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P R E F A C E  

Throughout history, organizations have reached points where increasingly important resources 

could no longer be coordinated by existing means. 

This paper examines whether the accumulated reasoning of an organization has now reached 

that point. 

If so, the conditions for a new infrastructure layer already exist. 

The argument begins with history rather than technology because infrastructure layers are 

consequences of organizational change before they are products. 

The pages that follow explain why. 

 

 



O R E L I S   ·   T H E  C O N T E X T  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  F O U N D I N G  P A P E R  

orelisplatform.com  ·  4 

C H A P T E R  Z E R O  

When Infrastructure Becomes Inevitable 

Historically, major enterprise infrastructure layers have emerged when a resource became so central to 

organizational success that the existing mechanism for coordinating it no longer scaled. 

This is not a theory about software, a decade, or a company. It is a theory about organizations. The 

pattern is old enough to test against history and specific enough to test against the present. 

These conditions are descriptive, not prescriptive. They explain how infrastructure has emerged. They do not predict who 

builds the next layer, or when. 

Infrastructure is rarely recognized while it is emerging. At the moment it first emerges, it looks like a 

collection of tools solving immediate problems. Only later does the common structure become obvious. 

The Pattern, Tested Four Times 

Money is the clearest example. Financial Infrastructure — ledgers, clearing systems, banks — did not 

emerge because money became important. Money was already important. It emerged because the 

mechanism organizations used to coordinate money — trust between known parties, manual 

reconciliation, personal memory of who owed whom — stopped scaling once the volume and distance 

of transactions outgrew what any small group could track by hand. Double-entry bookkeeping was one 

of the key representation breakthroughs that made increasingly sophisticated financial coordination 

possible; the infrastructure that followed was built on it over a long period, not created by it in a single 

stroke. 

✓  Financial Infrastructure — coordination through trust and manual reconciliation stopped 

scaling. 

Information is the second case. Data Infrastructure did not emerge because information became valuable 

— information was always valuable. It emerged because the mechanism for coordinating it — filing 

cabinets, institutional convention, institutional memory — stopped scaling once volume outgrew what 

physical retrieval and human memory could locate on demand. Structured representations, schemas and 

relational models, expanded the scale at which information could be coordinated. Data infrastructure 

followed. 

✓  Data Infrastructure — coordination through filing cabinets and human retrieval stopped 

scaling. 
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Computing power is the third case. Cloud Infrastructure did not emerge because compute became 

important — it had been important since the first mainframe. It emerged because coordinating it locally, 

through organization-owned infrastructure, stopped scaling once demand became too large and too 

distributed for any single organization's server room. Virtualization was a necessary representation 

breakthrough here, but cloud infrastructure itself was a broader economic and operational shift built on 

top of it, not a synonym for it. 

✓  Cloud Infrastructure — coordination through localized ownership stopped scaling. 

The fourth example is different. The resource is no longer money, information, or compute. It is the 

ability to generate intelligence from information already available. AI Infrastructure did not emerge 

because reasoning became important — every organization has always needed judgment applied to 

information. It emerged because coordinating that reasoning at scale — teams of analysts, manual 

synthesis, one conclusion at a time — stopped scaling once the volume requiring analysis outgrew 

human analysis alone. AI Infrastructure expands an organization's ability to generate intelligence from 

the representations available to it. A capability, not a coordination mechanism in its own right. 

✓  AI Infrastructure — coordination of reasoning-at-scale through manual analysis stopped 

scaling. 

The same law underlies each one. Importance alone never explained the timing. The coordination 

mechanism reached a limit it could not scale beyond. 

The Ceiling Has a Name 

Call it coordination bandwidth: the practical limit of how much coordination existing mechanisms can 

sustain before they become the primary constraint on growth — the finite capacity of an organization to 

transmit a resource across the people, time, and systems that depend on it. 

To coordinate is to make a resource consistently available across people, time, and systems. 

Bandwidth does not expand smoothly. It expands in steps, and historically each step required new 

infrastructure to absorb load human coordination could no longer carry. Below the ceiling, conversation 

and memory work — slowly, imperfectly, but well enough. Above it, the same mechanisms fail invisibly. 

Decisions are remade. Work is duplicated. The organization rarely notices, because each failure looks 

isolated rather than structural. 

A Proof Older Than Any Technology 
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Consider a medieval merchant, who could carry, in memory alone, the complete history of every trading 

partner he had ever dealt with. In this illustration, that memory was sufficient. It was the entire 

coordination system, and for the scale at which he operated, it worked. 

A modern multinational cannot do the same thing. The reason has nothing to do with trust — trust has 

not changed. What changed is the burden. More counterparties, more geography, more people needing 

the same judgment one merchant once held alone. Memory is no less capable than it was centuries ago. 

The burden is simply different. 

Why the Ceiling Is Being Reached Now 

Three forces are converging, and only one of them is new. 

The first is complexity. More counterparties, vendors, jurisdictions, regulatory regimes, and distributed 

teams than at almost any point in business history. This raises the volume of reasoning an organization 

must generate simply to operate. It explains scale. It does not explain why now. 

The second is the changing cost of losing reasoning. Twenty years ago the cost was measured in hours 

— an afternoon reconstructing what used to be known. Today it compounds into duplicated legal work, 

slower acquisitions, inconsistent negotiating positions, and institutional judgment that quietly disappears 

when one senior person leaves. The curve has not merely risen. It has changed in kind. 

The third is the one most often mistaken for the cause. Artificial intelligence did not create this 

constraint. It exposed it. A model is only as useful as the reality it is given to reason over, and 

fragmented reality produces fragmented conclusions. More capable models do not increase coordination 

bandwidth. They make its absence harder to ignore. 

The Law, Restated 

Infrastructure becomes inevitable under three conditions, holding simultaneously: 

?  A resource becomes central to organizational success. 

?  Existing methods of coordinating that resource become a limiting constraint. 

?  A representation breakthrough makes a new coordinating layer possible. 

Money met this test. Information met it. Compute met it. Reasoning-over-information-at-scale met it. 

