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Placeless Organizations: Collaborating
for Transformation
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This article defines and discusses placeless organizations as sites and generators of learning on
a large scale. The emphasis is on how placeless organizations structure themselves to carry out
social transformation—necessarily involving intensive learning—on a national or global scale. The
argument is made that place is not a necessary component of such activity and that lack of a sense
of place may be beneficial to the work. The article is intended to contribute to elaborating the
cultural-historical dimensions of activity theory by examining a social framework within which
significant learning activity occurs.

Recent work in activity theory has been in the forefront of theorizing forms of organizational
collaboration beyond the firm (Engeström, 2005; Engeström, Engeström, & Vähäaho, 1999;
Hedestig & Kaptelinin, 2002; Miettinen, 1998; Nardi, Whittaker, & Schwarz, 2002; Schneider
& Foot, 2005; Zager, 2002). Because activity rather than the firm is the unit of analysis,
collaborations that occur outside of firms, or within firms in new forms, are more readily
apparent.1 By starting analysis with objects, rather than an assumed form of organization, new
forms within which objects are constructed and instantiated become visible. The consequence
of taking activity as the starting point of analysis is the discovery that within and beyond
firms people are organizing themselves in new ways to transform practice. Although activity
theory has been somewhat quiet in broadcasting its findings, the body of work contained in the
aforementioned references is a significant contribution to investigating organizational change
beyond the management and organization theory literatures.

This work has the potential to address a serious shortcoming in activity theory itself. The
cultural-historical dimensions of activity have been undertheorized—recognized as critical, but
much less elaborated than the formal principles. The work on social forms delineates specific
cultural-historical forms within which activity takes place. This work begins to provide concepts
and vocabulary for the “C” and the “H” of CHAT (cultural-historical activity theory).

1Lee and Cole (2003) critiqued the knowledge management literature for taking only the firm as the unit of analysis
and suggested community instead.
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Mediated communication is of course also essential to the NEON effort. NEON utilizes
e-mail, a Web site, a wiki, online surveys, phone, fax, Fed Ex, and other standard communication
technologies. Without these technologies, the work could not be accomplished.

Doctors Without Borders

Doctors Without Borders—Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF)—was established in 1971.
Through volunteers, MSF delivers “emergency aid to victims of armed conflict, epidemics, and
natural and man-made disasters, and to others who lack health care due to social or geographical
isolation” (MSF, 2005). Before MSF, no single organization specialized in using volunteers to
provide first-rate medical care in situations of crisis or disaster. The collective objects of MSF
are transformative, including direct delivery of medical care to those most in need, as well as
a broad social agenda of creating awareness of the needs of the populations they serve. “We
are by nature an organization that is unable to tolerate indifference. We hope that by arousing
awareness and a desire to understand, we will also stir up indignation and stimulate action”
(MSF, 2005, ¶ 5).

MSF draws on expertise from a variety of medical professionals, humanitarian relief workers,
and operations experts. It has offices in several countries, with headquarters in Geneva. Volun-
teers go where needed to “fields of intervention” all over the world.

MSF is perhaps an early precursor of placeless organizations in the modern context. It
has been widely recognized for the efficacy of its efforts, earning many international awards
including the Nobel Peace Prize in 1999. Its field volunteers include health professionals,
administrators, and logistics staff who generally stay in the field for about 6 months.

Obviously, face-to-face interaction is central to MSF in the work conducted in fields of
intervention. But a great deal of face-to-face communication is also utilized for recruiting,
training, and logistics. For example, the Web site provides a list of countries in which MSF
has offices and tells those interested in volunteering

If you do not live in any of these countries, it is unlikely that MSF will be able to provide you with
information about volunteering. This is because it is MSF policy that all potential field volunteers
be interviewed face-to-face before being considered for a mission. (MSF, 2005; original emphasis)

Face-to-face recruiting meetings are held to educate potential volunteers about the organi-
zation and the work. Much important work is carried out in regional offices in 19 countries. As
with NEON, technologically mediated communication is also vital. For example, the extensive
MSF Web site contains FAQs, press releases, reports, links, and other documents. The U.S.
version of the MSF Web site includes e-mail contacts and means for donations online or via a
free telephone number.

The Geneva headquarters is the nucleus of MSF. The work of serving those in need of
medical and humanitarian services worldwide is conducted by carefully selected professionals,
distributed to shifting areas of crisis.

