39 European Knowledge Management Summer School 7-12 Sept, 2003 San Shadtian, Spain

Explaining and Capturing CoP Value

Miguel CORNEJO CASTRO"

MacuariumNetwork S, C/ Sandoval 25, 4°izda, 28010 Madrid, Spain
Tel: +34 91593293; Email: migud @macuarium.com

Abgract. This paper will atempt to explan the Macuarium Quadrant
methodology for managing CoP-derived vaue and advance some idess on means
to capture and trade it. (If approved for KMSS presentation, this paper should
Spawn an open conversation and debate on the subject).

1. Introduction

In previous papers (http://mwww.macuarium.com/econoclastalnetwork) we have discussed a
novel way of mapping the vaue generated by a CoP to its different stakeholders. This will
be reviewed and explaned in the next chapters. We will then examine the practica
implications of this for community management, and for a mogt practical agpect of it: who
to charge for what, and how to make sure that they will pay. The paper is based in extendve
experience at the innovative Macuarium.com CoP sysem.

2. Knowledge and value

Knowledge Management research is broadly divisble anongst two schools those who take
into account the economics of it, and those who don't.

The firg is most commonly represented by “action-researchers’, practitioners who have
red, handson expeaience of trying to implement methodologies to improve the
management of knowledge. These people will often try to link what they do to the criteria
by which it is judged. Those criteria are ultimately determined by the gods of the entity
that sponsorstheir activity. And those gods, more often than not, are mostly economic.

The economic gods of typicd entities are quite summarizable in two families to cregte
as much vaue as posshle for ther cusomers, and then capture it by meking them pay the
highes possble prices and to communicate to the financid marketls an image of
themselves that contains every ounce of podtive information, in order to make therr share
price rise. In other words how to generate earnings, and how to trandae potentia earnings
into share price [1].

Thus, we could say tha sudying Knowledge Management from a vaue-cregtion
perspective is a sort of “teleologicd” choice we dudy the subject in the light of what we
expect to achieve from the subject.

Many other avenues of sudy are possble, and many intersect with this. But we believe
that many practicd consequences may be drawn from our dedtination. And we beieve
practicd consequences to be a worthy reason for sudy: we define oursdves as
practitioners.

So we will now try to link Knowledge Management using Communities of Practice to
the firg family of economic gods how CoPs accrue vdue for usars, how to mep it, and
how to capture that vaue in a way that the organization can measure.. and eventudly
charge for.
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2.1 A working definition of Knowledge

As dated in previous white papers (http://www.macuarium.com/econoclastalnetwork) we
will be usng a working definition of knowledge thet may or may not fit the bill of every
researcher: it certainly does not address the four Greek perspectives on the subject [2]. But,
in our teleologica pursuit, it should suffice.

As a working modd, we will define “knowledge’ as the set of information that enables
the recelver to satisfy a need. It is the sum of data and context necessary for a person to
peform a dedred activity (physcd, commecid, mentd or emctiond). Therefore it is
knowledge only when it is actiongble It is knowledge when it enables. This enablement
creates a degree of satisfaction aso called “ utility”.

If it is not good for anything but the person can ill understand it, we will just cdl it
“information”. If the person can't even meke sense of it, it will be merdy consderal
“datal’.

2.2 Utility and value

We have used the concept of “utility” in its widest acception. We have made a hypothess
about knowledge and utility: that knowledge is inherently useful.

The lagt gep is the link between usefulness or utility, and vdue. We bdieve tha “vaue’
is a qudity of things that is context- and subject- sendtive it is a measure of the thing's
ussfulness in a given gdtuation for a given person. The expresson of this measure can be
made through other goods a certain quantity of one good will be as appreciated by the
ubject as a certan quantity of the other. An entity can find its particular equivdence for
cannons and plows. Or for, say, knowledge and money.

This means that the same things may be of different vaue to two differant people at the
same time. This enables trade both will want to maximize ther tota utility, and will
exchange goods urtil they have achieved their respective maximums[3].

When one of the goods exchanged is money, we tadk of the amount exchanged as “price”’
[4]. Money plays the role of universd messurement good: mogt frequently we can express
vaue as an amount of it.

2.3 Capturing value and the requisites of trade

When we use some goods or sarvices with a given cost to produce something, which in turn
is valued by a prospective buyer & a higher price than the sum of those codts, we say that
we have “crested vaue’. When the trade takes place and we get the money equivalent of
that value, we say that we have “ captured” thet value.

Thislooks ample, but isn't. Let’s goproximate some of the difficulties.

