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Classification: Constitutional Design — Open Research

"We do not turn time back; we move forward with the wisdom its patterns reveal."

|. Definition of Majoritarian Tyranny

Precision is necessary here. Majoritarian tyranny is not majority rule as a decision procedure, nor is it
the mere experience of losing a vote. A democratic system cannot be designed to spare all actors the
discomfort of outvoted preference. Conflating ordinary democratic defeat with tyranny would paralyse
the system before it began.

Majoritarian tyranny is defined here with three necessary and jointly sufficient conditions:

« The harm is directed at an identifiable minority — defined not only by race, religion, or sexuality,
but by any characteristic that places a group in a structural minority position within the
decision-making system.

« The harm is irreversible, or structurally self-reinforcing — meaning the affected group loses not

merely a particular outcome, but the future capacity to contest, reverse, or escape that outcome
through legitimate process.

« The affected minority is deprived of effective future voice — whether through disenfranchisement,
enforced silence, physical removal, or the delegitimisation of their claims within the deliberative
arena.

Under this definition, the following are NOT majoritarian tyranny: redistributive taxation that
disadvantages the wealthy; environmental Civic Rules that restrict industrial actors; housing
frameworks that override landowner preferences; or any outcome that simply reflects the aggregate
preference of the population at a given moment, where the losing group retains full future participatory
capacity.

The following ARE majoritarian tyranny, or structurally proximate to it: emergency measures that
suspend the civic participation rights of a named group; Civic Rules that criminalise cultural or
religious expression unique to a minority; assembly decisions that remove a minority's access to legal
redress; or any framework that, once enacted, is designed to be self-reinforcing against challenge.

Mill's complementary concern in On Liberty (1859) adds a dimension Madison neglected: social
tyranny. The majority need not use legal instruments to harm a minority — it may use cultural
pressure, economic exclusion, and epistemic marginalisation. A constitutional architecture that
addresses only legal mechanisms of majoritarian harm whilst ignoring social ones has solved half the
problem. This analysis addresses both.

Il. Why DD&SA Is Vulnerable to Majoritarian Tyranny

Intellectual honesty requires acknowledging that DD&SA is not immune to the pathology it seeks to
address. A system without romantic self-deception about its own vulnerabilities is more likely to
design effective safeguards than one which assumes resident deliberation is inherently ennobling.
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2.1 Structural Vulnerabilities

A. Sortition Reflects the Population Distribution — Including Its Prejudices

Randomly selected assemblies are statistically representative of the population. This is their virtue. It
is also their risk. A population that holds strong prejudices against a minority group will produce
assemblies that reflect those prejudices with statistical accuracy. Unlike elected chambers, where
minority advocates may achieve disproportionate presence through targeted mobilisation, sortition
assemblies will typically reproduce majority cultural assumptions.

Historical precedent is unambiguous. The Athenian ecclesia — the closest historical analogue to
direct popular assembly — condemned Socrates to death, voted to massacre the entire male
population of Mytilene (before reversing itself the following day), and authorised the catastrophic
Sicilian Expedition on a wave of collective enthusiasm. The assembly was genuinely representative.
That is precisely what made it dangerous.

B. No Permanent Executive — No Stabilising Veto Actor

Representative systems depend partly on the friction of separated institutions. A parliamentary
executive, even when aligned with a popular majority, faces institutional incentives to moderate,
delay, and hedge. It must calculate career consequences, legal exposure, and reputational risk
across time. DD&SA's deliberate elimination of a permanent executive removes this friction. The
system is leaner and more legitimate. It is also more exposed.

C. Direct Deliberation Can Amplify Emotional Contagion

Deliberation is not a reliable cure for emotional distortion. Cass Sunstein and Reid Hastie's research
on group deliberation (Going to Extremes, 2009) demonstrates that groups of like-minded individuals
deliberating together frequently move toward more extreme positions than their individual starting
points. If a sortition assembly is drawn from a population in a state of fear or anger — following a
terrorist attack, an economic crisis, or a moral panic — deliberation may intensify rather than
moderate those emotions.

This is not a critique of deliberation as such. Well-structured deliberation with mandated contrary
evidence, adversarial presentation, and epistemic safeguards is transformative. But poorly structured
deliberation under emotional pressure is dangerous precisely because it confers legitimacy on
whatever conclusion it reaches.

