


MetProNex

Start Building the 

City Nobody Dares 

to Undo.

This white paper sets out the operating architecture that has been 
missing: a structural Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) designed 
for deployment beginning at city level, treating the city as the 
smallest complete societal system where governance, economy, 
services, infrastructure, and civil society converge and where 
structural correction is feasible. 

It explains the structural causes of rising frustration, institutional distrust, and urban 
underperformance, and introduces the MetProNex Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA), 
which comprises the Arch, the Prosperity Fund, and the Vanguard, as the structural system 
that, once embedded in a city, aligns shared definitions, diagnostics, capital allocation, and 
execution so the city can act as one coherent system rather than fragmented institutions. 
Under such structural coherence, every component of the urban system operates in alignment, 
institutions, services, infrastructure, and economic actors reinforcing one another, enabling the 
city to function with the precision and reliability of a fully integrated machine, delivering 
outcomes in which all participants benefit and the city performs to the height of its potential.

The purpose of the white paper is to give cities and their stakeholders a practical, city-owned 
route to regain balanced autonomy, resilience, and legitimate governance, and to show how 
the same unchanged architecture, once proven in a single city, can link multiple cities into 
regions, states, nations, and ultimately a coordinated global framework, while authority remains 
at each level.
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Executive Summary

What is unfolding across the world today no longer remains distant or abstract; it permeates 
daily life, affecting people s̓ sense of security, influence, and orientation. The same applies to 
societies, institutions, companies, and governments: everything that once provided stability 
has become harder to understand and influence, and is contributing to a loss of trust and 
sense of meaning. This document sets out the operating architecture that cities have so far 
lacked:

A structural 'Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA)', an architecture in which institutions are 
bound together by shared ownership, shared rules, and shared accountability, not by 
voluntary collaboration, designed for deployment beginning at city level

In this situation, neither public nor private institutions can, on their own, resolve the broader 
dynamics at a national or global scale in a single step. We need an Archimedean point that 
represents the world s̓ elements. Global conditions cannot be corrected in a single move, but 
structural correction at the level of a single city is feasible and sufficient to initiate broader 
change.

A city, however, is the smallest complete system in which governance, economy, services, 
infrastructure, and civil society converge. It is the smallest scale that contains all essential 
societal functions within a bounded and intelligible space, where alignment can realistically be 
achieved and demonstrated. A city offers the leverage of an Archimedean point: small enough 
to be influenced directly, yet large enough to generate critical mass. Once systemic integration 
is demonstrated in one city, the resulting clarity and outcomes provide a balanced foundation 
for structured expansion.

Urban issues such as housing, mobility, public services, economic transition, and the work of 
private firms and community organisations depend on reliable urban systems and are deeply 
intertwined and heavily influenced by one another, yet each operates through its own 
mandates, procedures, and information channels.

Under these conditions, each stakeholder performs its function, but the city system as a whole 
does not yet operate in accordance with its level of interdependence. This is not a failure of 
people, knowledge, or effort. This requires questioning the assumptions embedded in current 
governance models, so that the alternative structural arrangements can be recognised and 
evaluated on their own terms. It is the predictable consequence of an architecture that does 
not yet fully integrate the complexity, autonomy, and collective capabilities of those who 
depend on it.

MetProNex is introduced here as the institutional custodian of a city-owned Institutional 
Binding Architecture, designed to address this structural limitation. It is not an external 
consultancy or advisory layer. It operates from within the city, acting simultaneously as a 
catalyst and participant, teacher and learner, source and receiver, guide and builder. Its 
purpose is to create the structural conditions under which Systemic Cooperation becomes the 
normal mode of operation rather than an exception.
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Its tripartite architecture—the Arch, the Prosperity Fund, and the Vanguard—forms an 
integrated mechanism:

The Arch establishes shared definitions, diagnostic methods, and coordination rules that align 
institutions and stakeholders.

The Prosperity Fund allocates capital to address the systemic constraints, the single limiting 
factors that determine the performance ceiling of the city as a whole, identified through the 
Arch, ensuring that investment follows structural logic rather than political cycles or isolated 
sectoral priorities.

The Vanguard builds operational capacity by demonstrating aligned solutions under real 
conditions, strengthening the feedback loop between diagnosis, investment, and execution.

Together, these components allow a city to act as a coherent, balanced system rather than as 
a set of independent units optimised in isolation.

This document sets out the rationale, structure, and operational logic of MetProNex as a 
practical means for cities to regain control over their future and initiate broader systemic 
correction through demonstrated practice. Structural correction begins in one city; the same 
operating architecture then links multiple cities into a single functioning system, those city 
systems combine into state level, states align into a coherent national structure, and nations 
link into a coordinated global framework, demonstrating that global correction emerges only 
through the cumulative coherence of interoperable cities. 
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Introduction

Cities have become the primary arena in which societal, economic, and institutional pressures 
converge. They carry responsibility for housing, mobility, public services, safety, local 
economies, and social cohesion, yet the systems through which they operate are increasingly 
misaligned with the complexity of these responsibilities. As a result, cities function but only a 
few are doing exceptionally well or anywhere near their inherent potential.

This white paper examines the structural reasons for this performance gap and outlines the 
operating architecture needed to address it. Its focus is not on policy reform, sector-specific 
measures, or political programmes, but on the underlying mechanisms that determine whether 
a city can act coherently as a single systemic whole.
The central premise is straightforward: a city is the smallest complete societal system in which 
meaningful structural correction is feasible and mandatory.

It contains the full range of public, private, civic, academic, and infrastructural components that 
shape daily life, yet remains bounded and intelligible enough for coordinated redesign. When 
one city operates with systemic coherence, the effects are measurable, demonstrable, and 
replicable.

MetProNex has been developed as a city-owned Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) to 
enable such coherence. It creates the conditions under which institutions, actors, and sectors 
can align their decisions, resources, and responsibilities around shared definitions, shared 
constraints, and shared priorities. Its purpose is not to add new layers of administration, but to 
restructure the way existing layers interact.

The chapters that follow establish the structural and behavioural roots of urban 
underperformance, explain why cities represent the optimal point of intervention, identify the 
constraints embedded in current governance models, and present the MetProNex operating 
architecture as a practical mechanism for restoring coherence and improving collective 
outcomes.
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1. Structural Causes and the Case for City-Level Action

1.1 Structural System Failure

Across societies, frustration, distrust, and insecurity are becoming more visible. Developments 
once seen as separate now reveal recurring pressures across institutions. Cities are where 
these pressures come together. They bring population, economic activity, institutional 
complexity, and mutual dependence into close contact, and with that, the effects of system 
failure.

These pressures show up in five connected ways:

• Erosion of autonomy — people and institutions carry responsibility and accountability for 
outcomes they lack the structural authority to influence.

• Economic inequality and stagnation — gaps in opportunity, income, and living standards 
continue to widen.

• Institutional distrust — confidence in government, expertise, and long-standing democratic and 
administrative norms is weakening.

• Cognitive overload — growing complexity exceeds the capacity of individuals and organisations 
to understand, decide, and act.

• Social fragmentation — shared identity, purpose, cohesion, and civic participation are in 
decline.

These five pressures are not independent phenomena. They share a single root in the 
institutional structures, the arrangements of authority, information, and incentive that govern 
how organisations perceive and act: thought that does not recognise its own role in producing 
the fragmentation it then attempts to repair. As physicist and philosopher David Bohm 
demonstrated, institutional and societal fragmentation is not merely the result of poor 
coordination or misaligned incentives. It originates in the way organisations perceive, 
categorise, and process reality itself. Each institution develops its own definitions, assumptions, 
and interpretive frameworks, and then treats those frameworks as objective descriptions of the 
world rather than as constructed lenses. The result is what Bohm termed sustained 
incoherence: a condition in which the very thinking that produces fragmentation is then used to 
address it, guaranteeing that corrective efforts reproduce the problem at a different level. We 
must disenthrall ourselves from the assumptions that reproduce the very fragmentation we are 
trying to resolve. The five pressures listed above are therefore expressions of one underlying 
condition, not five separate problems requiring five separate solutions.

Within administrative hierarchies, these forces often meet. Upper layers set rules, while lower 
layers carry operational responsibility without matching influence. The result is a familiar 
pattern: responsibility without influence, followed by frustration, distrust, and exhaustion.
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MetProNex creates an Institutional Binding Architecture that restores trust between the actors 
who jointly constitute the city, not as a cultural goal but as a measurable outcome of structural 
alignment. That trust eroded when markets began to set the terms, governments adjusted to 
those pressures, and citizens absorbed the consequences.

