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Abstract

Problem. Enterprise transformations fail at a remarkably stable rate, and the failure is structural.
Organizational knowledge is fragmented into vertical silos (strategy, process, system, data) and horizontal
governance domains (data, security, Al, compliance), so the organization cannot reliably query what it
already knows. Talented people and good technology do not fix it, because the fault is not in the people but
in how their knowledge is held.

Rationale. Al agents need coherent, machine-readable context to act well. Bolted onto a fragmented
organization they inherit the fragmentation and multiply it, so coherence stops being an academic virtue
and becomes an operational necessity. Al is the forcing function that finally makes systems thinking pay.

Approach. The paper synthesizes several systems traditions into one design requirement — a high-variety,
queryable, reflexively governed self-description of the organization — and proposes an operational form for
it: the Spec-Driven Organization (SDO), a queryable World Model held as a typed spec graph over a
unified data substrate and governed by an Orchestration Governance function (Beer's System 4-5
metasystem made explicit). The World Model is built not as a master schema but as a holon — a whole-that-
is-also-a-part — following holonic-graph architecture.

Contribution. The resulting paradigm, Corporate Consilience, is a mid-range design theory: it explains
why organizations fragment and proposes how to re-couple representation and action, with its integrity
resting on a reflexive discipline we name productive doublethink. The work is conceptual and design-
theoretical, grounded in transformation practice — including an archetypal "synthetic company" distilled
from public domain knowledge — and it states falsifiable propositions for future testing.

Keywords
consilience, Spec-Driven Organization, Orchestration Governance, World Model, holonic graph, systems
thinking revival.

1 | Introduction: The Practical Problem Comes First
This paper begins with a number, not a theory.

Bent Flyvbjerg's database of more than 16,000 large projects yields a finding so stable across industries and
decades that he calls it the /ron Law of Megaprojects: over budget, over time, under benefits, again and
again (Flyvbjerg & Gardner, 2023). Only 8.5% come in on budget and on time; only 0.5% hit budget,
schedule, and benefits. IT is the worst category, with a fat tail in which roughly one in six projects becomes
a "black swan" large enough to threaten the firm (Flyvbjerg et al., 2022). The pattern survives every fix that
should have killed it — better tools, agile, Al-assisted estimation. It does not move.

Flyvbjerg names the causes well: strategic misrepresentation, optimism bias and the planning fallacy
(Kahneman, 2011), and the lock-in that ratchets commitment past the evidence. This paper does not correct
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that catalogue; it looks one layer underneath. Every cause is cognitive or political — about how people
estimate and coalitions bargain — and none is structural, about how the organization's knowledge is built.
A failure rate this stable for fifty years has the signature of structure, not accident: it is what fragmented
organizational self-knowledge looks like measured in money and time.

The argument is threefold. First, the persistent failure is a symptom of a deeper condition: organizations
have outgrown the variety their coordination mechanisms can absorb (Ashby, 1956) and the cognition their
members can carry (Simon, 1947; Kahneman, 2011), and their knowledge of themselves is fragmented
along two axes at once. Second, Al does not ease this; without a coherent context substrate it spreads
fragmentation from human silos to algorithmic ones, raising the price of fragmentation rather than removing
it. Third, the response already exists in pieces — scattered across cybernetics, cognition, knowledge
management, complexity science, information theory, and software architecture — but it has lacked an
operational organizational form and a practical reason to pay for coherent context.

We propose that form: the Spec-Driven Organization (SDO), a queryable World Model — the
organization's self-description — held as a typed spec graph over a unified data substrate, governed by an
Orchestration Governance function that makes Beer's System 4—5 metasystem explicit (Beer, 1979), and
disciplined by a reflexive practice we call productive doublethink (§9).

