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PREAMBLE
This document is the complete and authoritative statement of Direct Democracy & Sortition
Assemblies (DD&SA): its philosophical foundations, constitutional architecture, operational protocols,
operational framework, and international posture.

It is written in response to a condition now familiar enough to be mistaken for permanence: the
gradual transfer of political power from the many to the few, achieved not by open seizure but by
habit, design, and neglect.

Representative government was once defended as a practical concession to scale. Over time it has
hardened into a profession, increasingly insulated from those it claims to serve, governed less by
public consent than by internal incentives. This outcome is neither anomalous nor confined to any one
nation. It follows predictably from systems that concentrate authority, reward ambition, and permit
power to renew itself.

The purpose of this work is not to indict individuals, but to examine structures. Persistent political
failure is too often attributed to character when it is in fact systemic. Where corruption endures across
generations, it is the mechanism — not merely its occupants — that requires scrutiny.

What this document is not. It is not an argument for anarchism, for populism, or against expertise or
institutions. It is not hostile to stability. It is not a rejection of governance. It is a reconsideration of how
authority may function when it is dispersed rather than concentrated — when it circulates rather than
accumulates.

What the framework is built on. A single foundational principle, from which everything else follows:
if political power cannot be eliminated, it must be dispersed. If authority must exist, it must be
temporary, limited, and shared. Systems that deny these realities do not abolish domination; they
merely obscure it.

The designer’s obligation. DD&SA is conceived in the spirit of the structural engineer: the role of the
designer is to build the foundation and the first-floor frame, then to walk away and become just
another resident. No permanent class of system-keepers is created. No individual’s exceptional
qualities sustain the structure. The architecture holds because it is designed to hold — not because
the right people are in charge.

Scope. This document governs the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. It does not
extend to the Republic of Ireland, which is a sovereign state with its own democratic constitution. Any
future association with Ireland — or any other nation — shall be sought only through legitimate
democratic process, with full respect for Irish sovereignty and without presumption or pressure. The
Covenant of Continuity (Book V) provides the framework for voluntary international association.

Constitutional hierarchy. This document is the supreme constitutional instrument of the DD&SA
framework. All other instruments — protocols, operational frameworks, operational manuals — derive
their authority from it and must be consistent with it. Where any subordinate instrument conflicts with
this document, this document prevails.
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BOOK I — THE PHILOSOPHICAL CASE

Chapter 1: The Nature of Political Power
Political power may be defined as the capacity to compel obedience within a community, whether by
law, custom, or force. It is exercised whenever one will is able to direct the conduct of others —
through command, inducement, or the credible threat of sanction. The form through which power is
expressed may vary, but its essential character does not.

No society is without political power, nor has any durable society ever been so. The absence of
formal authority does not eliminate domination; it merely leaves it to arise informally. The question of
governance is not whether power should exist, but how it is constituted, distributed, and restrained.

In its origin, political power arises from collective necessity. Individuals submit certain freedoms in
exchange for security, order, and continuity. This submission is neither absolute nor irrevocable.
Authority is tolerated so long as it performs a recognised function; when it ceases to do so, it persists
only by inertia or coercion.

Legitimacy. Legitimacy is often mistaken for legality, or for longevity. Yet laws may endure after their
purpose has decayed, and institutions may persist long after public confidence has withdrawn.
Legitimacy is not granted once and for all; it must be continuously renewed through proximity,
accountability, and demonstrable service to the governed. Where authority cannot be readily
questioned, corrected, or withdrawn, legitimacy diminishes regardless of formal consent.

The tendency toward entrenchment. Political power, once established, displays a consistent
tendency: it seeks to preserve and extend itself. This is not primarily moral in origin, but structural.
Systems that reward the retention of authority will, over time, favour those most adept at securing it.
Where access to power is limited, competition intensifies; where tenure is prolonged, separation from
the governed increases.

History provides no shortage of examples. Monarchies that began as custodial hardened into
dynasties. Republics founded on civic participation gave way to oligarchies sustained by procedure.
Even systems explicitly designed to limit authority have, in time, been repurposed to entrench it.

Political failure is gradual. Small exemptions accumulate. Temporary measures become
permanent. Mechanisms introduced to ensure efficiency are retained to avoid inconvenience. Over
time, what was once a means becomes an end. The distance between ruler and ruled expands not by
declaration, but by custom.