D. The Legitimacy Premium Is a Double-Edged Instrument

DD&SA's central claim is that resident assemblies possess superior legitimacy to elected parliaments
because they are genuinely representative rather than institutionally distorted. This claim has strong
support in deliberative democracy theory — Fishkin's work on deliberative polling consistently shows
that informed residents produce more considered and nuanced outputs than their uninformed
counterparts. But the same legitimacy premium that makes resident assembly decisions more
acceptable in normal conditions makes harmful decisions harder to contest in abnormal ones. If a
randomly selected assembly, having deliberated fully, votes to restrict the civic participation of a
minority — on what grounds does the minority resist? The answer must be structural, not rhetorical.
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E. Crisis Compression

Emergency conditions are the stress-test that exposes constitutional weakness. Under threat,
populations want rapid, decisive action. The DD&SA architecture's deliberative design — which is its
protection against panic — is also the feature most likely to be bypassed or suspended under crisis
conditions. If the framework permits emergency acceleration of decision-making without equivalent
acceleration of safeguards, it has created a structural bypass around its own protections.

2.2 Failure Modes in Existing Analogues

The honest assessment is this: DD&SA, without structural anti-tyranny mechanisms, is more
vulnerable to majoritarian abuse than most representative systems, precisely because it is more
responsive. Responsiveness is its strength. Unchecked responsiveness is its weakness. Every
design decision that follows is a response to this fact.

lll. Design Architecture

3.1 Assembly Tier Structure

The DD&SA system operates across three tiers of assembly, each with distinct deliberative functions,
decision thresholds, and anti-tyranny mechanisms. No tier operates in isolation. Protective
mechanisms are distributed across all three to prevent capture at any single level.

Tier 1: Local Civic Assemblies

Sortition-drawn from adult residents within a defined civic district (approximate population
30,000-80,000). Deliberate on local Civic Rules, local resource allocation, and local service delivery.
Cannot enact any Civic Rule affecting fundamental civic liberties, minority protections, or matters
within the Civic Floor guarantee. Decision threshold: 55% of participating assembly members,
following mandatory structured deliberation of no fewer than three sessions.

Tier 2: Regional Civic Assemblies

Sortition-drawn from adult residents within a defined civic region (approximate population
500,000-3,000,000). Deliberate on regional Civic Rules, resource distribution frameworks, and
regional service architecture. Can initiate Civic Rules on matters affecting civic liberties, but cannot
finalise them without Tier 3 review and — where minority protections are engaged — activation of the
Minority Protective Assembly (see 4.3). Decision threshold: 60% following mandatory deliberation of
no fewer than six sessions.

Tier 3: National Civic Assembly

Sortition-drawn from the adult population of the Civic Commonwealth of the British Isles, stratified to
ensure proportional representation across age, geography, gender, and ethnicity. Deliberates on
national Civic Rules, constitutional matters, and all Frameworks affecting fundamental civic liberties.
Decision thresholds are tiered by severity class (see 4.1). Conducts a minimum of twelve deliberative
sessions on any Tier-A measure. Final authority on all matters escalated from Tiers 1 and 2.

3.2 Decision Pathways

The principle underlying the decision pathway architecture is: deliberation and decision are
separated; decision and implementation are further separated; and implementation is subject to
retrospective review. Power never flows uninterrupted from popular impulse to civic effect.
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3.3 Review and Reversal Mechanisms

All Civic Rules are subject to review. Permanence is not available to any democratic decision. This is
not a weakness in the system — it is its most important structural feature. The capacity to reverse
course is the primary protection against the permanent damage caused by temporary majorities.

« Sunset clauses are mandatory on all Civic Rules classified Tier B or above (see 4.1). Unless
actively re-confirmed by the required supermajority, such Rules expire automatically at the
designated date.

« Any Civic Rule may be referred to the Civic Review Tribunal — a sortition-drawn body of 50
residents — by petition of 2% of the affected civic population, or by any Regional Assembly, or by
the Independent Epistemic Secretariat acting on evidence of divergent outcomes.

« The Civic Review Tribunal may suspend implementation of a Civic Rule pending full
re-deliberation if it finds by two-thirds vote that the Rule produces outcomes materially
inconsistent with its stated intent, or that the original deliberation was conducted under conditions
of factual error or emotional distortion.