The novelty is not any single thinker — each was right, in their century, about their part — but their
consilience: many traditions, asked the same question, returning the same answer, now buildable because
Al makes coherent context economically valuable. We borrow the word from Whewell (1840) and Wilson
(1998), keep Wilson's unity of knowledge, drop his reductionism, and prefix "Corporate" to mark the scope
— unity inside one organization, as practice rather than metaphysics. The contribution is conceptual and
design-theoretical, not an empirical evaluation; it ends with propositions others can test. The paper runs
from diagnosis (§2) through four converging lenses (§§3—6) to the solution (§7), construct (§8), limits of
legibility (§9), and conclusion (§11).

2 | The Structural Diagnosis: Fragmented Organizational Knowledge

The people inside these organizations are bright, trained, and well-intentioned, and still the work
miscarries — because the cause sits in the structure that holds their knowledge, not in them. That structure
is fragmented along two axes at once.

Vertical fragmentation. Strategy, operating model, architecture, process, system, and data are each built
by a different team, internally coherent but connected by nothing stronger than narrative and goodwill.
When strategy changes — and real strategy is always part deliberate and part emergent (Mintzberg & Waters,
1985) — the change does not propagate downward in any computable way. It travels through slide decks,
town halls, and the slow attrition of people who could hold the picture in their heads, for lack of any medium
in which intent can move without degrading.

Horizontal fragmentation. Governance domains proliferate — data, security, EA, Al, model risk, process,
compliance — each with its own framework (DAMA, COBIT, ISO 27001, the EU Al Act, TOGAF),
committee, and vocabulary, each a rational response to a separated world that no longer exists. An Al agent
reading one customer record crosses, in a single query, the boundaries of data, security, process, Al, model,
and compliance governance. Toumi et al. (2025) reach the same place independently, naming five EA
pathologies — knowledge silos, tacit-knowledge loss, semantic underspecification, tool constraints,
governance misalignment — that map almost exactly onto the condition described here.

The two axes compound each other: vertical fragmentation hides the link between intent and reality, while
horizontal fragmentation multiplies the regimes that must agree before anything cross-cutting can move.
On top of both sits a symptom practitioners rarely name — a ceremonial oufput layer of decks and status
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packs that swallows the real work, so scarce attention goes to rendering accounts of the organization rather
than improving the thing the accounts describe. The result is issues negotiated instead of resolved, fragility
where there should be antifragility (Taleb, 2012), and silos competing over budget and headcount.

Al does not fix this; it raises the price of it. Bolt an agent onto a fragmented substrate and every silo gets
its own copilot reading its own broken context: hallucination rises, trust falls, and the fragmentation
becomes algorithmic as well as human. What Al changes is the economics — it needs coherent context to
act well, which turns coherence from a virtue into a requirement. That is the forcing function this paper
turns on, and we approach it through four lenses whose convergence is the argument.

The diagnosis is grounded in repeated practitioner observation across transformation settings (ERP and
process redesign in manufacturing, a spec-driven software start-up, a finance-data programme in a
multinational), including one engagement modelled as an archetypal synthetic company distilled from
public domain knowledge (§7.5). These are not a formal sample but recurring patterns: strategy-to-
execution drift, governance-seam failure (cross-domain questions with no authoritative home),
presentation-layer substitution (effort on decks, not the model), and Al-context fragmentation (Al tools
inheriting the fragmentation they were meant to cure).

3 | The First Lens: Cybernetic Variety

Ashby's Law of Requisite Variety (1956) is blunt: only variety can absorb variety. A regulator must
command at least as many distinguishable states as the system it regulates, or the excess leaks out as
oscillation, escalation, and collapse. Organizations long coped by attenuating variety upward — the board
sees a ten-row dashboard distilled from an ocean of reality — which was tolerable in stable times and is
not in the volatile 2020s. Adding committees does not help, since each adds its own variety to absorb: the
governance flood violates Ashby's law while posing as a response to it.

