SHARED STRATEGY,
SEPARATE JURISDICTIONS

Common long-term aims with distinct mandates, decision processes,
leadership structures, and accountability

Institutional Governance Paper
Malone Network
July 31, 2026



MALONE NETWORK INSTITUTIONAL ARCHITECTURE
Executive Summary

Malone institutions may share a common doctrine and pursue the same long-
term strategic aims without becoming departments of one undifferentiated
organization.

A shared strategy identifies the conditions the Malone Network seeks to create over time: stronger
families and communities, greater educational capacity, durable institutions, responsible political power,
charitable intervention, ethical leadership, and protection against institutional capture. Separate
jurisdictions determine which institution may decide, fund, teach, advocate, implement, administer, or
publicly represent each part of that strategy.

Core rule: Acommon objective does not create common authority. Each institution must
act through its own mandate, governing body, decision process, resources, and
accountability system.

The Network therefore coordinates through agreed objectives and documented relationships, not
through informal command. Malone Doctrine provides shared ethical alignment. Each institution then
determines, within its own lawful and chartered jurisdiction, whether and how it will contribute. One
institution may lead an initiative, others may support it, and some may decline participation without
leaving doctrinal alignment.

This architecture protects legitimacy. Students can learn without becoming political supporters. Donors
can fund charity without financing campaigns. Party officers can advocate policy without controlling
scholarship. Religious members can worship and serve without directing secular grantmaking. Boards
and leaders remain answerable for the institutions they actually govern.

1. Governing Premise

The Malone Network is a coordinated system of institutions rather than a single operating entity.
Coordination occurs because the institutions share a doctrine, historical purpose, and long-term
strategic interests. Separation occurs because each institution has a different public identity, audience,
legal position, operating method, and form of authority.

Strategy answers where the Network intends to go. Jurisdiction answers who may decide and act. The
two must be connected but never confused.

1. Shared ends - Institutions may agree on broad outcomes such as education, community renewal,
public order, economic capability, or institutional continuity.

2. Separate means - Each institution contributes through the tools appropriate to its mission, such as
teaching, grantmaking, political advocacy, worship, public works, research, or administration.

3. Independent authorization - Participation requires approval through the institution's own lawful
decision process.

4. Attributable responsibility - Every commitment, expenditure, statement, and result must remain
attributable to the institution that authorized it.
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5. No silent transfer of power - Funding, affiliation, shared personnel, or doctrinal alignment does not

transfer governing authority between institutions.

2. Shared Strategy Within the Malone Network

A Network strategy is a long-range framework for coordinated institutional development. It should
describe desired conditions, major risks, sequencing requirements, dependencies, and measures of

progress without assigning powers that an institution does not possess.

Shared strategy may include objectives such as:

Preserving and developing Malone Doctrine as a durable ethical authority.
Building educational capacity through Malone Global University and related learning institutions.

Creating political organization capable of developing policy, representing interests, and exercising
lawful public power.

Accumulating and directing charitable capital toward qualified public-benefit causes.

Providing spiritual fellowship, ethical formation, and organized public service through the Church of
Malone.

Developing leadership, succession, archives, property, communications, technology, and
administrative systems that support institutional continuity.

Establishing additional institutions when a necessary function cannot be assigned to an existing body
without compromising its jurisdiction, legitimacy, or public identity.

These are strategic aims of the Network. They do not become operational assignments until the
competent institution accepts responsibility through its own governance process.
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3. What Must Remain Separate

Institutional separation is substantive, not cosmetic. Different names or websites are insufficient if
decisions, funds, leadership, records, and accountability are functionally merged.

Element What must remain distinct Why separation matters

Mandate

Decision process

Leadership

Finances

Records and data

Public identity

Accountability

The functions and purposes assigned by
charter, law, doctrine, and governing

policy.

The board, executive, committee, or
membership process that authorizes
action.

The officers and governing bodies
responsible for the institution.

Bank accounts, budgets, grants,
donations, expenditures, assets, and
liabilities.

Minutes, files, member lists, donor
records, student records, research, and
operational data.

Names, logos, statements, websites,

forms, and representations to the public.

The body that evaluates conduct,
resolves failure, and imposes correction.

Prevents an institution from expanding
its power merely because an adjacent
function is useful.

Preserves lawful consent, fiduciary
responsibility, and traceable authority.