A common response to such conditions is the appeal to character. Failures are attributed to the moral
deficiencies of leaders rather than the arrangements that elevate them. Better individuals are sought;
new codes of conduct are introduced; ethical standards are restated. While such measures may
moderate behaviour at the margins, they do not address the underlying incentives that shape it.
Systems that depend upon virtue for their proper functioning place an unreasonable burden upon
human nature.

The central principle. The greater the concentration and duration of political power, the greater the
need for structural restraint. Appeals to trust, tradition, or expertise do not alter this requirement.
Where power cannot circulate, it calcifies. Where authority cannot be withdrawn, it ceases to answer
to its source.
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If political power cannot be eliminated, it must be dispersed. If authority must exist, it must be
temporary, limited, and shared.

Chapter 2: The Failure of Representative Rule
Representative government arose not as an ideal, but as a concession. It was devised as a means by
which political authority might be exercised over populations too large, too dispersed, or too
numerous to govern directly. In its original conception, representation was intended to transmit the
will of the people into the machinery of governance with minimal distortion.

This substitution contains a latent transformation. To represent is not merely to convey, but to
interpret. Between the will expressed by the resident and the action taken by the representative lies
discretion, judgement, and delay. These become defects when they cease to be bounded by
proximity, accountability, and consequence.

In small measures, representation introduces distance. In large measures, it produces detachment.

The professionalisation of politics. The representative, once elected, occupies a position unlike
that of the resident. He enters a separate environment, governed by distinct incentives, norms, and
rewards. The concerns of constituents are filtered through procedure, party alignment, and career
preservation. What was once service becomes mediation; what was once trust becomes mandate.

Elections are commonly offered as the corrective to this detachment. They are said to restore
accountability by permitting the governed to remove those who fail to represent them. In practice,
elections perform this function imperfectly. They occur infrequently, present limited choices, and
operate through campaigns shaped more by persuasion than by scrutiny.

Moreover, elections select for particular traits: ambition, resources, charisma, and a tolerance for
prolonged competition. These traits are not synonymous with judgement, restraint, or civic duty. Over
time, electoral systems produce a governing class distinct in temperament and interest from the
population at large. This class reproduces itself not through heredity, but through access, alignment,
and advantage.

Structural resistance to reform. Those empowered to alter the structure are the same individuals
who benefit from it. Even well-intentioned actors encounter institutional friction when proposing
changes that would diminish their own authority. Reform is permitted where it does not threaten
continuity; it is obstructed where it does.

The language of representation further obscures this condition. Residents are encouraged to believe
they govern through their representatives, when in reality they consent to governance carried out on
their behalf. This distinction is subtle but decisive.

Dissatisfaction without outlet. Dissatisfaction accumulates without effective outlet. Residents
sense that decisions no longer reflect their interests yet are repeatedly assured that the remedy lies in
participation within the same framework. Low confidence is treated as apathy; disengagement is
treated as ignorance.

The failure of representative rule, therefore, is not that it occasionally disappoints, but that it
predictably detaches authority from those it governs. Its mechanisms are well-suited to administering
power once acquired, but poorly suited to ensuring that power remains grounded in the will and
judgement of the resident body.
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Chapter 3: Incentives, Corruption, and Capture
The empirical record of representative government bears out the structural analysis. The political
scientists Gilens and Page (2014), analysing 1,779 policy cases in the United States over twenty
years, found that the preferences of economic elites and organised interest groups substantially affect
government policy, while the preferences of average residents have near-zero independent impact.
This is not an American aberration; it is an institutional consequence.

Mancur Olson’s logic of collective action explains why: small, well-organised groups with
concentrated interests will consistently outperform large, diffuse publics in their ability to influence
political institutions. The costs of organising are low for industries with narrow interests, and high for
the general public whose interests are widely shared. The political system, over time, reflects this
asymmetry.

Joseph Schumpeter’s competitive elitism describes the outcome: democracy becomes, in practice, a
competition between elite teams for the right to govern, rather than a mechanism by which residents
exercise real sovereignty. Residents choose between options they did not set; they affirm rather than
direct.

The 2008 financial crisis — in which institutions that caused systemic collapse through reckless and,
in many cases, legally questionable behaviour were rescued with public funds, while those who
suffered the consequences had no effective political recourse — represents the clinical case study. It
was not a failure of capitalism. It was a failure of democratic governance: a demonstration that, when
the interests of organised financial institutions conflict with those of the general public, the political
system serves the former.