“Something tradable’ is a working synonym for “an asset”. For something to be an ass,

it will nead to be:

- Quantifisble. At leest a an aggregate leve, we need the ability to mesasure it in
order to use it, parcd it and trade it. When something can't be quantified it is
eminently non-tradable.

- Vduable. If we mean to trade it, we must be able to build an expresson of its vaue
in a common exchange good. Thet is to say, we need to be abdle to give it a vaue
independent from its cost.

- Tradable. An asset needs to be able to change owners, and to do so without losing
its vaue-creating qudities. If the good is only vauable for one entity, its qudity as
an as is quite restricted.
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- Private. The underlying, necessary condition for trade is that the good must be
subject to the exdusve and recognized right of exploitation and trade by a
particular entity [5], be it a person, a corporation, a state, or any other.

Not dl goods comply with dl four conditions. This doesn't necessaily eiminate them

as assets, but places some redrictions on the way in which they behave. We will see some
in ashort while, asthey affect knowledge in no uncertain manner.

2.4 Knowledge as an asset (the myth, the topic, the fact)

It is a frequently repeated assartion that knowledge is a “different” type of asset: sharing it,
it is sad, does not deprive the origind owner, while it enriches the second.

This is evidently fdse. There is one qudity of this assst that very frequently changes
when it is thus shared: its vdue. As we have sad, knowledge is an endbler: it endbles the
holder to do something productive (dlows to create vaue). The vaue of knowledge has a
scarcity component and will often be lower as more people share it, through an increase in
the available offer of the resulting good.

The vaue of knowledge dso frequently has a competitive component, snce it enables
the owner to do things in a different way from those who don't have it. Differentiation can
be a key god in a competitive market environment, and thus this component may have a
very serious weight. If so, sharing the knowledge will very serioudy depreciate it.

Once the “different type of asset” assertion is dripped as a myth, some topics become
unsudaindble Mogt of the explandtions for the difficulty in inducing knowledge sharing
ded <0ldy with trust-building and socid factors. This is radicdly incomplete  sharing
unilaerdly is jus a mideading name for “giving away”’, and mog rdiond humans and
entitieswill want to trade, not give, their vauable assat.

Mogt types of knowledge have vadue and behave as a fairly normd type of asset. As
asHs, they are tradable. In gppropriate Situations, people will be ready to trade knowledge
for other goods in a combination thet is meaningful for them.

3. Knowledge Communities

It would be quite interesting to try and goply these hypotheses to other KM tools and
methodologies, but for the time being we have been focusng on the one in which more
different agentsinteract and more different goas are pursued.

We define “knowledge communities’ as conceptua getherings of people with a shared
interes in a subject, who exchange information about it in order to lean and to solve
problems. At this definition leve, we don't atach importance to the place or means of
interaction, nor to the quality of the community’ s subject matter.

These Communities will come in dl shagpes and Szes from amorphous debate forums
log in the biggest Internet portds to tightly-structured project development environments
within a corpordtion, to dl sorts of mailing liss and blog networks. The stakeholders will
vay jus as widdy, spaning dl paties interesed in the Communities working: not just
users and owners, but the externa entities affected by their results and by their cogts.

The only redly defining requirement is that they effect that phenomenon which we were
andysing above: their members exchange knowledge.

We will not go now into the mechanics of transmission of tacit knowledge and expertise,
or the role of Communities in innovation: they are enough for saverd books. It must suffice
us by now that these Communities are working knowledge exchanges.

2.1 Shapes, tools and the mystery of i nvestment
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In our experience, the character and effectiveness of a Community sems from its vison
and management: the rules it works with, the gods it works toward, and the mechanisms
through which it deers its course. All other factors ae, in a metgphysca sense
“accidentd”: even in Cammunities that are closdy based in a paticua medium (a
coffeehouse, a chd, or a bulletin board), the group of people could collaborate just as wel
on a different platform if it fits their vdues rules and ends. Even the language divide has
proven to be surmountable.

Tools will be chosen and usad to enhance the effectiveness of the Community. Those
tools can range from shoedring operatiions to collaboration megedtes and can endble
collaboration of different kinds and vaying effectiveness Usudly, the function will
deveop the form it needs, we have yet to see atool that defines a Community.

But tools and shgpes have associated cogts (in money, time, or other resources). Thus,
snce tools are a result of function, we can conclude that a useful todl is that whose codt is
less than the benefit it provides.