Beer's Viable System Model (1972, 1979) extends this. Any organization that survives a changing
environment contains five recursive subsystems, with coherence coming not from central command but
from the same pattern repeating at every level. The decisive part is the S4-S5 pair — the metasystem that
both anticipates the environment and decides who the organization is — which is exactly the seat most
starved of anything to reason over in document-driven firms; Meadows (2008) adds where to push, namely
information flows, rules, and goals rather than budgets. This is not the old cybernetic-control fallacy: the
World Model (§7) is a self-description the organization produces about itself, not a machine that determines
it. The shape of the answer is already drawn — a high-variety substrate plus an explicit metasystemic organ
insulated from the silos it coordinates.

4 | The Second Lens: Bounded and Distributed Cognition

Simon (1947) showed that people do not optimize but satisfice — they search until a solution is good
enough, then stop — because optimizing in real complexity needs information and computation they lack.
Organizations exist because rationality is bounded: they split problems so each decision-maker has,
locally, just enough variety to satisfice. The failure is quiet — when the problem outgrows what a role can
hold in mind, the organization satisfices on the wrong slice and never notices.

Kahneman (2011) adds that under load the deliberate System 2 disengages and the biased System 1 takes
over, making the planning fallacy the cognitive engine of the Iron Law. The implication (§7): spend scarce
human deliberation where judgement is irreplaceable, and let a queryable substrate regenerate the
coordination middle.
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Hutchins (1995) widens the unit of analysis: no single sailor holds a ship's navigation; the ship-as-system
holds it across charts, instruments, and trained habit, so the SDO is best understood not as "documentation"
but as a designed distributed-cognition substrate for humans and agents, the modern form of Senge's (1990)
learning organization. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) describe how tacit and explicit knowledge convert,
with a hard limit from Polanyi (1966): we know more than we can tell. The spec graph is scaffolding for
practice, never a replacement.

5 | The Third Lens: Communication, Knowledge, and Information

Conway's law. Conway (1968) observed that any organization which designs a system produces a design
copying its own communication structure; it runs both ways, so the Inverse Conway Maneuver —
reshaping the organization to get the architecture you want (Skelton & Pais, 2019) — is the practical lever.
Where agents must traverse context across silos, the silos have to be dissolved or spec-mediated, or the
agents inherit the fragmentation.

Shannon's discipline. Shannon (1948) made information measurable — content, finite channel capacity,
noise, redundancy — so a spec graph, being a communication channel, demands attention to signal-to-noise
and to capacity. Without it, "externalizing knowledge" just becomes verbosity, which is fragmentation by
another name.

Knowledge as graph, not document. Organizational knowledge is networked, so its natural representation
is a graph, not a stack of linear documents whose connections live only in a few people's heads. Olesen-
Bagneux's (2025) Meta Grid provides a decentralized, domain-oriented metadata substrate that makes
enterprise knowledge searchable and structurally aligned — a practical foundation on which typed, intent-
based specifications become traversable by both humans and Al agents. The shift from document to spec
is epistemological, not a tooling choice — with a hazard §9 makes central: it is exactly the move Baudrillard
warned about.

6 | The Fourth Lens: Complexity and Antifragility

Cynefin. Snowden's framework (Snowden & Boone, 2007) sorts situations by cause-and-effect — clear,
complicated (knowable by analysis), complex (patterns visible only in hindsight, needing probe—sense—
respond), and chaotic — and its decisive claim is that applying best practice to complex work destroys the
adaptive capacity that work needs, which enterprises do routinely. The SDO does not abolish
complicated-domain methods; it protects them. Specs suit the complicated parts (contracts, schemas,
policy), which frees the genuinely complex parts (innovation, strategy emergence) for sensing; and since
strategy is part deliberate and part emergent (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985), the World Model must hold
both the commitment and the feedback that revises it.

