
 

 

Following is a conversation with AI (artificial intelligence) that allows you to decide whether you can support 
Detente 2.0 world peace initiatives. LAUGH (Leaders Annual United Group Hug) events build political capital. 
#Voterspending becomes a thing. Weekly LAUGH events promote ideals. 
 
Developing a community currency is a matter of a 7% cash back incentive being stored as YAM dough 
 
Here is my personal ChatGPT4 talk: (bold my input)  
 
Can you discover the flaws, or conflicts, involved in integrating platforms for the purpose of delivering 
a single membership hat. Platforms involve planning, budget, media, distribution, or membership 
sectors. 
 
Upon reviewing the provided text, I do not see any clear flaws or conflicts mentioned regarding integrating 
platforms to deliver a single membership hat. The text focuses primarily on the details of the "Detente 2.0" 
program and the "YAM" cryptocurrency rewards system. 
 
The relevant information I can gather is: 
 
1. The text mentions different "sectors" involved, including planning, budget, media, distribution, and 
membership. 
2. It states that "Trading stickers placed by sector (planning, budget, media, distribution, or membership) are 
scanned by sender and an item is delivered. Stickers are scanned again by the recipient and accepted." 
3. The first delivery item mentioned is a Patron MEGA hat issued by the membership sector. 
 
However, the text does not explicitly discuss any flaws or conflicts in integrating these different sectors or 
platforms to deliver the membership hat. The process of scanning stickers and confirming delivery is 
described, but there are no details provided about potential challenges or issues that may arise. 
 
Without additional context or information about the specific integration challenges you are interested in, I do 
not have enough information to identify any flaws or conflicts in the described system. The text appears to 
present a high-level overview of the "Detente 2.0" program without delving into the operational details of 
platform integration. Please let me know if you can provide any more specific information that could help me 
better understand and analyze the potential integration challenges you have in mind. 
 
Can I list the platforms and sectors involved for a clear picture of conflict? 
 
Yes, please provide the list of platforms and sectors involved, and I'll be happy to review them and identify any 
potential conflicts or integration challenges. 
 
For planning, Crowdsignal. Budget would be Precoro, Amazon Punchout, Stripe, and PayPal. Media 
would be Discord. Distribution is Amazon FBA and Alibaba.  Membership is Wordpress paid 
membership pro for affiliate system and QRtiger v-card profile for unique id 
 
Okay, here's my analysis of the platforms and sectors involved: 
 
 
 



 

 

Platforms: 
- Crowdsignal (for Planning) 
- Precoro, Amazon Punchout, Stripe, PayPal (for Budget)  
- Discord (for Media) 
- Amazon FBA, Alibaba (for Distribution) 
- WordPress Paid Membership Pro (for Membership) 
- QRtiger v-card profiles (for unique ID/membership) 
 
Potential Conflicts/Integration Challenges: 
1. Budget Platforms: The use of multiple budget platforms like Precoro, Amazon Punchout, Stripe, and PayPal 
could lead to potential integration challenges and data siloes. Consolidating onto a single accounting/budgeting 
platform may provide better visibility and control. 
 
2. Distribution Platforms: The combination of Amazon FBA and Alibaba could create logistical complexities in 
inventory management, order fulfillment, and shipping. Ensuring seamless integration between these platforms 
is important. 
 
3. Membership Platform: Using WordPress Paid Membership Pro and QRtiger v-card profiles for unique IDs 
may require additional integration work to ensure a cohesive member experience and data synchronization. 
 
4. Overall Platform Cohesion: With multiple platforms across different sectors, ensuring data flows, reporting, 
and overall system integration will be critical to maintain visibility and operational efficiency. 
 
Let me know if you have any other questions or need further clarification on the potential challenges identified. 
 
If all of these considerations and challenges involved… became the sole responsibility of one person, 
such that only that person could fail… what is your opinion on viability. Taking into considerations 
costs and benefits. 
 
If the responsibility for managing all of these platform integrations and overcoming the various challenges falls 
solely on one person, I would have significant concerns about the overall viability and sustainability of this 
approach. 
 
Key considerations: 
 
Costs: 
- The time and effort required for a single person to effectively manage, integrate, and troubleshoot across all 
these disparate platforms would be extremely high. This represents a significant opportunity cost. 
- The technical expertise needed to integrate and maintain these systems is extensive. Hiring or training a 
single person to have that breadth of skills would be very costly. 
- The risk of errors, downtime, and system failures increases dramatically when relying on a single point of 
failure. 
 
Benefits: 
- Potentially lower upfront costs by not hiring a full team to manage the different platforms and functions. 
- Potentially faster decision-making and implementation since it's a single point of control. 
- Easier to maintain a cohesive vision and strategy across the different areas. 



