
Forkable Constitutional Meta-Governance: The
Fifth Layer of the Pyramid of Power

Introduction

The  concept  of  Forkable  Constitutional  Meta-Governance represents  the  apex  of  David  Shapiro’s
“Pyramid of Power” framework, envisioning a society where communities can legally and technically  fork
their governing systems. In a post-labor economy defined by automation and weakening traditional labor
power , this model empowers citizens to redesign or exit their social contracts if institutions fail to serve
them. It builds on four lower layers – from digital identity to direct democracy – to guarantee what Shapiro
calls  a  “legal  right  to  fork  one’s  social  contract”,  creating  “a  system of  credible  exit  that  forces  credible
bargaining” by those in power . In essence, forkable governance means that if consensus with current
authorities  breaks  down,  communities  have  the  tools  to  clone,  modify,  or  replace  their  governance
peacefully,  rather than endure tyranny or resort to violence. This white paper provides a comprehensive
review of real-world precedents for forkable governance, the technical architectures enabling it, its societal
implications for adaptability and agency, and its ramifications for political theory and the social contract in
the 21st century.

1. Real-World Experiments in Forkable and Portable Governance

Although a fully forkable constitution sounds radical, many real-world systems already implement aspects
of governance forking, institutional portability, or meta-level redesign. These examples – spanning national
laws,  digital  platforms,  and experimental  jurisdictions  –  demonstrate  that  the  seeds  of  forkable  meta-
governance are present across the globe. Key instances include:

Local Secession Rights (Liechtenstein): The Principality of Liechtenstein uniquely allows its sub-units
to exit. Since a 2003 constitutional revision, each of Liechtenstein’s eleven municipalities has the right
to secede from the union by local majority vote . This legal secession clause, initiated by the
reigning Prince, means even a tiny village can fork off into an independent state if its citizens desire.
Such a built-in exit option is virtually unheard of in modern nation-states and serves as a powerful
check on central authority. It exemplifies institutional portability at the national level: governance
is not a prison, but a voluntary association of communities. (For comparison, even the European
Union recognized an exit mechanism via Article 50, as exercised in Brexit, though at a union scale
rather  than  local).  Liechtenstein’s  model  suggests  that  allowing  peaceful  self-determination can
coexist with stability – indeed, no municipality has seceded to date, but the credible option keeps
governance responsive.

Transnational Digital Identity (Estonia’s e-Residency): Estonia has “digital portable citizenship”
in the form of its e-Residency program. Launched in 2014, e-Residency offers anyone in the world a
state-issued digital ID to access Estonian e-services remotely . Over 100,000 people have become
e-residents,  effectively  joining Estonia’s digital  jurisdiction without moving there . This concept
breaks the link between physical location and institutional affiliation. An entrepreneur in Brazil or
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India can incorporate a company under Estonian law and banking, essentially opting into a more
favorable  governance  environment  for  business.  E-Residency  shows  that  identity  and  economic
participation can be forked from geography: individuals can carry their legal persona and businesses
to the jurisdiction of their choice, or even belong to multiple jurisdictions simultaneously. Crucially,
Estonia pairs this with  data embassies – servers in foreign countries (e.g. Luxembourg) that hold
backups  of  critical  government  databases  under  Estonian  legal  control .  These  “data
embassies” ensure the state’s digital continuity even if its territory is compromised, reinforcing the
idea that statehood can be portable: a nation’s essence (its people’s data and identity records) can be
preserved  in  the  cloud  and  re-deployed  elsewhere  if  needed.  Together,  e-Residency  and  data
embassies pioneer a cloud-based governance, where jurisdiction travels with data and identity rather
than land.

Network State Proposals: Visionaries in tech have proposed “startup societies” or network states
– highly aligned online communities that could evolve into full-fledged sovereign entities. As defined
by Balaji  S.  Srinivasan,  a  network state is  “a highly aligned online community with a capacity  for
collective  action  that  crowdfunds  territory  around  the  world  and  eventually  gains  diplomatic
recognition” .  In  this  model,  people  form  a  digital  community  first  (with  shared  values,  an
“integrated cryptocurrency,” and a social smart contract), then purchase or negotiate for physical
spaces  scattered globally  to  establish  a  distributed micro-nation .  The network  state  concept
treats governance like a startup: it can spin up new “branches” of society from the internet, rather
than relying on historical nationhood. Multiple nascent projects – sometimes called “startup cities”
or network societies – are exploring this: for example, Prospera in Honduras (discussed below) has
been described as a “network state colony” on Roatán Island . While no network state has yet
achieved sovereignty, the proliferation of online communities with governance ambitions (some with
thousands of members and pooled assets) indicates that forking a new polity from collective ideals is
no  longer  science  fiction.  These  efforts  prioritize  institutional  modularity –  they  often  draft
constitutions,  create  digital  currencies,  and  set  up  volunteer-run  “ministries”  completely  outside
traditional frameworks, essentially open-sourcing the nation-state. 

Blockchain  DAOs  and  Hard  Forks: In  the  blockchain  realm,  Decentralized  Autonomous
Organizations (DAOs) provide working examples of forkable governance in action. DAOs are online
communities that use smart contracts for rules and decision-making, often managing real assets
(treasuries, protocols). A powerful illustration is the 2016 incident of  The DAO on Ethereum. After a
hacker siphoned funds from this smart-contract-based investor organization, the global Ethereum
community fiercely debated governance: should they fork the blockchain to reverse the damage or
respect  the  code  as  law?  Ultimately,  the  majority  opted  to  execute  a  hard  fork  of  Ethereum’s
protocol,  restoring the stolen funds.  However,  a  minority  refused and continued on the original
chain, which became Ethereum Classic . This split created two parallel Ethereum networks –
effectively  a  secession  in  digital  space  –  each  with  its  own  currency  and  rules.  The  event
demonstrated  that  in  decentralized  systems,  community  consent  is  paramount:  when  consensus
failed, the system literally bifurcated to satisfy different preferences. Beyond that famous example,
“governance forking” is common in open-source blockchain projects – any group of users can copy
the  code  and  launch  a  new  chain  if  they  dislike  the  direction  of  the  original.  Bitcoin  itself  has
spawned  dozens  of  forked  coins  over  disagreements  about  upgrades.  More  generally,  DAOs
highlight how code-based organizations incorporate exit mechanisms. Many DAO frameworks (like
Moloch DAO) include a “ragequit” function allowing dissenting members to withdraw their share of
assets  if  they  disagree  with  decisions.  This  is  akin  to  a  shareholder’s  exit  or  a  mini-secession,
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preventing tyranny of the majority. The upshot is that blockchain ecosystems treat governance rules
as  reproducible  and  malleable  –  communities  can  clone  an  institution’s  codebase  and  fork  its
membership at will. This provides a technological backbone for forkable meta-governance: the notion
that if you don’t like the rules, you can take the rules (or funds) and start anew.

Charter Cities and Special Jurisdictions: In the physical world, several governments have created
modular charter cities and zones that allow new governance systems to be tried within existing
nations. One prominent case is  Próspera, a semi-autonomous city on Roatán island in Honduras.
Under Honduras’s Zone for Economic Development and Employment (ZEDE) law, Próspera operates
with a high degree of legal autonomy: it has its own regulatory framework, civil law, and governance
structure,  while  Honduras  retains  ultimate  sovereignty .  Próspera  explicitly  “forks”
governance best practices from around the world – it uses a  common law-inspired legal code and
even implements Ulex, an open-source legal system (developed by Prof. Tom W. Bell) that draws on
international best practices and can be freely modified . Notably, Próspera residents sign a social
contract upon joining, agreeing to the city’s charter and rules in exchange for services and rights

.  This  is  a  modern  re-imagining  of  the  social  contract  as  a  literal,  voluntary  agreement  –
citizenship by choice and contract,  not by birth.  Similar in spirit,  the  Catawba Digital Economic
Zone (CDEZ) is  a  new special  jurisdiction launched by the Catawba Indian Nation in  the United
States. The CDEZ, created in 2022 on Catawba tribal land, is a  fintech-oriented regulatory zone
with its own civil ordinance designed to attract blockchain and digital asset companies . It
essentially forked a new regulatory system specifically for web3 and finance, taking advantage of the
tribe’s sovereign authority. The CDEZ imported large portions of the Ulex open-source legal system
as well, giving it a ready-made body of private law and dispute resolution procedures suited for a
digital economy . Additionally, Middle Eastern and Asian examples show “one country, multiple
systems” in practice: for instance, Dubai’s International Financial Centre (DIFC) operates under an
independent  English-common-law-based  judiciary  within  the  UAE .  The  DIFC  established  a
parallel legal system (with transplanted commercial laws and courts) to create a business-friendly
enclave, illustrating how a sovereign state can host coexisting legal orders. These charter cities, zones,
and dual  legal  systems demonstrate  institutional  forkability  by geography –  new governance
“branches” can be launched on a limited territory, testing novel constitutions or legal codes while the
host country provides macro stability. They function as governance start-ups, competing with and
pressuring traditional jurisdictions. Notably, such experiments are often incremental and consensual
(enabled by legislation or treaties), aligning with the idea of evolutionary change rather than violent
revolution.

