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1. Introduction

Every society faces difficult shared problems. Some accumulate over years: poverty, the erosion of
local communities, climate vulnerability, post-conflict trauma, institutional decay, crises of trust.
Others arrive suddenly: war, migration ruptures, catastrophe, epidemic, violence, the collapse of
basic systems. Someone has to be able to notice such trajectories early, hold them over time, turn
knowledge into action and action back into knowledge. Someone has to do more than react to
breakdown; someone has to help society develop.

Our starting point is that today this basic public function is being performed more and more poorly.
This is not an internal activist conversation about the fate of a sector. It is a question of how society
as such copes with its difficult, accumulated, and newly emerging problems. Too often we see the
same pattern: a problem builds for years, institutions lag behind, public response arrives too late,
then comes a short heroic surge, exhaustion, and another wave of forgetting.

This document does not describe a new digital layer added on top of the old NGO. It describes an
attempt to assemble a different type of social organization. We call it an Al-native organization of a
new type. We do not mean an NGO with a chatbot, nor the automation of grant applications, nor a
polished interface laid over the familiar bureaucratic machine. We mean an organizational form
proportionate to the problem in thought and to the necessary action in practice; a form that can
work with both long chronic ruptures and acute crises, that maintains a living connection to the field
rather than only a documentary description of reality, and that does not disappear in the gap between
diagnosis and action.

Our initial hypothesis is simple and uncomfortable at once: in many cases, what the social sector
suffers from today is not so much a lack of goodwill as a mismatch between the complexity of reality
and the complexity of its organizational forms. The world has become faster, more conflictual, more
layered, and longer in its consequences. Yet a large share of organizations are still built as if they
operated in a slower, more predictable environment. We are not only lagging in action. We have
already lost adequacy at the level of thought itself.
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Artificial intelligence did not create this problem. But it makes the problem sharply visible and at
the same time opens a new window of possibility. It reveals how vulnerable the old documentary
layer has become, the layer on which reporting, trust, and coordination once rested. And for the first
time it allows us to assemble organizations that can see more, remember more, compare more, work
with a longer horizon, and revise their own understanding of what is happening more honestly.

We often hear the question: how can Al be introduced into NGOs? We frame the question
differently: what kind of organizational form can work with a new level of social complexity without
losing human presence, responsibility, and connection to the field? That is the question at the
foundation of this text.

We use the words humanitarian technologies and social innovations not as fashionable vocabulary.
By humanitarian technologies we mean ways of organizing observation, verification, decision-
making, work with communities, the accumulation of knowledge, and the translation of knowledge
into action. By social innovations we do not mean isolated services, but new viable forms of public
life, care, cooperation, participation, and development. We are interested not only in how to fight a
fire once it has already broken out, but also in how to create the conditions in which society has
more future, more prosperity, and more room for human development.

This document is written for a prepared reader: for NGO and foundation leaders, researchers,
technological and organizational partners, and practitioners who can already see the mismatch of
the old forms and are searching for a stronger way to work with shared problems, the future, and
development.

2. Why the Problem Has Become Especially Visible Right Now

The simplest way into this topic is not through a grand historical frame, but through a very concrete,
familiar, and already everyday problem.

Today grant applications are written with the help of generative models. Concept notes, interim
reports, final reports, strategic briefs, letters to donors, and board presentations are also increasingly
produced with generative models. But the story does not end there. These same documents are now
also being partially assessed, filtered, summarized, and compared with the help of other models.
The system is increasingly dealing not simply with human documents, but with documents written
by machines for people who themselves must rely on machines in order to keep up with the volume
of material.

For a small NGO, this can look like salvation. A team that once did not have a week to produce a
decent application can now do it in a day. An organization that struggled to produce reports can
now write them quickly, smoothly, and persuasively. In the short term, this really does bring gains.



But at the same time a new crack opens up. The persuasiveness of a text no longer tells us almost
anything about the density of real understanding behind it. A well-written application is no longer a
reliable signal of the quality of thought. A polished report is no longer a reliable signal of access to
reality. A smooth theory of change is no longer reliable proof that an organization can actually learn.

This creates a new form of institutional self-deception. Organizations know they are using machines.
Donors and evaluators know organizations are using machines. Yet all participants in the system
continue by inertia to behave as if the document were still a sufficiently reliable carrier of
knowledge, quality, and good faith.

This is especially visible in the social sector. Here the document historically functioned not simply
as a form of communication, but as a substitute for direct access to reality. The donor almost never
lives inside the community. The board is absent from most decisions. The outside expert does not
see the everyday fabric of the work. That is why the application, the theory of change, the logframe,
and the report long served as proxies for reality.

Generative Al did not destroy this system from scratch. It sharply exposed how vulnerable it already
was. If a document can no longer be treated as a sufficient bearer of truth, then the entire system of
trust itself is called into question.

In 2026 the social sector is already living in a world in which the documentary layer has been
radically weakened. And it is now becoming visible that the problem ran deeper than new tools
alone. The sector relied on documents not only as a substitute for direct access to reality, but also
as a weak substitute for a long view ahead. As long as the documentary layer still worked, it was
possible not to notice how poorly most organizations could see slowly accumulating consequences
and future branching points before they turned into overt crisis.

3. Why the Problem Runs Deeper Than Generative Al

Let us say this clearly: the problem is not GPT, not chatbots, and not the fact that documents have
become easier to write. Generative Al is only a catalyst that has made a much deeper and much
older institutional inadequacy visible.

If we strip away the professional language, the question is very simple. Who in society takes on the
work of accumulated social problems and new acute ruptures when the old institutions do so with
decreasing adequacy? Who is the subject that can do more than speak about a problem, that can
hold it, design a way of intervening, and carry that intervention through to real action? It is precisely
this hollowing public role that concerns us.