« Emergency Civic Rules (see 4.4) expire automatically after 90 days and cannot be renewed
without the standard deliberation pathway, including all minority protections.

V. Hard Safeguards — Institutional

Hard safeguards are those whose operation does not depend on the good faith or cultural norms of
participants. They are structural constraints that function even when actors within the system are
behaving in bad faith, under emotional distress, or with majoritarian intent. They must be designed to
be self-executing wherever possible.

4.1 Tiered Supermajority Thresholds

The system classifies all proposed Civic Rules into four severity classes, each attracting distinct
procedural and threshold requirements. Classification is performed by the Independent Epistemic
Secretariat, and can be appealed by any assembly to the Civic Review Tribunal.

4.2 Mandatory Time Delays and Cooling Periods

Time is itself a constitutional mechanism. The most dangerous civic decisions are those made
rapidly, under emotional pressure, with incomplete information. Mandatory cooling periods serve
three distinct functions: they allow public scrutiny to surface errors; they allow emotional states to
dissipate; and they create a temporal gap between popular sentiment and civic effect during which
the evidence base can be contested.

Time delays are non-waivable under ordinary conditions. The only mechanism for accelerating a
decision is the Emergency Declaration procedure (see 4.4), which itself requires supermajority
activation and operates under strict categorical limits on what can be accelerated.

4.3 The Minority Protective Assembly

The Minority Protective Assembly (MPA) is a permanently standing body of 80 residents,
sortition-drawn from within the general adult population, with stratified selection to ensure minimum
proportional representation of all recognised civic minority groups. Members serve rotating three-year
terms. The MPA has no power to enact Civic Rules. Its powers are entirely protective and procedural:
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Mandatory referral: Any Tier B or Tier A measure is automatically referred to the MPA before
implementation. The MPA may not block the measure permanently, but may require up to 90
additional days of deliberation and re-presentation of evidence.

Minority Impact Audit: The MPA conducts an independent assessment of likely impact on all
identifiable minority groups and publishes its findings as a mandatory annex to any Tier B or Tier
A Civic Rule.

Forced re-deliberation: If the MPA finds by two-thirds vote that a Tier B measure is likely to cause
irreversible harm to an identifiable minority, it may require the proposing assembly to conduct two
additional deliberative sessions with mandatory representation of affected minority voices before a
final vote.

Tier A veto: On Tier A matters — those touching the Civic Floor — the MPA has a blocking veto
that cannot be overridden by any assembly. The veto can be lifted only if the MPA itself votes by
two-thirds to release it, following evidence that the proposed change expands rather than restricts
minority protections.

4.4 Crisis Safeguards — What Cannot Be Done Under Emergency

Emergencies — defined as conditions meeting the objective criteria for a Civic Emergency
Declaration: armed conflict, natural disaster, pandemic, or systemic economic collapse — create the
most acute risk of majoritarian tyranny. Fear produces demand for action. Demand for action
produces demand for speed. Speed bypasses deliberation. Deliberation bypass is where rights are
lost.

The DD&SA Crisis Architecture (DDSA-CRISIS-001) establishes two categories of response: what
can be accelerated, and what cannot be touched regardless of emergency severity.

Measures That CAN Be Accelerated Under Emergency Declaration

Resource mobilisation and emergency allocation of civic services
Temporary restriction of movement for public health reasons (subject to 30-day automatic expiry)
Emergency procurement and supply chain activation

Temporary suspension of non-essential Civic Rules that impede emergency response

Measures That CANNOT Be Enacted Regardless of Emergency Severity

Any Civic Rule suspending, restricting, or modifying the civic participation rights of any identifiable
group

Any Civic Rule removing access to Civic Advocacy or Consequence Hearing rights

Any Civic Rule permitting indefinite detention without Civic Review

Any Civic Rule modifying the Tier A Civic Floor guarantees

Any Civic Rule that would survive the end of the emergency without full re-deliberation

Any Civic Rule targeting a minority group identified by protected characteristic
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4.5 The Independent Epistemic Secretariat

The most effective long-term protection against majoritarian tyranny is not procedural obstruction — it
is epistemic quality. Majorities harm minorities most readily when they are operating on false,
incomplete, or emotionally distorted information. The Independent Epistemic Secretariat (IES) is a
permanent civic institution, staffed by experts drawn from across relevant disciplines on rolling
fixed-term appointments, whose function is to ensure that assemblies make decisions on the best
available evidence.