Open-Source Legal Codes (Ulex and beyond): Underpinning several of the above experiments is
the idea of  open-source law – treating legal systems like Linux, available for anyone to copy and
adapt. Ulex is a prime example: it is an open-source “starter legal system” composed of default rules
for contracts, torts, property, and procedure, drawn from the best of common law and international
standards .  Because  Ulex  is  not  tied  to  any  country’s  sovereignty,  it  can  be  adopted  in
different jurisdictions and modified (forked) by communities as they see fit . This enables what
we might call legal portability. If a group doesn’t trust their national court system, they could agree
to arbitrate disputes under Ulex rules, essentially opting into an alternate legal order. Indeed, both
Próspera and Catawba’s zone have used Ulex as a legal kernel , and private projects like special
economic zones or even online communities could do the same. Beyond Ulex, the  “open source
legal  movement” includes  efforts  to  publish  constitutions  and  legislation  on  version-controlled
platforms (like GitHub) and crowdsourcing improvements. For example, communities have discussed
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open-source constitutions where citizens propose “patches” to their nation’s fundamental law similar
to software updates . While these remain mostly conceptual, they reflect a growing ethos that
laws and charters should be transparent, collaboratively developed, and forkable. Even within traditional
systems, there’s precedent for borrowing legal code: developing countries often copy-paste statutes
from elsewhere,  and U.S.  municipalities  adopt  model  ordinances.  Open-source legal  frameworks
would  make  this  copying  process  explicit  and  standardized,  lowering  the  barrier  for  a  new
community to form with a world-class legal code from day one. In summary, the emergence of open
legal architectures means any new “startup jurisdiction” need not start from scratch – it can leverage
a library of proven rules and adapt them, much as a software developer uses open libraries. This
greatly accelerates the feasibility of meta-governance: if your current government is broken, you can
literally  download a better  governance template (be it  Ulex or  others)  and instantiate it  in  your
community (given the legal freedom to do so).

Open-Source Governance Platforms (Decidim, Civic Tech): On the civic process level, open-source
governance tools are spreading ideas across borders. A notable case is  Decidim, a participatory
democracy  platform  originally  developed  by  Barcelona.  Decidim’s  code  was  released  publicly,
enabling other cities and organizations to adopt features like online proposal submission, debates,
and voting. The result: by 2022, over 90 cities and institutions worldwide had deployed their own
fork of Decidim, engaging more than 1 million users in collective decision-making . Barcelona’s
innovation in digital democracy thus became forkable civic infrastructure, now used from Helsinki to
Mexico City. Another example is Taiwan’s vTaiwan and Join platforms (for crowdsourced lawmaking),
which inspired similar efforts in other countries. The  CivHub project is explicitly building a  Civic
Protocol  Registry –  a  public  library  of  “forkable”  governance  methods  such  as  participatory
budgeting and citizens’ assemblies . Each civic process is defined in a modular format (JSON
schemas), allowing communities to easily discover, remix, and reuse these governance protocols .
CivHub’s vision includes features like version control for governance processes and an open API for
integrating  these  civic  modules  into  new  platforms .  This  approach  treats  innovations  in
democracy  as  open content that  should  not  remain  confined  to  one  city  or  PDF  report .  A
community dissatisfied with its local budgeting, for instance, could take a participatory budgeting
process from the registry, customize it, and implement it – effectively patching its governance with an
imported module.  Overall,  civic  tech and e-government solutions are increasingly shared as open
source,  from voting systems to  policy  simulators.  This  accelerates  institutional  learning across
jurisdictions:  good  ideas  can  propagate  virally,  and  any  community  with  the  will  and  minimal
resources can adopt a state-of-the-art governance toolset by downloading and deploying software. The
implication  for  meta-governance  is  profound:  if  the  processes of  governance  (not  just  laws)  are
sharable and forkable, then institutional designs can iterate quickly across the world. In combination
with the above examples – legal codes, special jurisdictions, digital identities – we see a trajectory
toward governance becoming a marketplace of ideas and services. It paves the way for competitive
governance: where citizens can “vote with their feet or clicks” to join the community with the best
fitting rules, and where governments continuously improve or risk losing people to better systems.

By surveying these real-world  cases,  we observe that  forkable  constitutional  meta-governance is  not  a
purely theoretical construct but a synthesis of existing trends. From Liechtenstein’s secession clause and
Estonia’s  cloud  governance,  to  network  states,  blockchain  forks,  charter  cities,  and  open-source  legal
platforms, the building blocks of clonable, exportable governance are already in play. They are fragmented
and nascent, but collectively they point toward a future in which governance is portable and modular. In such
a  future,  one’s  civic  life  could  be  as  flexible  as  one’s  digital  life  –  choosing  or  creating  platforms  of
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governance as easily as joining a new online community – grounded by core rights and identities that travel
with the individual. The next section examines the technical underpinnings making this possible.

2. Enabling Systems and Architectures for Meta-Governance

Achieving forkable governance requires robust technical and legal architectures that support institutional
fluidity. It is not enough to have the desire to fork a government; there must be systems in place to carry
identities, assets, and processes across new governance “instances,” much like software can be cloned and
redeployed. In recent years, multiple enabling technologies and design patterns have emerged that make
institutional portability feasible. This section provides a technically detailed overview of these systems:

Blockchain Forking Mechanisms and On-Chain Governance: Modern blockchain protocols  are
inherently  forkable,  providing  a  template  for  how  to  duplicate  and  modify  rule  systems.  Every
blockchain node runs open-source code defining its consensus rules. If a significant group disagrees
with a protocol change (or lack thereof), they can copy the code and run a new network – as seen
with Ethereum’s split into Ethereum vs. Ethereum Classic in 2016 . This hard fork capability is not a
flaw but a feature: it enforces a form of  consent of the governed in decentralized networks. To
reduce the need for chaotic splits, many newer blockchains have built-in on-chain governance and
upgrade  procedures.  For  example,  Tezos  and  Polkadot  allow  token-holders  to  vote  on  protocol
changes  which,  if  passed  by  supermajority,  automatically  deploy  without  manual  forks.  This
demonstrates “constitutional” meta-governance in code – the blockchain can amend its own rules
through a governed process, akin to passing constitutional amendments by referendum. However,
the  possibility of  forking remains the ultimate fallback if  consensus fails.  Additionally,  blockchain
development  frameworks  like  Substrate  (Polkadot) or  Cosmos  SDK make  launching  a  new
blockchain (“sovereign chain”) relatively plug-and-play. A community can thus spin up a new ledger
with custom governance in weeks, inheriting battle-tested components. This has given rise to an
explosion of new chains (over 13,000 DAOs and blockchain projects by 2023, by one count ),
each essentially a  sandbox for governance experimentation. The crucial innovation is that  value and
records are portable across chains: tokens and data can often be bridged or transferred, enabling
economic  continuity  for  those  who  switch  networks.  These  blockchain  mechanisms  provide  a
technical  backbone  for  institutional  forkability –  they  supply  the  distributed  ledgers  and
consensus algorithms needed to run a self-sovereign community, and they normalize the idea that
everyone runs on the same open source “constitutional code,” which can be cloned with a click. In essence,
codeforks are a prototype for civics-forks.

DAO  Governance  Frameworks  and  Modular  Organizations: Beyond  layer-1  blockchains,  the
ecosystem  of  Decentralized  Autonomous  Organization  (DAO) tools  offers  building  blocks  for
governance  at  higher  levels.  Platforms  like  Aragon,  DAOstack,  Colony,  and  Snapshot provide
ready-made smart contracts and interfaces for creating a governance body: defining membership
(token-holders or NFT-holders), voting procedures (simple token voting, quadratic voting, conviction
voting, etc.), treasury management, and role permissions. These act as  institutional templates –
one  can  create  a  new DAO (analogous  to  a  digital  city  council  or  co-op)  simply  by  configuring
parameters and deploying contracts. Crucially, they are  open source,  so any improvements in one
DAO’s  code  can  be  forked  to  others.  Some  DAO  frameworks  are  experimenting  with
interoperability,  allowing  different  DAOs  to  recognize  each  other’s  credentials  or  enter  into
contracts – a stepping stone to federated governance among DAOs. Also notable is the emergence
of  “DAO operating systems” such as Cosmos’s Interchain Stack or Ethereum’s emerging Layer-2

• 

11

35 36

• 

5

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_DAO#:~:text=In%20June%202016%2C%20users%20exploited,10
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0148296324001760#:~:text=In%20recent%20years%2C%20DAO%20governance,are%20over%2013%2C000%20DAOs
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/25741292.2023.2270220#:~:text=The%20number%20increased%20slightly%20above,24%20billion%20in%20assets


social networks, which aim to let communities form with their own governance while still interacting
on common platforms. For example, Lens Protocol allows user social graphs to port across dApps;
one could imagine a similar backbone for  civic graphs, where one’s reputation and roles in various
DAOs are portable. Another aspect is  governance as a service – companies and non-profits now
offer to administer decentralized voting or identity verification for organizations, lowering technical
barriers. All these trends indicate that setting up a new governed community (a “digital polity”) is
getting  easier  and  more  plug-and-play.  A  future  dissident  group  might  not  need  to  write  a
constitution from scratch; they could instantiate a DAO with a chosen governance module (e.g. a 2-
house  voting  structure,  or  a  liquid  democracy  plugin)  and  use  tokens  or  NFTs  to  represent
citizenship. With thousands of DAOs in existence, best practices are emerging on issues like voter
turnout,  proposal  systems,  and  preventing  plutocracy  –  knowledge  that  new  organizations  can
leverage. In summary, the DAO ecosystem provides the frameworks and toolkits for structuring
governance in a forkable manner, complete with  fiscal systems (treasuries), electoral systems (voting
dApps), and administrative systems (smart contract roles) that any community can adopt.