World Trade Organization

The World Trade Organization (WTO), composed of 148 member countries, works out agree-
ments to promote world trade. Established in 1995, the agenda of the WTO is nothing less
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than the transformation of the conditions under which global capitalism operates. Member
governments send representatives and generally abide by the agreements made at the meetings.
Despite fierce protests and scathing critiques from many quarters, the WTO continues to exert
enormous power.

The WTO has the authority to discipline members, according to member-defined rules,
applied through a process of negotiation. As the Web site explains:

When WTO rules impose disciplines on countries’ policies, that is the outcome of negotiations
among WTO members. The rules are enforced by the members themselves under agreed procedures
that they negotiated, including the possibility of trade sanctions. (WTO, 2005)

The WTO maintains headquarters in Geneva. The highest authority is the Ministerial
Conference, which, according to WTO regulations, must take place at least every 2 years. The
Ministerial Conference moves around the globe: Singapore, Geneva, Seattle, Doha, Cancún,
and in 2005, Hong Kong. The General Council, the next level down, normally meets in Geneva.
At the lowest level of the organization are a series of smaller, more “informal” meetings in
which significant work is accomplished:

Important breakthroughs are rarely made in formal meetings of these bodies, least of all in the
higher-level councils. Since decisions are made by consensus, without voting, informal consultations
within the WTO play a vital role in bringing a vastly diverse membership round to an agreement.
(WTO, 2005)

These meetings take place worldwide. For example, representatives from a broad range of
WTO members, representing 30 countries, met in Dalian, China, in July, 2005. This meeting
was the fourth informal meeting of WTO ministers held in 2005 in preparation for the Hong
Kong meeting (International Trade Canada, 2006).

The distributed nature of the WTO is further emphasized on the Web site:

The work of the WTO is undertaken by representatives of member governments but its roots lie
in the everyday activity of industry and commerce. Trade policies and negotiating positions are
prepared in capitals, usually taking into account advice from private firms, business organizations,
farmers, consumers and other interest groups. (WTO, 2005)

The WTO meetings at all levels take place face-to-face. Some meetings in “capitals” and
discussions with farmers and so on are also face-to-face. It goes without saying that technolog-
ically mediated communication is essential to the WTO, such as the extensive Web site with
an impressive archive of documents, as well as the e-mail, phone communication, and so on
needed to organize and coordinate between meetings.

WTO members are carefully vetted through a four-stage application process (see
www.wto.org). In a startlingly chatty tone, the Web site explains that the steps to membership
in the WTO are:

1. Tell us about yourself.
2. Work out with us individually what you have to offer.
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3. Let’s draft membership terms.
4. The decision. (WTO, 2005, ¶ 35)

Of course, behind the scenes, intense and sometimes protracted negotiation takes place in
the implementation of “the decision,” as, for example, when China joined the WTO in 2001.
The structure of the nucleus and its distributed, vetted participants, is apparent for the WTO.
The Geneva headquarters is critical to WTO’s mission. But it could not instantiate its object
without distributed, vetted participants engaged in WTO-related activities worldwide.

F/OSS Development Projects

The transformative object of F/OSS development is to populate the world with software that
is available to anyone to copy, study, modify, and redistribute (Stallman, 1999). The use of
proprietary software such as Microsoft Windows, which no one can copy, study, modify, or
redistribute, is a practice F/OSS practitioners wish to eliminate, replacing it with a free and
open process.4 The spirit in which “freedom” is invoked in Open Source is captured in the
popular phrase “Think free speech, not free beer” (Elliott, 2005, p. 14).

It is necessary to distinguish between the Free Software Movement (FSM) and Open Source
Initiative (OSI) on the one hand, and the actual production of Free and Open Source software,
on the other. FSM and OSI are classic broad-based social movements (Elliott, 2003, 2005).
They have a transformative agenda and reach out to anyone who can participate in any way,
such as volunteers working on Web pages at the main office (the modern equivalent of licking
envelopes). But the actual production of F/OSS software occurs in placeless organizations in
which participants and their contributions are carefully vetted.