Whether organizational reasoning itself — not information, not compute, not the narrow reasoning a 

model performs over whatever it is given, but the accumulated, compounding judgment of an 

organization about how it operates and why — has now met the same test, remains to be shown. 
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Every major enterprise infrastructure layer emerged where human 

coordination stopped scaling. 
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C H A P T E R  O N E  

Every Decision Leaves Something Behind 

A board approves an acquisition after months of diligence, dissent, and a final vote that could have gone 

the other way. A hiring committee rejects a candidate everyone liked on paper, for a reason none of 

them can fully articulate but all of them trust. A negotiator holds firm on the same clause for the fifth 

consecutive deal, having learned — expensively, the first time — exactly what happens when that clause 

is given away. A company chooses one market over another because someone in the room had seen this 

pattern before. 

Every one of these decisions produces an outcome. The acquisition closes or it doesn't. The candidate is 

rejected. The clause holds. The market is chosen. But each decision also produces something else — 

something that outlasts the outcome and has nothing to do with whether the decision turned out to be 

right. It produces a reason. Tested against real consequences, under real uncertainty, with something 

genuinely at stake. That reason does not disappear when the decision is made. It becomes available — to 

the same people, if they are still there, and to no one, if they are not — the next time a similar decision 

has to be made. 

This happens after every decision, in every organization, all the time. Almost no organization has ever stopped to ask what 

it is. 

From Decisions to a Resource 

Each step follows from the one before it, and the sequence is what reveals what has been overlooked. 

Every organization exists because decisions have to be made under uncertainty — collectively, by people 

who could not make them alone. That is true of a company, a hospital, a military, a family business, a 

government. Decisions are the primitive. Organizations are simply the mechanism that lets decisions get 

made at a scale no individual could manage alone. 

Every decision, once made and tested against reality, produces learning — not the outcome itself, but the 

reason the outcome happened the way it did, and what that implies for the next decision of the same 

kind. 

Learning, repeated across thousands of decisions over months and years, accumulates. It does not 

accumulate neatly. It accumulates the way sediment does — in the minds of the people who were in the 

room, in the margins of documents no one revisits, in the story a senior employee tells a junior one over 

coffee because there was never anywhere else to put it. 



O R E L I S   ·   T H E  C O N T E X T  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  F O U N D I N G  P A P E R  

orelisplatform.com  ·  9 

What accumulates, across all of it, is the organization's store of decision rationale — the accumulated 

reasoning of the organization. The tested, hard-won reasoning behind why it does what it does, available 

for reuse the next time a similar decision arrives. 

Information describes what happened. Reasoning explains why. The two are frequently confused, 

because they are usually recorded in the same documents and spoken in the same meetings — but only 

one of them tells the next decision-maker what to do with what happened. 

Organizations do not merely produce decisions. They produce the reasoning that makes future decisions possible. 

Every decision produces an outcome and a reason. The outcome is recorded. The reason almost 

never is. 

The Economics of Reasoning 

Is this simply a description of experience — familiar, soft, unmeasurable — or is it something more 

specific: an economic resource, with properties that can be examined the way any resource's properties 

can be examined? Organizational reasoning behaves like an economic resource, not a metaphorical one. 

Not in one respect, but in three. 

P R O P E R T I E S  O F  A C C U M U L A T I O N  

It compounds. 

Every new piece of reasoning an organization produces builds on the reasoning that came before it, 

within the same kind of decision. A negotiator who has learned exactly how a counterparty behaves 

under pressure enters the next negotiation with that counterparty already ahead — because the 

organization is applying a prior decision's reasoning to the current one. True of capital. Equally true of 

reasoning, when an organization preserves and reuses it. 

It exhibits increasing returns. 

This property is different in kind from compounding, and it is the most consequential of the three. 

Compounding describes what happens within one kind of decision over time — today's pricing 

reasoning improving tomorrow's. Increasing returns describes what happens across kinds of decisions, 

connected to one another: when an organization connects the reasoning behind a pricing decision to the 

reasoning behind a legal position to the reasoning behind a customer relationship, the value of the 

combination grows faster than the sum of the three held separately, because the connections themselves 

generate insight none of the three contained alone. A negotiating position that accounts for what legal 

already knows about a counterparty's litigation history, what sales already knows about the relationship's 

economics, and what finance already knows about the deal's true margin is a fundamentally better 
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position than any of those three functions could construct alone. This is a network property, and it is the 

reason a resource like this cannot, in the end, stay confined to any single function inside an organization 

— its value increases precisely as an organization connects it across functions that have historically never 

shared it. It is worth dwelling on, because it is the property that ultimately explains why this resource 

does not stay contained — everything else in this document follows from it. 

P R O P E R T I E S  O F  L O S S  

It depreciates when lost. 

When the person who carried a piece of institutional reasoning leaves — retires, is promoted elsewhere, 

takes a competing offer — the organization is measurably worse off the day after than the day before, 

even though nothing external has changed. The market is the same. The counterparties are the same. 

The only thing missing is the reasoning that used to be available and now is not. Few organizations 

record this loss anywhere, but it is a real depreciation of a real asset, exactly as surely as a piece of 

equipment depreciates when it breaks and no one has the manual to fix it. 

It transfers imperfectly. 

Reasoning passed from person to person degrades in the handoff, and it degrades badly. A new hire 

inherits the outcome of a hundred prior decisions — the policy, the standard clause, the pricing floor — 

almost never the reasoning behind them. They are told what to do. They are rarely told why. Every 

handoff is a lossy transfer, and most organizations run entirely on handoffs, which is precisely why the 

resource depreciates as fast as it does. 

It is expensive to recreate. 

When reasoning is lost, it does not stay lost cheaply. It must be rediscovered — usually at a worse price 

than it was discovered the first time, because the person doing the rediscovering does not know they are 

repeating history. A younger negotiator makes a concession a departed colleague already learned, five 

years earlier, never to make. The cost is not just the wasted time. It is the wasted risk, run again, for a 

lesson the organization already owned once. 

P R O P E R T I E S  O F  I N V E S T M E N T  

It requires investment. 

Good decision rationale is not free. It is produced through deliberation, disagreement, and real stakes. 

The first time an organization works out how to handle a difficult class of counterparty, it pays full price 

in time, attention, and risk — in exchange for a return the organization expects later, once the same class 

of decision comes around again. 
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Seven properties, grouped into three. Capital compounds, depreciates when mismanaged, requires 

investment, and produces returns. So does organizational reasoning — an economic resource that every 

organization constantly produces and that almost none of them has ever built infrastructure to preserve. 

Every organization already manages resources it can measure precisely — capital, inventory, information, 

compute. Yet many of its most consequential decisions are guided by a resource that appears nowhere 

on a balance sheet, in no database schema, and on no organizational chart. That absence explains why 

this resource has historically escaped infrastructure, while capital, information, and compute did not. 