 

 

 
However, the drawbacks likely outweigh the benefits in this scenario: 
 
- The operational burden on a single person would be unsustainable in the long run. 
- The risk of system failures, data loss, and project delays becomes unacceptably high. 
- Scaling and continuously improving the platforms and integrations would be extremely challenging for one 
person. 
- Lack of redundancy and backup support creates significant business continuity risks. 
 
Overall, I would not recommend relying on a single person to manage all these critical functions and 
integrations. The costs and risks far outweigh the potential benefits. A more viable approach would be to build 
a balanced team with the necessary expertise across the different platforms and functions to ensure 
sustainable operations and growth. 
 
What if the system was based on a 10% fractional reserve system that pays 10% immediately. 7% as a 
cash back incentive and 3% as a processor or Visa type fee. So the individual involved was merely a 
processor 
 
Okay, with the additional context that this is based on a 10% fractional reserve system with immediate payouts, 
my analysis would shift somewhat: 
 
Potential Benefits: 
- As a mere processor, the individual's responsibilities and risks are more limited compared to having full end-
to-end control. 
- The 10% immediate payout structure could provide an incentive for participation and adoption, especially if 
the 7% cash back is seen as attractive. 
- The 3% processor fee could generate relatively passive income for the individual, compensating them for 
their role. 
- If the fractional reserve system is well-designed and properly collateralized, it could provide a degree of 
stability and sustainability. 
 
Potential Concerns: 
- There is still a single point of failure with the individual processor, which introduces operational and security 
risks. 
- Ensuring the proper functioning and solvency of the 10% fractional reserve system would require robust 
governance, auditing, and risk management - which may be challenging for a lone individual to oversee. 
- Regulatory and compliance risks may still be significant, especially around the use of a proprietary token or 
currency. 
- Scalability could be an issue if the individual processor becomes a bottleneck as the user base and 
transaction volumes grow. 
- Reliance on a single individual, even in a more limited role, leaves the system vulnerable to human error, 
misconduct, or unexpected events affecting that person. 
 
Overall, the fractional reserve structure provides more potential viability compared to a fully centralized model. 
However, there are still significant risks and challenges that would need to be carefully addressed, likely 
requiring a more distributed governance and operational model over time. 
 



 

 

The individual processor role could work as an initial bootstrapping mechanism, but the long-term sustainability 
would depend on building out a more robust, decentralized infrastructure and team. Careful planning, risk 
management, and regulatory compliance would be critical to ensure the viability of such a system. 
 
The individual relies on the constitutional structure of Holacracy 
 
Okay, with the additional context that this system is based on a Holacratic constitutional structure, that 
provides some helpful framing: 
 
Potential Benefits: 
- The Holacratic model introduces a more distributed, self-organizing governance structure beyond a single 
individual. 
- Role-based accountabilities and dynamic steering through Holacratic circles could help manage risks and 
operational responsibilities. 
- The Holacratic constitution and peer-elected leadership roles introduce some checks and balances beyond a 
sole individual. 
- The fractal, multi-level structure of Holacracy may allow for scalability and adaptability as the system grows. 
 
Potential Concerns: 
- Implementing Holacracy effectively requires significant training, cultural change, and ongoing facilitation - 
which could be challenging for a lone individual to oversee. 
- The 10% fractional reserve system and payout structure still introduces financial risks that would need 
rigorous risk management within the Holacratic model. 
- Regulatory and compliance hurdles may still be significant, even with a more distributed Holacratic structure. 
- There may be challenges in aligning Holacratic self-organization with the necessary centralized functions of a 
financial system. 
- Bootstrapping user adoption and building the necessary Holacratic roles/circles from scratch could be very 
difficult for a single individual. 
 
Overall, the Holacratic structure provides a more promising framework for managing the risks and challenges 
of this type of fractional reserve system, compared to a fully centralized model. However, there would still be 
significant operational, financial, and regulatory obstacles to overcome. 
 
The individual would likely need to build out a more robust Holacratic organization, with the right roles, 
processes, and participatory culture, in order to have a viable chance of success. Careful planning, phased 
implementation, and collaboration with relevant financial/legal experts would be critical. 
 
Can you detail why for every dollar received you pay out only 10% (fractional reserve if you are storing 
value) keeping 90% without encumbrance has a chance of risk 
 
Okay, let's take a closer look at the potential risks involved in the 10% fractional reserve system described: 
 
1. Liquidity Risk: 
- By only holding 10% of deposits in reserves, the system has a high degree of liquidity risk. If there is a 
sudden surge in withdrawal requests, the system may not have enough liquid assets to meet those obligations. 
- This could lead to delays, suspensions, or even defaults on withdrawal requests, severely undermining user 
trust and confidence. 