Prevents informal network figures from
exercising unrecorded authority.

Protects charitable, political, educational,
religious, and commercial resources from
improper use.

Protects confidentiality, ownership, legal
compliance, and institutional memory.

Allows audiences to understand which
institution is acting and what relationship
applies.

Ensures that responsibility cannot be
displaced onto the Network as an
abstraction.
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4. Institutional Mandates and Nontransferable Authority

Each principal Malone institution contributes to shared strategy through a defined function. Its

contribution is valuable precisely because it remains institutionally specialized.

Malone Doctrine

Malone Global University

Malone Political Party

Malone Charitable Trust
Foundation

Church of Malone

Future institutions

Strategic contribution

Common ethical direction and
governing standards.

Education, research, publishing,
training, and leadership
development.

Political organization, public
policy, advocacy, elections, and
government reform.

Charitable capital, grants,
endowment stewardship, and
public-benefit investment.

Religious fellowship, ethical
formation, worship, volunteer
service, and public works.

Specialized functions not safely
assignable to an existing body.

5. The Lead Institution Principle

Every cross-institution initiative should have one clearly identified lead institution. The lead is the body
whose mandate most directly encompasses the initiative's principal function. It does not become
superior to the supporting institutions; it becomes responsible for the defined project outcome.

* A curriculum initiative should ordinarily be led by Malone Global University.

Nontransferable authority

Authority to state or revise
canonical Doctrine through the
authorized doctrinal process.

Academic decisions, curricula,
research standards, instruction,
and educational assessment.

Party platform, candidates,
campaign strategy, political
representation, and partisan
communications.

Fiduciary control over charitable
assets, grants, eligibility, and
award conditions.

Ecclesiastical teaching,
membership, worship, clergy,
and internal religious practice.

Only the authority expressly
granted by the new institution's

charter and governing structure.

Principal accountability

Doctrinal consistency, integrity,
continuity, and proper authority
ranking.

Students, academic integrity,
educational quality, and
institutional records.

Supporters, voters, law, political
governance, and public
representations.

Trustees, donors, beneficiaries,
charitable law, and grant
outcomes.

Members, donors, beneficiaries,
nonprofit law, and religious
governance.

Its own board, officers,
stakeholders, law, and defined
public mission.

* A grant program should ordinarily be led by The Malone Charitable Trust Foundation.

* A campaign, platform, or legislative initiative should ordinarily be led by the Malone Political Party.

* A worship, ministry, or Church volunteer initiative should ordinarily be led by the Church of Malone.

* A canonical doctrinal revision should proceed only through the authorized doctrinal authority and

process.

Supporting institutions provide only the assistance they are authorized and competent to provide.
Research support does not give the University control over a Party decision. Grant support does not give

the Foundation control over a grantee's entire institution. Volunteer participation does not give the
Church authority over a secular project. Political advocacy does not allow the Party to convert an
academic or charitable initiative into a campaign operation.

Shared Strategy, Separate Jurisdictions | 5



MALONE NETWORK INSTITUTIONAL ARCHITECTURE

Lead responsibility is project-specific. It does not create permanent hierarchy among
institutions.

6. Coordinated Strategy Cycle

A shared objective should move through a disciplined coordination cycle before it becomes a Network

initiative.

1. Define the strategic objective - State the condition to be created, problem to be corrected,
population or institution affected, and expected time horizon.

2. Identify the competent jurisdiction - Determine which institution possesses the primary mandate
and lawful authority to lead.

3. Map supporting roles - Specify which institutions may research, teach, fund, advocate, implement,

provide facilities, recruit volunteers, or evaluate outcomes.

4. Obtain separate approvals - Each participating institution authorizes its own contribution through its
own board, executive, committee, or other governing process.

5. Document the relationship - Use a memorandum, grant agreement, services agreement, project
charter, data-sharing agreement, or other written instrument.
6. Execute through separate controls - Funds, personnel, communications, records, and operational

decisions remain under the responsible institution.

7. Measure and report - Each institution evaluates its own performance and contributes evidence to the
broader strategic review.

8. Continue, revise, or terminate - Participation ends or changes through the same institutional
authority that approved it.