The Mechanism Currently Carrying It 

If organizational reasoning is a real resource, something is currently coordinating it — moving it from 

the people and decisions that produced it to the people and decisions that need it next. That something 

is familiar: meetings, where reasoning is spoken aloud and, unless someone happens to write it down 

well, is not carried anywhere past the moment the room empties. Email, where reasoning sits inside 

threads never designed to be searched for what they actually contain. Institutional veterans, who carry 

more of the organization's reasoning than any system does, and who eventually retire, leave, or simply 

forget. Documents, written to close one specific transaction, never structured to be useful for the next 

one. 

None of these mechanisms failed at their job. They were designed to communicate reasoning — to 

move it, once, from one person to another, at the moment it was needed. Organizational reasoning has 

always moved through these mechanisms. They were never designed to preserve it. 

Applying the Law 

Chapter 0 established that infrastructure becomes inevitable when three conditions hold at once. Apply 

them now, openly, to the resource this chapter has described. 

✓  Central to organizational success. Every decision an organization makes draws on it, and 

every decision made without it is measurably worse. 

✓  Behaves like a genuine economic resource. It compounds, depreciates when lost, exhibits 

increasing returns, transfers imperfectly, requires investment, and is expensive to recreate — the 

same properties that qualify capital, information, and compute as resources worth building 

infrastructure around. 

✓  The existing mechanism for coordinating it has exceeded its bandwidth. Meetings, email, 

memory, and one-off documents were never designed to coordinate a resource at all — they 
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coordinate communication, and the resource has simply been passing through them, imperfectly, 

for as long as organizations have existed. 

Three conditions. Two are answered. The third — whether a new abstraction is now technologically possible — is not yet 

answered here. 

 

 

 

Every organization constantly produces an economic resource. 

 

Almost none has ever built infrastructure to preserve it. 
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C H A P T E R  T W O  

When Representation Became Possible 

If the previous chapter is correct, one question immediately follows. Every other resource examined so 

far eventually got its infrastructure. Money got accounting and banking. Information got databases. 

Compute got the cloud. Reasoning has not. Why not? 

The easy answer is that no one ever tried to capture it. That answer is wrong. 

The Objection, Answered Before It Is Raised 

Organizations have never stopped trying to capture reasoning. Meeting minutes exist for exactly this 

purpose. So do board minutes, legal memos, decision logs, internal wikis, standard operating procedures, 

knowledge bases, CRM notes, and every SharePoint site, Notion workspace, and Confluence page ever 

built inside a company that suspected — correctly — that something important was being lost. It is a 

long, earnest, largely unsuccessful history of attempted representation. 

The absence, then, was never representation itself. Organizations have never lacked representations of 

reasoning. 

They have lacked representations capable of preserving its continuity. 

What Fidelity Requires 

Representation fidelity is the degree to which a representation preserves the information necessary to 

reuse, connect, and apply a resource beyond its original context. This is the one definition this document 

will use for the term. 

A representation becomes infrastructure-grade only once it can be queried, connected, synthesized, and 

reused at the exact moment a new decision requires it. 

Meeting minutes preserve fragments of what was said. They do not preserve why it mattered beyond the 

room it was said in, how it connects to a parallel decision made in a different department six months 

later, or what it implies for a related but not-identical situation still to come. A legal memo captures a 

conclusion. It rarely captures the reasoning in a form anyone but its author can apply to the next, slightly 

different fact pattern. A wiki page ages the moment it is written and is almost never updated by anyone 

other than the person who wrote it. These are not failures of effort. They preserve reasoning in forms 

too low in fidelity to coordinate or reuse at scale. 
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The absence was never representation. It was fidelity — a representation faithful enough to be 

queried, connected, and reused, not merely stored. 

The Pattern, Generalized 

Infrastructure follows a different sequence than it first appears to. A resource exists. A breakthrough in 

how that resource can be represented occurs. Infrastructure follows — quickly, once the breakthrough 

has happened, and not a moment before. 

Money existed for thousands of years before Financial Infrastructure arrived. It did not arrive because 

money became important — money had been important the entire time. Double-entry bookkeeping 

dramatically increased the fidelity with which financial reality could be represented, enabling increasingly 

sophisticated forms of coordination over time. The breakthrough was in the representation. The 

infrastructure followed it, gradually, not the money itself. 

Information existed for as long as organizations have kept records. Data Infrastructure did not arrive 

because information became valuable. Structured schemas and relational models increased the fidelity 

with which information could be represented, enabling coordination at a scale physical filing never could. 

Again: the breakthrough came first. 

Computing power existed for decades before the cloud. Cloud Infrastructure did not arrive because 

compute became important. Virtualization increased the fidelity with which computing resources could 

be represented — abstract, portable, no longer tied to a specific machine — and the broader economic 

and operational shift that became the cloud followed from that increase. The pattern holds a third time. 

This explains every case examined in this document at once: infrastructure is never built around reality 

itself. It is built around representations of reality that become sufficiently faithful to coordinate at scale. 

Money is not infrastructure. Accounting is. Information is not infrastructure. Schemas are. Compute is 

not infrastructure. Virtualization is. 

Reasoning is not infrastructure. What is remains the question. 

Every infrastructure layer examined in this document required two breakthroughs, not one. 

Organizations first had to recognize a resource worth coordinating. They then needed a sufficiently 

faithful representation of that resource before coordination could become infrastructure. Importance 

alone was never enough, in any of the four cases already traced. 

Representation does not create a resource. It makes the resource coordinateable. 

What Changed 
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Recent advances in machine representation belong in this argument for a narrower reason than is usually 

claimed for them. Not as intelligence. Not as automation. Not as a replacement for judgment. They 

represent the first broadly practical means of taking the substance of organizational reasoning — the 

assumptions behind a decision, the tradeoffs weighed, the relationships that shaped a negotiation, the 

precedent a prior judgment set — and holding it in a form that can be queried, connected, synthesized, 

and reapplied at the moment a new decision requires it. 

That is representation, at last reaching sufficient fidelity. It is the organization's own reasoning, finally 

representable in a form durable enough to survive the person who produced it. 

If a different technology had crossed this threshold first, the argument would not change. This depends 

only on fidelity crossing a threshold it has never crossed before, not on any particular technology being 

uniquely capable of reasoning. 