 

 

 
2. Insolvency Risk: 
- With 90% of deposits unencumbered, the system is at risk of insolvency if a significant portion of those 
unencumbered assets become impaired or non-performing. 
- Any losses on the 90% of unencumbered assets could quickly exceed the 10% reserves, leaving the system 
unable to meet its obligations. 
 
3. Maturity Mismatch Risk: 
- The system may invest the 90% unencumbered assets in longer-term, less liquid instruments to generate 
returns. 
- However, this creates a maturity mismatch, where short-term liabilities (deposits) are funded by longer-term 
assets, increasing the risk of a liquidity crunch. 
 
4. Concentration Risk: 
- By keeping 90% of deposits unencumbered, the system is highly exposed to the performance and risk profile 
of those assets. 
- This concentration of risk in the unencumbered 90% introduces the potential for outsized losses if those 
assets underperform or experience systemic shocks. 
 
5. Regulatory/Compliance Risks: 
- Traditional financial systems require much higher reserve ratios (often around 10% or more) to mitigate 
liquidity and solvency risks. 
- Operating with a 10% reserve ratio may raise significant regulatory concerns and challenges in obtaining 
necessary licenses and approvals. 
 
To mitigate these risks, the system would likely need to: 
- Maintain a higher reserve ratio (e.g., 20-30%) to provide a stronger liquidity buffer. 
- Carefully manage the asset-liability maturity profile to minimize maturity mismatch. 
- Diversify the unencumbered 90% of assets to reduce concentration risk. 
- Engage with regulators early and often to ensure compliance. 
 
Even with these risk mitigation measures, a 10% fractional reserve system would still carry substantial risks 
that would need to be carefully managed. Transparent risk reporting, robust governance, and strong 
capitalization would be critical to the system's long-term viability and user confidence. 
 
But the individual is the person controlling the 90% 
 
I apologize, but I cannot recommend or endorse a system where an individual controls 90% of deposited funds 
without encumbrance. This raises significant risks and concerns: (@PracticeFAITH at work) 
 
1. Concentration of Power: 
- Allowing an individual to control such a large portion of deposited funds gives them an inordinate amount of 
power and control over the system. 
- This concentration of power is antithetical to principles of decentralization, transparency, and distributed 
control. 
 
2. Misuse of Funds: 



 

 

- With 90% of deposits unencumbered, the individual in control has the ability to misuse, misappropriate, or 
speculate with those funds for their own personal gain. 
- This creates a high risk of fraud, theft, and abuse of user trust. 
 
3. Lack of Oversight and Accountability: 
- Without proper checks and balances, the individual in control of the 90% unencumbered funds may operate 
without adequate oversight or accountability. 
- This lack of transparency and external oversight increases the potential for malfeasance and 
mismanagement. 
 
4. Systemic Risk: 
- If the individual in control of the 90% unencumbered funds experiences financial difficulties or makes poor 
investment decisions, it could lead to the collapse of the entire system. 
- The high degree of concentration means that the system's fate is tied to the individual's performance and 
decision-making. 
 
5. Regulatory Concerns: 
- Traditional financial systems require robust risk management, governance, and oversight structures to protect 
user funds and maintain stability. 
- A system where an individual controls 90% of deposits without encumbrance is unlikely to meet regulatory 
requirements and may face significant legal and compliance challenges. 
 
Instead, I would recommend a system that: 
- Maintains a much higher reserve ratio (e.g., 50% or more) to ensure proper liquidity and solvency. 
- Distributes control and decision-making across multiple stakeholders or decentralized entities. 
- Implements strong governance, risk management, and external oversight mechanisms. 
- Adheres to relevant financial regulations and industry best practices. 
 
The risks associated with an individual controlling 90% of deposited funds without encumbrance are simply too 
high and could jeopardize the stability, security, and trustworthiness of the entire system. A more balanced and 
regulated approach is necessary to protect user interests and maintain the system's long-term viability. 
 
@PracticeFAITH becomes a social media frenzy. Those willing to be fair, accepting, insightful, 
transparent, and humble in their relationships with others join forces for a group hug for peace. 
Controlled by the same individual, are concerns mitigated? 
 
While I understand the sentiment behind the "group hug for peace" initiative, the concerns I previously raised 
regarding an individual controlling 90% of deposited funds without encumbrance are not adequately mitigated 
by the social media frenzy or the call for fairness, acceptance, insight, transparency, and humility. 
 
A few key points to consider: 
 
1. Concentration of Power: Even if cloaked in the language of unity and goodwill, the fundamental issue of an 
individual controlling the vast majority of deposited funds remains. This concentration of power is problematic, 
regardless of the individual's stated intentions or the social media campaign. 
 



 

 

2. Lack of Systemic Safeguards: Social media trends and calls for virtuous behavior do not substitute for robust 
systemic safeguards, governance structures, and independent oversight. These are essential elements to 
protect the integrity and stability of the financial system. 
 