Antifragility. Taleb (2012) names the property to design for — fragile breaks, robust survives, antifragile
gains. The Al era makes one version literal: by lowering the cost of regenerating the coordination middle,
Al shifts the cost-of-change from concave (rebuilding hurts, so structures ossify) toward convex (re-
deriving is cheap, so change becomes optionality) — a claim about a second derivative, not a metaphor. Four
lenses, asked in four languages, return one substrate and one governance organ; that convergence is
consilience.

7 | The Consilient Solution: SDO as Operationalization

A Spec-Driven Organization is a context-centric cybernetic enterprise in which machine-readable
specifications — organized as a typed graph over a unified data substrate and governed by an Orchestration
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Governance function — become the primary coordination medium for humans and Al agents working
under high complexity and bounded rationality. The spec graph is the organization's self-description, not
its specification; the governance function is a forum, not a control tower.

7.1 | The World Model

The World Model is the queryable self-description the organization keeps about itself: a typed spec
graph of plain-text specifications (a markdown body with YAML frontmatter), connected by typed
relationships and versioned in Git. Plain text outlives the tools that read it, and typed metadata makes the
graph computable rather than merely narratable (§5). Spec types span the full vertical — strategy,
capability, process, system, data, governance, decision, policy, agent-prompt — while the horizontal axis is
carried by ownership metadata, not by splitting the graph.

This is the inverse Conway move in operational form: reshape the graph and you reshape the organization.
Every spec carries, as first-class metadata, who owns it, which worldview (Weltanschauung) it is written
from, and what evidence supports it — Checkland's (1981) CATWOE made operational, a #olon rather than
a master schema.

7.2 | The World Model as a holon: Cagle's four-level architecture

If the spec graph were one flat namespace, then in becoming coherent it would become a master schema —
and §9's critique would be fatal rather than manageable. The escape is structural, and its name is old: the
holon. Koestler (1967) coined the word (Greek holos, whole, plus -on, part) for what is at once a whole
and a part — a cell has its own interior and belongs to a tissue, and neither level has priority. Checkland
(1981) borrowed it precisely to stop people mistaking a model for reality: a "system" is a holon, an
inquiry device, never a master map of the world. This is the exact sense in which the World Model is a
holon, not a master schema.

The consulting ontologist Kurt Cagle gives the idea an operational, Al-era form in his web-published work
(Cagle, 20264, 2026b). His diagnosis: flat knowledge graphs cannot represent the basic fact that knowledge
is always held by someone, about something, in a context, with a degree of confidence. Faced with two
departments that legitimately disagree about the "same" entity, a flat graph can only force a false merge
(destroying provenance) or keep mute, incommunicable silos. His remedy gives every holon four composed
graphs — four answers to four questions:

a scene graph — what is this, now? — the holon's current assertions, read as best estimates, not eternal
facts

a domain graph — what rules and categories govern this? — its vocabulary and constraints, so a
validation failure is a signal that either the data or the model must change, not merely a fault to
suppress

a context graph — for whom, when, and why does this mean what it means? — the provenance that
carries authority and confidence for every claim

a holonic graph — ow do these compose? — the pattern in which every node is a graph and every
graph a node, so a team nests in a department nests in a firm nests in an ecosystem: Koestler's holarchy
made computable.

Two features secure the construct. The graph keeps the history of what was once believed beside the current
view, so the organization can change its mind without shredding its audit trail. And where two holons meet
they are not merged but joined by a portal: a defined place where their vocabularies map and their
disagreements are recorded rather than erased. The payoff answers §9 in advance: the holonic graph is
the architectural form of *productive doublethink*. Disagreement is preserved at the portal, with full
provenance, instead of being steam-rollered into consensus; the model stays usable while every claim still
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declares who holds it and how surely. That is unity without tyranny. (Cagle realizes this in the RDF/SHACL
stack; in the SDO the same four aspects ride on the typed metadata of §7.3.)
7.3 | The substrate primitive