The IES operates under three mandates:

« Evidence quality: All Civic Rule proposals above Tier D must be accompanied by an IES-reviewed
evidence summary, including known uncertainties, contested findings, and — critically —
mandatory presentation of the strongest contrary evidence available.

+ Mandated Challenger System: For any Tier B or Tier A measure, the IES appoints a Mandated
Challenger — an expert tasked with arguing the strongest possible case against the proposal,
regardless of the Challenger's personal view. This is not adversarial theatre; it is an epistemic
safeguard against motivated reasoning in the deliberative assembly.

« Outcome Tracking: The IES tracks the real-world outcomes of enacted Civic Rules against their
stated intentions and publishes annual divergence reports. Significant divergence triggers
automatic Civic Review Tribunal referral.

V. Soft Safeguards — Cultural and Normative

Hard structural safeguards fail if the civic culture within which they operate treats them as obstacles to
be bypassed rather than protections to be honoured. This does not mean the system depends on the
good nature of participants — it means the system must actively cultivate civic norms that support
structural protections. Cultural safeguards are not softer in the sense of being less important; they are
softer in the sense of being less legible. Their failure is harder to detect and their repair is slower.

5.1 Civic Education as Constitutional Infrastructure

The DD&SA system's effectiveness depends on participants who understand why deliberation
contains safeguards, not merely participants who follow procedural rules. Civic education at every
level of the school curriculum — not as civics-as-procedure but as civics-as-reasoning — is a
structural requirement, not an aspiration. Residents who reach assembly age without having
encountered structured argumentation, evidence evaluation, and perspective-taking are less
equipped to resist emotional contagion and in-group reasoning.

This is consistent with Fishkin's findings across thirty years of deliberative polling: informed residents
make more nuanced, less tribal decisions. The information-richness of the deliberative environment is
the primary variable, and education is what determines residents' capacity to absorb and evaluate it.

5.2 Loser Dignity Protocols

Residents who accept unfavourable outcomes do so primarily because they believe the process was
legitimate, not because they agree with the outcome. Thibaut and Walker's procedural justice
research (1975) and Tyler's subsequent work on legitimacy demonstrate this with consistent
robustness. A system that generates legitimate losers — people who lost but retain dignity, voice, and
the credible prospect of future reversal — is more stable and less prone to backlash tyranny than one
that generates humiliated losers seeking revenge through the next available majority.
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Loser dignity protocols in the DD&SA architecture include:

« Mandatory minority report: any Civic Rule enacted over the objection of 40% or more of
deliberating assembly members must be accompanied by a published minority report, given equal
prominence in civic communication to the majority position.

« Guaranteed future voice: the right to initiate a Civic Review petition is available to any individual or
group at any time after a Civic Rule has been in effect for 12 months, with no precondition beyond
the signature threshold.

« Non-contempt norm: the Civic Conduct Framework prohibits any civic communication that
characterises opposition to a Civic Rule as bad faith, disloyal, or anti-civic. Losing a vote is not a
moral failure.

5.3 Reversibility as Civic Virtue

One of the most powerful cultural norms a deliberative democracy can cultivate is the treatment of
reversibility not as weakness but as institutional wisdom. A civic culture that reads changed minds as
failures will resist the sunset and review mechanisms that are structurally essential. A civic culture
that reads adaptability as evidence of a healthy epistemic community will support those mechanisms.

This norm is most effectively cultivated not through exhortation but through visible institutional
practice. When the National Civic Assembly formally and publicly revises a Civic Rule in response to
divergent outcome data — and this is presented as the system working correctly rather than as a
failure — the norm of evidence-responsive revision is reinforced by example.

5.4 The Epistemics of Scale

Van Reybrouck's concern in Against Elections (2016) is partly cultural: the cognitive architecture of
modern residents is ill-suited to the complexity of governance decisions. DD&SA's sortition model
addresses the selection problem. But the epistemic support structure — quality information,
structured deliberation, mandated contrary evidence — addresses the cognitive load problem. Soft
safeguards must include the ongoing design and refinement of the deliberative environment itself,
ensuring that complexity is manageable rather than overwhelming, so that emotional shortcuts do not
fill the gap left by cognitive overload.