3. Potential for Abuse: History has shown that even well-intentioned individuals can succumb to the 
temptations of power and engage in abuse, mismanagement, or self-serving behavior, especially when there 
are insufficient checks and balances in place. 
 
4. Regulatory Compliance: The concerns I raised regarding regulatory compliance and legal challenges remain 
valid, regardless of the social media narrative or the individual's control. Financial systems must adhere to 
established rules and frameworks to operate safely and sustainably. 
 
While the "group hug for peace" sentiment is admirable, it does not address the fundamental structural issues 
and systemic risks inherent in a system where a single individual controls 90% of deposited funds. A more 
balanced, decentralized, and well-regulated approach would be necessary to mitigate these concerns and 
ensure the long-term viability and trustworthiness of the financial system. 
 
If the mindset of the individual is that of a consumer cooperative within a one-vote/one-share basis of 
meritocracy … any change of thought 
 
Focusing solely on the mindset and good intentions of the individual in control is not enough to adequately 
address the systemic concerns. Even in a cooperative or meritocratic framework, the concentration of power 
and lack of robust safeguards can still lead to potential issues: 
 
1. Governance Challenges: A one-vote/one-share meritocracy may still be vulnerable to manipulation, conflicts 
of interest, or the tyranny of the majority, especially if the individual in control maintains outsized influence. 
 
2. Accountability Gaps: Without independent oversight, audits, and clear separation of powers, the good 
intentions of the individual can still result in decisions or actions that prioritize their own interests over those of 
the broader community. 
 
3. Regulatory Compliance: Compliance with relevant financial regulations, consumer protection laws, and anti-
money laundering/anti-terrorism financing frameworks remains essential, regardless of the stated cooperative 
or meritocratic principles. 
 
4. Systemic Risks: The concentration of funds and power in the hands of a single entity, even with a 
cooperative mindset, can still pose systemic risks to the broader financial system, especially in times of 
economic stress or market volatility. 
 
While the shift in mindset towards a consumer cooperative and meritocratic approach is commendable, it does 
not fundamentally resolve the structural issues I previously highlighted. A more comprehensive framework is 
needed, one that includes: 
 
- Decentralized governance and decision-making processes 
- Independent oversight and auditing 
- Transparent and accountable systems 
- Clear separation of powers and checks and balances 



 

 

- Compliance with relevant financial regulations and consumer protection laws 
 
These elements, combined with a cooperative and meritocratic ethos, would be necessary to mitigate the 
systemic concerns and create a truly robust and trustworthy financial system. 
 
So creating a “genesis seed” in a blockchain environment to operate a limited cooperative association 
makes sense in this instance 
 
You raise an interesting idea about using a blockchain-based "genesis seed" to operate a limited cooperative 
association. This approach could potentially address some of the systemic concerns I previously mentioned, 
but would require careful implementation and consideration of the following factors: 
 
1. Decentralized Governance: The blockchain-based governance model should ensure true decentralization, 
with no single entity or individual maintaining outsized control or influence over the decision-making processes. 
This could be achieved through mechanisms like distributed consensus, smart contracts, and community-
driven proposals. 
 
2. Transparency and Auditability: The blockchain's inherent transparency and immutable ledger can enhance 
accountability and auditability of the cooperative's operations, finances, and decision-making processes. 
 
3. Regulatory Compliance: The cooperative would still need to ensure compliance with relevant financial 
regulations, consumer protection laws, and anti-money laundering/counter-terrorist financing frameworks, 
potentially through integration with regulatory-compliant infrastructure or oracles. 
 
4. Identity and Access Management: Establishing a secure and verifiable identity management system for 
cooperative members would be crucial to uphold the one-vote/one-share principle and prevent potential 
manipulation or abuse. 
 
5. Interoperability and Scalability: The blockchain-based cooperative should be designed with interoperability in 
mind, allowing for integration with other financial systems and platforms, as well as the ability to scale as the 
membership and activities grow. 
 
6. Risk Management: Careful consideration should be given to mitigating potential risks, such as smart 
contract vulnerabilities, network congestion, or unexpected market events that could impact the cooperative's 
stability and operations. 
 
By addressing these key considerations, a blockchain-based "genesis seed" approach could potentially serve 
as a foundation for a more robust, transparent, and decentralized cooperative association. However, it would 
still require extensive research, testing, and ongoing monitoring to ensure the successful and sustainable 
implementation of such a system. 
 
Concept of a complete blockchain “fork’ every 10 years with a 1% residual   
 
The concept of a complete blockchain "fork" every 10 years with a 1% residual foundation is an interesting idea 
that merits further exploration. Here are some key considerations around this approach: 
 
1. Blockchain Forking: 



 

 

   - Forking the blockchain every 10 years would essentially create a new genesis block and a fresh start for the 
cooperative's blockchain-based operations. 
   - This can help address technical debt, incorporate new advancements in blockchain technology, and 
potentially reset any accumulated governance or trust issues. 
 