This pattern is not new, and it is not accidental. Economist and economic historian Karl Polanyi 
documented the same structural dynamic in The Great Transformation (1944), tracing how the 
deliberate separation of economic activity from social relations, what he called disembedding, 
generates instability, inequality, and institutional erosion that eventually threaten the viability of 
the market system itself. Polanyi showed that societies respond to this damage through 
protective counter-movements: institutional efforts to re-embed economic activity within social 
constraints that restore reciprocity, accountability, and long-term stability. What Polanyi 
described as a historical pattern across two centuries, cities are now experiencing at 
accelerated pace: economic logic that operates independently of social consequence, 
governance that adjusts to market pressure rather than directing it, and populations whose 
trust in institutional competence declines as the gap between economic performance and lived 
experience widens.

MetProNex is, in Polanyi's terms, a structural re-embedding mechanism, but one that goes 
beyond the reactive counter-movements Polanyi documented. Where historical counter-
movements typically produced regulation imposed on top of existing economic structures, 
MetProNex rebuilds the institutional architecture itself so that economic activity, social stability, 
and governance coherence operate within a single framework from the outset. The Prosperity 
Fund ensures that capital generated within the city circulates, compounds, and remains 
structurally bound to the collective outcomes it was deployed to serve. It cannot be extracted 
by actors or cycles disconnected from the city's long-term stability. The Arch provides the 
shared definitions and diagnostics that make the relationship between economic decisions and 
social consequences visible and traceable across all institutions. The Vanguard demonstrates 
in operational practice that enterprises aligned with this re-embedded logic outperform those 
operating under extractive conditions, producing the evidence base that makes the re-
embedding self-reinforcing rather than dependent on political will. Together, these three 
components ensure that the separation Polanyi identified as the root cause of systemic 
instability cannot recur within the MetProNex architecture, because the architecture 
structurally prevents economic activity from operating outside the social and institutional logic 
that governs the city.

The system works by making amends in structure. It brings authority, capital, and responsibility 
back together in one shared arrangement, so decisions, benefits, and obligations no longer 
drift apart. Common definitions, diagnosis based on real constraints, careful use of capital, and 
execution in practice are placed inside the city itself. What was fragmented governance and 
extractive economic practice becomes one coherent whole. Public authority can act again. 
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Economic activity supports social stability. Citizens see results that are transparent, reciprocal, 
and legitimate.

Cities carry both the highest concentration of strain and the most practical starting point for 
structural correction. They contain the full range of social functions that shape daily life, while 
remaining bounded enough to allow coordinated change.

1.2 The Human Operating Layer

Beneath the structural architecture lies a behavioural foundation that shapes how people 
perceive, decide, and cooperate in every organisational and civic context.

Research in social neuroscience and organisational behaviour identifies at least five domains 
that strongly influence human motivation, trust, and 
engagement: status, certainty, autonomy, 
relatedness, and fairness. These domains, often 
referred to as SCARF, help explain why some 
systems elicit initiative, creativity, and long-term 
commitment, while others generate defensiveness, 
withdrawal, or passive compliance.

When people experience respect and recognition (status), predictability (certainty), meaningful 
influence over their circumstances (autonomy), genuine connection (relatedness), and 
proportional treatment (fairness), they are more likely to engage constructively with shared 
tasks. When these conditions are absent or threatened, behaviour shifts towards self-
protection. Information is withheld, cooperation declines, and change initiatives encounter 
structural resistance, regardless of their substantive quality.

Conventional governance and economic models often treat these behavioural patterns as 
secondary or "soft" factors. Yet, as long recognised in organisational theory, culture routinely 
overrides strategic intent, which is precisely why culture must be structurally enabled rather 
than communicatively managed ('culture eats strategy before breakfast'). Consequently, these 
patterns are often addressed through communication strategies, change-management 
programmes, or incentive schemes rather than through structural design.

However, the SCARF domains function as a human operating layer: they are continuously 
active and cannot be switched off. When institutional arrangements disregard them, systems 
incur hidden costs in the form of friction, delay, and lost capacity. Conversely, when 
architecture is designed to protect and reinforce status, certainty, autonomy, relatedness, and 
fairness, systems absorb change more effectively, resist fragmentation, and generate 
sustained performance improvements.
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A corrective approach therefore requires a framework that aligns mandates, information flows, 
priorities, and incentives across the institutions that shape the city. The Institutional Binding 
Architecture is not a voluntary coordination mechanism. It is a structural design that makes 
institutional fragmentation impossible by binding authority, capital, and execution together 
under unified definitions, shared diagnostics, and enforceable rules. Through this binding, 
multiple institutions operate as one coherent system while retaining their distinct mandates and 
responsibilities.

This requirement is not speculative. Elinor Ostrom's decades of empirical research on the 
governance of common-pool resources — recognised with the Nobel Prize in Economic 
Sciences in 2009 — established that communities reliably govern shared resources without 
either privatisation or centralised state control, provided the institutional rules meet specific 
structural conditions. 

Her eight design principles for durable commons governance include clearly defined 
boundaries, rules adapted to local conditions, collective decision-making by those affected, 
effective monitoring, graduated sanctions for rule violations, accessible conflict resolution, and 
recognition of self-governance by higher authorities. These are not theoretical ideals; they 
were derived from the comparative study of hundreds of real institutional arrangements across 
multiple continents and centuries. 

The MetProNex architecture satisfies every one of these conditions, and does so through 
specific structural mechanisms rather than policy intentions. The SCE defines boundaries and 
membership, ensuring that participation rights and obligations are legally explicit. The Arch 
establishes locally adapted rules, shared definitions, and diagnostic methods — giving every 
stakeholder the same interpretive framework while preserving institutional autonomy. 

Sociocratic governance within the SCE ensures that decisions are made by those affected, 
through consent processes that structurally prevent any single actor from dominating. The 
Arch's continuous diagnostics and the Prosperity Fund's transparent allocation rules provide 
the monitoring function Ostrom identified as indispensable. The structural stewardship veto 
operates as a graduated enforcement mechanism — protecting the architecture's integrity 
without overriding the city's authority over its own decisions. And the SCE's foundation in EU 
Regulation 1435/2003 secures recognition by higher authorities as a matter of law, not 
negotiation. 

What Ostrom proved, MetProNex operationalises at the scale of the city  — with the critical 
addition that the architecture is designed to scale across cities, regions, and states without 
losing the institutional conditions that make durable governance of the commons possible.

Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) refers to a designed institutional model, where 
intelligence means the shared capacity to diagnose, interpret, and act on systemic constraints, 
not computational processing, that enables multiple institutions to operate as one system while 
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retaining their distinct mandates and responsibilities. Cooperative systems such as the 
Rochdale model, the Mondragón group, and the International Cooperative Alliance 
demonstrate that cooperation becomes reliable only when its rules for ownership, decision-
making, and distribution of results are explicit and embedded in the operating structure.

MetProNex incorporates this architectural lesson but applies it in a fundamentally different way: 
it combines the discipline of modern capital systems with the organising logic of cooperative 
structures. Financial performance and social impact are treated as complementary outcomes; 
the model assumes that actors create greater value when material returns and societal gain 
reinforce each other rather than diverge. The Arch, the Prosperity Fund, and the Vanguard 
embed this dual logic into a single operating framework in which constraint resolution, 
reinvestment discipline, and system-level cooperation are aligned by rule rather than 
preference. 

The model binds public, private, civic, and knowledge institutions into a coherent structure, 
embeds continuous diagnostics and shared definitions, regulates how constraints are 
processed, and includes a permanent integrator with a structural stewardship veto to protect 
architectural integrity. This combination—permanent embeddedness, rule-bound neutrality, 
and the synthesis of cooperative and capital principles, enables the city to function as one 
system.

2.1 Structural Autonomy in Modern Systems

The strength of a system lies in its ability to understand itself: to recognise what is essential, 
where it is vulnerable, which capabilities must remain internally coordinated, and which 
functions can safely interact with external partners. Independence does not mean separation 
from the world; it means having the internal capacity to evaluate, decide, and act without 
relying on others for the mechanisms that determine stability and prosperity.

Exemplary Europe possesses the talent, resources, and institutional capacity for such 
autonomy, yet many essential functions remain externally anchored. This dependence in 
disconnect weakens system resilience and limits the ability to shape long-term outcomes.

