It does not replace constitutional authority.

It does not redefine constitutional meaning according to temporary preference.

Its responsibility is to preserve faithfully the enduring principles established by this Constitution 
whenever those principles cannot be adequately protected through faithful stewardship, 
governance, or constitutional development alone.

The Constitution remains the enduring source of constitutional authority.

Constitutional amendment remains accountable to it.

Constitutional Necessity
Constitutional amendment exists only when genuine constitutional necessity has been 
established.

Necessity is not preference.

Necessity is not convenience.

Necessity is not popularity.

Necessity exists only when the enduring principles established by this Constitution cannot 
continue to be faithfully protected without constitutional amendment.



Where faithful preservation remains possible without amendment, amendment shall not be 
pursued.

Constitutional Preservation
The purpose of amendment is preservation.

It is not revision for its own sake.

It is not modernization for its own sake.

It is not innovation for its own sake.

Every constitutional amendment shall preserve constitutional authority.

Every constitutional amendment shall preserve constitutional meaning.

Every constitutional amendment shall preserve the enduring principles established by this 
Constitution.

When amendment faithfully preserves these principles, the Constitution remains the same 
Constitution even though its text may evolve.

Constitutional Responsibilities of Amendment
Every constitutional amendment shall fulfill three constitutional responsibilities.

It shall preserve constitutional authority.

It shall preserve constitutional meaning.

It shall preserve the enduring principles established by this Constitution.

These responsibilities are inseparable.

Authority without meaning cannot endure.

Meaning without enduring principles cannot remain faithful.

An amendment that fails to preserve these responsibilities ceases to be constitutional.

Constitutional Boundaries
Constitutional amendment is bounded by the Constitution from which it derives.

Amendment must never become ordinary governance.

Temporary circumstances must never become enduring constitutional principles.

Necessity must never become preference.

No amendment may pursue convenience, popularity, institutional advantage, or temporary 
fashion at the expense of enduring constitutional principles.

Every amendment remains accountable to constitutional authority, constitutional meaning, and 
constitutional integrity.



Constitutional Independence
The need for amendment shall remain rare.

Methods of stewardship may evolve.

Governance may mature.

Specifications may improve.

Reference Implementations may develop.

Constitutional understanding may deepen.

Whenever these faithful developments remain sufficient to preserve the Constitution's enduring 
principles, constitutional amendment remains unnecessary.

Amendment exists only when faithful preservation cannot otherwise be achieved.

Constitutional Endurance
Generations will change.

Cultures will change.

Languages will change.

Methods of realization will change.

The Constitution endures.

Its authority remains.

Its meaning remains.

Its enduring principles remain.

Because these endure, amendment remains the exception rather than the expectation.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone entrusted with constitutional stewardship shares responsibility for protecting the 
Constitution from unnecessary amendment.

The burden of demonstrating genuine constitutional necessity belongs to those proposing 
amendment.

Every amendment shall strengthen the faithful preservation of the enduring principles established 
by this Constitution.

No amendment shall be adopted merely because change appears desirable.

Faithfulness, not preference, governs constitutional amendment.

Constitutional Declaration
The Constitution preserves enduring principles.
Amendment protects those principles.



Amendment is not revision.
Change is not progress.
Necessity precedes amendment.
The Constitution remains enduring.
Its authority remains.
Its meaning remains.
Its principles remain.
Humanity remains first.
The purpose of constitutional amendment is not to change the Constitution.
Its purpose is to ensure that the enduring principles the Constitution exists to protect remain 
faithfully preserved whenever genuine constitutional necessity requires amendment.



Chapter 32 — Constitutional Memory
An enduring Constitution cannot preserve itself through text alone.

Its authority may be recorded.

Its meaning may be written.

Its principles may be declared.

Yet none of these endure unless they continue to be faithfully understood across generations.

Constitutional memory exists to ensure that what must never be lost remains faithfully carried 
forward.

It does not preserve the past for its own sake.

It preserves the constitutional understanding, wisdom, and judgment necessary to protect the 
enduring principles established by this Constitution.

The Constitution remains enduring.

Constitutional memory ensures that its understanding remains unbroken.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of Constitutional Memory is to preserve the constitutional understanding, wisdom, 
and judgment necessary to ensure that the enduring principles established by this Constitution 
remain faithfully carried forward across generations.

Constitutional memory derives its authority from the Constitution.

It possesses no independent constitutional authority.

It does not establish constitutional principles.

It does not redefine constitutional meaning.

Its responsibility is to preserve faithfully the understanding necessary for each generation to 
inherit the Constitution with integrity.

The Constitution remains the enduring source of constitutional authority.

Constitutional memory remains accountable to it.

Constitutional Understanding
Constitutional memory preserves understanding before information.

Information alone cannot preserve a Constitution.

Understanding gives meaning to information.

Wisdom gives direction to understanding.

Judgment faithfully applies wisdom to new circumstances while preserving enduring 
constitutional principles.



Constitutional memory exists so that each generation may inherit not only the words of the 
Constitution, but also the understanding necessary to preserve its authority, meaning, and 
integrity.

Constitutional Continuity of Understanding
Constitutional memory preserves continuity by preventing the loss of constitutional 
understanding.

Methods of learning may change.

Languages may change.

Cultures may change.

Technologies may change.

The constitutional understanding necessary to preserve the enduring principles established by 
this Constitution shall remain unbroken.

Memory serves this continuity through faithful transmission rather than mere preservation of 
information.

Constitutional Responsibilities of Memory
Constitutional memory shall fulfill three constitutional responsibilities.