Unity of knowledge has to be made of something, and the something is now visible: chunks of human-
and machine-readable text — a markdown body with typed metadata, linked and versioned in Git. The
claim is not eccentric, because in 202526 independent efforts at very different scales reached for the
same primitive: Karpathy's (2025) LLM Wiki at the team scale, Google Cloud's Open Knowledge Format
(2026) at the ecosystem scale, and Dorsey and Botha's (2026) company world model at the firm scale,
with the same appetite in Y Combinator's (2026) "company brain" request. Three scales, one object —
industry signals, not scholarly proof, but evidence that the context-substrate problem became practically
visible to builders and investors at once. The paper's own claim here is modest: engineering already treats
the specification as the source of truth from which the system is derived (Infrastructure-as-Code,
OpenAPI, data contracts), and we argue only that the discipline should extend from code to the
organization — from Spec-Driven Development to Spec-Driven Organization. Ontologies and knowledge
graphs are a technical subset of this move; the governed, reflexively disciplined practice that makes the
substrate viable is what Corporate Consilience names, and what the tools alone do not provide.

7.4 | Orchestration Governance: the System 4-5 metasystem made explicit

A shared body of knowledge has to be governed, and the existing regimes cannot do it: the domains
overlap, an agent crosses six of them in one query, and adding another committee just adds variety to
absorb (§3). Cybernetics names the organ. Beer's model says a viable organization needs an explicit
metasystem, and we read that as the System 4—5 pair, not System 5 alone: the body that decides who the
organization is must be the same one that reasons about the environment it faces. Most firms answer both
implicitly and badly — S4 is a yearly offsite, S5 is whatever the executive committee decided this quarter.

We name the organ the Orchestration Governance Center (OGC): a metagovernance function that does
not replace data, security, Al, EA, process, or compliance governance but governs the seams among them
— the cross-domain questions where each domain has partial authority and none has enough. The useful
metaphor is a constitutional court, not a steering committee: it can overrule a domain authority but has the
discipline not to legislate content, so domains stay sovereign and the court rules only where they collide.
Its legitimacy rests on three reciprocal disciplines (§9): reciprocal transparency (its own decisions live in
the graph), schema humility (it reviews what the schema excludes), and narrative pluralism (a channel for
local narratives to amend the graph). The move is senior — no domain chief keeps the authority to settle
cross-domain conflict — so it must be sponsored from the CEO or board to survive the immune response.
An SDO without an OGC is just another vault; an OGC without an SDO is just another committee.

7.5 | A practical on-ramp: the archetypal synthetic company

One technique recurs in practice and deserves naming. Before touching the real organization, one can
build an archetypal synthetic company — not a scrape of one particular firm (the public traces of a
single, often private, company are far too thin for that), but a model of the essence of a firm in the
relevant business domain, assembled from public knowledge: the data it must hold, the real end-to-end
value-adding processes — the things that simply have to happen for the domain's product to exist — its
materials, its market, and its ecosystem of suppliers, customers, and regulators. By design it comes out
strikingly close to the real firm operating in that domain. In Weber's (1904/1949) terms it is an ideal type:
an abstraction built from features found in reality but never present in any one case in pure form, and a
yardstick the real firm can be measured against. Building it is itself an act of consilience — public
knowledge from many disciplines jumped together into one essential model.
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The decisive choice is what it leaves out. It deliberately omits the contingent surface — the organization
chart, the roles, the interim deliverables, and the particular IT systems (this ERP, that MES, that PLM) —
because those are corollary, not essential: they have to exist (someone must own that a bill is paid or a
product sold), but their specific shape is tangential to what the firm fundamentally is and does. Two of the
paper's own thinkers explain why this discard is leverage rather than mere tidiness. Conway's law warns
that the inherited structure is the frozen residue of a communication history, so modelling it would bake the
fragmentation back in; the archetype is therefore the Inverse Conway Maneuver used positively — forget
the inherited structure, model the essence, and let a better structure be derived rather than copied. Simon's
bounded rationality adds a second lever: because members identify with their subunit's subgoals, decisions
tend to track the organization's structure rather than the logic of the whole (Simon, 1947). Distilling to the
essence removes that distortion — and, just as importantly, lifts a heavy cognitive tax, since the analyst no
longer has to fight org limits, role-change inertia, legacy-system borderlines, and the license-cost and hand-
off noise that travel with them, and can spend scarce attention (§4) on what actually creates value. The
archetype is, in this sense, a cognition-enhancing instrument.