And this leads the way to a curious question: how can a Community channe resources?
How can it measure the vadue created by a particular tool, a particular service, a particular
content? How can it raise the resources to acquire it?

How can it capture the value it creates?

2.2 Going objective

In many cases, & present, the convenience of such tools is judged from on high: the
Community will often be operaing as pat of an entity's intranet, which will accord it
resources dmog regardless of needs or profitability (after dl, how can they be known?)
based on assumptions, opinionsor indicators.

Frequently, dso, the Community will be an owne-less affar condituted from
independent individuds linked by the web. There, the measurability of vdue is an even
more distant dream... and its capture is most often undreamt of .

Some Communities, if few, attempt to capture the vaue they create. The origind The
Wel community charges for membership. Some mailing-lig based communities do, as
wdl. Many companies and inditutions participate in “dubs’ or “poles’ which charge their
members for the right to take part in different sorts of knowledge exchanges. In most cases,
this charge is cost-rlaed, not vaue-rdated, and hardly efficient.

What we will atempt is fird a classfication of vaue generated for different stakeholders
by different types of Community, separated according to ther vison and management:
gods and procedures, authority and stakeholders.

Then we will andyse this vaue to see how it may be captured.

4. The Macuarium Value Quadrant

On previous papers (see http://www.macuarium.com/econoclastalnetwork) we presented a
tool that has been of use in the devdopment and consulting projects of Macuarium
Network. It was developed in 2002 by Migud Corngo, with assstance from Manud
Meding, and remans a vaued piece of the company’s intdlectud property and a pillar of
its services offer.

This Quadrant atempts to map vaue cregtion to users and stekeholders, and thus serve
as guide for the capture of it when possble It is specidly useful when asessng ebusiness
initigtives and busness plans ard may give us an indght on the subject of Knowledge
Communities.
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3.1 Value for organizations and for individuals

We won't be modding organizations in any complexity. But we will assume that they make
decisons based on ther own operationd nesds maximizing utility by furthering their own
gods, such as benefit and growth. As far as we ae interested today, entities improve
towards those gods through the enablement of their people. This is what fosters innovation
and guarantees qudity in their processes.

This enablement is achieved thraugh the acquisition of the rdevant types of knowledge
and expetise. Communities can play a key role in ther transmisson (and even frequently
in their cregtion).

As we have mentioned above, individud both indde and outdde an organization can
derive vaue for themsdves through the acquisition of knowledge a a cost lower than the
utility they can extract from it.

Organizetions and individuds react to knowledge-derived vdue in two different ways,
which enables usto dassfy thevduein two distinct categories.

3.2 Objective value/ direct value

We obsarve a type of behaviour when the vaue of the knowledge acquired by the
individud is comparable with that derived from other productive factors used in the
devdopment of the person’s activity. In other words, when the knowledge received can be
directly gpplied to the improvement of the person’s economic dStudion or even in the
execution of the person’sjob... or when the knowledge' s qudity as an asset is high.

This area will usudly cover such knowledge as methodologies, precedents, solutions to
problems professond growth tools, tradable expetise We cdl this type of vdue
“Objective vadue’, dnce it is measurable, quattifidble, and individuds can raiondly act
upon it.

The equivdent type of knowledge for organizations will be that which the organization
can perceve and meesure, and put in direct rdationship with improvements in its processes
and operations. It will be knowledge that can be tracegble to results in other words, it will
have high asst qudlity.

We cdl this type of vdue “Direct vaue’, snce it can be adscribed to a particular body
of knowledge in the same way than traditiond cost accounting traces direct cods to a
particular center.

3.3 Subjective value/ indirect value

Individuals and organizations don't react to dl knowledge in the same way, and not just by
a matter of degree. The Quadrant works on the assumption of two different types of vaue
generating two different types of atitude.

The second type, or “subjective vaue’, is provided by knowledge that can't be directly
relaed to the improvement of the economic gStuaion or working abilities of the individud
who acquires it, and only with difficulty be compared with the utility derived from
economic factors. In other words, it has bad asset qudity.

But it does exis, and encompasses knowledge that can sate the person’s curiodty, or
sudain the person’'s need for a sense of beonging or gopreciation: the means for atending
to the sodd and psychologicd needs of the individud. Those things that have long been
caled “pricdess’.

When the organization knows thet it is benefiting from the acquired knowledge but can't
identify the mechanism with darity, and it therefore can't find a relidble way to measure

5
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and vaue it, we spesk of “indirect vaue’. The organization knows that it is there, but will
have serious difficulty gauging the return on investment, and o the utility of any resource
dedicated to acquiring this type of knowledge This doesn't mean that it can’t or won't act:
advertisng is another dassic source of thistype of utility.