7. Decision Sovereignty

Doctrinal alignment does not eliminate institutional judgment. A board, president, trustee, dean, Party
officer, clergy leader, or project director remains responsible for decisions assigned to that office.
Network strategy may recommend coordination, but it may not replace required institutional approval.

Decision sovereignty requires the following safequards:
* No institution may bind another through a unilateral announcement, private instruction, public
promise, or assumption of cooperation.

* No founder, officer, employee, advisor, or Network coordinator may rely on a title in one institution to
exercise authority in another.

* No institution must participate merely because the objective is described as Network-wide or
doctrinally desirable.

* A refusal to participate should identify jurisdictional, legal, financial, ethical, capacity, or timing
reasons rather than being treated automatically as disloyalty.
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* Emergency coordination must still identify temporary authority, duration, resources, reporting, and

termination conditions.

The Network remains aligned when institutions make independent decisions within a common ethical
framework. It becomes unstable when strategy is used to bypass governance.

8. Leadership Structures and Overlapping Personnel

One person may hold authorized roles in more than one Malone institution, particularly during the
founding period. Overlapping personnel can improve coordination, but they also create risks of conflicts,
informal authority, resource blending, and unclear accountability.

A person must identify the institutional capacity in which they are acting before making a decision or
statement.

Authority held in one institution does not automatically accompany the person into another
institution.

Conflicts of interest, related-party transactions, and divided loyalties must be disclosed and managed
through the affected institution's rules.

Minutes and written approvals should identify the office, institution, and source of authority for
significant actions.

Compensation, reimbursement, use of property, and allocation of staff time must be recorded by the
institution receiving the service.

Succession planning should reduce permanent dependence on a single person serving multiple
organizations.

The founder may supply common vision and doctrinal direction, but fiduciary boards and officers cannot
surrender their legal responsibilities. A shared founder does not make separate entities interchangeable.
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9. Shared Resources Without Institutional Merger

Institutions may share services and infrastructure when the arrangement improves capacity without
obscuring ownership or responsibility. Shared resources should be governed by written terms and

proportionate controls.

Resource Permissible coordination Required boundary control

Research and publications

Personnel

Facilities and equipment

Data and records

Money and grants

Names and communications

10. Accountability Across a Shared Strategy

Commissioned studies, licensing, citations,
shared archives, or public educational use.

Secondments, shared contractors, advisory
appointments, or temporary project teams.

Leases, event access, classrooms, offices,
meeting rooms, vehicles, or technology.

Approved research data, program metrics,
contact referrals, or administrative
information.

Grants, service payments, cost sharing,
sponsorships, or restricted project funds.

Joint announcements, co-branding, cross-
links, and coordinated campaigns.

Disclose sponsorship, preserve authorship,
define editorial control, and prevent
misrepresentation.

Written role, supervisor, time allocation,
compensation, confidentiality, and conflict
rules.

Document ownership, permitted use,
scheduling, cost allocation, liability, and
termination.

Purpose limitation, consent, privacy,
security, retention, and prohibition on
unauthorized reuse.

Separate accounts, lawful eligibility, written
purpose, reporting, audit rights, and no
disguised transfer.

Identify each institution, its role, who
authorized the statement, and whether
endorsement is limited.

Network accountability is built from institution-specific accountability. The Network does not become a
substitute board, court, regulator, or treasury. It coordinates reporting and identifies strategic
consequences while each institution remains answerable through its own governing system.

* The lead institution is accountable for the overall project design, coordination, and principal outcome.

* Each supporting institution is accountable for the quality, legality, and integrity of its assigned

contribution.

* Each governing body remains responsible for funds, personnel, records, and authority under its

control.

* Failures must be attributed accurately rather than concealed through collective language such as “the

Network decided.”

* Success may be recognized jointly, but credit should not erase the institution that performed the work

or bore the risk.

* Material disputes should be escalated first through the affected institutions, then through any agreed
cross-institution review or doctrinal conflict process.

A strategic review may determine that a joint objective is failing, but corrective authority remains
distributed. The Foundation may suspend a grant, the University may revise a course, the Party may
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change a platform, the Church may reform a ministry, and doctrinal authorities may clarify the governing
principle. Each correction occurs within the competent jurisdiction.

11. Principal Failure Modes

Shared strategy can become destructive when it is used to justify institutional collapse or informal
control.

1. Mission capture - One institution redirects another toward objectives that serve the sponsor rather
than the institution's own mission.