This has a sharp Al-era payoff. Many organizations cannot send their proprietary context to frontier models
for information-security reasons. The archetypal synthetic company contains nothing proprietary, so it can
be reasoned over with the best available tools — designed against, simulated on — and the results carried
back into the air-gapped real environment by analogy. It is a World Model in miniature, a holon of the
domain built from the outside, and the cheapest possible rehearsal of the whole SDO move. Its honesty test
is the gap: where the real firm departs from the archetype is exactly where its genuine idiosyncrasy — or its
genuine dysfunction — lives, and that gap must be read as a finding, not papered over (§9).

The point, finally, is to close the usual distance between the model and the work. In document-driven
organizations a translation layer of people, integrators, and ETL jobs separates the two, and that gap is
where most pathology lives: models drift from systems and reconciliation eats the budget. In an SDO the
model is the source of truth from which working artefacts are derived — agents read it, systems are
configured from it, documents are rendered from it, audits query it. The gain is not just alignment but
continuity: what-if and impact analyses that were one-off specialist studies become things an agent can run
against the live model — Beer's System 4 given a substrate to reason over. Cynefin keeps the claim honest:
the World Model makes strategy more computable where the system is knowable, but must flag the
boundary of the genuinely complex, since promising that everything is computable slides into Baudrillard's
simulacrum (§9). The promise is requisite variety, not omniscience.

8 | Corporate Consilience as a Theoretical Construct

Corporate Consilience is offered as a mid-range design theory (Gregor & Hevner, 2013): an explanatory
kernel (why organizations fragment) plus a design layer (the SDO with Orchestration Governance).

Working definition. Corporate Consilience is the deliberate practice of producing and
sustaining unity of knowledge across the organization — the co-evolution of its self-
descriptions (models of strategy, structure, capability, process, decision, policy, and data)
and its governance of action (how those models are interpreted, contested, revised, and
turned into decisions) — so that representation and enactment stay coherently coupled
under high variety and bounded cognition.

It is a practice, not a state, and a matter of knowledge unity, not org-chart coordination — resolved at the
data and spec layer, which is what distinguishes it from classical structural integration and strategic-IT
alignment. Model and governance continually rewrite each other across five dimensions: representational
coherence; regulatory coupling (model from world, action from model); cognitive distribution; tacit—
explicit conversion; and reflexive critique (P5).
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Scope and non-claims. The construct is meant for knowledge-intensive organizations whose coordination
depends on complex relationships among strategy, capability, process, systems, data, policy, and Al-
enabled action; it is less applicable to small co-located teams, stable routine operations, and settings where
tacit craft is the main source of value. It does not claim that all knowledge can be codified, that a World
Model removes politics or tacit judgement, that agents can replace human governance, or that the SDO has
been shown quantitatively to improve outcomes. The spec graph is not the organization. The claim is
narrower: Al-era organizations need a more coherent, queryable, governable self-description than
document-centric, silo-governed ones provide, and systems science offers a disciplined way to design one
without mistaking it for total knowledge.

Five design propositions. Written in Context—Intervention—-Mechanism—Outcome form (Denyer et al.,
2008), one per lens plus the integrity proposition.

P1 — Variety. Under high environmental variety, making the self-descriptions more connected and
traversable activates Ashby's requisite-variety regulation and Beer's recursive viability, producing
faster, better-targeted reorientation than disconnected repositories allow.

P2 - Cognitive scaffolding. Where complexity exceeds working memory, externalizing
organizational knowing into a queryable substrate — while protecting tacit practice — reduces
extraneous cognitive load (Sweller, 1988) and yields resilience to turnover.