N E C E S S A R Y ,  N O T  S U F F I C I E N T  

A representation breakthrough crossing this threshold is a necessary condition for the infrastructure 

layer this document describes. It is not, on its own, a sufficient one. Economic demand, organizational 

adoption, standardization, and institutional trust still have to follow — the same way double-entry 

bookkeeping did not instantly produce modern banking. Representation breakthroughs create the 

conditions for infrastructure. They do not guarantee its emergence. 

Two Laws, Together 

Coordination Bandwidth. 

Chapter 0 established why infrastructure becomes necessary: a resource becomes central to 

organizational success, and the mechanism coordinating it exceeds its bandwidth. That law explains 

urgency. It does not, on its own, explain timing — an unmet need can persist for decades without the 

infrastructure to address it ever arriving. 

Representation Fidelity. 

This chapter establishes when infrastructure becomes possible: representation crosses the threshold of 

fidelity required to coordinate a resource at scale. That law explains timing. It does not, on its own, 

explain necessity — a technology can exist without anything urgent enough to justify building on top of 

it. 

Coordination bandwidth explains why the layer must eventually exist. Representation fidelity explains 

why it could not exist before now, and why it can exist starting now. This document has traced the 

pattern across four resources, and it only holds when both laws are true at once. 
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The Threshold 

For the first time, the accumulated reasoning of an organization can be represented with sufficient 

fidelity to coordinate, preserve, and apply it at scale. Every previous infrastructure layer this document 

has examined emerged after crossing that same threshold, for its own resource, in its own era. 

This one is no different. 
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Context Infrastructure  
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C H A P T E R  T H R E E  

The Shape of Context Infrastructure 

Every infrastructure layer has a responsibility. 

Financial Infrastructure coordinates the movement of value. Data Infrastructure coordinates the 

movement of information. AI Infrastructure provides the generation of intelligence from whatever it is 

given. Context Infrastructure coordinates the continuity of organizational reasoning. 

The third sentence breaks the pattern of the other three, deliberately. Financial, Data, and Context 

Infrastructure each coordinate a flow. AI Infrastructure provides a capability instead — computational 

horsepower applied to whatever it is given, deciding nothing on its own. Context Infrastructure is not 

built on AI Infrastructure the way an application is built on a database. It draws on that capability 

without being contained by it. 

Infrastructure layers are defined by the responsibility they assume, not the technology they employ. 

The Interface 

Every infrastructure layer can also be identified by what it directly touches — its interface with the 

organization that depends on it. Financial Infrastructure interfaces with money. Data Infrastructure 

interfaces with information. AI Infrastructure interfaces with models. Context Infrastructure interfaces 

with decisions. 

Documents preserve artifacts of decisions, after the fact. Context Infrastructure preserves the continuity that makes future 

decisions coherent, before the fact. 

Why Continuity Is the Operative Word 

The responsibility stated above uses a specific word, and the word is doing more work than it appears to 

at first reading. Context Infrastructure does not merely coordinate reasoning. It coordinates the 

continuity of reasoning — and continuity, not existence, is what has been missing the entire time. 

Organizational reasoning has never been rare. Chapter 1 established that every decision produces it, 

continuously, in every organization, all the time. The problem was never that reasoning failed to exist. 

The problem was that it failed to persist — past the departure of the person who held it, past the 

eighteen months between one negotiation with a counterparty and the next, past the acquisition that 

needed a target company's accumulated judgment to survive the transition intact rather than evaporate at 

closing. Reasoning that does not survive the circumstance that produced it is not a resource an 

organization can actually rely on. It is a fact about the past, briefly useful and then gone. 
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Continuity is what converts reasoning from something an organization occasionally happens to have into 

something an organization can depend on having, on demand, at the exact moment a new decision 

requires it. 

The problem was never that reasoning failed to exist. It was that it failed to persist. 

Architectural Properties 

Beyond its responsibility and its interface, Context Infrastructure can be recognized by a set of 

properties. Three define the category. The rest emerge because of them. 

D E F I N I N G  P R O P E R T I E S  

It is horizontal, not vertical. It does not belong to any single function, department, or workflow — it 

spans across all of them at once, the same way Financial Infrastructure does not belong to the finance 

department alone. 

It coordinates rather than replaces. It does not substitute for the judgment of the people and systems 

that produce reasoning in the first place. 

It interfaces through decisions — not documents, not workflows, not any single artifact a function 

happens to produce along the way. 

E M E R G E N T  P R O P E R T I E S  

Infrastructure survives the technologies that first make it possible. Chapter 2 established that a 

representation breakthrough, not any particular technology, is what made this layer possible, and the 

breakthrough persists even as the specific technology delivering it changes. An infrastructure layer that 

depended on one model, one vendor, or one generation of AI would not be infrastructure at all — it 

would be an application, subject to exactly the obsolescence infrastructure exists to protect against. 

It compounds rather than expires. Each decision it coordinates makes the next one easier, in the same 

sense Chapter 1 established for the underlying resource itself. 

It becomes more valuable as organizational reasoning accumulates, exhibiting the same increasing-

returns property established in Chapter 1: reasoning connected across functions is worth more than the 

same reasoning held separately within each one. 

Infrastructure is defined less by what it contains than by what it coordinates. 

Context Infrastructure does not sit above or below the existing layers. It spans them. 

T H E  R E L A T I O N S H I P  B E T W E E N  E N T E R P R I S E  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  L A Y E R S  A N D  

O R G A N I Z A T I O N A L  D E C I S I O N S  
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Reality  →  Reasoning  →  Decision  —  a continuity Context Infrastructure preserves, not owns 

Sales HR Legal Finance Ops 

APPLICATIONS  

Where work happens 

CONTEXT INFRASTRUCTURE  

Coordinates the continuity of organizational reasoning 

— spans organizational boundaries 

Financial 

Infrastructure 

Data 

Infrastructure 

AI 

Infrastructure 

Identity 

Infrastructure 

ORGANIZATION  

Context Infrastructure spans every application-layer function shown here and draws on every resource-infrastructure layer shown here — contained by 

none, connecting across all of them. 

Reasoning does not stop cleanly at a department's edge, and in the more consequential cases it does not 

stop at a company's edge either — it moves between legal and finance, between buyer and seller, 

between outside counsel and client, between a portfolio company and the sponsor who owns it, between 

management and the board it answers to. 
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C H A P T E R  F O U R  

How Organizations Change 

The previous three chapters established a law, a resource, a threshold, and a shape. What remains is the 

question every one of them has been building toward: what becomes structurally different about an 

organization once the reasoning it produces has continuity, rather than dissolving the moment the 

circumstance that produced it ends? 