MetProNex builds precisely this capability at the urban scale. It provides cities with an 
operating architecture that restores systemic awareness, clarifies vulnerabilities, aligns core 
functions, and enables independent, coherent decision-making — while remaining fully 
connected to regional, national, and global systems.

2.2 Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) as a Structural Systemic Model

The IBA is enforced through structural design, not cultural aspiration. It binds institutions 
together not through voluntary coordination but through unified ownership arrangements, 
binding decision rights, integrated financial flows, and non-negotiable operating rules. This 
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binding is permanent—institutions cannot opt out without dismantling the system itself. The 
mechanism specifies how conflicting interests are processed and maintains coherence at the 
level of the whole.

Without such design, even capable or well-intentioned institutions revert to unilateral or 
defensive behaviour because the architecture pushes them in that direction. This reversion 
occurs because each institution operates within what David Bohm called a tacit infrastructure 
of thought — assumptions so deeply embedded in its procedures and decision habits that they 
are experienced as reality rather than interpretation, making defensive behaviour structurally 
rational from inside each silo even when it is visibly destructive from the perspective of the 
whole.

This is not a problem that better leadership, improved communication, or institutional reform 
can resolve. Cognitive scientist Dan Sperber, together with Hugo Mercier, demonstrated that 
human reasoning did not evolve to seek truth or solve problems collectively. It evolved to 
produce and evaluate arguments in social contexts. Confirmation bias, the tendency to 
interpret evidence in favour of one's existing position, is not a correctable flaw. It is the default 
operating mode of human cognition. In institutional settings, this means that every actor will 
reliably produce reasoning that defends its own priorities, regardless of competence or 
intention. The implication is precise: without a structurally neutral diagnostic method that 
grounds collective decisions in evidence rather than in the argumentative output of individual 
institutions, cooperative reasoning at city scale is not merely difficult. It becomes structurally 
unreliable without neutral diagnostic methods. The Arch exists because it must.

2.3 Reciprocal Altruism as a Systemic Mechanism

A consistent finding across biological, anthropological, organisational, and computational 
systems is that cooperation emerges and stabilises when actors operate under reciprocal 
structures that reduce individual risk. This is not moral behaviour. It is a functional response to 
uncertainty: systems in which units support each other under shared risk achieve higher 
survival, resilience, and long-term productivity.

Political scientist Robert Axelrod proved this experimentally. His controlled computer 
tournaments demonstrated that among all strategies submitted by game theorists, economists, 
and mathematicians, the simplest one won every time: cooperate first, mirror what the other 
party did last round, retaliate immediately when defected against, and forgive immediately 
when cooperation resumes. Cooperative strategies, even starting as a small minority, 
consistently came to dominate entire populations — not through persuasion, but through the 
compounding advantage of repeated mutual cooperation. The conclusion was precise and has 
never been overturned: given the right structural conditions, cooperation is not the idealistic 
choice. It is the dominant rational strategy.
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Axelrod's result depends on three structural preconditions: interaction must be iterated rather 
than one-off; actors must be able to recognise each other across rounds; and the payoff 
structure must make future cooperation worth more than immediate defection. These 
conditions are necessary but not sufficient. 

There is a prior requirement that Axelrod's framework takes for granted: actors must be able to 
perceive the system they are operating in. If institutions experience their interactions as 
isolated encounters rather than as rounds in an iterated game, the logic of reciprocal 
cooperation cannot take hold — not because the structural conditions are absent, but because 
the actors cannot see them. David Bohm identified this perceptual failure as the central 
obstacle to coherent collective action: when each participant operates from its own 
fragmented frame of reference, the shared game is invisible even when the rules are in place. 
The Arch addresses this directly. By establishing shared definitions, common diagnostics, and 
a single interpretive framework across all institutional actors, it provides the perceptual 
capacity without which Axelrod's conditions remain formally present but operationally inert.

The Arch creates the memory and shared information environment that makes past behaviour 
visible and interpretable across all institutions. No actor can cooperate and go unrecognised, 
and no actor can defect and go unnoticed. The Prosperity Fund aligns the payoff structure so 
that cooperation consistently yields higher returns than isolated action — and those returns 
flow back into the city and its citizens, compounding the conditions that make the next round 
of cooperation more valuable than the last. The shadow of the future grows longer with every 
cycle. The Vanguard extends this logic into operational reality, managing its upstream and 
downstream chains to demonstrate that full-chain cooperation — treating suppliers, partners, 
and delivery networks as cooperative actors rather than costs to be minimised — produces the 
most commercially rational and socially relevant outcome available. Profitability and 
responsibility are not balanced against each other. They are engineered to reinforce each other 
across the entire chain, with all returns fully accountable, transparent in destination, and 
permanently reinvested in the system that generated them.

This is the critical implication Axelrod's work carries for MetProNex: the architecture does not 
require actors to be good, share values, or believe in a common mission. Under the conditions 
MetProNex establishes, self-interested actors converge on cooperative behaviour because it is 
structurally the most advantageous strategy available. Trust, shared purpose, and civic 
engagement are not preconditions. They are measurable outcomes the system produces. 
MetProNex does not wait for cultural readiness. It creates the conditions, and cooperation 
follows.

2.4 Institutional Binding Architecture as Evolutionary Mechanism

IBA also functions as an evolutionary mechanism. Under uncertainty and interdependence, 
systems that support repeated, transparent, and fair interaction consistently outperform those 
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that rely on unilateral control or ad-hoc coordination. Reciprocal cooperation strengthens this 
effect: when contributions today are predictably reinforced in the future, the system reduces 
volatility across participants and stabilises behaviour. This increases trust, reduces transaction 
costs, and encourages long-term rather than opportunistic strategies.

As cooperation becomes structurally embedded, reinforcing feedback loops strengthen across 
the system. Shared definitions, aligned incentives, and consistent interpretation of information 
allow all actors to recognise the same signals and respond coherently. This reinforcement 
increases the systems̓ capacity to adjust, learn, and stabilise under complexity. Small 
improvements compound, constraints are identified earlier, and corrections propagate through 
the system rather than remaining isolated. Without this cooperative infrastructure, feedback 
fragments and corrective action loses effectiveness, making the system slower, more brittle, 
and more reactive.

A structural cooperation architecture therefore reduces uncertainty, increases systemic 
predictability, and creates the conditions under which long-term investment in system 
improvement becomes rational for all actors.

2.5 Actors of the City System

For the Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) to function at city level, it must explicitly 
encompass the actors who jointly constitute the urban system. At minimum, this includes:

• City Government – elected representatives, administration, departments, agencies, utilities, and 
public services; functioning as the primary institutional anchor of the MetProNex architecture, 
with the strongest operational influence but without exclusive ownership or unilateral authority.

• The Private Sector – entrepreneurs, SMEs, corporates, industry associations, and infrastructure 
operators.

• Community and Civic Organisations – neighbourhood groups, social initiatives, NGOs, and 
intermediary organisations.

• Academic and Knowledge Institutions – universities, applied research institutes, vocational 
education, and expert networks.

• Regional and National Bodies – authorities whose frameworks, regulations, and funding 
streams define key boundary conditions for the city.

• European and International Institutions (where applicable) – EU bodies, multilateral 
organisations, and international programmes that interact with the city.

At present, these actors operate through separate mandates, funding streams, accountability 
lines, and information systems. Each has partial visibility of the whole and limited instruments 
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to influence the rest.

Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) architecture:

▪ gives them a shared analytical frame for understanding the city as a system;

▪ joint procedures for identifying and prioritising constraints;

▪ common rules for allocating resources and responsibilities; and

▪ embeds feedback mechanisms so that outcomes are evaluated at system level, not only at 
institutional level.

This architecture is the corrective mechanism that Chapter 1 identified as missing. Without it, 
structural causes of underperformance persist, regardless of the competence or goodwill of 
individual actors. With it, a city gains the capacity to act as a coherent system.
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MetProNex's embedded role, meaning it operates as a permanent load-bearing element of the 
city's own institutional structure rather than as an external provider, ensures durable 
cooperation and collaboration. MetProNex is a structurally embedded institutional actor 
designed to provide, protect, and continuously operate the Institutional Binding Architecture 
(IBA) architecture a city requires to function as a coherent system. It is not a consultancy, not a 
programme, and not an external advisory layer. It is an integrator whose role is defined by the 
architecture it brings, the rules it is bound by, and the responsibilities it shares with the city.