P3 — Communication closure. Coupling model and execution through typed, versioned specs
activates Conway-homomorphic alignment under Shannon's constraints, cutting drift, contradiction,
and decision latency.

P4 — Antifragile coupling. Under fat-tailed disturbance, coupling that records small, frequent failures
while preserving probe—sense—respond in the complex domain yields antifragile rather than merely
robust performance.

P5 — Reflexive critique (integrity). Institutionalizing coherence without reflexive critique produces a
metanarrative that perfects itself by suppressing the very information that could correct it (§9); the
discipline is therefore constitutive, and its daily form is productive doublethink.

The construct can be pictured as a Consilience Loop: a Model-System and a Governance-System joined by
four flows — specification informs orchestration, action probes the world, feedback updates the self-
description, and critique revises representation — meeting at the points where the model touches reality,
which human judgement must never delegate.

9 | The Limits of Legibility: Critique as Constitutive Discipline

A solution that succeeds makes the organization comprehensively /egible: every process, dependency, and
decision captured in the graph and queryable by agents that never sleep or forget. The model speaks with
perfect confidence. That is precisely what four critical theorists spent fifty years warning about before
anyone could build it — so we treat their critique as constitutive (P5), not as an afterthought. Each warning
pairs with a design discipline, as Exhibit 1 summarizes.

Exhibit 1. Four Critical Theorists, the Risks They Pose for the SDO, and the Disciplines They

Require.
Critique Risk for the SDO Required discipline
Foucault (1975/1977) — The spec graph can become a Reciprocal transparency — the
visibility is power panopticon: to make work OGC is accountable to those it
governable is to make it governs. Without it, Corporate
watchable, and deciding what @ Consilience is just Corporate
spec contains is never neutral Surveillance.

(no field for wellbeing, no
wellbeing in governance).
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Baudrillard (1981/1994) — Specs drift from describing what = Reality grounding — frontline
simulacrum exists, to how things should observation can overrule the
work, to things that don't exist, ~ map; humility about coverage.

until the graph is consulted
instead of reality because it is
more coherent than the firm.
Derrida (1967/1976) — nothing  In an SDO, nothing outside the ~ Schema humility — review what
outside the text spec: if a process isn't in the the schema excludes; treat the
graph the agent can't find it, and  gaps as intelligence.
the unmapped is falsely assumed

unimportant.
Lyotard (1979/1984) — The SDO is a metanarrative of Narrative pluralism —
suppressed local narratives the firm, so whose stories get deliberate channels for petits
silenced? The warehouse team récits; treat discrepancies as
knows the "48-hour" process diagnostic.

takes 72 when the legacy system
crashes on Thursdays — signal,
not noise.

One model, many narratives. Corporate Consilience deliberately builds a grand narrative — one model the
whole organization and its Als can reason over — yet lived reality keeps producing little narratives it cannot
contain. You cannot abandon the model, you cannot fully believe it, and you must hold both at once. The
holonic architecture (§7.2) makes this possible: the grand narrative is a holarchy of holons, each local story
keeping its own provenance, contradictions held at the portal instead of resolved away. We call the
discipline, with deliberate provocation, productive doublethink. In Orwell's Nineteen Eighty-Four (1949)
doublethink is a vice — the coerced, unconscious erasure of contradiction so one account becomes infallible;
ours is its photographic negative, conscious and self-authored, preserving contradiction rather than erasing
it. It is native to systems thinking: a coherent organization must hold plural worldviews internally
(Checkland, 1981). The line between virtue and vice is transparency — held contradiction stays healthy as
long as it can be named, and curdles into a double bind (Bateson, 1972) only when it becomes both
inescapable and unspeakable.