What follows is not a sequence of events. It is a permanent change in how an organization behaves once 

continuity exists — true the day it begins, and equally true a decade later. 

Five transformations follow. 

1. Decisions Stop Being Isolated Events 

In most organizations today, each significant decision begins nearly independent of the ones that came 

before it. The people in the room may recall a prior instance if they happen to have been present for it, 

but the organization itself does not hand the decision forward with any reliability. Each negotiation, each 

hire, each pricing call effectively starts from a blank page, augmented by whatever fragments of memory 

happen to be in the room. 

Once reasoning has continuity, this changes categorically. Every decision inherits what came before it — 

not as a suggestion someone might remember to mention, but as a standing input the decision is built 

on. The thousandth decision of a given kind is not merely informed by the nine hundred and ninety-nine 

before it. It begins from where they left off. 

Fragments survive even without continuity, in whoever happens to be in the room. But fragmented 

continuity behaves, in practice, like no continuity at all: an organization without it repeatedly solves 

problems it has already solved, at close to the original cost. 

2. Experience Becomes Organizational 

Today, experience belongs to people. It is acquired by an individual, refined over years inside a single 

mind, and it departs the organization the moment that person does — a retirement, a competing offer, 

or nothing more dramatic than a role change that moves them away from the decisions their experience 

was suited to. The organization does not own what its most experienced people know. It merely has 

continued access to it, for as long as they choose to stay. Organizations have always employed 

experienced people. They have rarely retained experience itself. 
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Once reasoning has continuity, this relationship inverts. The organization stops borrowing experience 

from the employees who happen to carry it, and begins owning it directly. This is a change in kind, not 

degree: an organization that owns its accumulated reasoning is a fundamentally different kind of 

institution than one that merely employs the people who currently hold it. The first survives any single 

departure. The second is permanently exposed to it. 

Organizations stop borrowing experience from the people who hold it, and begin owning it 

directly. 

3. Consistency Becomes Emergent, Not Enforced 

Every organization of any size has tried to manufacture consistency through policy — handbooks, 

standard operating procedures, compliance training, a well-intentioned wiki page updated for the first 

eighteen months and quietly abandoned afterward. This has never fully worked, and the reason is 

structural: policy codifies a decision. It does not preserve the reasoning behind it. What gets written 

down is the conclusion, frozen at the moment it was reached, blind to every circumstance that judgment 

did not anticipate. Policy is not the wrong tool. It is an incomplete one — a snapshot, standing in for 

something that needed to stay alive. 

Reasoning with continuity produces consistency differently — not through enforcement, but as an 

emergent property of memory itself. An organization whose accumulated reasoning is genuinely available 

at the moment of each new decision does not need to be told to be consistent. It reinforces its own prior 

judgment simply by having access to it. 

4. Learning Compounds Institutionally 

Today, organizations learn constantly and forget almost as fast. A hard lesson, paid for in a failed 

negotiation or a costly misjudgment, is absorbed by whoever was in the room — and then, when that 

person leaves, the organization pays to relearn the same lesson again, often at a worse price the second 

time, because no one doing the relearning knows they are repeating history rather than discovering it. 

Individuals learn. Organizations, without continuity, mostly relearn. 

With continuity, this stops. Every decision permanently changes what the organization knows, not what 

one department's onboarding materials happen to mention. This is a stronger claim than better 

onboarding: onboarding transfers information about how things are currently done. Institutional learning 

transfers the reasoning behind why they came to be done that way — which is the only version of the 

transfer that lets a new decision-maker handle a situation the existing documentation never anticipated. 

This is organizational evolution, not orientation. 
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It is, arguably, the most consequential of the five transformations, because it compounds. A company 

that stops paying for the same lesson twice does not simply save the cost of relearning it — it frees the 

time, attention, and risk budget that relearning would have consumed, and redirects all three toward 

problems the organization has never faced before. Over enough years, that redirection is the difference 

between an organization that is still solving 1995's problems in 2025 and one that has moved on to 

problems its competitors have not yet encountered. 

Organizations become stronger not because they make fewer mistakes, but because they stop paying for the same lesson twice. 

5. Competitive Advantage Changes in Kind 

Organizations have historically competed on people, capital, products, and distribution — the traditional 

inputs, familiar to anyone who has studied a business in any era. Each of these can be hired away, raised, 

copied, or built by a well-resourced competitor, given enough time and money. Continuity does not 

replace any of them. An organization still needs capital, talent, distribution, and execution to compete at 

all — continuity changes what those inputs are able to produce, not whether they are still required. 

Reasoning continuity does not translate into competitive advantage directly. It translates first into faster, 

more coherent adaptation — an organization that is not starting each new decision from a fragmented 

understanding of its own history responds to a changing market, a new counterparty, or a failed 

approach more quickly and more consistently than one that has to reconstruct its understanding each 

time. That adaptation, compounded over enough decisions, is what eventually shows up as a durable 

competitive advantage. 

Accumulated reasoning cannot be acquired the same way capital or talent can. A competitor can hire an 

organization's best people. They cannot thereby acquire the organization's accumulated reasoning, 

because that reasoning was never resident in any single person to begin with — it is the compounded 

product of thousands of decisions, connected to one another in ways no individual carries in their own 

memory alone. 

An Organization That Remembers 

An organization that remembers is fundamentally different from one that merely records. 

Financial systems record. Document systems record. CRMs record. Each of them stores what happened, 

faithfully and completely, and each of them leaves the organization exactly as unable to apply what 

happened to the next decision as it was before the record existed. Recording is not remembering. 

Remembering requires accumulated reasoning to be queryable, connected, and available when a new 

decision requires it. An organization with excellent records can still forget everything that matters. An 

organization that remembers cannot. 
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Organizations remain political even once continuity exists — disagreement, competing incentives, and 

genuine conflict over priorities and strategy continue, and continuity does not eliminate any of it. What 

changes is that those disagreements occur with greater continuity of reasoning behind them, rather than 

being re-litigated from scratch by people working from different and incomplete versions of the 

organization's own history. 

Why Organizations Decay 

A theory that only explains success is not yet a theory — it is a sales pitch wearing a theory's clothing. 