Portable Digital  Identity and Credential  Layers: A  cornerstone of  forkable governance is  that
individuals carry their identity, rights, and histories with them across different institutions. This is
being enabled by advances in self-sovereign identity (SSI) and portable credentials. Self-sovereign
identity frameworks (e.g. using Decentralized Identifiers, or DIDs, standardized by W3C) allow people
to have cryptographically verifiable identities independent of any single government or corporate
provider. For instance, one’s DID might be anchored on a blockchain or distributed network, and one
can present verifiable claims (like “I am over 18” or “I have a driver’s license” issued by X) without
relying on the issuing authority every time. Projects like  Microsoft ION on Bitcoin or  Ethereum’s
ERC-725 identity standard are making progress here.  From a governance portability  perspective,
credentials such as educational certificates, professional licenses, or civil status (marriage, etc.)
can be issued as verifiable credentials (VCs) that the holder controls and can show to any jurisdiction.
Imagine moving from Country A to new City-State B: rather than re-establishing your identity and
reapplying for recognition of your degrees or marital status, you could simply present your digitally
signed records from A, and B can verify their authenticity via blockchain or a global registry. Estonia’s
success with digital  ID (99% of residents have one) has influenced the EU’s upcoming  eIDAS 2.0
framework to create interoperable “digital identity wallets” across Europe . These wallets would let
citizens  prove  their  identity  and  qualifications  across  member  states  seamlessly .  In  parallel,
large-scale national ID systems (India’s Aadhaar, etc.) show the potential of universal digital IDs –
though most are currently siloed to one country, the concept of  federating or cross-recognizing
identities is gaining ground. Another angle is Web3 identity: users building reputation via on-chain
actions (for example,  Proof-of-Humanity registry or Gitcoin’s cred) that is globally accessible.  All
told,  the trajectory  is  towards  people,  not  governments,  controlling  identity  and data.  For  forkable
governance, this means a person can exit a jurisdiction without becoming “invisible” – their civic
records (identity, assets, personal data) remain intact and under their control, ready to be used in a
new  community.  It  also  enables  jurisdiction  shopping  for  services:  e.g.,  an  entrepreneur  can
choose to incorporate in Estonia via e-Residency by using their digital ID , or an online user can
join  a  DAO  by  proving  their  reputation  tokens,  regardless  of  nationality.  Portable  identity  and
credentials form the  authentication and trust layer of meta-governance, ensuring continuity of
personhood and rights across forks.

Interoperable Digital Government Stacks: Just as individuals need portable IDs, communities need
portable  administrative  systems.  Traditional  government  tech  is  monolithic  and  localized  (each
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country  or  city  builds  or  buys  its  own  bespoke  systems  for  taxes,  registries,  etc.).  However,  a
movement toward interoperable, open digital government platforms is underway, which would
allow a new jurisdiction to bootstrap quickly by adopting existing components. A pioneering example
is X-Road, the data exchange layer used by Estonia and Finland to seamlessly link their government
databases and services. X-Road was released as open source; countries like Iceland, Namibia, and
Japan have  since  implemented  or  piloted  it,  effectively  reusing  the  same  backbone  for  secure
interagency data sharing. Initiatives like GovStack, led by international bodies and tech partners, are
going further – defining a global architecture of “government as a stack”. GovStack is creating building
blocks (open APIs and reference systems) for common functions such as digital payments, identity
management, registries, messaging, and workflows . The idea is that any country (especially
in the developing world) can assemble a digital government quickly by combining these Lego-like
blocks instead of writing everything from scratch. Relatedly, the Digital Public Goods Alliance and
similar efforts are cataloguing open-source software for governance (like open source civil registries,
vaccine  certificate  systems,  etc.).  The  significance  for  meta-governance  is  that  a  forked  or  new
community can import a ready-made government IT system. If, say, a group secedes or forms a charter
city,  they could deploy an off-the-shelf package for running citizen databases, budgeting, service
delivery,  etc.,  rather  than  being  crippled  by  lack  of  administrative  capacity.  Interoperability  also
allows data portability: for example, if two jurisdictions both use global standards (say for driver’s
licenses or business registration), then switching from one to the other is smoother (your records
from the old system can be recognized in the new). Estonia again provides a case study: it helped
shape  EU  standards  so  that  its  digital  signatures  and  IDs  are  recognized  EU-wide .  We  see
glimpses of a future “civic app store” where not just local apps but entire government modules can be
downloaded.  For  instance,  Brazil’s  Pix instant  payment  system  (hugely  successful  domestically)
might serve as a model that other central banks adopt for their own digital payment rails .
Likewise, India’s Aadhaar + UPI + IndiaStack approach could be exported. In fact, India is already
offering its tech stack to other countries as digital public goods. Summing up, interoperable and
open gov tech means governance capabilities can travel. A new forked polity doesn’t start at zero; it
can plug into global networks (for payments, trade, data verification) and use proven software for
internal operations. This drastically lowers the barrier to entry for new or small jurisdictions to be
viable and well-run.

Modular  Meta-Governance  Design  Patterns: Beyond  specific  technologies,  several  design
patterns are emerging that support meta-level governance – essentially, ways to structure law and
institutions so they can be easily changed, swapped, or co-exist  with alternatives.  A few notable
patterns include: 

Pluggable Dispute Resolution: Traditional  states monopolize courts and arbitration within their
territory. In a forkable governance model, we see a shift towards  pluggable judiciary – parties can
choose how disputes get resolved, and multiple dispute resolution systems compete or complement
each other. For instance, many charter city projects allow litigants to opt for independent arbitration
(often  via  international  arbitral  bodies  or  common-law  courts)  instead  of  local  courts,  to  boost
confidence in rule of law. Ulex, the open legal system, encodes a default  arbitration mechanism
where each party picks one judge and those judges pick a third, etc., to ensure fairness . This
approach  means  that  a  community  adopting  Ulex  doesn’t  need  to  staff  a  full  court  system
immediately; disputes can be handled by a network of arbitrators, and the mechanism itself can be
modified by  consensus if  a  better  method arises.  On blockchain,  we see specialized  decentralized
courts like Kleros which any project can call upon for dispute resolution – in other words, justice as a
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service.  If  one  “court”  becomes  corrupt  or  inefficient,  a  community  could  route  its  disputes  to
another, or create a new one, without overhauling every other aspect of governance. This modularity
keeps the legal order adaptive and reduces single points of failure. It also aligns with polycentric
governance  theory  (Ostrom’s  insight  that  many  centers  of  decision-making  can  be  beneficial):
multiple arbitral forums can coexist, yielding a more resilient system than one hierarchical court. In
practice, ensuring judgments are respected across modules is a challenge, but smart contracts and
inter-government agreements can enforce decisions. The broader point is that law enforcement and
adjudication  can  be  unbundled from  the  state  and  even  from  territory  –  much  as  commerce  is
arbitrated transnationally today. A forkable community might initially rely on an external dispute
resolution provider and later develop its own, or vice versa; the key is the freedom to choose and
change judicial mechanisms as needed.

Jurisdictional  “Patching”  and  Legal  Version  Control: One  innovative  concept  is  treating  legal
systems  like  software  that  can  receive  patches or  updates.  Rather  than  tenaciously  clinging  to
centuries-old  codes  or  requiring  revolutionary  breaks,  jurisdictions  could  iteratively  improve  by
incorporating proven rules from elsewhere. We already see informal versions of this: nations copy
successful  laws (e.g.  many countries adopted Freedom of Information Acts modeled on the U.S.
version; many U.S. states copy California’s emissions standards or Delaware’s corporate law). The
patching concept would formalize and accelerate this. For example, if another city or DAO discovers
a better policy for, say, ride-sharing regulation or e-voting security, a community could merge those
changes into its own legal codebase. Some proposals even imagine multiple concurrent legal systems
where  citizens  choose  which  code  governs  certain  matters  –  akin  to  software  running  multiple
modules.  While that is  complex,  a more near-term idea is  charter “plug-ins”:  semi-autonomous
zones within a city  that  operate under different rules (for  instance,  an innovation district  where
specific regulations are relaxed as a test).  If  successful,  the city  can extend those rules citywide
(patching the whole jurisdiction); if not, it can roll them back. This incremental approach mirrors how
software updates are tested in beta before full release. Additionally, platforms like GitHub have been
used to track changes to constitutions and laws, treating them as version-controlled documents .
This brings clarity on what changed when and why – countering the opacity that often shields elite-
driven legal tweaks. It’s conceivable that citizens could one day “submit a pull request” to propose a
legal amendment, with deliberation happening similarly to open-source projects (some governance
projects already use this model for their documentation and rules). The outcome would be a more
fluid, experimentalist legal order – not anarchy, but a system where improvements propagate and bad
ideas  are  quickly  iterated  upon.  Jurisdictional  patching  ensures  that  a  fork  or  new  governance
instance is not static; it can continually refine itself by learning from others, which is essential for
long-term viability.