Power and cost. The shift does not spread its costs evenly. Meta-authority over the seams moves to the
OGC, new roles appear (spec stewards, seam managers, reality-grounding auditors), and the organization
becomes designed — Conway run in reverse. There is also a cognitive tax: the change concentrates load on
the people best at the work, and if the organization does not pay it deliberately — in compensation, time,
psychological safety — those people pay it alone, and leave. Whether the gap between graph and reality
becomes insight or cruelty is a political and cultural choice, not a technical one; Corporate Consilience
without reflexive critique is, by definition, not Corporate Consilience.

10 | Limitations and Further Research

The limitations are plain. The paper is conceptual and design-theoretical: it offers no quantitative
evidence that the SDO improves outcomes, and the propositions of §8 are for testing, not findings. Its
practice grounding is abductive — patterns that motivated the theory, not confirmatory data. The substrate
is moving fast, so the 2025-26 signals in §7.3 are industry evidence, not settled foundations. And the
political risks of legibility deserve study in their own right: reflexive critique is constitutive, but the paper
cannot show organizations will keep it up under the pressure where it is most likely to erode.

Four directions seem most worthwhile. First, the archetypal synthetic company (§7.5) is a ready research
instrument: built from public data only, it allows comparative, shareable study of inverse-Conway
modelling without confidentiality barriers, and lets organizations barred from frontier models still benefit
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from them. Second, the formal semantics of holonic composition — how validation and conflict-resolution
behave when one holon's claims are read inside another — is, by Cagle's own account, unsettled; treating the
portal as a composition operator would turn productive doublethink from a discipline into a checkable
property. Third, and most promising long-term, category theory may be the right formal language for
consilience itself. Corporate Consilience is structurally a claim about /ayers that must stay coherently
coupled as each is revised, and category theory is built to guarantee that the maps between such layers
compose correctly and preserve structure; with a knowledge-representation dialect already in Spivak's ologs
(Spivak & Kent, 2012) and a composition programme in Fong & Spivak (2019), it could supply the proof
obligations under which a World Model's abstraction layers are guaranteed to fit together — a natural partner
to the holonic graph, whose "every node is a graph" is a categorical statement waiting to be made precise.
We flag this as a hypothesis, not a result. Fourth, the cognitive tax of §9 deserves direct study.

11 | Conclusion: The Al Forcing Function

We close where we began. Flyvbjerg's Iron Law has held for fifty years because the conditions that
produce it have held: organizations have lacked the variety to absorb their environments, the cognition to
hold their complexity, the substrate to externalize it, and the discipline to communicate it at scale. Each
tradition has known its part of the answer for decades, but none alone could operationalize it, because the
answer needed a coherent, queryable, machine-readable context substrate — economically uninteresting
until the agents that read it existed.

Those agents now exist, and their hunger for context is the forcing function. This is the paper's systemic
claim: Al does not solve fragmentation, it raises the cost of fragmentation until coherent context becomes
worth paying for. The argument compresses to four moves — a wound (transformation failure as fragmented
self-knowledge, not poor estimation), a cure (Corporate Consilience), an organ (Orchestration Governance,
the metasystem that governs the seams), and a discipline (productive doublethink, which keeps the model
useful without letting it become total).

Al does not make this design automatically right; it makes the problem harder to ignore. The claim is not
that Corporate Consilience is complete or inevitable — only that the Al era finally makes it testable, and that
the cost of ignoring systems thinking is now visible in money and time. We end, then, with the question the
construct forces on every implementation:

Who in your organization will be the guardian of truth when the model speaks with perfect
confidence?

The answer cannot live in the spec graph. It is a human responsibility — embedded in the OGC and
distributed across contributors — to keep the graph honestly aligned with the world, and to hold the one
model and the many narratives at once, knowingly and in the open. A reasonable place to begin is small: a
first vault, Orchestration Governance made explicit however modestly, and a unified data substrate beside
the legacy stack — or, cheaper still, an archetypal synthetic company built from public knowledge, to
rehearse the whole move before betting the firm on it.
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