The five transformations above describe what becomes possible when continuity exists. The same 

framework should also explain what happens when it doesn't. 

The conventional explanation for organizational decline reaches for external causes: a changing market, a 

new competitor, a failure to innovate, a loss of talent. Each of these is sometimes true, and this 

document does not argue otherwise. But many otherwise difficult-to-explain failures become easier to 

understand once continuity is treated as an economic resource subject to the same depreciation already 

described. Organizations rarely lose capability only because they stop hiring capable people. A frequent, 

quieter cause sits underneath: continuity breaks — a senior departure that takes irreplaceable judgment 

with it, an acquisition that absorbs a target company's assets but not its accumulated reasoning, a 

reorganization that severs the connection between a decision being made today and the reasoning that 

shaped every similar decision before it. 

This is depreciation, observed organizationally rather than economically. It is the mechanism behind a 

familiar phenomenon that otherwise has no clean explanation: a company that seems, from the outside, 

to have every advantage it had five years earlier — the same market position, comparable talent, 

adequate capital — and yet decides worse, moves slower, and repeats mistakes it once knew better than 

to make. Nothing visible has changed. What has changed, almost always, is that continuity broke 

somewhere, and no one built anything to catch the loss. 

The Prediction 

Organizations that consistently preserve and reuse organizational reasoning will adapt faster than organizations that 

repeatedly reconstruct it. 

This is a falsifiable prediction, and adaptation speed is observable in a way capability alone is not. It does 

not depend on Context Infrastructure being adopted by any particular company, and it does not depend 

on any single technology remaining dominant. If the structural properties argued across this document 

hold true, the gap between organizations that preserve continuity and organizations that do not will not 
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stay constant. It will widen, year over year, in exactly the way any compounding advantage widens against 

one that resets. 

 

 

 

Organizations have spent centuries building systems that preserve transactions. The next generation of organizations 

will build systems that preserve reasoning. 

 

The difference between those two organizations will not be incremental. It will 

be structural. 
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C H A P T E R  F I V E  

Every Infrastructure Layer Has a Beachhead 

No infrastructure layer in this document's history launched by serving everything at once. Financial 

Infrastructure did not begin with all of finance — it first became economically indispensable through 

accounting, the narrow discipline of recording and reconciling transactions, long before it grew into 

banking, capital markets, and the full financial system a modern economy depends on. Cloud 

Infrastructure began by hosting servers other companies no longer wanted to own, long before it 

became the substrate for nearly every application built today. AI Infrastructure did not begin with 

general knowledge work — it began with narrow prediction and classification problems, long before it 

touched anything resembling judgment. 

This is not a limitation any of these categories eventually overcame. It is how every infrastructure layer 

has always emerged. Something has to make the case first, in one place, clearly enough that the rest 

becomes obvious afterward. 

The Law of Economic Visibility 

Infrastructure does not simply emerge wherever a resource happens to be most concentrated. A function 

can have significant reasoning density and still never become a beachhead, if the cost of getting it wrong 

never becomes visible to anyone with the authority to act on it. Density alone does not move budgets. 

What moves budgets is a number someone can see. 

Infrastructure becomes visible first not simply where a resource is dense, but where the economic 

consequences of failing to coordinate that resource become impossible to ignore — where coordination 

failure converts into an observable, attributable cost. 

Infrastructure first becomes economically visible where the cost of fragmented coordination can be 

measured, attributed, and acted upon. Visibility of this kind explains adoption. It does not, on its own, 

explain emergence — the resource this document has described was real and valuable well before its 

costs became visible to any budget-holder in any function. 

Which raises the obvious question, before any function is named: what organizational function converts 

coordination failure into the clearest, most visible economics? 

Infrastructure becomes visible first where coordination failure converts into economics someone can 

see. 

Where the Economics Become Undeniable 
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Every negotiation an organization conducts generates dense reasoning. Every agreement that results 

becomes precedent, whether or not anyone treats it that way. Every time outside counsel is engaged, the 

organization is forced to reconstruct understanding it already possessed, because the reasoning behind its 

own prior positions was never handed forward in a form counsel could use. 

That reconstruction does not stay hidden inside a process the way most coordination failure does. It 

becomes a line on an invoice. It becomes a delayed closing. It becomes a negotiation that runs three 

extra cycles because no one could locate the precedent that would have shortened it. Legal converts 

fragmented organizational reasoning into an observable financial signal, itemized and delivered on a 

schedule. 

Legal is where organizational reasoning becomes economically visible. 

Why Not Somewhere Else 

Every horizontal infrastructure layer becomes visible first in one function — not because that function 

owns the resource the layer coordinates, but because it exposes the economics of that resource more 

clearly than anywhere else in the organization, for a while. The resource itself was never confined to that 

function. Only its visibility was. 

Legal was not destined to be first. Under slightly different historical conditions, the function where this 

resource's economics became clearest first could plausibly have been a different one. 

The Beachhead Is Not the Boundary 

Legal satisfies the Law of Economic Visibility better than most other functions do today. That is a claim 

about where the economics happen to be loudest right now. It is not a claim about where the underlying 

resource lives. 

Every contract captures reasoning. Every negotiation accumulates precedent. Every acquisition 

compounds judgment. So does every pricing decision, every hire, every board vote. The resource this 

document has spent four chapters describing is exactly as present in finance as it is in legal, in sales, in 

HR, in operations, in the judgment a board exercises in a room with no outside counsel present at all. 

The beachhead is not the boundary. A beachhead reveals a category. It does not define it. 

A Predictable Misclassification 

Every new infrastructure layer, without exception, is initially mistaken for the application where it first 

proves its value. 
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Salesforce was, for years, initially perceived as sales software — a better way to track a pipeline. Amazon 

Web Services was, for years, initially perceived as cheap hosting — a convenient place to rent servers. In 

both cases, the market named the beachhead before it recognized the layer underneath it. In both cases, 

the recognition eventually caught up to the reality, once the layer had expanded visibly enough into 

functions the original name never implied. 

A reader encountering this category for the first time through its legal application may reasonably 

conclude, at first, that this is a legal technology category. That conclusion will be exactly as temporary, 

and exactly as historically ordinary, as it was for every infrastructure layer that came before this one. 

Organizations rarely recognize a new infrastructure category as a category while it is forming. They 

recognize acute economic pain first, and buy relief from that pain, in whatever form is offered to address 

it. Only in hindsight does the underlying layer become visible as what it actually was the whole time. 