There are few detailed ethnographic studies of F/OSSD, but Scacchi and his colleagues at
the University of California, Irvine have conducted careful investigations of several projects.
Their work examined the production of games (Scacchi, 2004), GNU5 software (Elliott, 2003),
and software produced in the Mozilla, Apache, and NetBeans organizations (Jensen & Scacchi,
2005). Lee and Cole (2003) and Moon and Sproull (2000) have also provided analyses of
F/OSSD.

As is well known, F/OSS software developers come from around the world, volunteering their
efforts for free. Motives for participation include a belief in the importance of free software,
socializing, and gaining experience useful for finding paid work (Elliott, 2005; Scacchi, 2004).
F/OSSD uses a sophisticated suite of digital tools including e-mail, chat, listservers, Web sites,
newsgroups, blogs, version control systems (e.g., Concurrent Versions System [CVS]), content
management systems, databases, development environments, application servers, and project
registration systems such as SourceForge (Jensen & Scacchi, 2005). Digital communication
happens daily but phone contact is rare (M. Elliott, personal communication, 25 September 2005).

4Elliott (2005) observed that whereas FSM and OSI have somewhat different philosophies and emphases, Microsoft
is something they completely agree on.

5GNU is a recursive acronym for “GNU’s Not UNIX,” a project launched in 1984 to provide a free Unix-like
operating system.
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In Linux kernel6 development, the digital tools work well in part because volunteers
summarize weekly or biweekly communication in e-mail, chat by topic, and make them available
at their Web site (www.kernel-traffic.org; M. Elliott, personal communication, 25 September
2005). These summary digests are enormously useful in helping developers keep up with the
fast pace of change in F/OSSD. Contributors are a mix of long- and short-term participants,
creating a constant need for updating and informing both old and new members.

More than any of our other examples of placeless organizations, F/OSSD projects are virtual
enterprises, relying on electronic means of coordinating globally dispersed development efforts.
Is there also a role for face-to-face communication in F/OSSD projects? Elliott reported that
some projects, such as GNUe (GNU Enterprise, a project within the larger GNU effort) are
nearly completely virtual, whereas others, such as Apache, which is supported by IBM, involve
significant face-to-face interaction (M. Elliott, personal communication, 25 September 2005).
GNUe developers try to meet at Linux conventions (held annually, one on the East Coast and
one on the West Coast), but because these developers are not paid, most do not travel. Even
the group of nine core developers for GNUe meet only rarely, as they are scattered worldwide,
in countries as far-flung as New Zealand, Croatia, Spain, and the United States (M. Elliott,
personal communication, 25 September 2005).

However, there are other conferences, such as those sponsored by the O’Reilly Press, that
offer places for developers to meet, so it cannot be said that F/OSSD is completely virtual,
even for unpaid participants. Both the Linux and O’Reilly groups have also started international
conferences suggesting that face-to-face interaction may increase in importance.

Control of F/OSSD software is explicit and strict. The nucleus of each F/OSSD project is a
group of “core developers who act as peers at the top echelon” (Scacchi, 2004, p. 63). These
developers “mobilize, coordinate, control, and assure the quality of � � � development activities”
(p. 63). Scacchi observed, “[F/OSSD is] logically centralized while physically distributed in an
autonomous and decentralized manner” (p. 63).

Examining artifacts such as e-mails and documents, Lee and Cole (2003) described the
development of the Linux kernel as a “two-tier structure” with four categories of developers.
At the first tier was a single leader and 121 “maintainers.” At the second tier were developers
and bug reporters.7 In an earlier analysis Moon and Sproull (2000) observed, “There is no
confusion about who has decision authority in this project. Torvalds [the inventor of Linux]
manages and announces all releases—all 569 of them up to May, 2000.”

Jensen and Scacchi (2005) reported the means by which developers are vetted in F/OSSD
projects. For example, in the Mozilla project, to gain “commit access” enabling the contribution
of source code, a developer must “repeatedly demonstrate competency and dedication, writing
useful code within a section of the source” (p. 102). To become a “super-reviewer,” a developer
must show:

superior faculty for discerning quality and effect of a given section of source on the remainder of
the source tree. If a reviewer believes that s/he has done this appropriately, s/he must convince an
existing super-reviewer of such an accomplishment. This super-reviewer will propose the candidate

6Although Lee and Cole (2003) reported that there were 2,605 developers and 1,562 bug reporters, the overlap
between these two categories was significant. They did not give precise numbers, but my estimate, based on an
interpretation of their data, is that there were probably no more than about 3,500 at the second tier.