3.1 Core Identity of MetProNex

Three characteristics define MetProNex as an institutional species:

▪ Architect and Custodian of the Institutional Binding Architecture 

▪ MetProNex provides the body of knowledge, logic, definitions, standards, methods, and rules 
that form the Arch. Without this architecture, the city cannot act systemically or maintain 
cooperation over time.

▪ Embedded Integrator
MetProNex operates from within the system. It coordinates, aligns, and protects the logic of 
cooperation from the background. It remains continuously present across all scales of activity, 
not as an external supervisor but as a load-bearing element of the system itself.

▪ Non-Dominant Actor
MetProNex does not govern the city and does not replace its institutions. All operational 
authority, policy decisions, and delivery responsibilities remain with the city and its institutions.

3.2 Ownership and Embeddedness

The system is owned, staffed, and operated by the city and its stakeholders. MetProNex does 
not own the city, does not hold political authority, and does not function as an administrative 
head office. The architecture is lived and experienced by the people and institutions of the city.

MetProNex s̓ embedded role ensures durable cooperation and collaboration.It remains 
accountable for architectural fidelity — and it is that accountability which prevents systemic 
drift, protects the logic from political cycles, and guards against fragmentation and capture.

3.3 The Societas Cooperativa Europaea (SCE) as Governance Vessel

The MetProNex architecture requires a legal form that structurally enforces cooperative 
governance, a consent-based multi-stakeholder decision-making rather than elected 
democratic process, supports multi-stakeholder membership without granting dominance to 
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any single party, embeds non-extractive capital discipline by rule rather than preference, and 
enables cross-border operation as the system scales from city to region to nation, all within 
established EU law that gives institutional actors the legal certainty they require before 
committing. The Societas Cooperativa Europaea (SCE), established under Council Regulation 
(EC) No 1435/2003 and operational across the European Economic Area since 2006, is the 
only existing legal form that satisfies all of these conditions simultaneously. It enables 
cooperatives to operate across member state boundaries under a single EEA-wide legal 
identity without requiring separate national subsidiaries. Its principal object is to satisfy its 
membersʼ needs rather than to maximise return on capital, and its membership structure 
preserves the independence of each participating institution. Crucially, the SCE permits its 
internal statutes to define governance arrangements beyond the regulatory default, including 
the sociocratic decision-making structures through which the MetProNex architecture 
operates.

The sociocratic method that governs decision-making within the MetProNex architecture 
originates in the work of Gerard Endenburg, who developed the Sociocratic Circle-Organization 
Method in the 1970s while leading an industrial engineering firm in the Netherlands. Drawing on 
cybernetics and systems theory, Endenburg designed a governance structure built on four 
core principles: consent as the basis for decision-making, meaning no policy decision is 
adopted while any participant maintains a reasoned and paramount objection; organisation in 
semi-autonomous circles, each with a defined domain; double linking between circles, 
ensuring that information and influence flow in both directions across governance levels; and 
open election of people to roles through the same consent process. This method was not 
conceived as a democratic alternative or a participatory ideal — it was engineered as a 
feedback-rich control structure that enables complex organisations to make high-quality 
decisions at speed while preserving the autonomy and voice of every participant.

That engineering precision is what makes sociocratic governance a structural requirement for 
MetProNex, not a preference. It solves three problems simultaneously that no other decision-
making method addresses. First, it prevents domination: in a multi-stakeholder architecture 
where city government, private sector, civic organisations, and knowledge institutions share 
governance, any method based on majority voting allows coalitions to override minorities, 
destroying the trust on which long-term cooperation depends. Consent-based decision-
making eliminates this risk by requiring that every reasoned objection be structurally addressed 
before a decision proceeds. 

Second, it converts objections into system intelligence: where majority systems treat dissent as 
an obstacle to be outvoted, sociocratic consent treats a reasoned objection as a signal that the 
proposal contains a flaw the system has not yet resolved. This makes the governance process 
itself a diagnostic mechanism aligned with the Arch's function of surfacing assumptions and 
constraints that would otherwise remain hidden.
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Third, it maintains coherence across scale: Endenburg's double-linking principle ensures that 
when the MetProNex architecture scales from a single city SCE to regional, state, and 
international holding structures, information and governance authority flow in both directions 
between levels — preventing the top-down rigidity that undermines conventional hierarchies 
and the bottom-up fragmentation that undermines conventional federations. The MetProNex 
architecture does not merely use sociocratic governance as a preference. It requires it as a 
structural necessity because the architecture's coherence, its capacity to process conflict as 
information, and its ability to scale without concentrating authority all depend on the specific 
properties that Endenburg engineered into the method.

The SCE is therefore the legal form through which the MetProNex architecture operates at 
every scale. When a city adopts the system, all activities of the Arch and the Prosperity Fund 
are constituted within a city-level SCE. Its members are the city s̓ institutional stakeholders — 
city government, private sector, civic organisations, knowledge institutions — and MetProNex 
as architectural custodian. Governance within the SCE follows sociocratic rules: decisions are 
made through consent-based processes that ensure no member is overruled without their 
reasoned objection being structurally addressed. Upon adoption, the SCE takes the city s̓ own 
name and identity; MetProNex becomes one member among many, bound by its own 
architecture. The city does not delegate authority to MetProNex. It constitutes a vessel that 
contains it. Because the SCE s̓ legal structure already enforces cooperative ownership, non-
extractive capital logic, and member independence, the principles described throughout this 
paper are not aspirational, they are legally binding conditions of the governance vessel itself.

When multiple cities operate under the architecture, their coordination is formalised through a 
higher-order SCE functioning as a cooperative holding structure. Each city-level SCE is 
represented in this holding alongside MetProNex. The same sociocratic governance applies at 
every level: city, region, state, and beyond. The SCE s̓ cross-border legal personality makes this 
possible without the friction of establishing separate subsidiaries, negotiating bilateral 
agreements, or reconciling incompatible national legal forms in each new jurisdiction. The 
architecture scales; authority does not. 

3.4 The Structural Stewardship Protection

The Structural Stewardship Veto exists solely to protect the architectural fidelity of 
MetProNex's foundational models, methods, and operational principles.

It does not extend to city policy, stakeholder governance, political choices, operational 
priorities, or resource allocation, all of which remain exclusively with the city and its 
stakeholders. 

The veto protects the architectural framework, not the decisions made within it. The veto 
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serves a second function that is equally critical: it protects the system's capacity for self-
observation. Without this protection, institutional habit, political pressure, and short-term 
incentive structures gradually rewrite the shared definitions and diagnostic standards they are 
supposed to be governed by what Bohm identified as thought editing its own referents without 
recognising that it is doing so.

The veto serves a third function that is equally structural. In Axelrod's terms, it is the 
architecture's retaliation mechanism: the credible, immediate, rule-bound response to 
defection that makes cooperative equilibrium stable. Without it, sophisticated institutional 
actors will test the system's limits. The veto is what makes the architecture's cooperative logic 
self-enforcing rather than dependent on goodwill.

3.5 Bound by Its Own Architecture

MetProNex is not exempt from the rules it establishes. Every principle, method, and procedural 
requirement that applies to city actors also applies to MetProNex. This prevents asymmetries 
of power and ensures transparency, integrity, adherence to constraint logic, and long-term 
alignment with the city s̓ interests. MetProNex cannot design rules for others that it does not 
apply to itself. The architecture's legitimacy depends on that condition holding without 
exception.

3.6 Roles in Execution: Architecture, Capital, and Demonstration

MetProNex operates simultaneously as catalyst and participant, teacher and learner, source 
and receiver, guide and builder. These roles are not rhetorical; they are executed structurally 
through the three pillars of the architecture: the Arch, the Prosperity Fund, and the Vanguard. 

Through the Arch, MetProNex acts first as source and receiver of structural logic. It provides 
the body of knowledge, definitions, methods, and rules that allow the city to see itself as one 
system, while continuously absorbing learning from practice. In this role, MetProNex is teacher 
and learner: it establishes the diagnostic and coordination standard, supports institutions in 
applying it, and refines the architecture based on feedback from real conditions. The Arch is 
the channel through which MetProNex convenes actors around shared constraints, priorities, 
and procedures. 

Through the Prosperity Fund, MetProNex acts as guide and co-designer of the city s̓ structural 
capital logic. It helps define how capital follows constraints identified by the Arch, shapes the 
rules that prevent extraction, and supports the city and its stakeholders in operating a non-
extractive, permanently reinvesting funding structure. In this role, MetProNex participates in 
designing and protecting the investment discipline that aligns public, private, civic, and 
knowledge actors around system-level priorities, while ensuring that surpluses remain available 
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for future constraint resolution. 