Executives buy solutions. History recognizes infrastructure — later, and usually only in retrospect. 

Markets rarely discover infrastructure directly. They discover the cost of living without it. 

The Expansion Law 

Once the economics of coordination become undeniable in one domain, organizations begin recognizing 

the same underlying resource elsewhere. 

Infrastructure does not begin where the opportunity is largest. It begins where the need is undeniable. 
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C H A P T E R  S I X  

One Organization, Many Expressions 

Legal did not create the resource this document has been describing. It merely revealed where the 

economics were loudest first. 

Organizations do not maintain separate understandings of reality for legal, finance, sales, and operations. They maintain 

one understanding, expressed through many decisions. 

The Claims Every Function Makes 

Every function inside an organization spends its time asserting claims about reality, in a vocabulary 

particular to itself. 

Legal claims that a risk is acceptable, that a precedent matters, that an obligation survives closing — at 

length, because every negotiation, every redline, every closing condition is another claim of this kind, 

compounding across a career. Finance claims that an investment is attractive, that a covenant matters. 

Sales claims that a relationship will hold. HR claims that a person should lead, that a culture should 

persist. The board claims, over long deliberation, that a strategy is correct — that a capital allocation 

reflects the organization's real priorities, weighed against alternatives that were seriously considered and 

set aside. 

Read individually, these look like five unrelated activities performed by five unrelated functions, each 

fluent in its own specialized language. Read together, they are the same activity, performed five times, in 

five different vocabularies. 

Every function exists because some aspect of reality must continuously be interpreted. Departments do 

not exist because organizations happen to like org charts. They exist because reality has many 

dimensions — contractual, financial, relational, operational, strategic — each requiring its own 

continuous interpretation, by people fluent in that dimension's particular vocabulary. 

Organizations fragment functionally. Reality does not. 

What Those Claims Are Actually Revising 

None of these claims are independent of one another, and they were never meant to be. Each is a 

continuous update to something more fundamental than any single function owns: the organization's 

evolving understanding of reality. 
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Legal updates the organization's understanding of its contractual and regulatory reality. Finance updates 

its understanding of capital and economic reality. Sales updates its understanding of market reality. HR 

updates its understanding of organizational reality. The board updates the organization's understanding 

of its own strategic reality. 

Five functions, five vocabularies, one continuously evolving picture of what is true. 

The Hierarchy 

Reality is simply what is true, independent of anyone's awareness of it. An organization holds an 

understanding of that reality — necessarily partial, necessarily provisional, never fully current. 

Organizations cannot reason about a reality they do not first understand, however imperfectly. 

Reasoning is the mechanism by which that understanding gets updated. Judgment is what that 

understanding produces when it is expressed outward, into a specific claim about a specific situation. 

Decisions are what get made on the strength of that judgment. Action is what follows. 

O N E  U N D E R S T A N D I N G ,  I N T E R R O G A T E D  F I V E  W A Y S  

REALITY  

What is true, independent of anyone's awareness of it 

ORGANIZATIONAL UNDERSTANDING  

Necessarily partial, provisional, never fully current 

REASONING  

The mechanism by which understanding gets updated 

JUDGMENT  

What understanding produces when expressed outward 

DECISIONS  →  ACTIONS  

Legal    ·    F inance   ·    HR   ·    Opera t ions   ·    Board  

Each interrogates the same evolving understanding, in its own vocabulary. None holds a separate one. 

One Acquisition, Five Interfaces 

Consider a single strategic acquisition, from the moment the board first concludes that it strengthens the 

organization's market position. 

The board does not make one decision here — across the life of any real acquisition it makes many. The 

board's evolving conclusion is one continuous update to the organization's shared model of its own 
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reality, and every function that engages with the acquisition afterward is asking what follows from that 

same evolving model, translated into its own terms. 

Legal asks what contractual reality follows. Finance asks what capital reality follows. HR asks what 

organizational reality follows. Operations asks what operational reality follows. 

Each function appears to be reaching its own conclusion. Each is, in fact, interrogating the same 

underlying model from a different angle. 

Organizations do not coordinate departments. They coordinate interpretations of reality. 

What Every Organization Already Does 

Every organization already behaves this way. Budget meetings update the model. Strategy sessions 

update it. Negotiations update it. Acquisitions update it. Hiring decisions update it. Product failures 

update it. It simply has no way to preserve that evolving model with any continuity. 

Stated Precisely 

Organizations maintain one continuous understanding of reality, expressed through many decisions. 

The decisions are plural. What is meant to be singular is the coherence of the understanding those 

decisions are drawing from. When that coherence holds, an organization's many decisions feel, in 

retrospect, like the product of one consistent institution with a clear sense of what it believes and why. 

When that coherence breaks — through a departure, an acquisition that never integrates the target's 

understanding along with its balance sheet, a reorganization that severs one function's reality from 

another's — the same organization can make decisions that are individually defensible and collectively 

incoherent. 

Continuity does not eliminate disagreement. It changes what disagreement is about. Organizations 

continue to debate priorities, tradeoffs, and strategy. They simply do so from a shared understanding of 

their own history rather than competing versions of it. 

What Is Actually Being Preserved 

This is not preserving documents. It is not, even, preserving reasoning for its own sake. It is preserving 

the continuity of an organization's understanding of itself and the reality it operates within — the single 

thing every function is quietly drawing on, whether or not anyone inside the organization has ever 

described it that way. 
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That is what boards steward across a chairman's tenure. It is what a CEO is actually responsible for 

maintaining as the organization hires, grows, restructures, and turns over its people. Not a set of 

decisions. Not an archive. The coherence of what the organization understands to be true, carried 

forward, undiminished, through every change in who happens to be holding it. 

 

 

 

Every department speaks with a different vocabulary. Every department is 

trying to understand the same reality. 
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C H A P T E R  S E V E N  

What Must Exist 

Every theory eventually reaches a practical consequence. If the preceding six chapters are correct, one 

follows here. 

Not: does such a company exist. Only, first: what would it necessarily have to become? 

The Necessary Characteristics 

Eight constraints follow directly from the argument already made, collected here for the first time. 

C O N T I N U I T Y  

It must persist beyond any individual employee. Experience must become organizational rather than 

personal, or the depreciation already described will simply continue, undiminished. 

It must preserve continuity rather than snapshots. A system that captures a moment and lets it go stale 

has not satisfied the requirement. 