How the Old System of Relations Was Structured

Civil society organizations in their familiar modern form emerged within a specific historical
architecture. The state, the market, and the civic sector were more distinct from one another,
international institutions provided a relatively stable normative frame, and social problems could
more often be broken down into more or less legible programmatic tasks. Within this system, the
NGO functioned as a mediator among the problem, the community, the donor, the state, and the
international agenda.

Not only the organization itself worked; the entire system of relations around it worked. Donors
trusted organizations through documents, procedures, and reputation. The state recognized this form
as a legitimate participant in addressing social problems. The community was more often positioned
as recipient or program participant, but within a relatively legible structure of roles. And the
organization itself could describe its work through a stable set of instruments: project, application,
budget, logframe, report, evaluation.

The documentary layer played a central role in this system. It connected action, interpretation,
coordination, and trust. And as long as the environment remained relatively slow and readable, this
system, for all its limitations, really could function.

Why This System of Relations Is Breaking Down

Today the very assumptions on which it rested have weakened. Several interrelated pressures have
converged at a single point.

The first pressure is the gap between the speed of the environment and the speed of thought. The
context in which an organization operates can now change faster than the organization can update
its own model of what is happening. Political conditions change, informational environments
change, local configurations of trust change, the very forms of vulnerability change. At the same
time, most organizations remain weak at working with the future before it becomes present pressure:
they are tied to the short horizon of projects and reports, which makes slowly accumulating threats
nearly invisible, intergenerational poverty, climate vulnerability, demographic shifts, the erosion of
local institutions. The system reacts to a problem that has already arrived more often than it prepares
an answer in advance.

The second pressure is the gap between the length of the task and the length of the money. Post-war
recovery, climate adaptation, work with local institutions, helping communities move out of
dependency, all this requires a horizon measured in years and sometimes in generations. Yet funding
too often lives in one- or two-year cycles. As a result, even where strategic thinking exists, it is cut
off from the real architecture of resources. Civil society historically existed precisely for long chronic
problems, as a form for holding tasks that neither market nor state can solve alone. But alongside
chronic problems another class of tasks is growing: acute crises that require a response not in
quarters, but in days. Between society's readiness to help quickly and an institution's ability to turn



that readiness into adequate action there remains an enormous gap. The old NGO form was usually
better suited either to slow programmatic work or to limited emergency response, but not to holding
both regimes in one body.

The third pressure is a systemic deficit in how knowledge is handled. The same social rupture must
now be seen simultaneously as economic, cultural, political, psychological, digital, and spatial. An
organization that continues to look only through one familiar frame runs into its own blind spots
faster than before. Meanwhile small teams live under operational pressure and chronically lack the
time and infrastructure to systematically compare field experience with the global corpus of
research, cases, and causal models.

If we gather these pressures together, we can see that they converge into two more fundamental
deficits.

The first is the mismatch between thought and the problem. Organizations lack cognitive power:
they lack the capacity to hold complexity, the speed to update their own models, the density of work
with knowledge, the long view ahead, and the discipline to revise their own formulations when
reality disproves them.

The second is the mismatch between action and the action required. Even when the problem is more
or less understood, action too often proves insufficient in scale, too slow in time, too poor in
instruments, and too constrained in resources.

One clarification matters here, because without it the next argument becomes inaccurate. This does
not mean the entire sector is equally incapable. There are organizations, among major foundations,
think-and-do tanks, and some intermediary structures, that already work with a long horizon,
accumulate real memory, and honestly revise their own hypotheses. But they usually do this in spite
of the sector's typical architecture, not because of it: despite the pressure of short grant cycles,
despite reporting formats, despite structural incentives toward simplification. That is precisely why
this capacity does not become the norm. The question is not whether exceptional cases exist. The
question is why they do not scale, and what kind of organizational form could make this capacity
more normal rather than exceptional.

The task, then, is not to equip the NGO with Al. The task is to grope toward a new object: an
organization that can work with chronic and acute problems in a world of a weakened documentary
layer, high complexity, high speed, and long consequences that must be seen in advance.

4. Why a New Response Has Become Possible Right Now

It matters to see not only the side of the problem, but also the side of possibility. We are living not
only in a world of accumulated crises. We are living at a moment when the means for building
social organization differently have appeared for the first time.



The key shift concerns the nature of knowledge inside the organization. In the old world, knowledge,
relations, roles, and commitments existed in forms that could be narrated but not systematically
processed. Goals, constraints, decisions, results, reasons for revision, all of this lived in PDFs, email
threads, spreadsheets, and the memory of particular people. When those people left, the knowledge
left with them. When an organization needed to compare several cases or check whether a new
decision contradicted old commitments, that required enormous effort, or simply did not happen.

Today, for the first time, part of this knowledge can exist in structured, machine-readable form. This
does not mean putting everything into a database or digitizing bureaucracy. It means something
subtler: when a decision is recorded not as a narrative inside a report but as a structured entry with
a date, a rationale, linked data, and references to subsequent events, it can be compared with other
decisions, checked for internal contradiction, and handed on to the next composition of the team
without loss of meaning. Organizational memory ceases to be a function of whoever happens to be
in the organization at the moment. It becomes an asset in its own right.

This also changes the nature of accountability. Until now, trust in the social sector has been built
mostly on narrative: the organization tells a story about what it did and why, and the donor or partner
decides whether to believe it. The new possibility is different. Part of the path, what hypotheses were
set, what data were gathered, what decisions were made and on what grounds, where predictions
diverged from facts, can be fixed transparently and verifiably before the final result is known. This
is not a replacement for human trust. It is another type of trust: trust in the process, not only in the
closing narrative.