It shall preserve constitutional understanding.

It shall preserve constitutional wisdom.

It shall preserve constitutional judgment.

These responsibilities are inseparable.

Understanding without wisdom cannot faithfully guide.

Wisdom without judgment cannot be faithfully applied.

Judgment without understanding cannot remain faithful to the Constitution.

Constitutional Boundaries
Constitutional memory is bounded by the Constitution from which it derives.

Memory must never become nostalgia.

Information must never replace understanding.

Forgetting must never interrupt the faithful transmission of the enduring principles established by 
this Constitution.

No act of constitutional memory shall elevate historical custom, temporary interpretation, or 
accumulated information above constitutional authority or constitutional meaning.



Constitutional Independence
Methods of preserving constitutional memory may evolve.

Educational traditions may develop.

New forms of teaching may emerge.

Future generations may discover better ways to cultivate constitutional understanding.

None of these developments alter constitutional authority.

None redefine constitutional meaning.

Constitutional memory remains faithful so long as the understanding necessary to preserve the 
Constitution remains unbroken.

Constitutional Endurance
Generations will change.

Communities will change.

Languages will change.

Methods of learning will change.

The Constitution endures.

Its authority remains.

Its meaning remains.

Its enduring principles remain.

Because these endure, constitutional memory ensures that every generation may faithfully inherit 
the constitutional understanding necessary to preserve them.

Constitutional Responsibility
Everyone entrusted with constitutional stewardship shares responsibility for preserving 
constitutional memory.

Every act of teaching shall strengthen constitutional understanding.

Every act of learning shall strengthen constitutional wisdom.

Every act of remembrance shall strengthen faithful constitutional judgment.

Constitutional memory exists not to preserve information, but to ensure that the enduring 
principles established by this Constitution remain faithfully understood across generations.

Constitutional Declaration
The Constitution preserves enduring principles.
Constitutional memory preserves understanding.
Memory is not nostalgia.



Information is not understanding.
Memory serves constitutional truth.
The Constitution remains enduring.
Its authority remains.
Its meaning remains.
Its principles remain.
Humanity remains first.
The purpose of constitutional memory is not to preserve the past.
Its purpose is to ensure that the constitutional understanding, wisdom, and judgment necessary to 
preserve the enduring principles established by this Constitution are never lost.



Part VIII — The Covenant

Chapter 33 — Constitutional Covenant
An enduring Constitution does not belong to the generation that writes it.

Nor does it belong to the generation that inherits it.

It belongs to the enduring principles it was established to preserve and to the humanity those 
principles exist to serve.

Every generation receives a constitutional inheritance it did not create.

Every generation is entrusted with responsibilities it did not establish.

Every generation contributes to a civilization it will never complete.

The Constitution remains enduring.

Each generation becomes a faithful steward of what it has received.

Constitutional Purpose
The purpose of this Constitutional Covenant is to affirm that everyone who receives the 
constitutional inheritance also accepts responsibility for faithfully preserving and faithfully 
passing it to those who follow.

This covenant derives its authority from the Constitution.

It possesses no independent constitutional authority.

It creates no new constitutional principles.

It does not expand constitutional authority.

It affirms the enduring responsibility that accompanies the faithful inheritance of this 
Constitution.

The Constitution remains the enduring source of that responsibility.

This covenant faithfully concludes it.

Constitutional Inheritance
Every steward first receives before preserving.

Every generation first inherits before entrusting.

Every civilization first benefits before contributing.

The constitutional inheritance belongs to no individual, institution, organization, or generation.

It is received in trust.

It is preserved in trust.

It is entrusted in trust.



No generation owns what it has inherited.

Every generation bears responsibility for its faithful care.

Constitutional Responsibility
To receive this Constitution is to accept responsibility for its enduring principles.

Responsibility does not arise from ownership.

It arises from inheritance.

The enduring principles established by this Constitution shall be preserved with integrity.

They shall be strengthened through faithful stewardship.

They shall be entrusted to those who follow without diminishing their authority, meaning, or 
purpose.

Constitutional Boundaries
This constitutional inheritance is bounded by the enduring principles established by this 
Constitution.

Inheritance must never become ownership.

The present must never consume the future.

What has been faithfully received must never be taken for granted.

No generation may sacrifice enduring constitutional principles for temporary advantage.

Every generation remains accountable to those who came before and to those who will come 
after.

Constitutional Continuity
Civilizations endure because understanding is faithfully transmitted.

Freedom endures because responsibility is faithfully accepted.

The Constitution endures because every generation faithfully preserves what it has received.

Methods will change.

Languages will change.

Technologies will change.

Human circumstances will change.

The enduring principles established by this Constitution shall remain faithfully carried forward.

Constitutional Responsibility to Those Who Follow
Everyone who receives this constitutional inheritance shall:

Preserve its enduring principles.



Strengthen the constitutional inheritance.

Faithfully entrust it to those who follow.

These responsibilities belong equally to everyone entrusted with this Constitution.

No one completes the work of civilization.

Each generation faithfully contributes to it.

Constitutional Covenant
This Constitution is received in trust.

It is preserved through faithful stewardship.

It is entrusted to every generation without ownership, without privilege, and without diminishing 
its enduring principles.

What has been faithfully received shall be faithfully preserved.

What has been faithfully preserved shall be faithfully passed on.

So long as humanity faithfully receives, faithfully preserves, and faithfully entrusts what has 
been placed in its care, this Constitution shall remain a faithful servant of humanity.