S C O P E  

It cannot own a single department. The resource is present everywhere reasoning accumulates, and 

legal's visibility was never a claim about legal's exclusivity. 

It must span functions without replacing them. Coordination, not substitution, is the layer's 

responsibility. 

E C O N O M I C S  

It must compound rather than archive. An implementation that merely stores does not satisfy what the 

resource requires to function as a resource at all. 

It must become more valuable as the organization evolves. An implementation that does not exhibit 

increasing returns has not actually implemented the resource's economics. 

A R C H I T E C T U R E  

It cannot be a document repository. What must be preserved is an organization's understanding, not its 

records. 

It cannot be another workflow tool. This layer is horizontal, not vertical — it cannot belong to a single 

process without contradicting its own shape. 

These are not product choices. They are architectural constraints. A valid implementation has no freedom to omit them. 
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The Architectural Consequences 

If those eight constraints hold simultaneously, certain architectural responsibilities become unavoidable 

— not as design choices, but as the only way the constraints above could jointly be satisfied. 

Architecture follows responsibility. 

A representation layer, capable of holding organizational reasoning at the fidelity infrastructure requires 

— not fragments, not summaries, but reasoning connected, queryable, and reusable at the moment a 

new decision requires it. This is the layer that does the most work, and it deserves the most scrutiny: 

everything else in this section depends on this one holding. 

A persistent organizational memory, structurally independent of any individual's tenure. 

A mechanism for decision continuity — connecting a decision made today to the reasoning behind every 

comparable decision made before it, automatically, without requiring anyone to remember to look. 

A means of coordinating reasoning across functions without requiring any single function to own, 

gatekeep, or translate it for the others. 

This describes an infrastructure responsibility, not a product — what any implementation of this layer would be required to 

do, regardless of who builds it, what it is called, or what technology happens to deliver it. 

The Test 

If a system cannot preserve the continuity of an organization's understanding of reality, is it actually 

Context Infrastructure — or something adjacent, however well built? 

Apply the specification against the categories already familiar to any organization. A document 

management system preserves records with excellent fidelity. A CRM preserves relationship history 

within one function. A knowledge base preserves what someone chose to write down. An AI assistant 

reasons capably over whatever it is given. 

By this point, the question is no longer whether Context Infrastructure exists as a category. The only remaining question is 

whether anyone has built it. 

What Must Exist 

If Context Infrastructure is to exist, someone has to build it. 
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Orelis exists to build that layer. 

 

The Permanent Responsibility 

Infrastructure companies inherit an unusual obligation. Organizations build upon them — plan around 

them, depend on them, structure decisions on the assumption that they will still be there in ten years. 

Their responsibility is therefore not merely to innovate, but to provide continuity for everything that 

comes to depend on them. That obligation is different in kind from the obligation an ordinary company 

carries to its customers, and it is the obligation this document has in mind in using the word 

infrastructure rather than product throughout. 

Orelis is not, at its foundation, a legal technology company or a software company in the sense those 

categories are usually meant. It is an infrastructure company, in the same sense that a company renting 

server capacity in 2006 was, whether or not the market had yet found the right word for what it was 

building. 

The distinction is not cosmetic. A software company is defined by what its product currently does. An 

infrastructure company is defined by the responsibility it has accepted — a responsibility that, if genuine, 

should still describe the company accurately regardless of how many times its products change shape. 

Infrastructure is judged not by what it enables today, but by what others are able to build upon tomorrow. 

Orelis exists to preserve the continuity of organizational reasoning, so organizations can maintain 

coherent judgment over time. 

Nothing in that sentence depends on legal, on any particular technology, or on contracts, documents, or 

software as most people currently use those words. It describes a responsibility, not a product. 

Orelis is a first serious attempt to build the layer the preceding argument shows must eventually exist — 

not the only possible implementation. Whether it remains the only one, or the best one, is a separate 

question from whether the layer itself is required. 
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C H A P T E R  E I G H T  

The Next Enterprise Layer 

Every new infrastructure layer eventually becomes ordinary. This document began with a question — 

when does infrastructure become inevitable? — and has spent seven chapters answering it, for one 

resource, in enough detail to name the company built to coordinate it. A different question remains, and 

it belongs to the future of enterprises generally, not to any single company within it: what happens after 

infrastructure of this kind arrives? 

The Progression 

Organizations first competed primarily on access to capital — who could raise it, who could deploy it, 

who could be trusted to repay it. Financial Infrastructure did not eliminate that competition; it changed 

what competing on capital required. 

Organizations came to compete, as well, on access to information — who could gather it, structure it, 

and retrieve it faster than everyone else trying to make the same decision with less. Data Infrastructure 

changed what competing on information required. 

Organizations came to compete, as well, on access to computation — who could process at a scale their 

rivals could not afford to own. Cloud Infrastructure changed what competing on computation required. 

Each infrastructure layer expanded what organizations could coordinate. None replaced the layer before it. 

The underlying resource did not become less important once its infrastructure arrived. It became a 

baseline — assumed, expected, no longer a source of advantage in itself. The frontier of competitive 

advantage moved on. The resource underneath it did not disappear. 

The Implication 

Organizations have historically competed through whatever infrastructure most expanded their ability to 

coordinate a critical resource. Increasingly, that resource is their own accumulated reasoning — 

examined across this document from every angle available to it: as an economic asset, as a representation 

problem, as an architectural category, as an organizational transformation, as a function-by-function 

manifestation of one underlying activity, and finally as a responsibility a company has now accepted. 

This is one enduring axis of differentiation, layered on top of capital, information, and computation, 

exactly as those were layered on top of what came before them. It does not replace the others. 
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This document has answered one question: whether the layer itself is now possible. What organizations 

do with that possibility, how quickly, and which of them do it best are separate questions, left open. 

This paper makes no claim about which company will ultimately build this layer at scale. That question 

was never this document's to answer. Its only claim is that the layer itself is now possible, and that it will 

be built — by someone. 

 

 

 

Every generation of enterprise infrastructure has expanded what organizations 

were capable of remembering, coordinating, and creating. Context 

Infrastructure is the next step in that progression. 

 

 

 

Every organization, right now, is continuously constructing an understanding of its own reality. That 

understanding shapes every decision it makes, whether or not anyone inside it has ever described it that 

way. For as long as organizations have existed, that understanding has had nowhere durable to live — no 

infrastructure capable of preserving it, past the people who built it, with the continuity it deserved. That 

is beginning to change. 

 