7The kernel allows for communication between hardware and software in an operating system.
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to the remainder of the super-reviewers. Upon group consensus, the higher rank is bestowed on the
reviewer. (Jensen & Scacchi, 2005, p. 2)

The other projects examined by Jensen and Scacchi (2005) have similar mechanisms; for
example, they noted, “as in advancement in the Mozilla community, Apache membership is by
invitation only” (p. 104).

PLACELESS ORGANIZATIONS AND OTHER SOCIAL FORMS

Several social forms have much in common with placeless organizations. We compare placeless
organizations with distributed teams, virtual organizations, hierarchies, knots, communities, and
social movements. What makes placeless organizations distinctive is the special quality of the
dancing points of distributed energy in which the “electrons” of the organization have autonomy
and expertise, and are drawn by the nucleus into the organization in carefully managed ways. It
is these dancing points of energy that enable the work of coconstruction by providing specialized
expertise and commitment to the project of coconstruction.

Table 1 summarizes the characteristics distinguishing different types of organizations.

Distributed Teams

Placeless organizations and distributed teams are similar in that they cannot locate the expertise
they need in a single geographical location. But distributed teams are teams: that is, they are
fairly small groups within a traditional hierarchical organization (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999).
Participants enter into traditional employment relations of work for pay.

Virtual Organizations

Virtual organizations draw members from different organizations to collaborate on instanti-
ating a common object (although usually not a transformative one). Alliances and business

TABLE 1
A Comparison of Social Forms

Placeless
Organization

Distributed
Team

Virtual
Organization

Corporate
Hierarchy

Knot Community
of Practice

Social
Movement

Participants from
diverse organizations

+ � + � + + � +

Nucleus + distributed
vetted participants

+ + + + � + � �

Paid employment � + + + +� +� �
Autonomy of subnodes + � + � + + � + �
Loosely coordinated � � � � +� +� +
Multiple shifting sites

of work
+ � + � � � + � +

Transformative object + � � � � + � +
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In a placeless organization, because of a shared transformative object, the subnodes volun-
tarily contribute expertise and participation. Members may make contributions of monetary
value. For example, the WTO derives most of its budget from member contributions. F/OSSD
developers produce code that may go into marketable products. NDC members contributed
scarce expertise that would have been expensive on the open market.

Some members of placeless organizations may be paid: for example, staff members at the
central organization for whom participation is a conventional job rather than a transformative
activity. Other participants may also be paid, as are some F/OSSD developers on certain projects.
Volunteers in MSF receive a modest stipend. Some, such as physicians, provide services worth
much more than they are recompensed.

Hierarchies in placeless organizations are neither rigid nor authoritarian. The hierarchy
provides an orienting frame within which to accomplish certain kinds of work in orderly ways
with procedures that may be quite flexible. Even that bastion of global capitalism, the WTO,
has built informal meetings into its process. As the WTO Web site says:

These smaller meetings have to be handled sensitively. The key is to ensure that everyone is kept
informed about what is going on (the process must be “transparent”) even if they are not in a
particular consultation or meeting, and that they have an opportunity to participate or provide input
(it must be “inclusive”). (WTO, 2005)

Within the procedures of a hierarchy, then, there is room for negotiation, judgment, and
interpretation (see Béguin & Clot, 2004; Emirbayer & Mische, 1998; Taylor, 1985). Placeless
organizations suggest the diverse manifestations of hierarchies.

Knots

Knots bring together people from diverse sources in temporary collaborations (Engeström et al.,
1999). In knots, “combinations of people, tasks, and tools are unique and of relatively short
duration” (Engeström, 2005; Engeström et al., 1999) observed that, “In knotworking, collabo-
ration between the partners is of vital importance, yet takes shape without strong predetermined
rules or central authority” (Engeström, 2005). Knots and placeless organizations are similar in
drawing participants from diverse sources.

Unlike knots, placeless organizations have clear rules and a nucleus that gives determined
shape to the activity of subnodes. Control in knots and placeless organizations is more distributed
than in traditional hierarchies. For example, WTO is a consensus-based organization requiring
lengthy negotiations to move forward. The F/OSSD super-reviewers are a distributed authority
arranged in varying levels of authority to judge contributors. At NDC meetings, leaders empha-
sized that once decisions were collectively made, they would not be revisited.8 The need to
provide input to the PEP on a strict schedule meant that the process had to keep moving forward
or important NSF deadlines would be missed and there would be no NEON. MSF emphasizes
the need for face-to-face interviews to ensure that participants understand the nature of the
work and will be able to function effectively as members of MSF.