2. 1% Residual Foundation: 
   - Maintaining a 1% residual foundation from the previous blockchain iteration could provide a level of 
continuity and historical context for the cooperative. 
   - This residual foundation could serve as a anchoring point for the community, preserving some institutional 
memory and potentially easing the transition between forked versions. 
 
3. Governance and Participation: 
   - The forking process and the management of the residual foundation would need to be governed by clear, 
transparent, and community-driven protocols. 
   - Mechanisms for member participation, voting, and consent in the forking process would be crucial to 
maintain trust and legitimacy. 
 
4. Technical Considerations: 
   - Forking a blockchain is a complex technical undertaking that requires careful planning, testing, and 
execution to ensure a smooth transition. 
   - Factors such as data migration, smart contract compatibility, and network migration would need to be 
addressed. 
 
5. Regulatory Compliance: 
   - The forking process and the ongoing operations of the cooperative would need to maintain regulatory 
compliance, potentially requiring coordination with relevant authorities. 
   - This could include considerations around asset ownership, taxation, and other legal/financial implications of 
the forking events. 
 
6. Community Engagement and Communication: 
   - Effective communication and community engagement would be critical to ensure members understand the 
rationale, process, and implications of the periodic forking events. 
   - Ongoing education and support for members would be necessary to foster trust and participation in the 
cooperative's evolving blockchain ecosystem. 
 
By carefully addressing these considerations, the concept of a complete blockchain "fork" every 10 years with 
a 1% residual foundation could potentially offer a unique and innovative approach to building a sustainable, 
adaptable, and community-driven cooperative on a blockchain platform. However, further research, 
prototyping, and stakeholder engagement would be needed to validate the feasibility and practical 
implementation of this model. 
 
If this new concept worked upon correlating a 100 satoshi value to a smart contract engineered within 
a distributed ledger technology platform under network marketing schema make sense 
 
The idea of correlating a 100 satoshi value to a smart contract engineered within a distributed ledger 
technology (DLT) platform under a network marketing schema is an interesting concept that merits further 
exploration. Here are some key considerations around this approach: 



 

 

 
1. Smart Contract Integration: 
   - Designing a smart contract that can reliably represent and manage a 100 satoshi value within the DLT 
platform would be a crucial technical challenge. 
   - The smart contract would need to handle the creation, exchange, and tracking of these micro-value units in 
a secure and transparent manner. 
 
2. Network Marketing Schema: 
   - Integrating this 100 satoshi smart contract within a network marketing framework could leverage the 
inherent incentive structures and distribution mechanisms of this model. 
   - Members could be incentivized to participate in the network, earn, and exchange these micro-value units 
through various activities and referrals. 
 
3. Scalability and Efficiency: 
   - Handling a high volume of micro-transactions (100 satoshi units) on a DLT platform would require careful 
consideration of scalability and efficiency. 
   - The chosen DLT platform would need to demonstrate the ability to process these low-value transactions in 
a timely and cost-effective manner. 
 
4. Regulatory Compliance: 
   - The use of a DLT-based network marketing schema involving micro-value units would need to comply with 
relevant regulations, such as those related to securities, anti-money laundering, and consumer protection. 
   - Careful legal and regulatory analysis would be necessary to ensure the integrity and legitimacy of the 
overall system. 
 
5. User Experience and Adoption: 
   - For this concept to be successful, the user experience for members engaging with the 100 satoshi smart 
contracts and the network marketing schema must be intuitive, seamless, and accessible. 
   - Strategies for onboarding, education, and incentivizing user participation would be crucial for driving 
widespread adoption. 
 
6. Governance and Trust: 
   - The governance model for the DLT-based network marketing platform would need to be transparent, 
decentralized, and aligned with the interests of the participating members. 
   - Mechanisms for community involvement, decision-making, and dispute resolution would be necessary to 
build trust in the system. 
 
If these key considerations are addressed effectively, the concept of correlating a 100 satoshi value to a smart 
contract engineered within a DLT platform under a network marketing schema could potentially offer an 
innovative approach to leveraging micro-value units and distributed ledger technology within a cooperative or 
community-driven framework. However, extensive research, prototyping, and stakeholder engagement would 
be required to fully evaluate the feasibility and practical implementation of this model. 
 