The capture of expertise. John Kenneth Galbraith observed that modern economic governance
increasingly reflects the interests of the institutions it nominally regulates — that the regulatory
apparatus and the regulated industry come to share personnel, assumptions, and objectives. This
epistemic capture is not unique to finance. It occurs wherever a permanent class of technical advisors
accumulates the authority to frame the choices that non-specialists then make.

The argument against expertise in DD&SA is not against knowledge, but against the monopolisation
of knowledge. When information is controlled by a permanent class, power becomes opaque and
unaccountable. The structures described in this document ensure that expertise remains available but
never entrenched; valuable but never sovereign; consulted but never allowed to substitute for civic
judgement.

Why reform within representative systems fails. Calls for electoral reform, transparency
measures, or new codes of conduct do not address the underlying architecture of power. They adjust
the surface while leaving the structure intact. Even well-intentioned reforms are constrained by the
fact that they must be enacted by those who benefit from the existing arrangement. A system cannot
reliably correct itself when its incentives reward continuity over change.

Chapter 4: Popular Sovereignty and Civic Participation
The case for popular sovereignty does not rest on a romantic view of human nature. It rests on a
structural observation: that people are, in general, the best judges of their own interests and the
interests of the communities they inhabit; and that any system which substitutes the judgement of a
permanent governing class for that of the governed will, over time, drift toward serving the class
rather than the community.
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Robert Dahl’s principle holds: each adult ought to be treated — for purposes of making decisions —
as the proper judge of his or her own interests. To deny this is to advocate guardianship — rule by an
aristocracy of merit, which is supposed to know our interests better than we do. History does not
support this claim.

Voting alone is insufficient. A resident who votes once every four or five years, between options
they did not set, under conditions of information asymmetry they did not choose, has not exercised
sovereignty in any meaningful sense. They have ratified one of a small number of pre-approved
directions. This is consent to governance, not governance itself.

DD&SA argues that civic participation must be more than periodic ratification. It must include the
capacity to propose, deliberate, and decide. Not continuously — the burden on residents must be
proportionate and sustainable — but genuinely. The mechanisms described in Book II are designed
to create this kind of participation without imposing it as an unmanageable burden.

On the competence objection. The most common objection to expanded resident participation is
the competence objection: ordinary residents do not possess sufficient knowledge to make good
decisions on complex matters. This argument was made against juries. It was made against universal
suffrage. It was made against public education. In each case, it proved unfounded.

The empirical record of residents’ assemblies — Ireland (2012–2018), Iceland (2010–2013),
Belgium’s G1000, and the many deliberative mini-publics convened since — consistently shows that
ordinary residents, given adequate time, neutral expert input, and structured deliberation, produce
thoughtful, informed, and often superior decisions compared to professional legislators operating
under party and donor pressures.

The competence objection also misidentifies the relevant comparison. The question is not whether
resident deliberation is perfect, but whether it is better than the existing alternative — a professional
political class with structural incentives to serve narrow interests. The comparison is imperfect
resident deliberation versus captured professional governance. The empirical answer is not difficult.

Chapter 5: The Principle of Selection by Lot
Sortition — selection by lot — has roots in democratic practice that predate modern elections by two
millennia. Its use in Athenian democracy, in the medieval Italian republics, in jury selection, and in
contemporary residents’ assemblies reflects a consistent logic: randomness, within a properly
designed process, is more fair and more representative than competition.

There are two foundational aspects to sortition. First, selection by lot is inherently fair: the process is
not influenced by human decisions or preferences, and the chance of selection is equal for any
member of the population. Second, a sufficiently large and properly stratified random sample will, in
its composition, accurately represent the population — and may therefore reasonably act for it in
making decisions.

The statistical logic is straightforward. If one takes a sufficiently large random sample from any
population, and stratifies it properly by age, gender, geography, socioeconomic background, and
other relevant variables, the resulting group will vote as the broader population would vote if it had
adequate time to study and deliberate on the issue in question.

Why sortition avoids what elections produce. Elections select for ambition — only those willing to
seek power will stand. They select for resources — only those with access to funding or a party
machine can mount credible campaigns. They select for charisma over judgement, for tolerance of
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prolonged competition, for the capacity to maintain durable coalitions of interests. None of these traits
correlates with wisdom, restraint, or the disposition to serve the public interest.

A sortition assembly, by contrast, reflects the population as it is. It contains people who did not seek
power, who bring the concerns and experiences of ordinary life rather than the incentives of
professional politics, and who serve temporarily before returning to the community they briefly
governed.