2. Shadow governance - Decisions are made by persons or committees that lack formal authority in the
affected institution.

3. Financial commingling - Funds, donations, grants, expenses, or liabilities are moved without lawful
purpose, documentation, or separate accounting.

4. Authority laundering - A political, religious, charitable, or academic position is presented under
another institution's more trusted identity.

5. Public confusion - Audiences cannot determine whether they are students, voters, members,
beneficiaries, donors, clients, or volunteers.

6. Accountability evasion - Leaders claim that no institution is responsible because an action was taken
for the Network as a whole.

7. Strategic coercion - An institution is pressured to participate despite legal, fiduciary, doctrinal, or
mission-based objections.

8. Coordination paralysis - Every institution attempts to control every decision, eliminating the benefits
of specialization and clear leadership.

The remedy is not less strategy. The remedy is strategy with named jurisdictions, written
authority, and attributable responsibility.

12. Applied Coordination Examples

12.1 Community renewal

A shared strategy may seek cleaner, safer, and more capable neighborhoods. Malone Global University
can research conditions and create training. The Foundation can fund qualified projects. The Church of
Malone or an external charity can organize volunteers and public works. The Party can advocate
municipal services or policy reform. Each institution authorizes, funds, communicates, and evaluates its
own role.

12.2 Educational and economic mobility

The University may develop language, literacy, trade, financial, or professional education. The
Foundation may fund scholarships, facilities, or partner programs. The Party may pursue policies that
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reduce barriers to education or employment. The Church may provide fellowship, mentorship, and
volunteer support. Participation in one program may not be conditioned on joining another institution.

12.3 Doctrine preservation and institutional formation

The doctrinal authority establishes the canonical ethical framework. The University explains and teaches
it. Each institution applies it within its own jurisdiction. The Foundation may fund preservation or
educational projects without buying doctrinal control. The Party may formulate policies consistent with
Doctrine without converting its platform into canonical text. The Church may express compatible beliefs
religiously without claiming exclusive ownership of Doctrine.

12.4 Public policy research

The Party may request research from the University, and the Foundation may fund qualifying
nonpartisan research. Sponsorship and decision rights must be disclosed. The University controls
academic method and findings; the Party controls political judgment and advocacy; the Foundation
controls the charitable eligibility and terms of its grant.

13. Strategic Jurisdiction Test

Before an initiative is described as a Malone Network strategy, its sponsors should answer the following
questions:

1. Objective - What long-term condition is being pursued, and how does it relate to Malone Doctrine?
2. Lead jurisdiction - Which institution possesses the primary mandate and competence to lead?

3. Independent consent - Has every participant authorized its own role through the correct decision
process?

4. Role clarity - Can each contribution be stated without using vague terms such as support,
partnership, or alignment?

5. Resource integrity - Are funds, personnel, records, property, and intellectual assets separately
controlled and documented?

6. Public identity - Can each audience determine which institution is acting, speaking, funding, or
requesting participation?

7. Accountability - Who answers for each decision, expenditure, failure, harm, and correction?

8. Exit and succession - Can an institution withdraw, replace personnel, or continue its mission without
organizational collapse?

9. Need for a new institution - Does the proposed function fit no existing jurisdiction without
compromising legitimacy, neutrality, or public identity?
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Conclusion

The strength of the Malone Network lies in common direction combined with
institutional specialization.

Shared strategy allows the Network to pursue outcomes that no single institution could accomplish
alone. Separate jurisdictions ensure that this cooperation remains lawful, intelligible, credible, and
accountable. Doctrine aligns the institutions, but charters assign their work. Strategy coordinates action,
but governing bodies authorize it. Leadership may collaborate, but authority remains office-specific.
Resources may be shared, but ownership and purpose remain documented. Accountability may be
coordinated, but responsibility remains attributable.

The governing model is therefore neither isolation nor consolidation. It is coordinated institutional
sovereignty: each body contributes to a common long-term program while retaining its own mandate,
decision process, leadership structure, operating identity, and duty to answer for its conduct.

When these boundaries are preserved, the Malone Network can expand without becoming confused,
captured, or dependent on a single organization. It can unite purpose without merging power, align
institutions without erasing them, and maintain a durable strategic system in which every necessary
function has a competent and accountable home.
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