Through the Vanguard, MetProNex becomes an operational participant that takes real financial 
and execution risk inside the city. It invests its own capital in companies, operates those 
companies under MetProNex logic, and demonstrates that financially robust and socially 
meaningful practice is feasible under the architecture s̓ rules. Here, MetProNex functions as 
catalyst and builder: it establishes precedents, proves the model under real conditions, and 
distributes the resulting capability, methods, and standards back into the Arch and the wider 
city system. Where necessary, MetProNex initiates projects or acts as first mover so the 
architecture advances through demonstrated practice rather than awaiting external readiness.

Together, these roles ensure that MetProNex is embedded across architecture, capital, and 
execution. The city experiences the system not as an abstract model, but as a continuously 
demonstrated operating logic that it co-owns, operates, and develops over time. 

3.7 Psychological Ownership and the SCARF Foundation

MetProNex is designed so that every actor who interacts with it experiences ownership rather 
than subordination. The intended response is: “This is ours. We operate this. We are 
responsible.ˮ  This structure aligns with the behavioural conditions required for stable 
cooperation: status, certainty, autonomy, relatedness, and fairness.

3.8 Purpose Beyond the City

MetProNex exists to serve the city, and through cities, the wider system. It is the carrier of the 
architecture, not the protagonist of the story. Its long-term mandate is structurally consistent: 
city → multiple cities → region → nation → world, the architecture scales; authority, meaning 
the sovereign right to decide and act, does not.

The city and MetProNex operate together to restore the conditions under which a 
community can regain its balance and autonomy, and rebuild its own prosperity.
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A unified way to understand reality, identify constraints, allocate attention, and act collectively
across the entire urban system.

MetProNex operates through a tripartite architecture designed to convert structural 
cooperation into daily practice. Each component performs a distinct function, but all three are 
interdependent and governed by the same rules, diagnostics, and constraint logic. Together, 
they form the operating system that enables a city to function as a coherent whole.

The architecture consists of:

• The Arch – the city s̓ structural intelligence and coordination framework

• The Prosperity Fund – the non-extractive capital architecture that allocates and compounds 
resources according to system priorities

• The Vanguard – the demonstration and capability-building mechanism that proves the system 
under real conditions and functions as an operational proof mechanism.

• None of these elements is sufficient on its own. The Arch provides the definitions and 
diagnostics. The Prosperity Fund provides the capital logic. The Vanguard 
demonstrates feasibility, sets standards, and distributes capability. Their interaction 
makes structural cooperation durable, measurable, and repeatable across cities.

4.1 The Arch: Structural Intelligence and Coordination Framework

The Arch is the structural intelligence mechanism, meaning the shared institutional capacity to 
diagnose reality correctly and act coherently on that diagnosis, that enables a city to operate 
as one balanced system instead of a collection of independent departments, institutions, and 
sectors. It provides the shared logic, meaning the rules and principles that determine how 
decisions are made and resources deployed, diagnostic methods, definitions, and decision 
rules. The Arch is staffed by a selected team drawn from the city and its key institutional 
stakeholders, powered by city data, and operated from within existing public and institutional 
infrastructure.  MetProNex designs, installs, and trains the system, while the city owns it, 
governs it, and applies it to deliver measurable results for its residents.

Through the Arch, a city gains a permanent capability normally reserved for high-performing 
organisations:

At its core, the Arch provides:

▪ stable definitions for problems, constraints, capacity, and outcomes

▪ standardised diagnostics based on systemic inquiry and S&T logic

▪ methods and rules that align departments, institutions, and stakeholders
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▪ a single decision-making framework that prevents siloed optimisation

▪ continuous feedback loops, through which outcomes modify the system's own diagnostic and 
decision rules, converting results into institutional learning

▪ structural separation between political discretion and methodological consistency

The difficulty of establishing shared definitions is routinely underestimated. It is not a matter of 
agreeing on terminology. Every institution carries what David Bohm called a tacit infrastructure 
of thought: assumptions about causality, priority, responsibility, and evidence that are so 
deeply woven into daily operations that they are no longer visible to the people who rely on 
them. When two departments use the same word, such as constraint, outcome, performance, 
or risk, they often mean fundamentally different things, and neither recognises the divergence. 
The Arch's epistemic function is to surface these tacit assumptions across institutional 
boundaries so they can be examined, compared, and where necessary reconciled. This is 
Bohm's concept of dialogue, a disciplined process for making thought visible to itself, 
operationalised not as a facilitated conversation but as permanent institutional infrastructure. 
Without this function, shared definitions remain nominal agreements that fracture under 
operational pressure.

The structural necessity of this function is reinforced by recent findings in cognitive science. 
Dan Sperber and Hugo Mercier's Argumentative Theory of Reasoning demonstrates that 
human reasoning did not evolve primarily to seek truth. It evolved to produce and evaluate 
arguments in social contexts. Confirmation bias, the tendency to seek evidence that supports 
an existing position, is not a cognitive deficiency. It is the default operating mode of human 
reasoning under social pressure. In institutional settings, this means that every department, 
agency, and organisation will naturally produce reasoning that defends its own position, 
interprets evidence in favour of its own priorities, and resists information that challenges its 
established frameworks. This is not a failure of competence or intention. It is what human 
cognition does when reasoning operates without structural correction. The Arch provides that 
correction. Its diagnostic methods ground decisions in structural evidence processed through 
neutral, constraint-based logic rather than through the argumentative reasoning of individual 
institutions. Sociocratic consent then converts the argumentative capacity of participants from 
a source of institutional defensiveness into a source of system intelligence: reasoned 
objections are not obstacles to be overcome but signals that the system has not yet resolved a 
flaw in the proposal. The cognitive machinery that would otherwise fragment the city's 
decision-making is structurally redirected to strengthen it.

The Arch is permanently embedded in the city and staffed by its institutions, with MetProNex 
providing protection, methodological integrity, and continuity. It is not an additional department 
or advisory layer; it is the city s̓ coordination logic. Through the Arch, all actors work from the 
same definitions, the same priorities, and the same structural reasoning. This gives the city a 
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stable reference point that persists across political cycles and organisational changes.

4.2 The Prosperity Fund: The City’s Structural Capital Architecture

The Prosperity Fund is the mechanism through which the city gains the structural capacity to 
invest in its own future. It gives the city what fragmented budgets, external grants, and 
conventional investment structures cannot: a single capital architecture through which all 
actors, public, private, civic, and institutional, invest together in resolving the constraints that 
limit the city as a whole. When all parties invest through one mechanism, governed by one 
logic, toward one diagnosed constraint, they cease to operate as separate actors with 
competing interests. They function as one city, making one investment, in one shared 
outcome. The Fund operates strictly according to the methods, rules, and principles defined in 
the Arch, and in doing so transforms capital from a contested resource into a shared 
instrument of structural correction.

The Fund does not require its participants to cooperate. It creates the structural conditions 
under which cooperation becomes the most advantageous course of action available to every 
actor. When investment follows shared rules, targets diagnosed constraints, and produces 
returns that compound within the system, self-interested actors converge on cooperative 
behaviour because the architecture makes it rational. Trust and shared purpose are not 
preconditions for the Fund to function. They are measurable outcomes it produces. And once 
this cooperative base is operating, the city begins to generate capabilities that no single 
institution, budget, or programme could produce in isolation, because they emerge from the 
system acting as one rather than from any individual actor planning them.

The Fund gathers and deploys capital from the city and from approved external programmes. It 
is jointly governed by public, private, civic, and knowledge institutions under a single rulebook 
for allocation, risk, and reinvestment. This shared governance creates discipline, eliminates 
internal contradictions, and ensures that investment decisions reinforce system priorities rather 
than sectoral or political interests.

The Fund also restores to the city a capability that most European municipalities have lost: 
genuine investment autonomy. Under current conditions, cities operate primarily as spending 
units of higher government, dependent on national budget allocations, EU programme cycles, 
and the terms set by private investors and developers. The Prosperity Fund reverses this 
dependency. Because the city's own actors, together, contribute to and govern the Fund under 
shared rules, the city gains the capacity to invest based on its own diagnosed priorities rather 
than on what happens to be externally fundable in a given cycle. This autonomy is not 
separation from regional, national, or European systems. It is the structural capacity to act 
coherently within them, on the city's own terms.