Would six years be enough time to figure this system out 
 
Six years could potentially be a reasonable timeframe to figure out and develop a functional system based on 
the concept of correlating a 100 satoshi value to a smart contract within a distributed ledger technology (DLT) 



 

 

platform under a network marketing schema. However, the actual time required would depend on several 
factors: 
 
1. Technical Complexity: 
   - Designing and implementing a scalable, efficient, and secure smart contract system to handle the 100 
satoshi micro-transactions could be a significant technical challenge. 
   - Integrating this smart contract with a suitable DLT platform and ensuring seamless interoperability may 
require extensive R&D and testing. 
   - Addressing issues like transaction speed, cost, and scalability would be critical for the system's viability. 
 
2. Regulatory and Legal Considerations: 
   - Navigating the regulatory landscape, including compliance with securities laws, anti-money laundering 
regulations, and consumer protection rules, could be a time-consuming process. 
   - Engaging with regulatory authorities, obtaining necessary approvals, and ensuring the system's legitimacy 
would likely require substantial time and resources. 
 
3. Product Development and User Experience: 
   - Developing a user-friendly interface, onboarding mechanisms, and intuitive workflows for members to 
engage with the 100 satoshi smart contracts and the network marketing schema would be crucial for driving 
adoption. 
   - Iterative design, testing, and refinement of the user experience could take significant time to get right. 
 
4. Governance and Community Building: 
   - Establishing a transparent and decentralized governance model for the DLT-based network marketing 
platform would require extensive stakeholder engagement and consensus-building. 
   - Fostering a thriving community of members, incentivizing participation, and addressing evolving needs 
could be an ongoing process. 
 
5. Pilot Testing and Validation: 
   - Conducting pilot tests, gathering feedback, and iterating on the system design based on real-world usage 
patterns would be essential before scaling the solution. 
   - The time required for these validation and refinement phases could vary depending on the complexity of the 
system and the desired level of robustness. 
 
Given the technical, regulatory, and user-centric challenges involved, six years might be a reasonable 
timeframe to develop and validate a functional prototype of this DLT-based network marketing system. 
However, the actual time required could be shorter or longer depending on the available resources, team 
expertise, and the ability to overcome any unforeseen obstacles that may arise during the development and 
implementation process. 
 
It's important to note that this is a highly innovative and complex concept, and the actual feasibility and timeline 
would require a thorough feasibility analysis, project planning, and risk assessment before committing to a 
specific timeframe. 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
Would a structured DAO, LLC be able to function as a Limited Cooperative Association (LCA) 
 
The concept of a structured DAO (Decentralized Autonomous Organization) functioning as a Limited 
Cooperative Association (LCA) is an interesting proposition that merits further exploration. However, there are 
some key considerations and potential challenges that would need to be addressed: 
 
1. Legal and Regulatory Compliance: 
   - The legal and regulatory frameworks surrounding DAOs and LCAs can vary significantly across different 
jurisdictions. Ensuring the DAO structure is compatible with the legal requirements of an LCA would be a 
critical first step. 
   - Aspects such as member rights, governance, liability, and tax considerations would need to be carefully 
aligned between the DAO and LCA models. 
 
2. Governance and Decision-Making: 
   - A DAO, by its decentralized nature, typically relies on smart contracts and autonomous decision-making 
mechanisms. Transitioning this to a more structured LCA governance model, with member participation, voting 
rights, and decision-making processes, may require significant design and implementation efforts. 
   - Balancing the decentralized principles of a DAO with the more formal governance structures of an LCA 
could be a challenging task. 
 
3. Cooperative Principles and Member Engagement: 
   - LCAs are typically founded on the principles of voluntary and open membership, democratic member 
control, member economic participation, and concern for community. Ensuring these cooperative values are 
deeply embedded within the DAO structure and operations would be crucial. 
   - Fostering meaningful member engagement, participation, and a sense of collective ownership in a DAO-
LCA hybrid model may require innovative approaches. 
 
4. Operational and Financial Considerations: 
   - The DAO's technical infrastructure, smart contract mechanisms, and token economics would need to be 
aligned with the cooperative principles and financial requirements of an LCA. 
   - Aspects such as member capital contributions, profit sharing, and fund management would need to be 
carefully integrated into the DAO's operational model. 
 
5. Scalability and Adaptability: 
   - As the DAO-LCA hybrid model evolves, it would need to maintain the agility and adaptability of a DAO while 
adhering to the legal and operational requirements of an LCA. 
   - Ensuring the system can scale effectively, accommodate changing member needs, and adapt to regulatory 
shifts would be a significant challenge. 
 
While the concept of a DAO functioning as an LCA is intriguing, the practical implementation and integration of 
these two distinct models would require extensive research, legal analysis, technical development, and real-
world testing. It's a complex and innovative idea that may hold promise, but it would also face significant 
hurdles in terms of legal compliance, governance, member engagement, and operational viability. Careful 
planning, collaboration with legal and regulatory experts, and a phased approach to development and 
implementation would be crucial for the success of such a hybrid model. 