Civic  Protocol  Registries  and  Templates: As  mentioned  with  CivHub’s  registry,  formalizing
governance processes as standardized protocols is a key pattern. By creating open templates for
civic processes (from how to run a town hall meeting to how to allocate a participatory budget),
these registries make governance processes  instantly  replicable.  A  new community can browse a
“library of governance” and import what it needs – perhaps a “constitution template”, a “citizens’
assembly procedure”, an “election method” – and know that each comes with a track record and
documentation.  Crucially,  the  registry  approach  usually  encourages  forks  and  branches of  the
protocols. For instance, CivHub plans to support version histories and community-led improvements
for each protocol (just like software has branches) . Over time, one protocol (say a certain
style of citizens’ jury) might split into multiple variants adapted for large cities, small co-ops, online-
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only communities, etc., all sharing a common lineage. This resembles the evolution of open-source
software and allows diversity in governance design to flourish, while still  enabling  interoperability
(since protocols are described in a common format and often share core principles).  The use of
machine-readable formats (JSON/YAML) in such registries also opens the door to software tooling
– e.g., one could simulate different protocol outcomes, or automatically deploy a smart contract that
implements a given governance protocol. In effect,  civic protocols make governance plug-and-
play.  They  reduce  the  “friction  cost”  of  trying  a  new  democratic  method  from  a  huge  political
undertaking to perhaps just  a  configuration choice.  This  not  only  empowers new forks but  also
existing governments – a city could pilot multiple methods in parallel (like two budgeting protocols
in different districts) and then adopt the superior one. The registry and template concept thus drives
meta-level agility: governance itself becomes subject to design, testing, and remixing, rather than a
fixed tradition.

Cross-Jurisdictional Portability (Inter-governmental protocols): A final pattern is creating formal
mechanisms for people or assets to move between jurisdictions with minimal friction – effectively
standards  for  “jurisdiction  hopping.” One  example  is  reciprocity  agreements:  Próspera  in
Honduras has pursued regulatory reciprocity with other jurisdictions,  aiming for its  licenses and
companies to be recognized outside the zone . In the EU, the principle of mutual recognition
means any member state must generally accept certifications or products approved in another – a
powerful facilitator of mobility. Looking forward, one could imagine an alliance of network states or
charter  cities  agreeing to  mutually  honor  each other’s  citizen ID,  basic  legal  statuses,  and even
allowing easy transfer of residency. If leaving one community automatically guarantees acceptance
in another, exit becomes a far more credible threat (since the cost of switching is low). This begins to
resemble a  federation of competing polities,  where sovereignty is  not a zero-sum game but a
shared, dynamic space. Even at the nation-state level, we see early hints: Estonia’s e-Residency could
be the seed of a future where multiple countries issue e-IDs to global citizens, who then choose
which legal system to plug into for different purposes (tax, business, etc.). Interoperability protocols
for digital currency (layer 2 money networks) and for data (like health records exchanges) further
ensure that when a person “forks off” to a new system, their life data can come along. Technically,
this might involve  common API standards, legal harmonization, and diplomatic pacts, but the
trendline is moving from  strictly bounded national systems to  porous, networked governance, akin to
how the internet routes around isolated intranets.

In  sum,  the  emerging  stack  of  forkable  governance  comprises  blockchain  networks  for  trust  and
consensus, DAO platforms for institutional setup, SSI for identity, open gov tech for services, and
modular  protocols  for  law  and  civic  processes.  These  are  the  layers  of  a  new  meta-governance
architecture – essentially a “civic operating system” that can be deployed in multiple instances and updated
collaboratively. Each piece reinforces the others: e.g., portable identity is secured by blockchain ledgers;
open government services rely on digital ID and payment rails; dispute resolution can be coded into smart
contracts; civic protocols can be disseminated through registries, etc. Importantly, these technologies also
ensure that a fork or new governance experiment doesn’t exist in isolation – it can remain interoperable with
the wider world, which addresses one of the historical weaknesses of secession or radical utopias (namely,
their tendency to become insular or economically non-viable). A forkable system is not about escaping into
balkanized  islands,  but  about  enabling  flexible  reconfiguration  within  a  connected  framework.  The  next
section will  explore  what  this  means for  society:  how greater  forkability  might  impact  civic  life,  power
dynamics, and the adaptability of governance in a post-labor era.
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3. Societal and Civic Implications of Forkability

Empowering communities to fork or reinvent their governance has far-reaching implications for society. It
fundamentally shifts the balance of power between individuals and institutions, and could transform how
communities  adapt  to  change.  In  a  post-labor  world  –  where  technological  abundance  coexists  with
concentrated  control  –  forkable  governance  offers  a  mechanism for  adaptability,  decentralization  of
power,  community  agency,  and  credible  exit  options that  can  counteract  the  rigidity  or  decay  of
traditional structures. This section analyzes these implications, including how the fifth layer synergizes with
the prior four layers of the Pyramid of Power (digital ID, programmable money, transparency, and direct
democracy).

Adaptability and Evolutionary Resilience: Perhaps the greatest promise of forkable meta-governance is
agility in the face of social or economic change. Today’s governmental systems are often slow to reform –
constitutions calcify, bureaucracies ossify. With forkability, governance can iterate more like technology or
markets. If a particular institution (a city, a platform, even a nation) is failing – say it’s mired in corruption or
unable to respond to a crisis – communities have a last-resort option to peacefully abandon or reconfigure it.
This creates a kind of societal antifragility: systems can fail gracefully by shedding parts and spawning new
ones,  rather  than  collapsing  entirely.  For  example,  imagine  a  region  suffering  under  dysfunctional
administration. Instead of enduring decades of decay, local communities could invoke legal exit (if available)
or  form autonomous zones using their  own digital  infrastructure and rule-sets,  effectively  regenerating
governance from the ground up. Because identity, assets, and data are portable, the disruption is minimized –
people don’t lose their history or property when switching. Over time, this could lead to a more organic
political  evolution.  Successful  governance models spread (as people flock to better-run communities or
copy their methods), while failures are either forced to reform or gradually lose relevance. It’s analogous to
how species evolve via selection – many small adaptive changes and branchings, rather than the whole
biosphere being stuck with one maladaptive design. Institutional rigidity is countered by built-in escape
valves. This adaptability is especially critical in a post-labor context: as AI and automation restructure the
economy,  societies  will  need  to  overhaul  social  safety  nets,  education,  and  civic  participation  in
unprecedented  ways.  Forkable  governance  means  we  are  not  locked  into  one  top-down  experiment;
multiple approaches can be tried in parallel by different communities, and the best can thrive. It provides a
systemic insurance policy against one-size-fails-all scenarios.

Decentralization  and Community  Agency: Forkability  inherently  decentralizes  power  by  reducing  the
monopoly of any single governing entity. It amplifies community agency – the ability of a group of people
to take control of their own affairs. If citizens know they can start a new municipality or join an alternate
network state, they no longer have to passively accept edicts “or else.” Power becomes more distributed as
hundreds  or  thousands  of  semi-sovereign  communities  make  decisions,  instead  of  just  a  few  central
governments  or  corporate  platforms.  This  aligns  with  Elinor  Ostrom’s  principle  of  polycentric
governance,  where multiple overlapping centers of decision-making can better match solutions to local
needs and foster innovation . For citizens, this decentralization manifests as choice and voice. They can
choose which governance providers  to  associate  with  (similar  to  how one chooses service  providers  or
networks today), and this possibility of exit bolsters their voice within any given community. If an authority
ignores its members, it risks a splinter group peeling off – a powerful incentive to be responsive. We can
think of it as a market for governance: communities compete to attract and retain citizens by offering better
laws,  services,  rights,  or  culture.  Decentralization  also  means  diversity  –  different  groups  can  pursue
different  models  of  living  (urban  tech  hubs,  rural  eco-communities,  religious  communes,  etc.)  without
needing universal agreement. This pluralism can lead to a richer tapestry of societal experiments and cater
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to varied human preferences, rather than forcing homogenization. To be sure, there are risks: too much
fragmentation could undermine coordination on global issues or lead to “exit over voice” (people leaving at
the slightest  dissatisfaction rather than working through differences).  But  within a  framework that  still
preserves  fundamental  rights  (the  lower  layers  of  the  pyramid  ensure  certain  baselines  like  identity,
transparency, etc.), decentralization mostly enhances freedom and innovation. It moves the locus of initiative
closer to the people, embodying the idea that those affected by a problem should be the ones solving it
– and if their solution is blocked by higher authorities, they should have the right to form their own solution
space.