What sortition requires. Selection by lot is not sufficient alone. It must be accompanied by:
stratification to ensure demographic representativeness; adequate compensation so that service is
not limited to those who can afford to participate; structured deliberation with access to neutral expert
input; and defined terms with strict non-recurrence provisions to prevent the formation of a sortition
elite. These requirements are embedded in the protocols of Book III.

Chapter 6: Direct Democracy and Deliberation
Direct democracy — the direct participation of residents in decisions — is distinguished from
representative democracy by the absence of delegation. Residents do not choose someone to decide
on their behalf; they decide themselves.

The objection that direct democracy is impractical at national scale has merit as a critique of naive
plebiscite models. It does not apply to DD&SA’s structured, deliberation-led model. The mechanisms
described in this document do not require every resident to vote on every matter, nor do they treat all
questions as equally suitable for direct decision. They distinguish between:

• Rule-making decisions: matters of law and principle that require direct resident authorisation
through referendum after deliberation by sortition assemblies.

• Administrative decisions: matters of implementation, interpretation, and consequence, which
are handled by sortition assemblies operating within the rules residents have set.

This distinction — between decision sovereignty (which belongs to the resident) and administrative
sovereignty (which is exercised by sortition assemblies under resident mandate) — is the
architecture’s load-bearing beam.

The loose-leaf principle. Laws under DD&SA are designed to be amendable. They are drafted in
such form and language that amendments can be made precisely — removing and replacing specific
provisions — without invalidating surrounding provisions. This permits correction of error without the
wholesale revision that legislative inertia typically requires. A sortition assembly, unlike an elected
parliament, has no political cost attached to changing course.

Deliberation before decision. Every national rule change requires a mandatory deliberation period
— public evidence publication, resident review, neutral expert input, adversarial briefing — before any
vote. The quality of the vote depends on the quality of the information environment that precedes it.
The Expert Pool and Adversarial Briefing Protocol (Book III) governs this process.

Chapter 7: On Civic Composure
Modern governance faces a structural challenge that did not exist in earlier eras: emotional volatility
at scale. Information systems now amplify fear, outrage, and tribal identity faster than institutions can
respond. A single narrative — true or false — can destabilise public confidence within hours. The
emotional field of a nation has become a strategic vulnerability.
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This volatility is a governance problem, not a personal failing. The solution is architectural: build
systems that absorb shock, reduce noise, and create the conditions for collective clarity.

Composure is not passivity. A composed nation does not suppress emotion; it provides structures
that prevent emotion from distorting decision-making. The difference between a panic-driven
referendum and a deliberated one is not the quality of the residents, but the quality of the process.
DD&SA’s deliberation requirements, mandatory evidence periods, and adversarial briefing systems
are composure mechanisms built into the constitutional architecture.

The twelve principles of a composed nation. (1) Composure is civic infrastructure. (2) Clarity is a
public good. (3) Systems produce behaviour — not personalities. (4) Predictability builds trust. (5)
Emotional neutrality is a governance tool. (6) Decision-making requires prepared residents. (7)
Sortition requires pre-qualification. (8) Protocols are stronger than personalities. (9) Escalation must
be structured. (10) Feedback loops maintain coherence. (11) Shared reality must be actively
maintained. (12) Stability is a design choice.

Each of these principles is embedded in the operational architecture of DD&SA. They are not
aspirations; they are structural requirements. The civic literacy training programme (Protocol 3.4), the
adversarial briefing system (Protocol 2), and the mandatory deliberation periods are direct
implementations of composure as infrastructure.

BOOK II — THE CONSTITUTION

Preamble
We, the residents of the United Kingdom, declare that all rightful authority belongs to the people.

No throne, party, class, or institution shall rise above the resident. No organisation shall command
obedience by birth, rank, wealth, or ideology. No system shall permit the permanent concentration of
power in any individual, institution, or class.

This Constitution establishes restraint before authority, and continuity before control.

It governs systems, not beliefs. It distributes power, not virtue. It protects the resident from
unaccountable power — and the future from the present.

This Constitution may be amended by a two-thirds supermajority of residents participating in a
national referendum, following a mandatory twelve-month deliberation period. It may not be amended
by any sortition assembly, executive body, or Civic Hearing Chamber acting alone. No amendment
may remove or diminish the Thirty Inviolable Rights (Article 4) or the Sixteen Civic Guarantees (Article
5).

Article 1 — Sovereignty and Purpose
1.1 All governing authority originates solely from the verified adult population of the United Kingdom.