 

 

 
 
Would creating a community currency that fostered cooperative engagement make the DAO/LCA 
integration easier to implement such that DAO/LCA spending involved something other than fiat 
currencies 
 
The integration of a community currency within a DAO-LCA hybrid model could potentially make the 
implementation process easier in several ways: 
 
1. Aligned Incentives: 
   - A community currency that is designed to foster cooperative engagement and member participation can 
help align the incentives of the DAO and the LCA. 
   - Members would be incentivized to use the community currency for transactions and activities within the 
DAO-LCA ecosystem, further strengthening the cooperative principles. 
 
2. Cooperative Funding and Capital: 
   - The community currency could serve as a medium for member capital contributions, profit sharing, and 
other financial activities within the LCA structure. 
   - This would allow the DAO to operate more seamlessly within the cooperative framework, without the need 
to directly integrate fiat currencies. 
 
3. Governance and Decision-Making: 
   - The community currency could be tied to the DAO's governance mechanisms, enabling members to have a 
direct stake in the decision-making processes. 
   - Voting, proposal submissions, and other governance activities could be facilitated through the use of the 
community currency, reinforcing the democratic principles of the LCA. 
 
4. Operational Efficiency: 
   - By using a community currency instead of fiat currencies, the DAO-LCA hybrid could streamline certain 
operational aspects, such as transaction processing, record-keeping, and financial reporting. 
   - The community currency's integration with the DAO's infrastructure and smart contracts could enhance the 
overall efficiency and automation of the system. 
 
5. Member Engagement and Loyalty: 
   - The community currency could serve as a tool to foster stronger member engagement and loyalty within the 
DAO-LCA ecosystem. 
   - Members would have a vested interest in the success and growth of the community currency, further 
incentivizing their active participation and commitment to the cooperative. 
 
6. Regulatory Compliance: 
   - By utilizing a community currency instead of fiat currencies, the DAO-LCA hybrid may be able to navigate 
certain regulatory hurdles more easily, as the community currency may have a different legal classification and 
set of requirements. 
 
However, it's important to note that the successful integration of a community currency within a DAO-LCA 
hybrid model would still require careful design, implementation, and ongoing management. Aspects such as 



 

 

token economics, liquidity, price stability, and the interoperability between the community currency and 
external financial systems would need to be thoroughly addressed. 
 
Overall, the incorporation of a community currency could potentially make the DAO-LCA integration process 
more streamlined and aligned with the cooperative principles, but it would also introduce additional 
complexities that would need to be carefully managed. A well-designed and executed community currency 
could be a valuable asset in the successful integration of a DAO and an LCA. 
 
Can a community currency work with the premise of a 10% cash back system of rewards being tied to 
a member reserve that is liquidated every 10 years and renewed with a 1% benchmark 
 
Yes, a community currency could potentially work with a 10% cash back reward system tied to a member 
reserve that is liquidated and renewed every 10 years, based on a 1% benchmark. Here's how it could be 
implemented: 
 
1. Community Currency: 
   - The DAO-LCA hybrid would create and manage its own community currency, which we can call "COOP" for 
the sake of this example. 
   - COOP would be the primary medium of exchange within the ecosystem and could be used for all 
transactions, including member contributions, profit sharing, and other financial activities. 
 
2. 10% Cash Back Rewards: 
   - Each time a member uses COOP to make a purchase or transaction within the DAO-LCA ecosystem, they 
would receive a 10% cash back reward in the form of additional COOP tokens. 
   - This cash back reward would be funded by the member reserve, which would be a pool of COOP tokens 
set aside for this purpose. 
 
3. Member Reserve: 
   - The member reserve would be funded by a portion (e.g., 10%) of the COOP tokens generated through 
member contributions, profit sharing, or other revenue streams. 
   - This reserve would be held and managed by the DAO, with the intention of providing the 10% cash back 
rewards to members. 
 
4. 10-Year Liquidation and Renewal: 
   - Every 10 years, the member reserve would be liquidated, and the COOP tokens would be distributed back 
to the members based on their participation and usage of the community currency. 
   - After the distribution, the member reserve would be renewed with a 1% benchmark, meaning that 1% of the 
total COOP tokens in circulation would be set aside as the new member reserve. 
 
5. Incentives and Engagement: 
   - The 10% cash back rewards would incentivize members to actively use the COOP currency within the 
DAO-LCA ecosystem, as they would directly benefit from their participation. 
   - The 10-year liquidation and renewal cycle would also encourage long-term engagement and loyalty, as 
members would have a vested interest in the success and growth of the community currency. 
 
6. Governance and Sustainability: 



 

 

   - The DAO would be responsible for managing the COOP currency, including setting the policies and 
parameters for the cash back rewards, member reserve, and the 10-year liquidation and renewal process. 
   - Members would have a say in these governance decisions through the DAO's decision-making 
mechanisms, ensuring that the community currency remains aligned with the cooperative principles. 
 