Empowered  Community  Agency  and  “Post-Labor”  Social  Contract: In  a  post-labor  society  (where
traditional  employment is  scarce or optional),  individuals derive less of  their  security  and identity  from
employers and more from communities or networks.  This makes the  social  contract –  the package of
rights, benefits, and duties one has as a member of society – even more crucial. Forkable governance allows
communities to rewrite the social contract in ways that current nation-states struggle to do (due to political
gridlock or legacy systems). For example, consider Universal Basic Income (UBI), a policy often suggested
for automated economies: a small smart-city or DAO community could implement a UBI or token-based
reward system as part of its charter, whereas at a national scale it’s politically stalled. If that community
proves the model, others might emulate it. Similarly, a network state of creators might design a system of
mutual aid and intellectual property rules tailored to a world of AI-generated art, whereas traditional IP
laws lag behind. Community agency means those at the grassroots level are crafting the rules that govern
their livelihoods, rather than distant legislators. Moreover, credible exit empowers marginalized or forward-
thinking groups to realize alternatives without needing permission from the majority. This could unleash social
entrepreneurship:  people creating not just  startups,  but startup societies addressing needs not met by
existing  regimes  (be  it  affordable  housing  clusters  with  unique  ownership  models,  or  online  learning
networks granting their own accredited degrees). The  post-labor social order could thus be one of  many
micro-social contracts, some providing welfare and meaning through local civic engagement (e.g., time-
banking cooperatives, volunteer governance duties in a DAO in exchange for community currency). Because
participation is voluntary, these arrangements must truly serve their members or they dissolve. In effect,
forkability could revitalize the notion of governance as a mutual service among free individuals, rather than
an imposed structure. It’s a modern twist on social contract theory: the contract is no longer hypothetical or
birth-based; it’s an actual agreement one opts into, with the ability to exit and seek a new contract if the old
one disappoints .

“Exit” as a Counterbalance to “Voice” (Accountability and Anti-Capture): Political economist Albert O.
Hirschman famously described two responses members have when an organization declines: voice (staying
to improve it) and exit (leaving for an alternative). In current nation-states, exit is often impractical (due to
citizenship, visas, moving costs) or undesirable (one’s whole life is tied to one country). Thus, citizens are
largely limited to voice (voting, protest) – which entrenched elites can suppress or ignore if not coupled with
consequences. Forkable governance dramatically increases the credibility of exit, and thereby forces power-
holders to listen to voice or risk losing their populace. As Shapiro puts it, it creates “a system of credible exit
that forces credible bargaining” by institutions . If a city mayor knows that a disgruntled neighborhood
might legally secede to form its own township, or that a coalition of residents could take their tax base into
a charter city next door, that mayor has a strong incentive to address grievances. We already see analogies
in market-like behavior: for instance, some U.S. counties and suburbs offer better schools or lower taxes to
attract  residents (Tiebout’s  “voting with your feet”  in local  governance).  At  a larger scale,  countries like
Estonia  attracting  e-residents,  or  jurisdictions  courting  crypto  startups  with  favorable  laws,  show
competitive governance at work. The stakes get higher when actual citizenry and territory can shift (as with
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the potential of municipalities switching nations in extreme cases, or special zones drawing population from
failing states).  In such an environment,  elite capture and corruption face a natural check:  if  leaders
abuse their power, they could wake up to find the most productive or creative segments of their society
have  forked  off  into  a  new  polity  or  joined  another  that  offers  transparency  and  fairness.  Indeed,
transparency (Layer 3 of the pyramid) and forkability (Layer 5) form a one-two punch against corruption –
transparency exposes malfeasance, and forkability provides the escape if reforms don’t follow. This doesn’t
mean everyone will leave at the first sign of trouble; rather, the  threat of exit strengthens the position of
reformers  (voice)  within  the  system.  Ideally,  it  leads  to  a  healthier  dynamic  where  governments  treat
citizens more like valued clients than captive subjects, knowing that  loyalty must be earned. It also flips
the script on legitimacy: instead of assuming loyalty and suppressing exit, future legitimacy may hinge on
how easy you make it for unhappy citizens to go, and whether you give them reasons to stay. This echoes the
private sector’s approach to customer satisfaction in competitive markets. 

However,  a  balance  is  needed:  if  exit  becomes  too  easy  or  default,  communities  might  not  invest  in
improving existing institutions (“why attend the town hall if I can just leave?”). There is a potential brain-
drain effect if  the most capable always peel  off rather than fix things.  To mitigate this,  some theorists
suggest “friction” or loyalty incentives as part of design – for example, requiring a supermajority and a
deliberative process to initiate a fork, ensuring that voice is attempted first. The Liechtenstein secession
clause, for instance, requires a democratic vote to trigger exit , embedding voice in the exit process.
Similarly, DAOs often have time-locks or penalties for ragequit to prevent knee-jerk exits. The overarching
principle is that exit and voice should complement each other. With forkability, we introduce a credible exit as
a last resort, which in turn makes voice more effective in day-to-day governance. Communities can calibrate
the ease of exit in their charters (like notice periods for secession, asset sharing agreements on split, etc.) to
strike this balance. If done well, the outcome is accountable yet stable governance – rulers know people
can leave,  but  people  also  know that  leaving  is  a  significant  step,  so  they  engage constructively  until
remaining is untenable.

Integration with the Four Lower Layers: Forkable governance doesn’t  stand alone; it  builds upon and
amplifies the capabilities provided by Layers 1–4 of the Pyramid of Power. Each of the earlier layers is a
prerequisite that makes credible forkability possible and constructive rather than chaotic:

Digital Identity (Layer 1: Immutable Civic Bedrock): A secure, self-sovereign identity system is
fundamental. It ensures that every person’s identity, rights, and assets are immutable and portable,
no matter what governance context they are in . In a fork scenario, digital ID lets individuals
carry their civic records with them – their existence and entitlements are anchored in tamper-proof
ledgers  rather  than  solely  in  state  databases.  Estonia’s  use  of  blockchain  to  secure  citizen  and
property records is illustrative:  if  tomorrow Estonia split  or an e-resident moved, the integrity of
those records would survive . Likewise, self-sovereign IDs mean that even if  you exit your
country, you can still cryptographically prove who you are (and perhaps that you were a citizen with
a clean record, etc.). Without this layer, a fork could leave people “stateless” or their claims disputed;
with it, everyone has a personal bedrock of identity and rights that outlives any single institutional
arrangement. Additionally, digital IDs enable cross-community trust: a new jurisdiction can verify an
entrant’s history (with their consent) via digital attestations, smoothing the pathway for relocation or
dual affiliations. 

Programmable  Money  (Layer  2:  Open  Value  Rails): Money  that  is  digital,  interoperable,  and
programmable  (think  CBDCs,  stablecoins,  crypto)  allows  value  to  flow  across  jurisdictional
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boundaries freely . If citizens exit a national currency area, they can still transact using global
or easily convertible digital currencies – preventing economic isolation. For example, if a community
forks  and  the  old  government  tries  to  cut  off  financial  flows,  residents  could  switch  to
cryptocurrencies or a new local token that’s accepted globally. India’s UPI or Brazil’s Pix show how
robust  digital  payment  ecosystems  can  reach  huge  scale ;  if  such  systems  become
interoperable  internationally  or  through  private  equivalents,  economic  participation  becomes
border-agnostic. Moreover, programmable money allows new governance models like DAOs to bake
in  economic  policies  (e.g.,  automatic  basic  income  distribution  via  smart  contract,  or  quadratic
funding for public goods) that are hard to implement in legacy systems. These innovations can be
ported: a successful local currency or funding mechanism could be adopted by other communities
by copying the smart contracts. Also, having personal wealth in a form that isn’t trapped in a national
banking system (e.g., crypto in self-custody) gives individuals the practical means to exit – they won’t
be financially hostage to their government if they choose to leave. In short, open value rails ensure
that  economic  agency travels  with  the  citizen,  and  that  forked  communities  can  establish  viable
economies quickly (perhaps using an existing cryptocurrency or creating their own on a blockchain
platform).

Radical Transparency (Layer 3: Transparency of Money & Algorithms): Transparency builds the
trust needed for forkable systems to not descend into confusion or fraud. When public finances and
algorithms are open to audit , communities can much more easily cooperate and merge/split
because  there  is  a  shared  truth  source.  For  example,  if  a  region  considering  secession  has
transparently published its budget and asset registries on a public ledger, then negotiating a fair
“division of assets” or continuing certain services post-fork is far simpler – everyone can see what
exists and who owns what. Radical transparency also deters the abuses that often drive people to want
to  exit.  Corruption,  hidden  dealings,  and  opaque  governance  breed  mistrust  and  secessionist
sentiment.  By  mandating  transparent  operations  (as  many  blockchain-based  communities  do
inherently),  the  hope  is  that  issues  are  caught  and  resolved  via  voice  before  they  escalate.
Additionally,  transparency  allows  benchmarking:  one  community  can  see  clearly  how  another  is
performing (budget  efficiency,  outcomes  of  policies)  and this  competitive  comparison  pressures
leaders to improve or citizens might choose the better-run community. Think of how open data on
city performance (crime rates, school quality, etc.) has spurred friendly competition – now imagine if
entire budgets and even algorithmic decision systems (like welfare benefit algorithms or policing
AIs) were transparent and comparable. It would be much harder for officials to hide failure, and
much easier for new entrants to prove they can govern better by openly using superior algorithms
or best practices. In a scenario of multiple coexisting polities, transparency might also be crucial for
inter-polity agreements: smart contracts could automatically enforce treaties or revenue sharing
between a parent state and a breakaway region, because both sides can monitor compliance in real-
time  on  a  blockchain  ledger.  Ultimately,  transparency  lubricates  the  frictions  of  forkability  by
providing  trust  without  heavy  centralized  control.  It  enables  the  “trustless”  coordination needed
when authorities overlap or change (e.g., transparent public procurement means even if oversight
shifts after a fork, the records of how funds were used remain intact and credible ).