1.2 No individual, institution, council, corporation, machine, or organised body may claim independent
authority by inheritance, appointment, wealth, status, or force.

1.3 The purpose of this Constitution is the protection and preservation of the sovereign dignity, safety,
liberty, and autonomy of every individual born within or lawfully residing within the United Kingdom.

1.4 This Constitution is the supreme civic instrument. Any structure, directive, or mechanism in
conflict with it shall be void.
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Article 2 — Scope and Application
2.1 This Constitution applies to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.

2.2 Nothing in this Constitution asserts authority over the Republic of Ireland or any other sovereign
nation.

2.3 Any future association with nations outside the United Kingdom — including the Republic of
Ireland — shall be sought only through the processes defined in the Covenant of Continuity, with the
explicit consent of the populations of all nations concerned, and without coercion, presumption, or
pressure.

2.4 This Constitution applies equally to all residents and lawful residents within its scope, without
distinction by origin, identity, belief, ability, or circumstance.

Article 3 — The Flow of Sovereignty
3.1 Sovereignty flows upward from communities to the nation — never downward from central
institutions to residents.

3.2 All legislative authority originates in local communities and flows upward through the processes
established in this Constitution.

3.3 Residents exercise their sovereignty directly through national referendums on rules and decisions
of national significance.

3.4 Residents exercise their sovereignty indirectly through Sortition Assemblies, which exist to
deliberate, verify evidence, administer processes, and maintain constitutional compliance — but
which do not themselves hold legislative authority.

3.5 The separation of decision sovereignty (which belongs to the resident) and administrative
authority (which is exercised by Sortition Assemblies under resident mandate) is the foundational
structural principle of this Constitution. It shall be maintained in all circumstances.

Article 4 — The Thirty Inviolable Rights
These thirty rights are the absolute and irrevocable endowment of every person within the United
Kingdom. They are not granted by government. They are structural limits placed upon all government.
No emergency, referendum, sortition assembly, or crisis may alter, suspend, or override them.

1. Individual Sovereignty. Every human being has sole authority over their own body and mind. No
intrusion is permitted except where immediate, direct, and demonstrable physical harm to another is
occurring.

2. Equal Standing. No person or institution may hold legal privilege, immunity, or exemption not
equally available to all.

3. Free Expression. All ideas may be expressed without restraint except direct, intentional incitement
to imminent physical harm. Political dissent, criticism of institutions, and unpopular views are
protected without exception.

4. Peaceful Assembly. Residents may gather, organise, and protest without interference unless a
clear and immediate threat to life exists. The motivation for protest is never grounds for prohibition.

5. Privacy. Body, home, communication, health, and personal data are inviolable except under
transparent, evidence-logged Rule triggers, subject to independent review.
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6. Truth in Public Information. All information published by public institutions must be
evidence-anchored, source-verifiable, and publicly auditable. No public institution may knowingly
publish false information.

7. Transparent Process. All applications of Rules and Consequences must be documented,
published, and explained in plain language accessible to the person affected.

8. Physical Safety. All people are protected from violence, coercion, and exploitation by state and
non-state actors.

9. Basic Necessities. Food, clean water, emergency healthcare, and secure shelter are guaranteed
to every person. No resident may be left below the civic floor defined in Article 10.

10. Meaningful Time. No system may commandeer a resident’s private time beyond proportionate
civic duties.

11. Freedom of Belief. No belief, conscience, or identity may be compelled or suppressed by any
authority.

12. Non-Discrimination. No denial of rights or services based on innate attributes of any kind.

13. Right to Be Heard. All residents possess guaranteed access to Sortition Assembly review of any
matter affecting them.

14. Voluntary Service. No forced labour beyond defined and proportionate Consequences for
proven rule breach.

15. Fair Resolution. All disputes resolved through neutral, evidence-based Sortition Assembly
processes, with independent legal representation available to all parties.

16. Protection of Labour. No exploitation, indefinite work penalties, or concealed servitude. All
labour arrangements are transparent and time-limited.

17. Freedom from Surveillance Abuse. No mass surveillance, secret surveillance, or surveillance
outside transparent, publicly declared Rule conditions.

18. Medical Autonomy. No involuntary medical procedure except life-saving necessity where the
patient is unable to consent.

19. Cognitive Liberty. No manipulation of thought, attention, or belief without explicit, informed, and
revocable consent.

20. Property Security. The personal property and livelihood tools of any resident may not be seized
except through transparent public Rule authority with due process, independent review, and the right
of challenge.