VI. Red-Team Critique — Attacking the Architecture

The following critiques are offered in adversarial good faith. The purpose is not to defeat the DD&SA
model but to identify where its protections are thinnest and its assumptions most optimistic. Each
critique is followed by an honest assessment of its severity.

6.1 The Threshold Problem: Supermajorities as Tyranny Insurance for Existing

Injustice

The most fundamental critique of tiered supermajority thresholds is that they protect existing
arrangements — including existing injustices — with equal force to new ones. If a Tier B threshold of
67% is required to enact a protective measure for a persecuted minority, and 34% of the population
actively opposes that protection, the minority remains unprotected. The supermajority mechanism
designed to prevent new tyranny simultaneously entrenches existing tyranny.
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6.2 The MPA Capture Problem

The Minority Protective Assembly is sortition-drawn, which should prevent capture. But
sortition-drawn bodies are not immune to informal influence. Well-resourced minority groups —
whether ethnic, religious, or (crucially) economic — may develop capacity to identify likely MPA
members before selection, create pre-deliberation information environments that shape their views,
and position their advocates as apparent experts during MPA deliberation. Wealthy minorities, who
have structural advantages in information production, are best positioned to exploit this.

6.3 The Emergency Definition Problem

If the Emergency Declaration procedure requires only a 67% assembly vote to activate, and the
Emergency Declaration permits acceleration of decision-making, the definition of ‘emergency'
becomes a strategic instrument. A majority coalition that cannot achieve the thresholds required for a
Tier B measure in ordinary circumstances may seek to frame the relevant context as an emergency,
thereby reducing procedural obstacles. The history of executive overreach in representative
democracies is substantially a history of elasticated emergency definitions.

6.4 The Deliberation Quality Problem

The entire architecture assumes that structured deliberation produces better decisions than
unstructured popular preference. This assumption has strong empirical support — Fishkin's
deliberative polling consistently demonstrates this effect. But the quality of deliberation is variable,
and the architecture's protections depend on deliberation being genuinely structured rather than
performatively so. A Mandated Challenger who is selected, briefed, and presented in ways that
undermine their credibility; an IES evidence summary that systematically emphasises certain findings;
an assembly session facilitated by someone with a conflict of interest — all of these degrade
deliberative quality whilst maintaining its procedural appearance.

6.5 The Vocabulary Shift Problem

Constitutional rights can be circumvented without formal revision through gradual redefinition of the
vocabulary in which they are expressed. The Civic Floor guarantee protects 'equal civic standing'. But
what does 'civic standing' mean? If the dominant culture gradually redefines civic standing to exclude
certain characteristics — through accumulated IES evidence framings, through Civic Rule text that
uses terms in progressively narrower ways, through assembly deliberations that treat certain
identities as not civically relevant — the Civic Floor protection may remain formally intact whilst
emptying of substantive content.

VIl. Corrective Adjustments — Patching the Weaknesses

7.1 Patch for Threshold Problem: Asymmetric Threshold Direction

The threshold asymmetry must run in the correct direction. The standard principle — rights are harder
to remove than to grant — must be applied with precision. Measures that extend protections to
minorities should face lower thresholds than measures that restrict or remove them. Specifically:

« A Tier C measure extending civic protections to a previously unprotected group requires a 55%
threshold — equivalent to an ordinary Tier D measure.

« A Tier C measure restricting existing protections requires the full 60% Tier C threshold with all
associated procedural requirements.
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« A Tier B measure enacting new minority protections requires a 60% threshold — one tier below its
classification — to reflect the asymmetric risk profile.

« A Tier B measure restricting existing minority protections requires 75% — one tier above its
classification.

This directional asymmetry does not eliminate the risk that a persecuted minority cannot achieve
majority sympathy. But it reduces the threshold for protective action whilst maintaining the threshold
for harmful action. It is imperfect; it is better than the symmetrical alternative.

7.2 Patch for MPA Capture: Epistemic Diversity Mandate

The MPA selection process must include an explicit Epistemic Diversity Mandate: the body must
contain representation of groups that have historically been regarded as not warranting minority
protection, in addition to currently recognised minority groups. This requires the MPA to contain
members who can recognise emerging or unrecognised minority claims, rather than only those
already within the established protective framework.