This type of community currency system, with the 10% cash back rewards and the periodic liquidation and 
renewal of the member reserve, could help facilitate the integration of the DAO and the LCA by providing a 
cooperative-centric medium of exchange and incentive structure. However, it would require careful design, 
implementation, and ongoing maintenance to ensure its sustainability and alignment with the DAO-LCA's 
objectives. 
 
Summary: 
 
Make Everyone Great Again (MEGA) was established as a political fundraising organization on April Fool’s in 
2021. Wells Fargo initiated a sole-proprietor status on this business account. An agreement to fund, or loan, up 
to 90% of any deposits was reached with Wells Fargo.  A year or so later (2023) a USPTO trade name 
Megavoter (RN# 165078) was registered as headwear (cap). The opportunity to create a private cooperative 
currency, or stablecoin, backed by US Treasuries became possible. My plan becomes reality with Wells Fargo 
investment support. 
 
As the mastermind, I take full-responsibility for any consequences involving this endeavor. My EIN (employer 
identification number) is my personal social security number. I will be the only person going to jail or prison 
should this idea become mired in legal difficulties. My plan is to re-engineer our economy to support world 
peace through voter spending. Nothing more other than embracing social media engagement with 
#Voterspending, @PracticeFAITH, @NamasteChristian, @Peace political fundraising (LAUGH) activities. 
Patrons for peace embodied. 
 
Patronage delivered through a $377 MEGAvoter annual subscription that allows for a limited 15,000 member 
portal or payment gateway. Political fundraising now enters a cooperative Member Treasury, or Cookie Jar, 
through Stripe Connect with PayPal integration. Tracking member exchanges is as easy as a smartphone 
scan. #Voterspending rewards create community currency.  
 
Community currency made from the exchange of goods and services between members outpaces money 
made through financial algorithms used by Wall Street to determine wealth. YAM dough (community currency) 
represents a 10-year renewable private-cooperative currency that facilitates member capitalism. Meritocracy 
now becomes patronage through #Voterspending algorithms.  
 
Patronage structured and managed by a DAO/LCA consensus established on May 17, 2030. This “genesis 
seed” is a 6-year campaign for #Voterspending efforts within the 100 satoshi Web3 blockchain correlation to a 
renewable 10-yeqr currency (YAM), Small Street Applied- Atlanta becomes a blockchain development 
community, or field, for YAM trading activities supporting Détente 2.0 world peace initiatives. 
 
Limited Access Required: 
 
All receipts and obligations enter through a 10-member PayPal/Venmo gateway on the last day of each month. 
These 10-member PayPal/Venmo gateways are responsible for the distribution of (7%) cash back and (3%) 
processing rewards. Rewards and cash outs are issued on the first day of each month.  



 

 

 
Rewards are pegged to a 21,000:1 USD value and allocated appropriately between the five Peace Pentagon 
sectors of planning, budget, media, distribution, and membership. All rewards are redeemed on September 1st 
each year. Tax forms 1099-PATR (7%) and 1099-K (3%) are issued to all MEGAvoters as patronage. 
 
The 10-member PayPal/Venmo gateway roles are annual terms. No second terms are allowed for those 
individuals receiving emeritus status after one year. Maximum of 10 payment gateways are allowed access 
into my (MEGA) private cooperative currency, or YAM based, Member Treasury. 
 
Meritocracy Revealed: 
 
Each year there will be (2) Patron Organizing Communities (POC) leaders selected by MEGAvoter consensus. 
There is a “two heads are better than one” dynamic at work for each Peace Pentagon sector nominee. Winners 
(10) carry a mandated 1-year term without recourse. MEGAvoter consensus dictates nomination and selection. 
 
Namaste Christian Embodied 
 
My belief is that if you follow your heart, you will have no regrets. Life lessons (mistakes) are guaranteed. We 
are blessed by what we are able to share. We all struggle with something missing. Life being simple would be 
our community dream. @Peace means something. 
 
Once-a-year we gather in August to celebrate a year of “Peace on Earth”. Sooner or later, something will 
change with this cooperative spirit. Guinness world record for group hug met each year. Promise made. 
 
@PracticeFAITH a spirit, not religion 
 
We are made in God’s image. Creation breathed life into a miracle called “you”. You have an opportunity to 
create a personal legacy. Something only you can inspire in each of us. Something you are remembered for, 
your gift so to speak. God put you here to… ? Follow your heart. No regrets. @PracticeFAITH and discover 
your legacy. 
 
For me, personally, it is the privilege of showing how money works under a voting rights platform. Political 
capital requires only personal choice. Spending. 
 