There is also another shift: the scale of thought available to a small team. Even ten years ago, the
analytical density of a major research institute was practically unavailable to a small field
organization as an everyday resource, not as something to read in spare time, but as a living
participant in the working process. Today language models make it possible for a small team, for
the first time, to work with the global body of knowledge: to compare research, build several
competing interpretations of the same situation, surface precedents, notice divergences between its
own conclusions and what the field already knows. This is not about replacing the analyst. It is about
the organization's own thinking apparatus becoming wider than the team itself.

To this we can add a new dimension of resource. Compute, memory storage, coordination tools,
and communication systems have become part of real organizational infrastructure, within
reasonable limits accessible to small structures rather than to corporations alone. That means the
new organization will rely not only on money in the traditional sense, but also on access to digital
infrastructure as a distinct type of resource.

None of this means the digital automatically liberates. The same tools can intensify surveillance,
centralization, manipulation, and new forms of technocratic asymmetry. That is why the question is



not technology adoption, but a new organizational form capable of using these means without losing
human responsibility and political sensitivity.

This is also where the argument about time appears. The window we are describing will not remain
open forever. At present, compute infrastructure, language models, and tools of organizational
memory are still relatively accessible and relatively decentralized. In a few years this may change:
platform consolidation narrows choice, regulatory frameworks grow more restrictive, and the ability
to build an independent agent environment without relying on a single large provider becomes less
obvious. For an organization that wants to preserve political independence and resilience under
outside pressure, it is crucial to enter this infrastructure now, while it is still being built, rather than
later, after monopolies have hardened.

It is at the intersection of these two movements, the accumulated disproportionality of the old form
and the newly opened possibilities of the digital age, that the chance for another type of organization
appears. Digital space does not give a ready-made solution. It gives a new meta-level from which
an organization can become more proportionate to its task: see more, remember more, verify more,
and hold its commitments to those who need it more honestly.

5. What New Object We Are Trying to Assemble

Now that we have described both the problem situation and why a new response has become
possible at all, we can ask the next question: what kind of institution can answer both deficits at
once?

What This Is Not

To avoid false expectations, several boundaries need to be marked right away.

This is not an ordinary NGO plus a few smart assistants. If the inner logic of management, trust, and
responsibility remains the same and only the speed and quality of documents change, then what we
get is not a new type of institution, but an accelerated version of the old one. Such a version may
be useful, but it does not solve the fundamental mismatch between the complexity of the world and
the complexity of the organizational form.

This is not a project of total automation. Automation that comes too early and extends too far in the
social sector leads not to liberation, but to the erosion of responsibility and a new form of
manipulation.

This is not a research laboratory detached from reality. Yes, analysis, data, scenarios, and outside
knowledge all play a major role here. But all of that loses its meaning if it does not return to the
field, to relationships, to communities, to real decisions and real consequences.



And finally, this is not a new form of benevolent paternalism. If an organization begins to see itself
as the intelligent center that knows better than the community what its problem is and how it should
be changed, then even the most refined technology turns into a more efficient instrument of the old
domination.

Vision
We need not simply a more digital institution and not simply a smarter NGO. We need an
organizational type proportionate to the problem in thought and to the necessary action in practice.

In other words, we are trying to design the public actor that is now beginning to go missing: the one
that can take on complex social problems rather than merely describe them or accompany them at
the level of isolated projects.

An Al-native organization of a new type is not a research institute, not an emergency service, not a
digital platform, and not a consulting team. It is another object: an organization that can hold chronic
and acute problems, translate knowledge into action, and action back into knowledge. We are trying
to describe not a narrow specialization and not a functional add-on, but a form of social subject that
can see, think, act, check itself, and learn in the course of action. This is precisely the type of object
we consider missing today.

What an Al-native Organization of a New Type s

An Al-native organization of a new type is a small but cognitively augmented social organization in
which people and agent systems work from the outset as parts of one shared system of thought,
observation, and decision-making.

The word small matters here. We are not talking about another heavy institution with a vast
administrative apparatus. We are talking about a compact team that preserves a living link to reality
while gaining access to the kind of analytical and research density that used to be available only to
large structures.

The phrase cognitively augmented matters too. We are not speaking simply about task automation.
We mean growth in an organization's capacity to notice more signals, hold more memory, compare
more hypotheses, see divergences between expectation and fact more quickly, bring the world's
body of knowledge into its work, and make decisions not only from experience and intuition, but
on the basis of a richer process of analysis. This is an attempt to increase precisely the cognitive
power that the old form chronically lacks.

The appearance of such an object became thinkable only because part of knowledge, facts,
commitments, and consequences can now exist not only in narrative form, but in a digital, machine-
readable layer. Without that, the new form would remain a beautiful dream of a better organization
rather than a real project of institutional design.



Put more briefly: we are looking for an organization that can hold chronic and acute problems,
translate knowledge into action, and action back into knowledge. This formula is not rhetorical here.
It is the central nerve of the whole concept.

6. The Five Supports of the New Organizational Form

To make this type of organization intelligible, let us describe the five supports without which it loses
its meaning. Together they answer the two deficits described above: how to increase the
organization's cognitive power, and how to make its action timelier, denser, and more adequate.

The central support is the linkage of human and agent as one cognitive system. The other four answer
the question of what makes that linkage real rather than declarative: where it gets living contact with
reality, how it retains memory and knowledge, how it becomes externally verifiable, and how it
avoids collapsing on the short horizon.

Support 1. Human and Agent as One Cognitive System

The most common misunderstanding here is that Al is supposedly needed mainly in order to write
texts faster. That is too weak a task. If the new organization uses agents mainly as a document factory,
it will very quickly reproduce the same distortions it was meant to overcome.

What interests us is not that the machine can write. What interests us is that, for the first time, it can
read together with the organization: the world's body of research, flows of facts, signals from the
field, internal memory, contradictions among different sources. That capacity makes a new scale of
thought possible for a small team.