Direct,  Programmable  Democracy  (Layer  4:  Continuous  Civic  Participation): Finally,  direct
democracy tools and culture are essential so that the decision to redesign or fork governance is itself
made legitimately and wisely by the people. If Layer 4 is robust, then any move to fork (clone or exit a
system) would likely come from a broad-based democratic mandate – for instance, a community
online  vote  or  a  series  of  deliberations  followed  by  a  referendum.  This  ensures  forkability  is
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exercised responsibly,  not by a small  cabal or external agitators.  We have real examples: when
Brexit occurred, it was via national referendum; when Liechtenstein grants secession, it requires a
local  majority  vote .  Direct  democracy  platforms  (like  e-voting,  petition  portals,  participatory
budgeting) empower citizens to try reform  before exit. If those channels are effective (people can
influence laws granularly,  veto bad policies,  etc.),  many grievances can be addressed within the
system. Thus, Layer 4 acts as a pressure release – encouraging voice as the first remedy. Only if that
fails or the majority genuinely wants change would a fork be pursued, and then it can be executed in
an orderly,  collective manner.  Additionally,  a  culture of  participatory governance means that new
forked communities start with engaged citizens rather than apathy. For example, if a group using a
platform like Decidim in their city decides to form a new municipality, they could carry that platform
with  them  (since  it’s  open  source)  and  immediately  have  a  familiar  way  to  co-create  the  new
governance rules. We see even small DAOs using tools like Snapshot (for voting on-chain) to make
continuous decisions; this habit of involvement translates into an expectation that any new system we
create, we will govern directly. That reduces the risk that a “revolution” simply installs a new dictator;
instead,  people  expect  to  program  their  governance  and  keep  participating.  In  essence,  direct
democracy  tools  provide  the  mechanism  for  consent at  every  stage  of  the  meta-governance
process  –  from initial  design  (crowdsourcing  a  charter)  to  iterative  updates  (amending  rules  by
popular vote) to, if needed, the final decision to fork. They reinforce the legitimacy of outcomes and
help coordinate group action, which is vital when undertaking something as complex as establishing
a new polity or deeply reforming an existing one.

In combination, these layers mean that forkable meta-governance can be  viable and constructive. Citizens
have  secure identities (so they can assert their rights anywhere) , fluid money (so they remain
economically empowered across systems) , full information (so they trust and verify institutions)

, and real influence (so any drastic change is guided by popular will) .  Forkability is thus the
capstone of a broader digital empowerment stack: it ensures that if all else fails, people are not trapped –
they can collectively exit and carry their digital lives with them. Notably, this acts as a  counterweight to
institutional inertia, elite capture, or failure. Where earlier layers (like transparency or direct democracy)
aim to fix systems from within, forkability provides an external check: the knowledge that people can build
an alternative if reforms stall. This dynamic could address one of the great dilemmas of governance – how
to make institutions that serve the public interest and adapt over time without succumbing to dictatorship
or collapse. By introducing a form of competitive pressure and choice, it nudges all institutions to be more
citizen-centric. The next section will delve into the deeper political theory implications of this paradigm shift
– how it challenges traditional notions of legitimacy, sovereignty, and the social contract, and how we might
navigate the path toward such a future without chaos.

4. Rethinking Legitimacy, Sovereignty, and the Social Contract

Forkable constitutional governance not only introduces new technical and civic possibilities; it also invites a
fundamental re-examination of political theory concepts such as legitimacy, federalism, sovereignty, and
the nature of the social contract. When citizens can credibly exit and form new polities, the philosophical
underpinnings of governance change from static and unitary to dynamic and plural.  In this section, we
discuss these shifts and outline frameworks for understanding and guiding this evolution in an incremental,
evolutionary way rather than through violent ruptures.

Legitimacy  through  Voluntary  Consent: Traditional  nation-states  derive  legitimacy  from  some
combination of historical claim, monopoly of force, constitutional processes, and the provision of public
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goods. Implicitly, citizens are deemed to consent by residing within the territory (the “social contract” by tacit
consent).  Forkable  governance  flips  this  into  an  explicit  competitive  context:  legitimacy  must  be
continuously  earned  through  voluntary  affiliation.  If  people  can  leave  or  establish  alternatives,  a
government’s authority rests on the  ongoing consent of the governed,  not just a one-time formation
event or election. This is arguably a return to the original spirit of social contract theory (Locke, etc.), but
with  a  mechanism  to  enforce  it  outside  of  revolution.  It  echoes  the  idea,  popular  in  libertarian  and
“competitive governance” literature, that governments could be like service providers – if they fail, they lose
customers (citizens) to better providers . Legitimacy thus becomes performative and plural: there may
be multiple legitimate polities overlapping or co-located, each legitimate to the extent people voluntarily
adhere to them. This concept is seen in ideas like panarchism (19th-century concept of individuals freely
choosing their government regardless of location) and modern polycentric law. A practical manifestation is
constitutional  pluralism in  the EU,  where both EU law and national  law claim ultimate authority,  yet
legitimacy arises  from their  interplay  and mutual  forbearance .  In  a  forkable  world,  we might  have
constitutional pluralism on steroids:  overlapping jurisdictions whose legitimacy comes from meeting their
constituents’ needs and respecting the other frameworks in place. For example, one might simultaneously
be a member of a global digital polity (with its own charter and token system) and a resident of a local city
government  –  and  find  both  legitimate,  as  each  covers  different  aspects  of  life.  The  key  is  that  one’s
membership in each is, in principle, a matter of choice (with some friction perhaps). This plural consent-
based legitimacy challenges the Weberian notion of a single authority with a monopoly on legitimacy in a
given territory. Instead, legitimacy is relational and networked – think of it like the legitimacy we accord to
various organizations in our life (church, workplace, club) now extended to governance, with the distinction
that these organizations can have sovereign-like powers in their domain.

Sovereignty in a Networked Age: If legitimacy is pluralized, what becomes of sovereignty, the bedrock of
international order since Westphalia (1648)? Sovereignty has meant exclusive control within borders and
non-interference outside. Forkable governance erodes the neatness of that, moving toward a concept of
networked sovereignty. One aspect is layered or nested sovereignty: for instance, a charter city might have
autonomy over local matters but still be part of a nation for defense, or a network state might have partial
recognition and operate under the umbrella of an existing state’s protection. We see precedents: Hong
Kong under  “one  country,  two  systems”  was  quasi-sovereign  in  its  economic  and  legal  system;  Native
American reservations in the US have limited sovereignty that can increase or decrease via agreements; the
EU pools sovereignty such that member states and the union share constitutional power . Polycentric
governance literature (Ostrom, Michael Polanyi, etc.) notes that multiple authorities can coexist at different
scales  for  different  functions .  In  a  forkable  world,  sovereignty  may  become  functionally
differentiated –  e.g.,  one authority for digital  identity,  another for local  policing,  another for currency,
overlapping on the same population. Individuals might effectively  choose the sovereign for each function:
maybe you trust Estonia (via e-Residency) for your digital identity, rely on Ethereum for your currency, use
your  city  government  for  utilities,  and  a  transnational  DAO  for  schooling  or  welfare.  This  is  a  radical
departure from the unitary state, but technology makes it conceivable. It’s akin to how we choose different
providers  for  phone  service,  internet,  etc.,  even  though  they  all  operate  concurrently  in  our  lives.
Constitutional pluralism acknowledges some of this: in the EU, both EU and national constitutions hold
sway,  requiring  negotiation  of  conflicts .  In  a  broader  context,  we  might  speak  of  jurisdictional
redundancy –  multiple  layers  ensuring no single  failure wrecks everything (just  as  the internet  routes
around  outages).  Sovereignty  could  become  more  conditional:  for  example,  a  community  might  grant
allegiance to a federal government as long as certain rights are upheld, with a legal path to withdraw if not.
That essentially formalizes a conditional social contract (some US states, in joining the Union, believed they
retained a right to secede, though the Civil War decided otherwise; Liechtenstein explicitly gives that right
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to its subunits ). International law may need to evolve to accommodate such flexibility – perhaps new
treaties  for  recognition  of  digital  states  or  compact  entities.  We  might  end  up  with  sovereignty  by
accreditation: communities proving they meet certain standards (human rights, rule of law, fiscal stability)
could gain semi-sovereign status and recognition,  even without traditional  territory (similar  to how the
Sovereign Military Order of Malta or the ICRC have international status despite not being countries, or how
indigenous nations have some sovereignty). The notion of non-territorial states could emerge, resurrecting
ideas like  personal sovereignty (where jurisdiction is tied to persons, not land – e.g., different ethnic or
religious groups in an empire governed by their own laws). These ideas were dismissed in the 20th century,
but the digital realm and increased mobility bring them back into consideration.