21. No Secret Exceptions. All deviations from Rules must be publicly recorded. There are no
classified exceptions to constitutional provisions.

22. Public Audit. All public power is permanently and unconditionally auditable by any resident.

23. No Indefinite Detention. All deprivation of liberty is strictly time-limited, subject to mandatory
review, and terminates automatically unless actively renewed through due process.

24. Procedural Transparency. All decisions affecting any resident require evidence-linked
explanations delivered in plain language to the person affected.
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25. Data Sovereignty. Residents own and control their personal data. No institution may collect,
retain, or process personal data beyond the minimum necessary for a transparently declared public
purpose.

26. Non-Suspension of Rights. These thirty rights may not be suspended, delegated to another
authority, or traded against other considerations under any circumstances.

27. Funding Transparency. No secret financial influence may operate in any public system. All
funding of public processes is publicly declared.

28. Restorative Consequences. Consequences for rule breach exist to repair harm and restore civic
capacity — never to degrade, punish for its own sake, or exclude permanently.

29. Access to Redress. Every resident has free access to challenge any Rule application or
institutional decision. Legal representation is provided at public cost to any resident who cannot afford
it.

30. Supremacy. These thirty rights override all other Rules, decisions, emergency powers, and
systems without exception.

Article 5 — The Sixteen Civic Guarantees
These sixteen guarantees are structural limits placed upon all authority — civic, defensive,
informational, technological, and emergency. They are not permissions granted by authority. They
exist to ensure that no system, crisis, or collective fear may lawfully erase the dignity, agency, or
continuity of a human being. They bind every institution within this Constitution.

I. Bodily Integrity. No human shall be subjected to involuntary harm, experimentation, modification,
or confinement except where proportionate consequence is verified through evidence and
independent review. The body of the resident is not a tool of the system.

II. Cognitive Sovereignty. The inner cognitive space of every human is inviolable. No system may
employ psychological coercion, behavioural conditioning, emotional manipulation, or algorithmic
influence to compel belief, compliance, or identity alteration. Thought, belief, doubt, and internal
dissent are beyond governance.

III. Communicative Freedom. Every human retains the unrestricted ability to speak, write, exchange,
receive, and refuse information. No authority may compel speech, suppress lawful expression, or
enforce ideological conformity. This Guarantee does not protect deliberate, verified deception
disseminated as factual public information, or coercive manipulation systems.

IV. Due Process. No consequence may be imposed without: evidence disclosure; proportional
review; the opportunity to respond; independent legal representation; and independent verification.
Collective guilt, predictive punishment, and pre-emptive sanction are prohibited.

V. Freedom of Movement. Every human may move, assemble, travel, and reside without arbitrary
restriction. Temporary limitations may occur only where proportionate necessity is verified to prevent
immediate harm. Permanent movement restriction without continual review is forbidden.

VI. Voluntary Association. All humans retain the right to form, join, leave, or refuse associations
without coercion. No authority may compel affiliation, loyalty declarations, ideological alignment, or
group membership.
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VII. Family Integrity. No system may sever familial bonds except where verified protection of a child
or vulnerable individual requires intervention. Children are not the property of any institution or
ideology.

VIII. Identity Continuity. No authority may compel erasure, reassignment, or redefinition of personal
identity. Identity formation remains a personal, voluntary, and evolving human process beyond
system mandate.

IX. Property of Necessity. Every human retains secure access to the material means required for
survival and functional civic participation. No system may deprive an individual of food, water, shelter,
energy, or medical stability as punishment or leverage.

X. Information Transparency. All systems exercising civic authority must operate under public
visibility. Secrecy may exist only where necessary for immediate safety and must decay into
disclosure. There shall be no permanent classified authority.

XI. Protection from Permanent Exclusion. No human may be rendered permanently disposable,
exiled, or excluded from civic reintegration. Consequences must always include a defined path back
to participation.

XII. Defensive Subordination. Defensive and security systems exist solely to protect life and
infrastructure. They may not govern, legislate, police ideology, or operate independent authority.
Civilian protection overrides all strategic preference.

XIII. Child Protection. Children are guaranteed safety from harm, developmental stability,
educational formation, protection from exploitation, and cognitive safeguarding. No crisis, belief
system, or cultural practice overrides child protection.

XIV. Generational Non-Ownership. No generation owns the next. Decisions binding future
generations must meet heightened scrutiny for long-term harm, reversibility, and survival impact.