The agent environment is needed as an amplifier of thought and as an amplifier of action: for
monitoring sources, identifying patterns, supporting memory, preparing several competing
interpretations, comparing data and scenarios, checking internal contradictions, detecting early
divergences between hypothesis and field, and ensuring that most routine work no longer devours
rare human attention.

But this linkage works only on one condition: human and machine do not replace one another; they
operate as different elements of one cognitive system. The machine provides scale of memory, speed
of processing, and the capacity to hold many signals at once. The human holds embodied presence,
ethical judgment, political decision, the recognition of the other as subject, and the willingness to
bear responsibility under uncertainty. That is why technologization is needed here not to make the
organization humanless, but to free human capacity for what only a human can do.

From this follows a key principle: the boundary between human and agent is drawn not by the
model's current technical capabilities, but by the requirements of the social system itself. Some



actions require more than a correct answer; they require human presence and human responsibility.
There the agent may assist, but it may not substitute.

Support 2. Living Contact with Reality

If the first support defines the general cognitive architecture, the second answers the question of
where the human part of that system gets reality itself rather than only models and texts.

The new organization cannot be built only on documents, secondary data, and remote analysis. If
its thinking is to be proportionate to the problem, then at its foundation there must be a person who
is present in the field, knows the local context, sees not only what is said but what remains unsaid,
and can notice an anomaly before it becomes a number.

We call such a person an embedded practitioner. This is not simply a field officer in the ordinary
sense. An embedded practitioner is someone who lives inside the context long enough to know its
undocumented history: who is trusted here, who is not, and why; what lines of conflict never enter
the official record; where words diverge from action; what signals can only be seen from within.
This is a specific form of knowledge that cannot be obtained from reports and cannot be replaced
by remote analysis. Such a person is both deeply embedded in the local situation and connected to
the organization's broader knowledge system, neither dissolved in the context nor detached from it.

The organization does not romanticize presence in itself. Being in the field does not yet mean truly
seeing what is happening. What matters is not only physical presence, but ensuring that signals from
reality do not vanish without a trace and instead return into the common system of decision-making.
The embedded practitioner is the first sensor of the whole cognitive system, not because they are
objective, but because they can see what is inaccessible from outside.

Support 3. Organizational Memory and Work with Knowledge

If the second support gives the system a living sensor, the third answers the question of how the
system does not lose what it has seen and how it grows thought on top of experience.

The old NGO too often lost its own experience. Key observations lived in the heads of specific
people, vanished with staff turnover, or were converted into late rationalization inside the final
report.

The new organization is built so that experience does not dissolve. Observations, questions, cases,
mistakes, anomalies, successful and unsuccessful moves all become part of collective memory. But
this must not turn into a bureaucratic archive. The point is something else: the organization stops
beginning almost from zero each time a staff member changes, a project line shifts, or the external
context changes. Memory stops being a by-product and becomes part of cognitive power itself.



At the same time, the organization for the first time makes the external body of knowledge a regular
part of everyday work. Academic research, applied cases, international practice, critiques of its own
approaches, and comparison among different causal models all cease to be rare occasions and
become a normal rhythm. Local experience no longer closes in on itself, but is constantly compared
with a wider field. In this way the organization begins to think in a richer environment than would
be possible for an overburdened small team without such an architecture.

It is precisely this kind of organization that works with three times at once, and for us this is not a
decorative metaphor about strategic thinking, but one of the key conditions of cognitive power. It
remembers the past as a living working resource rather than an archive. It holds the present through
dense contact with the field and through deviations from expectation. And it works seriously with
the future: building scenarios, assessing the long consequences of today's decisions, and trying to
see ahead before the future becomes crisis.

Support 4. Trust Through Verifiability and Revision

If the document can no longer be the main carrier of trust, then the organization must build trust
differently.

The new model of trust does not rely on the immutability of the plan. On the contrary, it starts from
the idea that a strong organization will almost inevitably revise its own understanding of the problem
as it works. Here, the theory of change is not an artifact of the application, but a living causal model
that can and must be revised.

But revision must not be arbitrary. It requires discipline. The organization must show what it saw,
what in those observations contradicts the previous hypothesis, why the old model turned out to be
incomplete, and how a new one grows from that. The external ally must see not only the result, but
the path.

From this a new type of trust is born: trust not in a fixed hypothesis, but in the quality of the learning
protocol. The donor, partner, or board member trusts not that the organization guessed the right
strategy on the first attempt, but that it will not conceal an error, disguise revision with beautiful
rhetoric, or present a smooth document as a substitute for reality.

Here a new digital possibility appears for the first time as well. Part of commitments, decisions,
traces of verification, and grounds for revision can exist not only as a narrative in a report, but as a
stricter, verifiable trace. This does not cancel human judgment, but it makes the path of judgment
more visible, which matters especially because higher cognitive power in an organization means
little if it cannot be recognized externally as honest.

In other words, trust moves from the level of we believe your plan to the level of we can see how
you learn, argue, verify yourselves, and change course when change is genuinely required.



Support 5. Long Horizon and Resource Architecture

An organization that wants to be proportionate to the problem cannot live only within a logic of
short-term survival. Even if at the start it depends on grants, it must be built so as to hold not only
current operational load, but a long horizon.

That means two things at once. First, the organization must be able to work seriously with the future:
to build scenarios, notice slow shifts, and distinguish decisions whose consequences will unfold
only years later. Many key social problems become politically visible too late, when climate
vulnerability has already become disaster, when the degradation of an institution has already
become a rupture of trust. If an organization cannot work with such trajectories in advance, it always
arrives after the window for gentler and cheaper intervention has already closed.

Second, the organization must have a resource architecture that does not cut off this work at the
very moment when it becomes clear that the problem is longer than a single funding cycle. This is
not only about money. In the future, resources also include compute, access to digital infrastructure,
data, network and reputational capital, and new forms of long-duration commitment. From the very
start, the organization must not be designed as if it could be switched off at any moment by one
bank decision, one political shift, or one donor. Otherwise no degree of productivity will save it at
the moment when a long and complex process demands real endurance.