Additionally, MPA members must undergo a structured anti-capture briefing — not an ideological
orientation, but a factual presentation of known techniques for influencing sortition-drawn bodies —
before commencing deliberation. Awareness of influence techniques is partial protection against
them.

7.3 Patch for Emergency Definition Problem: Objective Triggering Criteria

The Emergency Declaration procedure must be tied to objective, externally verifiable criteria rather
than assembly-defined conditions. Specifically:

« Armed conflict emergency: requires a declaration from the Civic Commonwealth's Civic Security
Architecture (DDSA-SEC-001) based on defined threshold of external threat.

« Natural disaster emergency: requires a declaration from two independent scientific bodies
confirming conditions meeting pre-defined severity criteria.

« Pandemic emergency: requires a declaration from the Civic Health Architecture drawing on World
Health Organisation classification criteria.

« Economic emergency: requires two consecutive quarters of GDP decline exceeding 5%,
confirmed by the Civic Fiscal Architecture's independent accounting function — with the express
caveat that economic emergencies may never be used to justify restriction of civic participation
rights.

Emergency Declaration criteria are set in the Civic Floor and can only be modified by a Tier A process
— requiring 75% across three successive assemblies. This prevents the strategic elastication of
emergency definition through ordinary assembly action.

7.4 Patch for Deliberation Quality: Independent Facilitation Accreditation

All assembly deliberations on Tier B or above must be facilitated by accredited Civic Facilitators who
operate under the IES's quality assurance mandate, are selected by sortition from an accredited
register, and are subject to post-deliberation peer review. Facilitators may not be selected from
geographic or demographic cohorts that are identifiably over-represented among proponents or
opponents of the measure under deliberation.

The IES publishes annual deliberation quality assessments, including identification of sessions where
facilitation quality fell below the standard required for outcome confidence. Civic Rules produced in
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low-quality deliberative sessions are automatically flagged for early Civic Review Tribunal referral.

7.5 Patch for Vocabulary Shift: Civic Language Audit

Every ten years, the National Civic Assembly must commission an independent Civic Language Audit
— conducted by a sortition-drawn panel assisted by linguistic and constitutional experts — reviewing
whether the vocabulary of the Civic Floor and Tier A protections has materially shifted in application
from its original scope. Where the audit identifies significant vocabulary drift, the assembly must
conduct a full deliberative re-confirmation of the operative definitions. This does not alter the Civic
Floor; it confirms that the existing text continues to mean what it was intended to mean.

VIIl. One-Page Blueprint — For the Interested Non-Specialist

"Power is the problem, not people. Design for the worst plausible version of a motivated majority.
Build accordingly.”
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most accessible case for sortition as an alternative to electoral democracy, with strong historical
survey.

Sunstein, C. and Hastie, R. Wiser: Getting Beyond Groupthink to Make Groups Smarter (2014).
Harvard Business Review Press. The empirical case against deliberation as a reliable corrective to
group bias — essential reading for designing safeguards within deliberative systems.
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Dworkin, R. Taking Rights Seriously (1977). Harvard University Press. The foundational argument for
rights as trumps against utilitarian majority decision-making — the intellectual basis for the Civic Floor
concept.

Pettit, P. Republicanism: A Theory of Freedom and Government (1997). Oxford University Press. The
non-domination framework — freedom as absence of arbitrary power — provides the normative
backbone for the anti-tyranny architecture.

Real-World Analogues

Farrell, D.M. and Suiter, J. Reimagining Democracy: Lessons in Deliberative Democracy from the
Irish Front Line (2019). Cornell University Press. The lIrish Citizens' Assembly as a case study in
sortition-based deliberation at national scale.

Reuchamps, M. and Vrydagh, J. (2021). Institutionalising Deliberative Democracy: The Ostbelgien
Permanent Citizens' Council. Journal of Deliberative Democracy, 17(2). The most relevant real-world
precedent for the standing minority protection body proposed here.

Manin, B. The Principles of Representative Government (1997). Cambridge University Press. The
most rigorous historical account of sortition as an alternative to election, with analysis of why the
Athenian model succeeded and failed.

Note: All citations from political theorists refer to original works. DD&SA constitutional vocabulary
(Civic Rules, Magisters, Consequence Hearings, Civic Advocates, Frameworks, Civic Commonwealth
of the British Isles) is the proprietary lexicon of the DD&SA framework and is used throughout in place
of equivalent conventional terms.
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