Federalism and Dynamic Confederation: Forkable governance can be seen as an extreme extension of
federalism. In a federation, smaller polities join a larger one but retain some rights; in a forkable scenario,
they might also reserve the right to exit or realign. We could imagine a future where instead of federations
being near-immutable unions (like the USA or EU), they are more like dynamic confederations – networks
of states that can re-network as needed. Perhaps regions could switch countries via referenda if cultural/
economic ties shift (some scholars have even mused about a “United Cities” system where cities globally
affiliate directly). While traditional federalism feared secession as existential, a meta-governance view might
normalize some churn: as long as basic order is kept, allowing reconfiguration could lead to more optimal
alignment of governance with populations. Hirschman’s exit vs. voice plays out at the state level too – e.g.,
if one province continually feels neglected, the credible threat of secession (exit) might force the federal
government to grant more autonomy or resources (voice accommodation) .  We can see this in how
Canada  deals  with  Quebec’s  independence  sentiment  or  the  UK  with  Scotland:  knowing  secession  is
possible (even if difficult) has led to negotiated devolution of powers. A forkable approach would formalize
that: maybe every 25 years, regions vote whether to stay or choose a different arrangement – a peaceful
“safety valve” for self-determination.  Secession theory in political philosophy debates when secession is
justified (remedial right only for oppressed groups vs. primary right for any group). Forkable governance
leans toward a liberal, primary right of exit, but tempered with the expectation that exit should be peaceful
and  respect  minority  rights  (perhaps  requiring  power-sharing  or  partition  plans  to  be  in  place).  The
challenge is avoiding violence and instability. Here, Ostrom’s work on polycentric order is instructive: she
showed that communities can manage shared resources without a single apex authority by developing
norms and overlapping institutions. That suggests even if sovereignty is fractured, cooperation can emerge
through communication and repeated interaction.  A dynamic federation might have common defense and
trade but let internal borders be fluid. This is speculative but not wholly unlike how medieval city leagues or
the early United States under the Articles of Confederation operated (though those had issues leading to
stronger  union).  The  difference  now  is  we  have  better  communication,  verification  (blockchains),  and
perhaps more enlightened norms that could make a looser tapestry viable.

Exit, Voice, and Loyalty Revisited: Hirschman’s framework gets a new twist in a world of easy exit. One
insight Hirschman had is that too much exit can undermine voice – if the most dissatisfied always leave, the
organization might never hear the alarm bells until it’s too late, or the loyal remnant is too apathetic to
change things . To mitigate this, forkable systems should encourage a degree of loyalty or stickiness
– not blind loyalty, but a commitment to give voice a chance. This could be cultivated culturally (stigma on
abandoning community without trying reform) or structurally (exit processes that take time, allowing one
last opportunity for redress). For example, a special economic zone considering secession from a country
might trigger an automatic negotiation period where the central government can propose remedies. If they
fail, the secession proceeds. Such designs ensure exit is a last resort, not a first impulse. Another nuance is
that  exit itself can be collective voice:  a splinter group leaving sends a message to the parent group
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about what went wrong. This happened with Ethereum Classic – its continued existence is a statement
about code immutability that Ethereum mainnet had to reckon with . In politics, if one province leaves
due to, say, lack of cultural recognition, others will take note and perhaps voice their concerns more loudly
to avoid a repeat. Thus, exit and voice can work in tandem as part of a feedback loop. Hirschman also talked
about loyalty as a force that can delay exit and give voice a chance to work. In a meta-governance future,
loyalty  might  be  reconceived  as  loyalty  to  principles  or  networks rather  than  to  a  state  apparatus.  For
instance, one might be loyal to the concept of decentralized governance itself  – meaning one wouldn’t
revert to an authoritarian system even if it’s easier, out of commitment to the meta-governance ethos. Or
loyalty  could  be  to  a  community  of  communities:  perhaps  people  develop  identity  as  “members  of  the
network of free cities” and while they may move between cities, they won’t betray the federation to an
outside power. This resembles how members of the EU have a European identity that tempers pure national
exit (Scotland might want out of UK but into EU; it’s exit from one union to join another perceived as more
just). The balance of exit and voice in competitive governance will likely be an ongoing tension – too much
competition could balkanize and erode solidarity, too little and we’re back to stagnation. Some theorists
propose hybrid models like  “Voice within Exit”: e.g., competing jurisdictions but with citizen assemblies
that span them to coordinate and share voice at a higher level. Ultimately, finding the sweet spot where exit
options discipline governance without fragmenting society will be a core design challenge. 

Modular Legalism and Rule of Law: Forkable governance doesn’t mean lawlessness – in fact it requires a
strong  rule of law framework to manage splits and overlaps. Concepts like Ulex’s open-source law show
how rule  of  law can be maintained even outside traditional  state  courts .  The idea of  modular
legalism is that law is composed of modules (commercial code, criminal code, dispute resolution, etc.) that
can be swapped in and out. This raises interesting theory questions: is justice universal or can it vary by
community? Likely,  there will  need to be  meta-rules that all  recognized communities abide by (akin to
human rights or ius cogens norms in international law). For instance, no community could legalize genocide
or slavery and expect to be treated as legitimate – the network of polities would enforce certain red lines.
This suggests an overarching architecture of law above individual forks. In software terms, think of a core
kernel (basic rights and non-aggression principles) that all share, while the applications (specific policies)
differ.  There  might  be  transnational  adjudication bodies to  handle  disputes  between jurisdictions  or
appeals when rights are violated (a bit like the role of the European Court of Human Rights, but maybe
decentralized  or  voluntary).  The  competitive  governance  advocates  often  emphasize  arbitration  and
insurance as replacements for state coercion – e.g., if one micro-state wrongs people, others may sanction
it or insurance companies won’t cover it, providing incentive to uphold standards. This leans into market
mechanisms for law, but history shows pure market law can favor the powerful. So some political theorists
propose a pluralistic legal order where communities reciprocally enforce each other’s adherence to basic
norms (like how even in war, certain rules are expected via Geneva Conventions – one could extend that to
peacetime governance). 

Social Contract as a Living Document: The social contract in forkable governance stops being a mythical
origin story and becomes an actual living document or set of documents. Citizens might literally sign a user
agreement or constitution when joining a new network state or city (as Próspera does ). This contract
could  be  updated  with  version  numbers,  as  seen  when  communities  use  GitHub  to  manage  charter
changes. Thus the social contract becomes continuous, not just at the founding moment. It is in some sense
always up for renegotiation,  which is both empowering and demanding. It means citizens must be more
engaged and informed (here, direct democracy tools help manage continuous input without overwhelming
people). The contract might have built-in review periods, e.g., “every 5 years we reconsider the power we
delegate to the central authority.” One could imagine society-wide deliberation events (augmented by AI
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perhaps)  to  decide  on  major  upgrades  to  the  social  contract.  The  good  news:  this  allows  peaceful
adaptation to new realities – for example, if AGI (artificial general intelligence) arrives, a community might
amend its constitution to define machine rights or protections for human employment proactively, rather
than dealing with outdated laws. The risk: if everything is mutable, do any rights remain truly inalienable?
This is  why  constitutional pluralism might also apply internally  –  maybe there are parts of  the social
contract  declared  immutable  (like  Bill  of  Rights  that  even  forked  versions  must  carry  forward,  unless
unanimous consent to change). So the evolving social contract will likely have layers: a stable core and an
agile periphery. As for  voice vs. exit in the contract – the contract might itself specify the exit conditions
(like  Liechtenstein’s  constitution  does).  Social  contract  theory  historically  grappled  with  the  problem of
binding future generations – forkability provides an escape from that, which is liberating but also means
each  generation  (or  each  individual)  must  actively  consent  or  leave.  That  could  increase  the  sense  of
ownership people have over their governance, potentially boosting civic virtue (you chose this community,
so contribute to it) compared to the alienation many feel in large nation-states where they think their voice
doesn’t matter.

Evolutionary  Pathways,  Not  Revolutions: A  critical  aspect  the  user  asked  to  emphasize  is  viable
evolutionary  pathways towards  this  forkable  future,  rather  than  advocating  any  kind  of  immediate
revolutionary rupture. History has shown that sudden state breakups or utopian experiments can lead to
instability  or  power  vacuums.  Therefore,  the  transition  to  meta-governance  should  be  incremental,
leveraging existing frameworks. We already see such pathways: special reform zones (like charter cities) act
as pilot projects within nations, rather than overthrowing nations. If they succeed, they can be scaled or
imitated, if they fail, the damage is contained. Another path is  parallel digital governance: people start
living parts  of  their  lives  in  DAOs and network  communities  (for  finance,  socializing,  learning)  without
necessarily leaving their country. Over time, these parallel structures might take on more functions (health
insurance DAO, decentralized energy co-op, etc.), effectively becoming a  shadow social contract that could
either prod the official one to change or eventually supplant parts of it if the state retrenches (some talk of
“state capacity libertarianism” where the government focuses on core things and leaves more to civil society
networks). The evolution might also occur through generational change: younger people comfortable with
digital  identity  and  multiple  allegiances  may  push  for  legal  recognition  of  those  forms  (for  example,
lobbying for e-residency-like programs or for their city to adopt an open-source budgeting process). None
of this requires violent upheaval;  it’s  more a  gradual shift  of  legitimacy and functionality to new models.
Governments themselves might strategically embrace aspects to remain competitive – e.g., countries might
allow  opt-in  local  governance experiments  to  prevent  total  secession  (like  how  China  tests  reforms  in
Shenzhen, or how some US states allow towns to charter specialized districts).  International bodies can
facilitate safe experimentation: perhaps an “experimental polity” status under the UN that allows a region to
try semi-autonomy for a period under monitoring. Indeed, we have historical templates like the UN Trust
Territories or modern free association compacts (e.g., Cook Islands free association with New Zealand) which
allow flexible sovereignty arrangements.