Here the long horizon means the ability to make decisions as though the organization really does
have a future longer than the next reporting cycle. Resource architecture is not a separate technical
matter. It is a condition of the organization's power to act.

7. Three Scenarios That Show the Difference

After speaking about the supports, it helps to see the organization in action. Below are three
simplified scenarios. They are not meant to demonstrate a finished product, but to show three
different capacities of the new form: to work with a long chronic problem, to assemble an adequate
response quickly in an acute crisis, and to turn accumulated experience into knowledge that can be
passed on. All three show what the work of a public actor might look like, one that does not
disappear precisely when the problem becomes too long, too complex, or too urgent for the old
institutions.

Scenario 1. A Chronic Problem: How Not to Reduce a Long Rupture to a
Convenient Project

Let us imagine a district or a small town where connected problems have been accumulating for
years: the outflow of young people, the decline of trust between residents and institutions, a weak
local economy, chronic fatigue from outside programs that arrived, measured, promised, and then
left.



A traditional program often enters such a place with a pre-set frame: we will develop civic
participation, or we will work on youth employment. Data are then gathered to fit the selected frame,
a project is formed, activities are launched, and implementation is reported. Some benefit is possible
within such a logic. But the deeper knot of the problem often remains untouched because it does
not fit into the original project scheme.

An Al-native organization of a new type begins differently. It first tries to understand how people
themselves describe the rupture. It may turn out that the main problem is not only employment and
not only institutions, but an accumulated experience of distrust: people no longer believe promises,
data, outside intermediaries, or even the language of help itself. Then what has to be addressed is
not simply one theme, but the gap between the life of the community and the ways that life is usually
described from outside. Here a long view is needed: to understand which elements of this gap are
already functioning as a trajectory ten or fifteen years into the future, and which can still be unfolded
otherwise.

The organization does not reduce the situation to a single elegant hypothesis. The practitioner
records signals from the field, the agent environment helps compare them with other cases and
research, and the interpretations that emerge are returned to the community for checking. A program
of action gradually takes shape, but it is not declared final. The organization shows in advance by
what signs it will know it was wrong and how it will change course.

A good outcome after several years would not be the endless extension of the organization's
presence, but the growth of the community's own capacity to see, formulate, and revise its situation.
If people need an outside translator of their reality less than before, that means the organization was
not working in their place. In this way one of society's lost capacities is restored: the capacity not to
abandon a chronic problem simply because it does not fit into a short project cycle.

Scenario 2. An Acute Crisis: How to Accelerate Action Without Losing the
Quality of the Decision

Let us imagine a major flood that has devastated several districts. Society is ready to help quickly.
Diasporas, private donors, corporations, and foundations are ready to finance a response
immediately. But between readiness to help and adequate action, chaos often opens up: it is unclear
what to do first, whom to trust on the ground, how to distinguish necessary action from symbolic
action, and how to understand what has really happened.

An Al-native organization of a new type does not replace local services and does not pretend to be
a universal rescue system. Its role is different: to assemble, in a very short time, a more evidence-
based frame for response. Signals about the crisis enter the system, the agent environment quickly
surfaces similar cases, typical mistakes, and possible intervention models, while people with
contextual knowledge immediately show where the general picture oversimplifies the local reality.



The organization then compares options across several parameters at once: expected benefit, speed
of effect, risks, dependence on outside actors, the possibility of verification, and the cost of error.
After that, a human being or a group of people makes the decision, prepared to answer for it not
only analytically, but reputationally as well.

Then not only aid is launched, but its verifiable fixation as well. The donor does not wait a year for
a polished final narrative. They see a living chain: which option was chosen, why, what was
confirmed, where deviations emerged, and what had to be revised. A good crisis response is judged
not only by the first days of reaction, but by whether it creates new problems on the horizon of the
coming months and years. In this way the time between signal and action can be shortened without
abandoning responsibility, verification, and a long view of consequences.

Scenario 3. A Knowledge Node: How Experience Stops Disappearing Along
with the Project

Let us imagine that an organization has worked for several years with a certain type of problem, for
example the local breakdown of trust after a series of crises. Over that time it has accumulated not
only cases and reports, but also a transparent body of observations, mistakes, revisions, failed moves,
and comparative interpretations.

In the habitual model, all this usually fragments into disconnected products: the team's internal
memory, a few donor reports, a couple of public materials, and experience that largely lives inside
the heads of individual people. When those people leave, a significant part of that knowledge leaves
with them.

In the new model, a different result can emerge from such experience: the organization becomes a
knowledge node to which others turn not because it speaks the loudest, but because the path from
field to knowledge and from knowledge back to action is visible within it. It can show not only what
worked, but under what conditions it did not work, which hypotheses turned out false, where
language had to change, and why.

The organization then begins to change not only a particular context, but the field of conversation
about the problem itself. Researchers get material they can work with seriously. Donors get not a
showcase of success, but a more honest map of complexity. Other practitioners get not a set of
slogans, but a discipline: the right to revise, transparency of reasoning, and a distinction between
signal, interpretation, and public claim. This scenario shows that the new form is needed not only
for action inside a single case, but also so that the field itself can learn faster, more honestly, and on
a longer horizon.



8. How This Organization Works in Practice

The three scenarios showed different regimes of one and the same logic: work with a long chronic
problem, the passage from signal to rapid action, and the transformation of accumulated experience
into knowledge that does not disappear with the project. Put together, they form the working rhythm
of the new organization: an ongoing chain between reality, interpretation, decision, action, and
learning.