Projects enter the Fund only after meeting the structural conditions defined through the Arch. 
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The Fund manages these projects in continuous coordination with the Arch, ensuring that each 
intervention follows constraint logic and contributes to system-level improvement. Supplier 
selection prioritises firms within the city or region, and where necessary the Fund supports 
these suppliers in aligning their operations with the architecture s̓ principles. When strategic 
gaps exist, new local enterprises can be developed to expand the city s̓ capacity to deliver its 
own priorities.

A core principle of the Prosperity Fund is fairness: those who benefit from structural 
improvements also contribute to making them possible. This principle has rigorous empirical 
support. Ostrom's research demonstrated that shared resource systems endure only when the 
relationship between contribution and benefit is transparent, proportional, and structurally 
enforced. Systems that allow participants to capture benefits without bearing proportional 
costs degrade, not because people are selfish by nature, but because the architecture fails to 
make reciprocity visible and reliable.

The Prosperity Fund is designed to prevent precisely this failure. Its single rulebook for 
allocation, risk, and reinvestment ensures that every actor's contribution is visible to the 
system. Its joint governance by public, private, civic, and knowledge institutions means that 
allocation decisions are scrutinised by the actors who bear the consequences. Its reinvestment 
discipline ensures that surpluses compound within the city rather than being extracted by 
participants disconnected from the outcomes they benefited from. Its structural link to the Arch 
means that investment follows diagnosed constraints, not political bargaining, so capital flows 
where it produces the greatest systemic improvement, and the relationship between who 
contributed and who benefited remains traceable.

These are not aspirational features. They are the institutional conditions Ostrom identified as 
necessary for any shared resource system to survive, built into the Prosperity Fund's operating 
rules from the outset. Public infrastructure, improved services, and stronger local systems 
create broad advantages across the city. By aligning contributions and rewards within one 
investment structure, the Fund ensures that responsibility and benefit move together. 
Surpluses return to the Fund and support the next round of interventions, enabling continuous 
improvement without dependence on external injections. 

This reinvestment discipline is also the structural mechanism through which MetProNex 
accomplishes what Polanyi argued every stable society must achieve: the re-embedding of 
economic value within the social and institutional fabric that generated it. Where conventional 
investment structures allow surpluses to exit the system, flowing to external shareholders, 
distant funds, or politically disconnected budgets, the Prosperity Fund ensures that value 
remains inside the city, governed by the same shared logic that directed its creation, 
compounding the city's capacity to resolve its own constraints with each successive cycle.

The Fund's compounding logic extends beyond capital. Each cycle of constraint resolution 
produces measurable, traceable results under transparent governance. Citizens and 
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institutions can verify what was invested, where it went, and what it produced. This visibility 
generates trust, and trust lowers the friction for the next cycle of cooperation. Over time, the 
Fund compounds not only financial capacity but institutional confidence, civic participation, 
and the operational legitimacy of the architecture itself. The relationship between the city and 
the people who live in it is no longer sustained solely by political commitment. It is sustained by 
a structural mechanism they co-own, co-govern, and can hold to account.

This approach strengthens the local economy and expands the city s̓ internal capabilities. As 
suppliers and enterprises participate in structurally important projects, they gain the methods, 
stability, and opportunities needed to operate at a higher level. Value creation remains inside 
the city, and capability compounds over time rather than dissipating across disconnected 
initiatives.

The systemic effects of this model are significant. Capital consistently flows toward the 
constraints that unlock the greatest improvement. Projects move faster because governance 
friction is reduced. Coordination costs fall as stakeholders work under one shared framework. 
Improvements accumulate rather than dissipate, and the city becomes more predictable, 
resilient, and capable of acting autonomously.

The Prosperity Fund completes the structural link between diagnostics and execution. The 
Arch identifies constraints and defines the logic; the Fund allocates and manages capital in 
alignment with that logic; and the Vanguard demonstrates feasibility under real conditions. 
Together, these components give the city a unified operating system that converts shared 
insight and shared investment into durable structural progress.

 Of the three components, it is the Fund that makes the architecture structurally resistant to 
reversal. Once operating and compounding, unwinding it requires destroying accumulated 
capital, breaking functioning supply chains, disrupting reinvestment cycles, and visibly 
dismantling a system that produces demonstrable results. The city that builds its Prosperity 
Fund builds the city that nobody can afford to undo.

4.3 The Vanguard: Demonstration, Proof, and Distributed Capability

The Vanguard is the system's operational proof, meaning evidence produced under real 
conditions rather than theoretical demonstration. It is the component through which 
MetProNex demonstrates, under real conditions, how enterprises operate when aligned with 
the architecture s̓ rules and societal purpose. Unlike traditional investment vehicles, the 
Vanguard does not exist to extract returns or accumulate assets. It exists to establish the 
standard the rest of the local enterprises can trust and follow.

The Vanguard acquires or builds enterprises inside the city using MetProNex s̓ own capital. 
These enterprises operate strictly according to the systems̓ rules: constraint resolution, 
throughput improvement, reinvestment discipline, and the combined pursuit of Productivity, 
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Utility, and Commonality. Their results show that economic strength and societal contribution 
reinforce each other. Organisations operating on this basis generate higher stability, stronger 
supply chains, better working conditions, and greater community value than those optimised 
for short-term financial gain.

The value created does not leave the city. It strengthens it. Surpluses are reinvested into 
capability, safety, resilience, and long-term prosperity. Jobs are secured, talent is developed, 
and the local ecosystem becomes more durable. The Vanguard s̓ enterprises act as visible 
proof points: they demonstrate that aligned operation consistently outperforms siloed or 
defensive strategies.

The Vanguard does not retain its advantages. The knowledge, methods, operational lessons, 
and validated practices generated inside Vanguard enterprises are made openly available to all 
institutions and organisations in the city. By distributing capability, the Vanguard reinforces 
autonomy rather than dependency. Every actor gains access to operational models that 
improve their own performance within the shared architecture. The system becomes stronger 
because its knowledge circulates, not because it is centralised.

By taking real operational and financial risk, the Vanguard eliminates uncertainty about what 
the architecture makes possible. Its examples create legitimacy; its results create confidence; 
its methods create a path others can follow. It is the demonstration and capability-building 
mechanism that anchors the operating system in reality and ensures that the city s̓ 
transformation is credible, repeatable, and structurally grounded.

4.4 Integrated Functioning

The three components operate as a single system:

• The Arch defines constraints, priorities, and sequence.

• The Prosperity Fund allocates capital in alignment with those priorities.

• The Vanguard executes and proves the interventions under real conditions.

The Arch, the Prosperity Fund, and the Vanguard operate as a single system. The Arch 
provides the shared definitions, diagnostics, and prioritisation logic that identify the constraints 
limiting city-wide performance. The Prosperity Fund allocates capital in alignment with those 
constraints, ensuring that investment reinforces systemic priorities rather than competing 
sectoral interests. The Vanguard executes and demonstrates the resulting interventions under 
real conditions, generating evidence, learning, and capability that feed back into the 
architecture.

This integration is not optional. The Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) requires all three 
components to function together. Diagnostics without capital lead to stalled insight. Capital 
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without systemic logic creates fragmented or contradictory interventions. Execution without 
architectural protection becomes isolated improvement with no compounding effect. Most 
transformation attempts fail because they rely on one of these elements in isolation—
programmes without permanence, reforms without operational proof, investment without 
system logic, or coordination without structural incentives.

By binding logic, capital, and execution into one architecture, the tripartite system prevents 
drift, eliminates duplicated effort, aligns incentives across institutions, and ensures that 
improvements become cumulative rather than episodic. This integrated functioning enables a 
city to operate as a coherent whole and provides the structural foundation required for long-
term prosperity.
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5.1 Our foundational Mission

To unleash the inherent potential and ingenuity of people and the collective to 
resolve humanity's greatest constraints, realise outcomes once considered 

impossible, and expand the boundaries of what civilisation can achieve.

This mission is not inspirational language. It is a structural correction to the architectural 
conditions that dominate modern institutions. When systems fragment authority, elevate 
indicators over outcomes, and separate responsibility from the capacity to act, the inherent 
capability of people and organisations becomes inaccessible. The mission therefore serves as 
the organising force behind the tripartite architecture: restoring coherence, aligning incentives, 
and creating the conditions under which people can operate at the level of their potential. 
Throughout this chapter, performance means the simultaneous fulfilment of productivity, utility, 
and commonality across the city system, not financial return or institutional KPI compliance.