In  conclusion,  the  trajectory  towards  forkable  constitutional  meta-governance  suggests  a  profound
reconfiguration  of  political  order:  from  fixed,  hierarchical  nation-states  to  a  more  fluid,  networked
ecosystem of governance units. Legitimacy will hinge on voluntary membership and demonstrated value to
citizens; sovereignty will be increasingly divisible and negotiated; and the social contract will shift from a
static covenant to a dynamic, ongoing project among the governed. Concepts like constitutional pluralism
and polycentric  governance  are  useful  lenses  –  they  show that  multiplicity  and  overlap,  once  seen  as
dangerous, can actually bolster liberty and problem-solving if properly managed . Similarly, the classic46
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tension of exit and voice can, with appropriate safeguards, create a self-correcting system where power
must listen to people or lose them . 

The evolutionary path is likely to be messy – there will be failures (some breakaway communities will flop or
become  illiberal),  and  traditional  powers  may  resist  (we  might  see  digital  secessionist  movements
suppressed,  or  corporations  lobbying  against  new jurisdictions  that  threaten  their  regulatory  capture).
Therefore, the reformers of governance should aim for  incrementalism with ambition. Each new layer (ID,
money, transparency, democracy, forkability) can be introduced in parallel to existing systems, gradually
strengthening citizen autonomy without tearing down all at once. Over time, we may reach tipping points
where opting into a new governance model is simply more attractive for large portions of the populace, and
states will have to adapt or integrate those models. Just as the nation-state slowly emerged from feudalism
and city-leagues through centuries of gradual change, the next stage – call it the Networked Polity Era – will
likely emerge piece by piece. The end result could be a world that is more free, more tailored to human
diverse aspirations,  and more resilient  –  an “adaptive,  voluntary social  order”  as  Shapiro describes ,
where institutions exist  to  serve,  not  to  entrench themselves.  In  that  world,  power  truly  flows from the
individual upward, and the right to redesign our collective arrangements – even to clone and exit them –
keeps those arrangements honest and humane.

Conclusion

Forkable constitutional meta-governance, the fifth and capstone layer of the Pyramid of Power, represents a
paradigm shift in how we conceive and practice governance. It is a visionary yet tangible framework in
which the ability to exit, fork, or reinvent institutions serves as the ultimate check-and-balance in a post-
labor,  digitally-empowered society.  This  white paper has explored how emerging real-world examples –
from Liechtenstein’s  local  secession rights to Estonia’s  cloud governance,  from blockchain DAO forks to
charter cities and open-source legal codes – all point toward the forkability of governance becoming feasible
and even practical.  We have delved into the enabling technologies that  make this  possible:  blockchain
protocols  for  trust  and  fork,  DAO  platforms  for  institutional  assembly,  portable  digital  identities  and
credentials, interoperable govtech stacks, and modular governance patterns that allow communities to mix-
and-match dispute resolution or democratic processes. Together, these compose a new  civic operating
system that is as replicable and adaptive as the internet that underlies it.

The societal  implications of  this  shift  are  profound.  Forkable  governance offers  a  powerful  antidote to
institutional stagnation and elite capture by restoring agency to communities: it provides the means for
credible  exit,  and  thus  forces  those  in  power  to  remain  accountable  or  else  lose  their  mandate .  It
nurtures a decentralization of authority that can unleash innovation in how we solve public problems, while
also  requiring  us  to  develop  new  norms  of  cooperation  among  a  plurality  of  semi-sovereign  entities.
Crucially,  this  apex  layer  does  not  stand  alone;  it  relies  on  the  strata  beneath  –  digital  identity,
programmable money, transparency, and direct democracy – to function smoothly. Those layers ensure that
any governance fork is grounded in secure personal rights, fluid economic exchange, open information,
and democratic legitimacy. In effect, the first four layers create a solid foundation such that forking becomes
a safety mechanism, not a leap into chaos. With that foundation, the right to fork one’s social contract is not a
recipe for disorder, but for a  more dynamic and responsive order: a world where governments compete to
serve citizens, and where people are free to form the institutions they need, when they need them.

In theoretical terms, we are witnessing a redefinition of core concepts. Legitimacy is increasingly seen not
as a top-down grant but as a bottom-up, continuous validation earned by meeting citizens’  needs in a
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landscape where alternatives are available. Sovereignty, once an indivisible absolute, is becoming granular
and networked,  shared across  levels  and even across  borders  in  functional  ways.  The social  contract  is
evolving from a static implied agreement into a living, revisable pact – potentially version-controlled and
collaboratively edited by the citizens themselves over time. These changes echo ideas from constitutional
pluralism to Ostrom’s polycentric governance, suggesting that a more voluntary, pluralistic political order
is possible, one that better aligns with the reality of an interconnected, technologically advanced humanity

. Rather than one global super-state or a descent into anarchy, forkable governance sketches an in-
between:  a  rich  ecosystem  of  governance  units  –  digitally  and  locally  embodied  –  cooperating  and
competing under  agreed meta-rules  of  fairness  and human rights.  It  is  a  vision of  orderly  evolution in
political  structures,  where  revolutionary  energy  is  channeled  into  iterative  improvement  and  peaceful
reorganization,  much  as  open-source  communities  improve  software  or  scientific  paradigms  shift
incrementally.

To be sure, realizing this vision will require careful navigation. Institutional inertia, legal hurdles, and vested
interests will not disappear overnight. There will be a need for transitional frameworks: for example, legal
provisions to allow charter cities or digital  jurisdictions to exist  within old constitutions,  agreements to
handle secession amicably, and perhaps sandbox environments to test new governance models at small
scale. International bodies and forward-looking governments can play a role by legitimizing and learning
from these experiments (as the OECD’s Innovation Observatory has started doing with cases like Estonia’s e-
governance ). Public awareness and education are also key – citizens must understand not only their
rights to voice but also their rights to exit and create, and the responsibilities those entail. In a forkable
world, citizenship becomes a more active proposition: people must choose and uphold their chosen social
contracts, which might increase civic engagement and societal vitality.

In conclusion, Forkable Constitutional Meta-Governance offers a compelling blueprint for the future of human
governance: one that is modular, adaptive, and truly of the people. It does not abolish government, but
transforms it – from a static hierarchy into a flexible platform, from a service provider one is born into to
one  chosen  and  shaped  by  its  users.  By  assembling  the  successes  of  today’s  digital  and  institutional
innovations into a cohesive model, it shows that this future is not utopian speculation but an extension of
concrete reality . Communities worldwide are already clamoring for more autonomy, transparency,
and participation; technology is handing them the tools to achieve it. The Pyramid of Power’s fifth layer is a
call to take those tools and consciously build a new social contract for the 21st century – one where power is
truly accountable because, at any time,  people can copy the code of  society and improve it.  The peaceful
“schism” thus becomes not a failure of unity, but a mechanism of renewal. As we stand at the dawn of the
post-labor age, this framework provides maximum technical and conceptual depth to ensure that governance,
like other domains, can innovate and evolve to meet the challenges of our time. It is an ambitious path, but
if achieved, it promises a world where governance is by consent and design, not coercion or accident – a
world where every individual  holds a  cryptographic  key not  just  to  their  data and money,  but  to  their
political destiny.

Sources: The analysis above has drawn on a range of connected sources, including real-world case studies
and  expert  frameworks.  Key  examples  include  Liechtenstein’s  constitutional  provision  for  municipal
secession , Estonia’s  e-Residency program and data embassy for portable digital  nationhood ,
and  the  concept  of  network  states  as  articulated  by  Balaji  Srinivasan .  The  Ethereum  fork  of  2016
provides a seminal instance of a community “forking” its governance protocols in practice . Experimental
jurisdictions like Próspera in Honduras and the Catawba Digital Economic Zone illustrate how open-source
legal systems (e.g. Ulex) and charter city frameworks are enabling institutional cloning and innovation
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. Open-source civic technology, such as Barcelona’s Decidim platform, and initiatives like CivHub’s Civic
Protocol  Registry,  demonstrate  the  feasibility  of  sharing  and  forking  governance  processes  across
communities .  These and other examples are documented in detail  in the connected references,
underscoring that the building blocks of forkable meta-governance are not only theoretical  but already
observed  in  the  wild.  Political  theory  insights  from  Hirschman’s  Exit,  Voice,  and  Loyalty and  Ostrom’s
polycentric  governance research provide a conceptual  backbone for  understanding the implications

. Together, these sources form a cohesive narrative that supports the concept of Forkable Constitutional
Meta-Governance as both a grounded and forward-looking paradigm for empowering communities in the
digital era. 
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