The new form does not begin with a ready-made interpretation. First comes an attempt to understand
how the context itself describes what is happening: what people consider the problem to be, what
they have already stopped believing in, what changes they want, what they fear, and what forms of
intervention they regard as unacceptable. At this stage, an honest agreement about the frame of the
work is crucial: what the organization is entitled to record and what it is not; what may be carried
outward and what must remain inside; who has the right to contest an interpretation; what exit from
the process will look like. Without such agreements, all subsequent knowledge is built from the start
upon hidden asymmetry.

The next step is learning to see signals before they become reports. A practitioner inside the situation
records them as close as possible to the moment of emergence: not only formal responses, but
anomalies, divergences between words and actions, recurring tensions, and small shifts that usually
disappear from official language later on.

But a signal is not yet knowledge. The organization does not automatically convert an observation
into truth. It compares it with prior experience, with outside research, with alternative explanations,
and with other viewpoints inside the community itself. The agent environment helps hold a greater
volume of material and compare versions more quickly, not because it is smarter than the human,
but because it widens the working bandwidth of thought.

Then provisional understanding returns to those whom it concerns. One of the key boundaries
between the old and the new logic runs right here. In the old model, the organization gathers
material, processes it elsewhere, and returns with a ready-made conclusion. In the new one, the
interpretation must withstand objection. The community participates not only as a source of
information, but as a party able to say: you have misunderstood the main point; you see the symptom
but miss the cause. Such a return does not guarantee agreement, but it sharply lowers the risk that
the organization will begin to live inside its own overly convenient version of reality.

After that comes decision, and the decision remains human. The agent system can help assemble
options, surface similar cases, identify contradictions, and compare risks. But responsibility for the
decision belongs to a human being or a group of people. That is why action cannot merely be fast;
it must also be traceable. The organization must be able to show what was done, on what grounds,
why this move rather than another was chosen, what changed as a result, and at what point revision



became necessary. Otherwise speed once again becomes noise, and activity becomes a simulation
of work.

Finally, consequences are not postponed until the final report. They are returned immediately into
the system as material for revision. The organization changes not only its next plan of action; it may
change its hypotheses, its vocabulary, its mode of evaluation, its composition of allies, and even its
understanding of what counts here as change in the first place. In such a logic, research, fieldwork,
monitoring, strategy, and communication cease to be different worlds and become different surfaces
of one and the same process.

One separate note about community. For us, this is not a moral ornament, but a functional condition
of an adequate organization. When a community is used only as a source of data, the old asymmetry
is reproduced: the organization gathers information, interprets it elsewhere, and returns to people
with a ready-made explanation of their own lives. That is how institutional blindness arises, even
when everything looks professional on the surface.

The new form tries to invert this logic. The ideal result here is paradoxical: at some point the
organization should become less necessary for the community. If after several years of work people
are better able to formulate their own problems, argue over their own models of change, engage
outside institutions on their own, and need an external translator of their reality less than before,
then the organization has probably done something right.

9. The Economics Without Which Long Work Is Impossible

Everything described above, long horizon, dense work with knowledge, living contact with the field,
discipline of revision, requires one condition: the organization must be financially stable enough
not to lie. A strong social organization cannot be built on heroic poverty. If it is chronically
underfunded, it almost inevitably begins to adapt to environmental demands at the expense of truth:
tailoring its language to the donor, exaggerating results, economizing on people, and postponing
everything that does not produce an immediate external effect.

That is why the economic model here is not secondary. It is built into the architecture of cognitive
power and power to act.

And this is not only about money in the narrow sense. In the new world, resources also include
compute, access to digital infrastructure, shared data, and memory stores, without which the new
organizational form simply will not be able to sustain its level of thought and action. For such an
organization, both old and new forms of support are relevant: grants and classical philanthropy,
corporate social responsibility, co-financing from municipalities and local institutions,
crowdfunding and collections through communities and diasporas, as well as non-financial forms
of support, access to compute, inference quotas, services, data, logistics, and expert time.



At the first stage, grants and donor support are the most realistic. But even at the start, it is important
for the organization to know how to assemble a mixed resource configuration: linking philanthropy
with local co-financing, corporate support, community contributions, and other compatible sources.
The crucial point is that even at this stage the organization must be financed not only for activities,
but for its ability to learn, revise its model, build memory, support people, and avoid lying to itself
for the sake of a pretty quarterly result.

Work with the future is especially difficult to fund: scenario thinking, early detection of slow risks,
preparation for crises that have not yet become headline news. Yet it is precisely the absence of
such funding that makes the sector chronically late. If resources arrive only after the problem
becomes obvious to everyone, the organization will almost always act later and at higher cost than
it could have.

At the second stage, earned income becomes possible. What matters here is that this should not pull
the organization toward ordinary consulting logic. The aim is not to make the client dependent, but
on the contrary to help the client become more self-sufficient. If the organization sells something,
its main asset should be depth of contextual understanding and the capacity to accompany complex
change honestly.

At the third stage, relationships become possible in which part of the funding depends on a verifiable
result. But only on condition that the result is jointly defined, independently checked, and remains
embedded in a more honest system of trust, rather than turning into yet another instrument of top-
down control.

Behind these three stages lies a longer question: how can the resource architecture be made less
vulnerable to political shocks, jurisdictional constraints, and changes in agenda? This is where a
natural connection arises with our broader project, the Protopia Garden Endowment Platform, an
attempt to create long-term resource infrastructure for organizations that work on horizons longer
than a single grant cycle. If the Al-native organization of a new type answers the question who works
with social complexity, and how, then the Protopia Garden Endowment Platform answers the
question on what infrastructure the long commitments of such organizations can live. For us these
two projects are linked, but not collapsed into one another.

10. Risks, Limitations, and the Human Boundaries of the Model

It would be dishonest to describe the new form without speaking about what can go wrong within
it. All the risks listed below share one feature: they distort the very public function we are trying to
assemble. In the worst case, the organization retains an external gloss, but ceases once again to be
the actor that genuinely helps society work with its hard problems. The risks below are not
theoretical dangers. They are concrete points at which a well-designed form can begin to
decompose.