8I observed discussions at NEON meetings in which I felt that participants brought up points that did very much
need revisiting. The leadership listened politely but said that the decisions had already been achieved through collective
discussions and would not be reconsidered.
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Without a set of clear expectations and rules, it would be difficult to manage the dancing
points of energy. With a shared object and clear procedural guidance, progress can be sustained
in placeless organizations without the power of a strong central authority.

Communities

If ever there was a one size fits all term, “communities” is it. In 1955, Hillery (1995) found
at least 94 different definitions of community in the sociology literature. The only point of
agreement among them was that communities involve people. The situation is scarcely better
today as the term is used for everything from social movements (Gläser, 2004) to “communities”
of people who own specific products (e.g., “the Saab community,” “the iPod community”).9

Despite the vagueness of the notion, community is a self-referential term invoked by members
of at least some placeless organizations, including the WTO and Open Source developers.
Clearly the term does important rhetorical work and its use by participants in placeless organi-
zations requires further study.

Wenger (1998) defined a community of practice as a group comprised of members who share
common understandings including shared vocabulary, jokes, and lore. Community of practice is
an extremely variable form, making its dimensions difficult to pin down (see Table 1). Placeless
organizations are not communities of practice because they are too diverse to have the intimate
common bonds Wenger described for groups, such as the insurance clerks working together in
an office he studied (Wenger, 1998).

Social Movements

Social movements are collective enterprises to establish a new order of life (Blumer, 1969).
They include, for example, the labor, environmental, women’s, civil rights, and antiglobalization
movements. Placeless organizations are similar to social movements in being transformative,
in working to coconstruct activity.

Broad-based inclusive movements constantly seek new adherents; they are continually
reaching out to recruit new members. To belong, new members need only agree with the
tenets of the movement and take some relevant action. The boundaries of a broad-based social
movement are difficult to ascertain. By contrast, placeless organizations are exclusive, recruiting
and inducting only those with certain expertise or power. They are specific organizations with
known membership, unlike the indeterminate membership of mass movements.

Placeless organizations may grow out of, or interface with, social movements, as in the
case of F/OSSD. Placeless organizations may have broad social agendas beyond their specific
activities, as does MSF, which hopes to change hearts and minds as well as to accomplish
specific work in fields of intervention.

9Google searches bring up countless examples of the use of the term community to describe people who share an
interest in some product.
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DISCUSSION

The term “placeless organization” denotes that place is not important for the organization. It
obviously does not mean that activity takes place without a place. As with any term, “placeless”
can connote certain things but not others. We speak of “virtual teams,” for example, without
supposing that they are composed of ghosts or exist in an immaterial realm.

“Placelessness” calls attention to a situation in which work and learning are accomplished
without being tied to a particular place, where sites of activity shift (as with MSF, NEON, and
WTO) or are invisible to the organization (as with programmers in F/OSSD). The geographies
in which placeless organizations work are not random, but they are unpredictable and constantly
changing.

In reviewing the sociological literature on place, Gieryn (2000) reported that a large body
of research suggests that place:

stabilizes and gives durability to social structural categories, differences and hierarchies; arranges
patterns of face-to-face interaction that constitute network formation and collective action; [and]
embodies and secures otherwise intangible cultural norms, identities, memories. (p. 471)

In placeless organizations these functions are not tied to “a unique spot in the universe”
(p. 463), as Gieryn called place. They are globally distributed. The sites of distribution do
not secure cultural norms, identities, and memories because they cannot; as work moves from
one place to another, or occurs in invisible venues, there is no opportunity for such norms,
identities, and memories to take root in a specific place. MSF workers arrive in situations
of chaos and disruption that are new to them, and in which they can hardly be said to have
memories or stable patterns of interaction and collective action. NEON and WTO meetings
take place in corporate hotels engineered to operate interchangeably anywhere on the globe.10

F/OSS programmers need only an Internet connection, a requirement that does little to establish
place (even Antarctica has Internet access).