3.4 Axes and intersection: degree, not quantity

With the previous definitions, we can now draw two axes one that will serve us to track
organizationd attitude to knowledge, and one that will address the attitude of individuds.

A= —{-
dngirect Direct
Qbjective Subjective
Figure 2

Both axes measure the degree in which the specified knowledge is objective/direct or
ubjectivelindirect. There is no accumulaion when we judge a qudity, but a degree that is
dfferent for every sngle individua and organization. Just as markets work by aggregation,
we can only work by aggregeting the perspectives of groups of usas the wider the
aggregation, the less meaningful. This will prove essentid when atempting to cadure
vaue.

The intersection of both axes will therefore need to be in the middle, where vaue is of a
doubtful nature the point where it ceases to be objectiveldirect and becomes
ubjective/indirect. Another way to define that point is where the knowledge evaduated can
no longer be congdered a proper asset according to the characteristics listed above.

3.5 The Quadrant
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Figure 3

5. Typesof Community on the Quadrant

Within the “Knowledge Community” concept there are many different incarnations, with
subgtantia  differences among them. Some of these types of Community are quite well-
known and studied areadly.

We will now proceed to place them on the mgp offered by the Macuarium Vaue
Quadrant, atending to the type of vaue that is most frequently accrued by their members
and the organizations supporting them. Necessaily, this representation will be an area it
could only be more precise by limiting the number of users and organizaions.

5.1 Communities of Practice

Communities of Practice (CoPs) are Communities of Knowledge where participants share a
common professond interest. On the modd, we can point them out as those in which
individuals (users) ae endbled in a productive way. Thus they derive utility from the
potentid or actud improvement of their productive capabiliies and economic Studtion,
generated through the interactions of the CoP. These communities present the user with an
“objective vaue'.

This Quadrant dlows us to underscore something ese important: the “practitioners’ are
individuds the Community of Practice need not beong to any paticular organization for it
to accrue benefits from the improvement of its members.

When the organization is able to pinpoint the direct relaionship between that knowledge
and improvements in its processes and results, we will be taking about “direct vaue'.
When it is unable to discern the way and scale in which this improvement takes place, but
is certain that somehow it profits from the CoP, we will be talking about “indirect vaue’.
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5.2 Conmunities of Interest

In contrast to the above mentioned type, the variant of Knowledge Communities is defined
by a different sort of utility: that derived from satiSfying needs such as curiogty, debate,
beonging, recognition. In the modd, we see that described as “subjective vaue' for the
individud.

For the organization, we find the same divison tha we saw with the CoPs a
Community of interet can generate ather “direct” or “indirect” vaue depending on how
messurable that utility is That will usudly depend in the orgenization's reaionship with
the users interest: if it is a supplier, for ingtance, or a victim, or can exploit the results of
the usars  activity, the value can be mogt direct.
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5.3 Amor phous Communities

Redity holds many examples of environments in which knowledge is somehow exchanged,
but where the supposed virtues of Communities are hard to find. We see fragmented
environments, discontinuous participation, lack of a dable funding mechanism... and we
even doubt that these things can be caled a Community.

But they can. They can even befitted onto the Quadrant.

The reason for these gpparently faled communities lies squardly in the motivations
(gods) that are supposed to push it forward, or lack thereof.

When the individud usars derive from them a purdy “subjective vaue’, with no
trandation into objective vdue (no cost and no bendfit), and the organizations involved
receve a totdly “indirect vdue® such as tha usudly deived from marketing and
promotiond tools we have those sorry but frequent examples of “Amorphous
Communities’.

Users won't be held to rules (management or structure) nor go out of their way to
improve or mantan them. The organizations can't judify serious investment in moderation
or IT infrastructure. The community just drifts on, recelving disconnected burgts of activity,
and frequently infected by other (cuckoo or parasitic) communities.
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5.4 Project Communities

There is a paticular type of knowledge exchange environment that was taditiondly hard to
plece the one defined by project-oriented teams and knowledge units. Typicd examples
include product devdopment teams, project implementation teams, customer presdes
teams...

Thee groups were often exduded from the definition of Community due to ther
unusua working methods and organization. We will see that these are nothing more than
the results (management) of an extreme set of motivations (goas)... which are present in
many other communities.

This can dso hep us understard the place of Communities ingde the organization.