XV. Crisis Limitation. No emergency, disaster, or existential threat suspends these Guarantees.
Crisis authority may delay process, but never erase boundaries. Any system that violates these
Guarantees during crisis invalidates itself.

XVI. Automatic Invalidation. Any law, directive, algorithm, institution, or command that violates
these Civic Guarantees is void at the moment of violation. No justification restores legitimacy.

Article 6 — The Direct Decision System
6.1 The Direct Decision System is the mechanism by which residents of the United Kingdom exercise
sovereign authority over national rules and decisions.

6.2 All national rule creation, amendment, or retirement requires a resident referendum, conducted
through the Sovereign Digital Network, following the mandatory deliberation process defined in Article
8.

6.3 The following matters require direct resident decision by simple majority referendum (51%):
ordinary legislative proposals; operational frameworks; public programme authorisation.

6.4 The following matters require direct resident decision by three-fifths majority referendum (60%):
structural reforms to public institutions; long-horizon infrastructure commitments of national
significance; external binding agreements.
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6.5 The following matters require concurrent national and regional supermajority (two-thirds in both):
constitutional amendments; changes to the Thirty Inviolable Rights framework’s application
mechanisms.

6.6 No sortition assembly, administrative body, or emergency authority may make binding rules in
place of the Direct Decision System, except as explicitly provided in Article 11 (Emergency
Governance).

6.7 Every resident has equal decision weight. No proxy voting. No institutional block voting. No
weighted votes.

6.8 Every direct decision is preceded by: a mandatory public deliberation period of not less than
forty-five days; publication of all relevant evidence on the National Intranet; an adversarial expert
briefing available to all residents; and a plain-language summary of the decision’s known and
foreseeable consequences.

Article 7 — The Sortition Assembly Architecture
7.1 Sortition Assemblies are the administrative, deliberative, and oversight institutions of the DD&SA
framework. They do not hold legislative authority. They hold administrative authority — the authority
to implement, interpret, verify, audit, and maintain the rules that residents create through the Direct
Decision System.

7.2 There are three tiers of Sortition Assembly:

• Local Sortition Assemblies (LSAs): The primary interface between residents and the
administrative system. They handle community proposals, local consequence assignments,
evidence verification, and oversight of local public services.

• County Sortition Assemblies (CSAs): They manage appeals, coordinate cross-regional
enforcement, conduct higher-level audits, and ensure procedural consistency across local
jurisdictions.

• National Sortition Assembly (NSA): It oversees the entire system, verifies national referendum
briefings, maintains the integrity of the National Intranet’s civic information architecture,
adjudicates constitutional conflicts, and conducts mandatory audits of all institutions. The NSA
does not make rules. Its mandate is strictly epistemic and procedural.

7.3 All Sortition Assembly members are selected by stratified random sortition from the verified
resident register, weighted to reflect the demographic composition of the United Kingdom across age,
gender, region, ethnicity, socioeconomic background, and educational attainment.

7.4 Pre-qualification for sortition selection requires the successful completion of Civic Epistemics
Training. This training equips residents to evaluate the quality of arguments, identify conflicts of
interest, and participate in structured deliberation. It is not a filter for political views, educational
background, or social status. It is a practical preparation for the function of assembly service.

7.5 Assembly terms are fixed, short, and non-renewable within a defined period. No member may
serve in any Sortition Assembly at any tier for more than two years in any ten-year period. Members
may not be lobbied, approached privately, or contacted outside formal sessions by any advocate for
any cause.

7.6 Assembly members are compensated at the national median daily wage for every day of service.
Compensation is a constitutional requirement.
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7.7 All assembly deliberations are conducted in public, recorded in full, and published on the National
Intranet within forty-eight hours.

7.8 Any person may be excluded from sortition selection only for: a clear and specific conflict of
interest directly relevant to the matter under consideration, as defined in the Expert Pool Protocol; or
an active consequence for a proven rule breach that includes temporary civic suspension. No other
exclusion grounds are permitted.

7.9 The NSA shall consist of 300 members. Local and County assembly sizes are determined by
population served, with a minimum of 50 members per assembly.

Article 8 — The Proposal Pathway
8.1 Any resident may submit a proposal to their Local Sortition Assembly for consideration.

8.2 The LSA shall determine whether the proposal constitutes a genuine community matter —
defined as anything affecting the wellbeing, dignity, safety, development, or essential functioning of
the community.