Risk 1. Simulation of reality. Rich analytics, dense decision traces, and beautiful dashboards can
create an illusion of knowledge at the very moment when the organization has weakened its living
contact with the field. Then it will become better and better at describing itself and worse and worse
at seeing the outside world.

Risk 2. Erosion of human responsibility. The worst possible question here is not what the machine
can already do better than the human, but in which places the disappearance of the human destroys
the organization itself. There are at least several such zones: promise and commitment before donor,
partner, or community; encounter with pain, conflict, and silence; political decision under
ambiguity; revision of mission; work with those who lack voice even within the community itself.
In all these places the agent may assist, but it may not replace the human. Otherwise the organization
becomes analytically stronger, but humanly and politically empty.

Risk 3. Burnout of the bearers of the field. The embedded practitioner is not a cheap field resource,
but one of the main carriers of the whole system. If such people burn out, slide into automatism,
lose the capacity to see, or cease to trust their own judgment, the organization begins to degrade
from within.

Risk 4. Capture by a stronger outside logic. Even a sophisticated architecture of trust does not cancel
the fact that one large donor, one convenient market, or one dominant political frame can quietly
rewrite the organization's priorities. If the field is forced to adapt to the demands of the resource
rather than the other way around, the new form begins to fall apart.

Risk 5. Single-point shutoff. If the organization's whole memory is held inside one corporate cloud,
if its entire resource base depends on one jurisdiction or one donor, if its entire agent environment
is tied to one provider, then the organization becomes too easy to capture, switch off, or freeze.

Risk 6. Surveillance and hyper-datafication. A system built around knowledge can begin turning
everything into raw material. Then the lived experience of a practitioner, an intimate conversation,
or an unfinished observation starts to be treated as something that must be captured and used. This
destroys trust and turns the organization into a disciplinary machine. Not everything that matters
should become data.

Risk 7. New dogmatism disguised as an intelligent system. An organization may build a formally
beautiful mechanism of objection that in practice is accessible only to those who already possess
language, status, and courage. Or it may begin privileging only the kinds of knowledge that are
easier to measure. Then a new monism appears: not the old logframe, but a more intellectual and
yet still blind system.

Risk 8. Drift into product. The organization may discover that it is easier to sell methodology,
service, or technological layers than to work with living and slow social transformations. Then it
begins to move toward the convenient market and lose its own subject matter.



Risk 9. The model itself remains unproven. The most important limitation is that this organizational
form is still not a proven standard, but a strong hypothesis. We can justify it architecturally, we can
see why the old form is failing, we can describe its risks. But the decisive test is possible only in the
first real instantiation.

11. Three Horizons: How This Capacity Is Assembled

This new public capacity does not arise in one leap. It is assembled in stages, and those stages follow
different logics.

One important clarification: the word horizon has already appeared in this text in two senses. One
is the time horizon of the problem itself. The other is the developmental horizon of the organizational
form itself. What follows concerns the second sense. But these two senses cannot be separated: even
the first small instantiation must from the outset learn to see beyond current pressure and the current
budget, otherwise it will remain only a good reactive player inside the old logic of arriving late.

The first horizon is the first living cell. A small team, one context, one real problem, one living
point of entry into the field, one working rhythm in which signal from reality passes through
interpretation, decision, action, and revision. Nothing impossible needs to be promised here. At the
start, the organization will most likely be unable to hold many domains at once and unable to
respond fully to large-scale crises. But it must prove something more important: that such a form can
be honest, workable, and proportionate to the problem at least in one real context. That is a high
bar, not a low one.

The second horizon is an anchor node for early holding. At this stage the organization can work in
two regimes: holding long chronic problems and unfolding a faster response in acute situations. It
acquires a denser network of partners, stronger organizational memory, a more stable mixed
resource configuration, and, just as importantly, the capacity not only to act itself but to make its
practice transmissible. It is here that a locally visible effect appears for the first time: some chronic
ruptures stop being treated as natural background, and some predictable crises no longer reach the
destructive form they would almost certainly have reached before.

The third horizon is a distributed ecosystem of development. Here the point is no longer one strong
organization, but several autonomous instantiations in different contexts, compatible in principles
though not standardized in life. They may share protocols of transparency, compatible memory,
exchange of methods, mutual support in crises, and longer resource infrastructure. But the most
important feature of this horizon is that prevention ceases to be the limit of ambition. Society begins
using this new capacity not only to prevent breakdown, but to consciously cultivate stronger forms
of the future.



The distant horizon must be visible from the start, but it must not turn into overload at the beginning.
We are not trying to build the whole ecosystem all at once. We are trying to assemble the first living
cell of the tissue that can later grow into society's capacity not only to stop arriving late, but to
develop.

12. What Success Would Mean: A Society That Has Stopped Arriving
Late

In our case, success cannot be reduced to the sustainability of one team, the number of projects, or
even several strong cases. If in five or seven years all we have is a good organization, that will not
be enough. It will mean that we assembled an interesting construction, but did not shift the public
form itself.

Real success is the moment when society acquires a new organ. Not one more NGO. Not simply a
smarter expert group. Not a faster service layer. But its own capacity to see heavy trajectories earlier,
hold them over time, act before a predictable disaster becomes catastrophe, and retain memory after
each cycle.

We are not promising a world without conflict, pain, inequality, or historical rupture. But there is
an enormous difference between a world in which problems exist at all and a world in which society
is chronically late to predictable suffering. Our horizon of success is the transition to the former. Let
us try to see this in a few images.

Imagine a world in which a predictable disaster no longer matures into its familiar catastrophic
form. A small town has been losing doctors, young people, and basic infrastructure for years. In the
old logic, the problem is only really noticed when the last essential service closes, and by then
society has neither the time nor the resources left for anything beyond emergency response.