Project Communities are those in which individuds deive an exiremdy “objective
vaue', directly rdaed to ther jobs and their economic subsstence. It is part of ther job, a
frequently essentid tool. Also, it can be the main way of showing their excelence a work
and other cgpabilities The behavior of the users toward the Community is directly marked
by this perception.

On the other hand, organizations extract a clearly “direct vdue’ from ther work. They
know every input, and they can control and cost them. They can dso rdate it with the
efficacy of the organization’s processes and the achievement of itsaims.

To put it in a nutshel, both pats of the ded regard this type of communities with the
utmogt seriousness and want the highest control on them. This has a direct reflection on the
way they are managed and organized.
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6. Thevalueand the capture: open discussion

So we arive a the find sage now that we have established that knowledge may generate
different types of vaue through the participation of people in different types of Community
(which is anyway intuitive) we come to the hurdle that has kept this phenomenon from full
recognition by the busness world. Can Communities capture the vaue they generaie? Can
they be aworthwhile investment for they promoters?

By “capturing’, as we explaned above, we indicate that the Community manages to
keep a proportion of the vaue it created for third paties in other words that it somehow
managesto get paid for it.

Due to the nature of Communities (they derive vaue from the participation of members)
this has proven difficult to manage chaging for use went agang the perceived god of
increasing the user base. And it was usudly found difficult to charge organizations due to
the lack of a way to prove a vaue-creating quaity worth funding. We will now try to see
how this can be done.

As a generd rule-of-thumb, let's say that charging for something usudly depends on the
adlity towithhold it... or at least, the most vauable portion of it.

6.1 Who pays for Communities of Interest

From the dandpoint of individud members, a Community of Interes is a source of
information and (frequently) of socid integration. Therefore, the promoters should drive to
find ways of maximizing these, and charge for their use.
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Typicd examples will be access to better and deeper search tools, to member gdleries
and directories, to private “inner cirde’ forums and services, even smdl tokens as the use
of an identifying picture or “avata” on the forums. The rate of uptake will not be great, but
it will depend more on the need being satisfied than on the tool used. Pricing will most
frequently be low, snce vaue is subjective, but production cods for this type of services
need not be high, andsit is feasble to extract a profit.

From the standpoint of organizations, a Community of Interest is a naturd gathering of
people with the same interests and (usudly) sSmilar demogrgphics A wedl-selected
Community of Interest is a prime marketing target, not just for advertisement but dso for
customer study.

It is frequent to see undefended Communities bombarded with spam and publicity: see
the Usenet news or any low-administered forum. But a serious Community built on private
premises can ward these advertisers off, and channed them in more ussful ways pad
advetisng, such as bannes text-ads, infomercids, product reviews searchrdaed links
and more advanced services. All of which, of course, can be charged for.

Any other ideas, examples and cases will be very interesting to heer.

6.2 Who pays for Communities of Practice

Communities of Practice may be internd (belong, in one way or ancother, to the same
organizetion than its members) or externd (members participate without regard for their
respective organizetions).

From the dandpoint of individud members a Community of Practice is a gahering of
fdlow practitioners in a professonad subject. It is a place a which to solve practical doubts
and gan recognition as an expert (frequently the best way for career improvement). As
before, the god should be to find ways of maximizing these, and charge for their use.

When the Community is dready a recognized one, and there are few or no free
dterndtives, it is not absurd to charge for membership. Equdly, it is feasble to charge for
access to older messages or advanced search features, since they can very often provide
redly vauable ingghts into problems More advanced ways to capture vaue inclide a
lising of experts (to be included in), and even a hotline (to address those —or other- experts
a a given rae, any time of day). The uptake should depend on the red ability of the CoP to
solve actud production problems. And the pricing can be carefully graded, up to redly
high-value services.

From the dandpoint of organizations, an externd Community of Practice is a naurd
gathering of cudomers (or, sometimes, providers). In addition to being a prime marketing
target, with the added interest of being criticd —bad opinion ganered there can kill sdes
eesly, and viceversa- it dso works as the best and chegpest way to provide support for
users of the organization's products and services the members support eech other, and
snce the red experts usudly are the product's most frequent users, they will often give
better support than an organization’s hatlines.

Those marketing interests can be channdled as explaned for Communities of Interest;
the support dement lends itsdf to a different possbility: the creation of Sponsored
communities, even monogrgphic or dedicated ones, in which the organizetion's product hes
center sage and brooks no degtructive criticiam. Simply offering externd support can be a
tempting (and vauable) service those more dedicated options are high-vdue posshilities,
dthough they are necessarily limited in number and hard to manage they may comprise a
Community’s source of value as an objective judge.