We might refer to placeless organizations as “distributed,” which indeed they are. But this
term has come to be associated with distributed teams. Placeless organizations leverage the
flexibility of not being tied to a particular place in several ways: recruiting subnodes from
diverse sources, being able to work at multiple shifting sites,11 and taking the work where it is
needed to generate the learning the organization desires. In distributed teams, by contrast, it is
an unfortunate circumstance that the team cannot be together in one spot.

Gieryn (2000) asked: “What does place do?” We ask a similar question: What does place-
lessness do? Why is it that we find examples of placeless organizations in widely disparate
arenas? One answer (and it is necessarily preliminary) is that placelessness is responsive to (a)
scale and (b) diversity.

Placeless organizations seek transformation at national or global scale. NEON documents
and discourse often use the phrase “national or continental scale,” distinctly marking the

10At the NDC meeting in Estes Park, Colorado, in the Rocky Mountains, some participants grumbled that the
meeting might as well have been held in a more convenient location given that work went on all day and into the
evening, leaving no time to enjoy the mountains. The other two meetings were in faceless corporate hotels; an easy
ride from accessible airports.

11Imagine, for example, if the WTO Ministerial Conference always met in the same place. Protesters would become
more and more adept at planning disruptions tailored to the locale.
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spatial extent of NEON’s object. The WTO’s very name announces its intended reach. MSF—
Doctors Without Borders—chose a designation that emphatically denies a specific emplacement.
F/OSSD is a creature of the Internet—placeless, by Gieryn’s analysis, which holds that, “Place
is [not] to be found in cyberspace.� � � Web sites on the Internet are not places in the same way
that the room, building, campus, and city that house and locate a certain server [are] place[s]”
(Gieryn, 2000, p. 465).

Placeless organizations demand diversity of ideas, skills, and power. The WTO must engage
power brokers from the entire world—diverse by definition. F/OSSD is open to programmers
of varying levels of skill and from all over the world. The process of vetting the code ensures
that good ideas from anywhere can make their way into the software. Work in the NDC
required a diversity of skills from widely varying professionals. (That they were truly diverse
was apparent in the occasional confusions and dislocations that ensued from lack of shared
background.) The extreme demands of MSF work, the variety of crises it responds to, and
its need for a heterogeneous mix of medical professionals, humanitarian relief workers, and
support staff mean that wide recruitment is optimal for the organization. The needed diversity
cannot be found without searching on a large scale.

The diversity of placeless organizations is a key part of what makes them distinctive.
In reflecting on other organizations that seem to have something in common with placeless
organizations, the missionary efforts of the Catholic Church over the last several centuries
come to mind. Characteristics listed (3–5) in the second section (p. 3) describe these efforts
quite well—multiple sites of work, nucleus plus distributed vetted participants, and lack of paid
employment. However, the friars and other clergy were recruited from amongst those already
deeply committed to the church, not from multiple diverse sources. The more stringently and
uniformly the missionaries hewed to doctrine, the more suited they were to the work. Setting off
for places unknown, utterly cut off from a previous existence, to begin and then sustain a life of
danger, isolation, and poverty, would seem to demand a devotion to a spiritual community in
which one’s similarity to others would be a necessary source of solace and strength. Rather than
seeking new and constantly changing ideas, negotiated in consensus driven forums, missionary
work required the sustenance of one burning idea. In the modern context, the activities of
Al-Qaeda appear to be similar. Strict hierarchies dictate activity; object instantiation is less
subject to the unpredictabilities of autonomous, creative subnodes.

Although placeless organizations have a collective object, the object is instantiated in
particular ways, determined by a more diverse array of inputs than in a traditional hierarchy. For
example, NEON’s object is to transform ecology by making it into a “big” science through the
deployment of an immense sensor network. But the precise ways in which that will happen—
for example, which scientific questions will be given top priority—are shaped in important
ways by input from subnodes. MSF relies on the autonomy and experience of professionals
from diverse backgrounds. F/OSSD is entirely open to the unpredictable, creative efforts of
programmers. The WTO continually negotiates the demands of fractious participants. A topic
for further study is the exact ways in which the nucleus of a placeless organization manages
to move the organization toward a collective object while at the same time drawing resources
from creative, autonomous subnodes.

In all social forms discussed in the third section, communication technologies play a critical
role in people’s activities. Technology is used as an internal resource for coordination, as well as
a means to disseminate information externally about the organizations. For NEON and F/OSSD,