To achieve this, the architecture is governed by a set of foundational principles that act as 
design constraints, ensuring that the system remains stable, transparent, and resistant to drift. 
These 7 principles establish:

That Financial performance without purpose is meaningless. Purpose without performance is 
unsustainable; 
That effective solutions are inherently simple rather than complicated; 
That institutions contain untapped potential unlocked only through structural alignment;
That strategy, execution, and values must be congruent;
That systems must cooperate with human nature rather than oppose it;
That decisions must be grounded in reason and evidence instead of managerial illusions;
And that stewardship, transparency, and reinvestment are non-negotiable conditions for long-
term prosperity.

These principles are reinforced by three permanent performance conditions—productivity, 
utility, and commonality—which together define what it means for a city to function as a 
coherent system. Productivity requires secure and sufficient cash flow; utility requires that 
customers and residents receive consistent value; commonality ensures that employees, 
institutions, and stakeholders remain secure and satisfied. If any of these three conditions is 
unmet, the system is failing at a structural level. They form the evaluative backbone for all 
actions taken within the architecture, from diagnostic decisions in the Arch to capital 
deployment in the Prosperity Fund and operational demonstration in the Vanguard.

Performance, however, is not measured solely through economic outcomes. It also depends on 
the behavioural substrate, the foundational layer of human conditions that determine whether 
people engage or withdraw, on which the system operates.

A system performs when autonomy is restored to match responsibility; when transparency 
reduces distrust; when cooperation becomes rational rather than exceptional; and when 
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cognitive overload decreases because institutions act with structural clarity. As the well-known 
remark states: culture eats strategy before breakfast - therefore culture must be structurally 
enabled, not communicatively imposed.

Financially, the system performs when surpluses remain within the city, when investment 
follows systemic rather than political logic, and when all flows are transparent. Structurally, the 
system performs when decisions across institutions converge, when actions in one sector do 
not create damage in another, when city-level autonomy increases, when inter-city 
interoperability becomes possible, and when knowledge generated by the Vanguard becomes 
shared capability rather than proprietary advantage.

Together, the mission, principles, and performance criteria form the normative and operational 
core of MetProNex. They ensure that the architecture remains coherent, that cooperation 
remains rational, and that the inherent goodness and potential of people are no longer 
constrained by a misaligned system. They provide the conditions under which a city can regain 
control over its trajectory and develop the cross-system consistency required to compound 
results over time.

0% excuses. 100% responsibility.
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MetProNex generates impact at two interconnected levels: the performance of a single city 
operating with institutional consistency, and the capacity of multiple coherent cities to align 
into higher-order regional, state, national, and eventually international structures. The 
architecture does not change as it scales; the same definitions, diagnostics, and rules apply at 
every level. Because of this uniformity, structural coherence, meaning all institutions operating 
from shared definitions, shared constraints, and shared priorities as one system, achieved in 
one city becomes the foundational unit of a broader, interoperable system.

6.1 Systemic Impact at City Level

When the Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) architecture is fully embedded inside a single 
city, the effects are direct and measurable. Institutions operate on shared definitions, 
constraints are identified and processed in sequence, resources follow systemic priorities, and 
operational execution reinforces rather than fragments collective outcomes. decision-making 
becomes aligned across departments and sectors, political and administrative cycles no longer 
disrupt methodological continuity, and the city recovers the capacity to act as a single system.

Material impact becomes visible in several dimensions.
System-wide throughput increases because constraints are removed rather than shifted.
Public services become more reliable and predictable because institutions share a unified 
diagnostic logic. Local economic performance strengthens as firms operate within a more 
stable environment, supported by demonstrated examples from the Vanguard.
Community wellbeing improves because institutional coherence reduces friction, duplication, 
and uncertainty in daily life. Over time, the reinvestment discipline of the Prosperity Fund 
compounds capability, allowing each improvement to strengthen the basis for the next.

A coherent city thus becomes the smallest complete system capable of structural correction. It 
provides visible proof that alignment, cooperation, and long-term performance can be 
achieved within a bounded and intelligible environment.

6.2 Interoperability Between Cities

When two or more cities operate on the MetProNex Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) 
architecture, they share a compatible structural logic. Their definitions, diagnostics, decision 
rules, and constraint-processing mechanisms are identical. This does not make the cities 
uniform; it makes them interoperable, meaning their structural logic, definitions, and diagnostic 
rules are identical, so decisions and investments align without translation or distortion. Priorities 
can be compared without distortion. Investments follow compatible reasoning. Lessons learned 
in one city become operationally meaningful in another.

Interoperability transforms cooperation from voluntary coordination into structural alignment. 
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Cities no longer collaborate through ad-hoc agreements, temporary programmes, or political 
cycles. They become elements of a larger, coherent system capable of absorbing complexity 
across boundaries.

The same structural principles, rules, and diagnostic logic that govern a single city apply 
unchanged as multiple cities align into regional, state, national, and international systems. The 
architecture scales; the rules do not shift

6.3 From Cities to Regions

A region composed of multiple structurally coherent cities gains characteristics that no single 
institution can produce on its own. Economic flows stabilise because supply chains operate 
inside a predictable environment. Infrastructure decisions reinforce rather than contradict each 
other. Labour markets, education systems, and innovation networks become mutually 
enhancing rather than competitive or duplicated. As a result, regional governance can operate 
with greater certainty because it receives signals from cities that share the same structural 
logic.Structural fragmentation decreases as shared logic replaces separate mandates; 
coordinated action becomes the default rather than the exception.

6.4 From Regions to States

When regions operate with a common diagnostic and decision framework, state-level 
coherence becomes achievable. State administrations can process information more 
accurately because the underlying logic is consistent across regions, and budgeting, legislative 
alignment, economic strategy, and infrastructure planning can be conducted with significantly 
reduced friction. Political cycles remain, but their disruptive effects diminish because the 
structural architecture remains constant across administrative transitions. The result is a state 
capable of compound performance rather than cyclical resets.

6.5 From States to Nations

A nation composed of aligned regions inherits the same structural advantages as the city-level 
architecture, only at higher scale. National institutions can integrate information without 
distortion, design policies that reinforce rather than conflict, and coordinate large-scale 
transformations with greater predictability. Interdependence between regions no longer 
produces systemic volatility, because each region follows the same constraint logic and 
reinvestment discipline. The national system becomes capable of sustaining long-term 
programmes that depend on cross-system consistency rather than political consensus alone.

6.6 Global Structural Correction

If multiple nations operate through a shared architecture of definitions, diagnostics, and 
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cooperation rules, global alignment becomes structurally feasible.
This does not imply centralisation or global authority. The architecture scales; authority does 
not.

Each city remains the sovereign point of action.
Each region and state retains its own governance.
Each nation maintains its constitutional, democratic, and institutional identity.

What changes is the logic of interaction:

cities connect to cities, connect to regions, connect to states, connect to nations

Because all operate through the same structural Institutional Binding Architecture (IBA) 
architecture, cooperation becomes predictable, interpretable, and cumulative.
The global system no longer depends on ad-hoc agreements or reactive coordination. 
Structural correction propagates from the smallest complete system—the city—outwards, until 
the architecture of coherence becomes the infrastructure of global stability.

At every level of this scaling path, the governance vessel is the SCE: cooperatives of 
cooperatives, each level composed of the SCEs from the level below, each governed through 
the same sociocratic rules, each preserving the authority and identity of its members. The 
SCE s̓ cross-border legal personality ensures that the architecture connects cities across 
national boundaries within one legal form, one governance logic, and one set of cooperative 
principles — the same principles that govern the single city where the system was first 
demonstrated.

Does it sound ambitious? Absolutely.
But real change never comes from playing it safe. History shows us that only bold, innovative 
ideas transform cities. At MetProNex, we donʼt just dream about a flourishing urban future—we 
build with you, one groundbreaking city at a time.

Impossible……….Unless!
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Sources

MetProNex is built on extensive research, long-term field experience, and the disciplined 
synthesis of multiple bodies of knowledge. The architecture integrates, adapts, and re-
engineers insights from diverse methodologies to make them structurally coherent, 
operationally viable, and aligned with the purpose of Systemic Cooperation and constraint-
guided performance.

Institutional Surveys
�� Edelman Trust Barometer 2025

�� Gallup Global Emotions Report 2024

�� OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public Institutions 2024

Legal Foundations

Council Regulation (EC) No 1435/2003 of 22 July 2003 on the Statute for a European Cooperative 
Society (SCE). Official Journal L 207, 18.8.2003, pp. 1–24. — the legal instrument establishing the SCE as 
a European cooperative legal form with cross-border legal personality, cooperative governance, and 
non-extractive capital logic: the governance vessel through which the MetProNex architecture operates 
at every scale.