From the dandpoint of organizations, an internd Community of Practice can be a lot of
things. CoPs can be used as enablement tools to enhance knowledge transmisson and work
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efficiency between a group of knowledge workers. It may be used as a seward for a range
of knowledge domains, or even upkeeper of knowledge objects. It may be an emergency
management tool. It may be a taking-shop and decison-making centre. But this dl
depends on the motivaion of the CoP, and the role the organization is prepared to let it
play.

In essence, the ways to make the company pay are these same that figure as the godls for
the CoP: if those are vauable for the organization and it has no dterndive but to fund the
CoP or lose them, it will pay. The problem will usudly be in cregting the decison point and
making clear the vaue of the god. The “pricg’ thus captured will often only consst of tacit
member permisson to participate and some technical meansto articulate the CoPs.

Any other ideas, examples and cases will be very interesting to hear.

6.3 Who pays for Amorphous Communities

From the dandpoint of individud members an Amorphous Community is a source of
gossp and loose socid integration. Therefore, the promoters should drive to find ways of
maximizing these, and charge for their use.

Typicd examples will be access to private forums or chat rooms for groups of friends
gaming dans or other associations within the amorphous community, and related services
auch as identification tools (even smdl tokens as the use of an identifying picture or
“avatar”, dgnatures..), and sdf-expresson tools such as persond pages or “blogs’ (web
logs). The rate of uptake will not be great, snce the market is crowded and there is a lot of
offer. Pricing will most frequently be low, snce vaue is subjective, but production costs
for thistype of services need not be high, ands it is feasible to extract a profit.

From the dandpoint of organizations, an Amorphous Community is a Sochadtic
gathering: there is no defining reason for dl of the members to be there. It is only fit for
wide-focus (and low-paid) marketing inititives. For it to become an interesting marketing
target, it needs to be parcdled into groups of likeminded (or like-buying) individuds The
Community adminidrators can frequently do this through the regidration and mining of
user profiles. The traffic of these profiles (including even email data) can be a source of
low -leve incometoo, if needed.

Any other ideas, examples and cases will be very interesting to heer.

6.4 Who pays for Project Communities

Project Communities may be seen as an extreme example of Communities of Practice, in
which members are dso usudly integrated in a forma relaionship for the achievement of a
shared professond god. They are usudly internd to an organization (or to a jointventure,
or other dosad collaboretion initiative), but may eventudly use externd resources for
indance, a group of elancers working together on a project usng a remote collaboration
tool, or a group of Open Source devedopas refining code & a specidig dte like
SourceForge.

Project Communities dso have a habit of incduding even more faceto-face interaction
than the rest of community types it is not unusud to see examples in which it is the mogt
frequent form of reationship, and the dectronic support means serve only to exchange
materids, references, schedules and messaging.

From the standpoint of individud members, a Project Community is a working tool. It
provides ease of coordinaion, a better flow of work, and increesed efficiency. Unless they
work for themsdlves or are in any way managers of their own resources, they will not be
ableto buy or hirethe tool.
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On the other hand, elancers or independent professonds may see fit to hire the
technical and professonad means to set up a Project Community for the duration of a
project.

From the dandpoint of organizaions, a Project Community is essentidly a tool for its
employees it endbles projects to develop in a more efficient way. As such, they must be
able to measurably prove that fact through reports and andyss. The vadue accrued and thus
proven will be the key to cdculae the invesment thet the organization will rationdly be
prepared to provide for the maintenance and devdopment of the Project Communities
infrastructure.

Any other ideas, examples and cases will be very interesting to hear.

7. Notes and references

[1] We will go into the measurement and expression of the vaue derived from corporate intdlectud capitd in
an upcoming paper. Check at http://mww.macuarium.com/econocl astalnetwork for it after July 2003

[2] “Views of Knowledge are Human Views', by G. Duek, which can be reed on the web a
http://www.research.ibm.com/journa/s/404/dueck.html

[3] We are assuming the clasicd economic modds of “homo economicus’, and the utility or indifference
curves  further information may be found hitp:/Aww.wikipediaorg/wiki/Homo_economicus and
http:/Avww.wikipedia.org/wiki/l ndifference curve

[4] On the mechanics of price formation, see http://mww.wikipedia.org/wiki/Supply and demand

[5] By “private’, we simply mean that a particular entity is the owner of those rights. The legal quality or type
of owner isirrelevant here
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