In the new logic, the trajectory was seen earlier. An embedded practitioner noticed several signals
that looked insignificant when taken separately: young families stopped registering their children
locally; one of the key employers began cutting shifts; a schoolteacher said in a private conversation
that they no longer advised graduates to stay. Each signal on its own was small. Together, compared
against the trajectories of other territories, they formed a familiar pattern: not decline in general, but
the beginning of accelerated decline, still reversible.

The organization did not immediately announce a diagnosis. It returned these observations to the
community, through conversations, through small groups, through an honest question: do you see
this too? It turned out that people did. It turned out that some residents and local institutions already
had their own versions of an answer, versions that had simply never been assembled together. The
agent environment helped hold several scenarios at once: what happens if nothing changes, and
what can still be altered, under what conditions, and in what sequence. Out of this grew joint work



with the municipality and several local actors, not a large program, but a handful of concrete
decisions about retaining critical specialists, shifting local priorities, and supporting the relationships
that keep a place alive.

As a result, the very collapse that had seemed almost inevitable simply does not occur in the form
we know so well. But that is only the first half of the story. Once energy stops being swallowed by
the struggle against breakdown, it begins to open for something else. New educational tracks appear,
oriented toward local professions. Some young families return, not because they are paid to, but
because the place once again looks like a place with a future. Local services that had previously
failed to survive begin to cohere into an economy of care and small enterprise. This is not a rescue
scenario. It is a development scenario that became possible only because someone held the
trajectory long enough to open a window inside it.

Imagine a world in which acute crisis no longer resets society to zero. A flood comes, a war, a
wave of forced migration. But instead of the usual scene, first chaos, then heroic improvisation, then
exhaustion, then forgetting, a different circuit operates. There are prepared nodes, compatible
memory, resource channels that can open, people and agent systems that already know how to
quickly assemble a picture of what is happening and connect help to a long trajectory of recovery.
Crisis still remains crisis, but it no longer turns society into a helpless being with amnesia. More than
that, recovery after the blow ceases to be a return to old fragility and becomes a moment of
reconfiguration toward greater safety and dignity.

Imagine a world in which memory of the problem no longer dies together with the project. Today
too much in civil society disappears together with the closing of funding, an exhausted team, or a
political cycle. Work begins anew, mistakes are repeated, knowledge disperses. In the new logic,
shared memory lasts longer than individual contracts and longer than individual team compositions.
The next generation of practitioners does not begin from zero. A new community is not forced to
retell its pain from the beginning. Another territory can learn before repeating the same mistake. In
this way, society gains, for the first time, the ability to accumulate not only experience of survival,
but experience of development.

If this transition really happens, an ordinary person will feel it not as the appearance of one more
structure, but as a change in the texture of life itself. Some disasters that once seemed inevitable will
simply cease to reach their most destructive phase. Some chronic ruptures will cease to be treated
as natural background. And most importantly, society will gain its own cognitive and practical
contour, capable of thinking and acting on a horizon longer than one budget, one electoral cycle,
or one human career.

That is what we mean by success: not the growth of our organization in itself, but the appearance
of a new public power that changes not only the quality of response to problems and the trajectory
of their emergence, but society's ability to cultivate development, prosperity, and a richer future.



13. Why We Are Publishing This Text Now

We are publishing this text not to open an abstract discussion about whether such an organizational
form is needed at all. For us, that question has already moved from the plane of reflection into the
plane of assembly. We are already half a step away from launching the first working instantiation:
assembling the technical contour, working rhythms, agent tools, and systems of memory,
verification, and action that will have to sit beneath such an organization.

That is why this text is not an invitation to conversation for conversation's sake, but a public signal
to those who can already see the same rupture: accumulated social problems are growing, old
institutions are lagging behind, and the old form of civil society is increasingly disproportional to
the task. We want to show how we describe that rupture and what kind of exit from it we are trying
to assemble in practice.

There is another reason as well. A window of possibility has already opened: digital layers, machine
readability of knowledge and commitments, and new forms of computational infrastructure have
become real enough to serve as foundations for institutional design. In a few years this window may
be much narrower, because of concentration of resources, regulatory compression, or the
consolidation of closed platform monopolies. That is why it matters to us not only to think, but to
enter practice now.

This is not technical documentation and not the full internal assembly. It is a public version of the
concept: detailed enough for the design to be visible, and clear enough for people to recognize one
another through it. We want several things to be clear from this text.

First: this is not a local improvement of the old NGO. It is an attempt to reassemble the very type of
social organization, to assemble the actor that can in fact take heavy public problems into its work
in a world where the old forms are increasingly insufficient.

Second: our answer does not reduce to technology. At the center remain people, communities,
responsibility, the right to contest, and work with pain and uncertainty. The technological layer
matters not in itself, but as part of a stronger and more honest organizational form.

Third: this is not a closed project. As we move forward, we are ready to share what we build:
experience, practices, code, agent assemblies, protocols, and mistakes. What matters to us is not to
monopolize such an approach, but to help generate connections, mutual learning, and, in time, a
broader ecosystem of similar nodes.

And finally: this is not an external manifesto without consequences. It is the concept on the basis of
which we are now launching our own organization. The next step for us is not another abstract
iteration of description, but the first real instantiation: team, context, problem, field, decision,
verification, revision.



That is why this text is at once a manifesto, a signal, and an invitation to cooperation.

We are looking not simply for an audience and not simply for sympathizers. We are looking for
partners, practitioners, researchers, technology teams, donors, communities, and all those who
already find themselves inside a similar search and want not only to describe the problem, but to
assemble a working exit from it.

If this framing resonates with you, if you are building adjacent solutions, if you want to connect
experience, open tools, learn from one another, and cultivate a stronger public ecosystem, then we
have grounds not to enter into discussion, but to begin work together.