Behavioural Science
�� Rock, D. (2008). “SCARF: a brain-based model for collaborating with and influencing others.ˮ  

NeuroLeadership Journal, 1.

�� Dean & Talbot (2018–2019). Moral Injury in Healthcare.

Philosophy and Governance
�� Andreas Kinneging (2020) De onzichtbare Maat: Archeologie van goed en kwaad

�� Structural Cooperation & Urban Cases
�� Axelrod, R. (1984). The Evolution of Cooperation. Basic Books. — empirical and computational 

proof that structural conditions, not goodwill or shared values, are sufficient to produce stable 
cooperation among self-interested actors under iterated interaction.

�� CLES (2023). Community Wealth Building reports.

�� IEA (2023). International Energy Agency Urban Infrastructure Case Reports.

�� European Parliament (2023). Decidim / Civic Digitalization Reports.

�� Mondragon Corporation (2024). About Us — Cooperative Principles and Business Model. 
mondragon-corporation.com — large-scale operational proof that non-extractive capital 
reinvestment, inter-cooperative profit conversion, and integrated ecosystem architecture are 
commercially rational and resilience-building strategies, not idealistic ones.

�� Rochdale Society of Equitable Pioneers (1844) / International Co-operative Alliance (1995). 
Statement on the Co-operative Identity. ica.coop — foundational proof that cooperation 
becomes reliable and durable only when rules for ownership, decision-making, and distribution 
of results are explicitly embedded in the operating structure rather than left to goodwill or 
voluntary alignment.
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�� Waring, T. et al. (2021). Institutional adaptation in the evolution of the cooperative principles. 
ResearchGate — evidence that cooperative architectures demonstrate significantly higher 
survival rates and greater resilience under economic crisis than conventional institutional 
structures, supporting the structural rather than cultural basis of sustained cooperation.

Methods & Intellectual Foundations

The following represent the primary intellectual foundations of the MetProNex architecture. 
Each thinker's full body of work informed the development of the system; the titles named 
below indicate the most directly relevant contributions, not the limits of engagement with their 
work.

• Dr Eliyahu M. Goldratt – Theory of Constraints, The Haystack Syndrome. his complete body         
of work informed this research. the following represent the primary texts consulted;

• W. Edwards Deming – quality, statistical reasoning, systemic variation, management 
responsibility, and continuous improvement. 

• H. William Dettmer – logical thinking processes and systemic strategy formulation.

• Eli Schragenheim, Henry Camp, Rocco Surace - Throughput Economics 

• Etienne Du Plooy - Throughput Accounting Techniques 

• Ray Immelman – organisational behaviour and tribal dynamics (Great Boss Dead Boss).

• Ricardo Semler – distributed authority and cooperative organisational structures (Maverick).

• Elinor Ostrom – governance of common-pool resources and institutional design principles for 
durable collective action. Governing the Commons (1990) 

• Gerard Endenburg – sociocratic governance and the Sociocratic Circle-Organization Method. 
Sociocracy: The Organization of decision-making (1998)

• Karl Polanyi – economic history and the structural dynamics of disembedding and re-embedding. 
The Great Transformation (1944)

• David Bohm – structural analysis of fragmentation as a property of thought, and the process 
through which tacit assumptions are surfaced across institutional boundaries. Wholeness and the 
Implicate Order (1980) 

While only key influences are named, the methodology synthesises insights from numerous 
additional sources reviewed during the development of the architecture.

These sources were not adopted wholesale; they were structurally synthesised, reframed, and 
in many cases re-written at the architectural level to serve the goals of cooperation, constraint 
resolution, reinvestment discipline, interoperability, and city-scale systemic coherence. 
Methods, rules, and conventions were adapted where necessary so that their logic holds under 
multi-institutional, multi-stakeholder, and multi-level governance conditions.
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The design principle behind all synthesis is explicit:

lead with reason, knowledge, and science, not with hypes, fashions, and 

managerial illusions.
Every component of the architecture is constructed to remain logically consistent, 
diagnostically grounded, operationally demonstrable, and behaviourally compatible with the 
human drivers that determine cooperation (status, certainty, autonomy, relatedness, fairness).

The resulting operating system is therefore not a collage of pre-existing models.

It is an integrated architectural synthesis, grounded in validated knowledge, refined through 
extensive practice, adjusted to eliminate contradictions, tested against real institutional 
conditions and optimised for structural performance rather than theoretical elegance.

This methodological discipline is central to the legitimacy and practical reliability of the 
MetProNex architecture.
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Metropolitan Prosperity Nexus (“MetProNexˮ) issues this document to disseminate 
evidence-based analysis, conceptual frameworks and practical guidance.

Accuracy All factual statements have been corroborated against primary or otherwise 
authoritative sources. The authors exercise due diligence but remain human; oversights or 
blind spots may occur. No misleading or false information is intended.
If you identify an error or omission, notify the corresponding author at robert@MetProNex.
eu. Verified corrections will be published in the next public revision.

Independent judgement All models, conclusions and projections represent the authorsʼ 
own analysis as at the date of publication and may be revised without notice.

Open review MetProNex welcomes substantiated critique and additional data that can 
improve the rigour and public benefit of the material.

Responsible use and liability Readers must apply their own professional judgement 
before acting on any concept herein. MetProNex accepts no liability for direct, indirect or 
consequential loss arising from the use or misuse of this content.

AI-assisted drafting Advanced language-processing software (Claude) was employed 
solely for linguistic precision and consistency; all substantive content remains the authorsʼ 
responsibility.

Intellectual property and moral rights © Metropolitan Prosperity Nexus 2026. All 
economic rights reserved. The individual authors assert their moral rights under Article 25 
of the Dutch Copyright Act (Auteurswet), including rights of attribution and integrity.

No part of this document—whether text, data, concepts, models, frameworks, structures, 
diagrams, analytical methods, or any derivative interpretation—may be copied, reproduced, 
distributed, stored, transmitted, adapted, reverse-engineered or used in any form or by any 
means, including digital, mechanical or conceptual reuse, without the prior written consent 
of MetProNex. Any unauthorised use is strictly prohibited and constitutes a breach of 
copyright and associated rights under Dutch law.

Reproduction or quotation, in whole or in part, requires prior written consent from 
MetProNex and must retain this disclaimer in full.

Governing law: This document and any dispute arising from it shall be governed by, and 
construed in accordance with, the laws of the Netherlands.

DISCLAIMER

MetProNex

DISCLAIMER
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About
Metropolitan
Prosperity
Nexus

Metropolitan Prosperity Nexus (MetProNex) is a transnational, multi-
dimensional firm based in the Netherlands and Germany. Founded and owned 
by Robert W. J. van den Burg and Co-owned by Joost P. I. Koning. 

It exists to restore systemic coherence, reconnecting people, institutions, and 
resources into systems that once again work as a whole, guided by their 
original cooperative logic within a single, adaptive architecture.

Our competitive edge lies in the finely woven tripartite structure, blending three core activities 
into one cohesive system, ensuring seamless alignment and exponential growth. We initiated 
with contrarian theories and non-standard management philosophies, and it evolves 
dynamically as we progress.

Starting with the core or the heart of MetProNex: 

Unleashing the inherent potential and ingenuity of people and the 
collective to resolve humanity's greatest constraints, realising outcomes 
once considered impossible and expanding the boundaries of what 
civilisation can achieve

With that as the soul, we build MetProNex around it to give it meaning, Purpose, and societal 
justification.

At MetProNex, we ignite transformative change —as both catalyst and participant, teacher and 
learner, source and receiver, guide and builder — simultaneously, systemically and 
dynamically, a facilitator of systemic cooperation. 

At the heart of MetProNex lies a simple yet transformative truth: Societies, institutions, 
Systemic Cooperation when cooperation becomes systemic. 

If you want to explore how this architecture can strengthen your city, let s̓ talk. For further 
information, a strategic conversation, or an introductory meeting, we are available. Innovation 
may feel risky, but the cost of inaction is always higher.

Robert W. J. van den Burg

Founder - Owner
M +31 (0)6 100 387 53
robert@MetProNex.eu

Joost P. I. Koning

Owner
M +31 (0)6 557 916 83
joost@MetProNex.eu

METROPOLITAN PROSPERITY NEXUS

A. G. Noĳweg 8-B
6997 AP Hoog-Keppel
The Netherlands

M +31 6 1003 8753
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