8.3 Proposals approved by a two-thirds majority of the LSA shall be forwarded to the County Sortition
Assembly for constitutional and cross-community review.

8.4 The CSA shall examine each proposal for: compatibility with the Thirty Inviolable Rights and the
Sixteen Civic Guarantees; consistency with national frameworks; the absence of material conflict
between communities; and legal coherence and enforceability. The CSA may approve, return with
required amendments, or reject.

8.5 Proposals passing CSA review are submitted to the NSA for evidence verification and national
briefing preparation. The NSA prepares a plain-language summary, commissions adversarial expert
briefings, and publishes all materials on the National Intranet for a forty-five-day public deliberation
period.

8.6 Following the deliberation period, the proposal is submitted to a national resident referendum. The
NSA does not vote on the substance of proposals. It verifies process and prepares information.

8.7 All CSA and NSA decisions shall be accompanied by published reasoning accessible to all
residents. Decisions not accompanied by published reasoning are void.

Article 9 — Prohibited Structures
9.1 No national chamber of elected representatives shall exist.

9.2 No second chamber, upper chamber, revising chamber, or parliamentary body shall be created.

9.3 No political party, faction, or organised electoral body may exercise legislative authority.

9.4 No individual may hold legislative office by election, appointment, inheritance, or patronage.

9.5 No permanent professional class of politicians, policy-makers, or legislative advisors may form
within the DD&SA system. All roles are temporary, auditable, and subject to term limits.

9.6 Regulatory bodies may not make rules. They administer and interpret existing rules within the
mandate granted by resident referendum. Any expansion of scope beyond that mandate requires a
new resident referendum.
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Article 10 — The Civic Floor
10.1 Every resident is guaranteed continuous access to: food; clean water; energy; shelter; medical
stability; and civic participation systems.

10.2 The collapse of the civic floor for any individual constitutes a systemic violation requiring
immediate institutional response.

10.3 The specific standards and thresholds of the civic floor shall be defined by resident assemblies
and reviewed every five years. They may never be set below the level necessary for human dignity.

10.4 No economic framework decision, fiscal constraint, or emergency measure may reduce the civic
floor below its constitutionally defined minimum.

Article 11 — Emergency Governance
11.1 When genuine emergencies arise, the Civic Commonwealth must be capable of acting with
speed — without surrendering the principles that make DD&SA legitimate. Every power granted
under this Article is temporary. Every power expires automatically. No emergency may be used to
suspend the Thirty Inviolable Rights or the Sixteen Civic Guarantees.

11.2 Emergency governance operates in three tiers:

• Tier One (0–72 hours): The Emergency Panel — a standing sub-assembly of twelve NSA
members on continuous rotating duty — may activate protective measures, release capped
emergency resources, and implement operational information management. A vote of eight of
twelve members is required. Tier One powers expire automatically at 72 hours with no possibility
of extension.

• Tier Two (72 hours–30 days): The full NSA, convened under accelerated deliberation, may ratify,
modify, or terminate Tier One measures. Extension beyond 30 days requires a public referendum.

• Tier Three (permanent standing): A Retrospective Audit Panel, selected by fresh sortition
following every emergency invocation, conducts mandatory constitutional compliance review of all
emergency actions. Its findings are binding.

11.3 Emergency trigger categories and their objective activation thresholds are defined in the
Emergency Governance Protocol (Book III, Protocol 1). The Emergency Panel applies these
thresholds; it does not define or interpret them.

11.4 Offensive military action — as distinct from defensive posture activation — requires a separate,
full national referendum, regardless of the emergency category active at the time.

11.5 An Emergency Log recording all decisions, their justifications, and their operational effects is
maintained throughout every emergency and becomes a full public record upon the expiry of all active
measures.

Article 12 — Information Architecture
12.1 A Sovereign Digital Network shall exist as the national civic information infrastructure. It is
publicly owned, operationally independent, and may not be privatised, commercialised, behaviourally
manipulated, or used for psychological conditioning.

12.2 The National Intranet — the resident-facing layer of the Sovereign Digital Network — provides:
verified civic information; the national voting platform; public institutional records; and access to the
Sortition Assembly system.
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12.3 All information on the National Intranet is evidence-anchored, source-verifiable, and subject to
public audit.

12.4 Claims submitted as factual public information on the National Intranet may be flagged for
verification. The verification process is transparent, adversarial, and conducted without interference
from any institution.

Article 13 — Rules and Consequences
13.1 This nation operates under a framework of Rules and Consequences. There is no punitive
doctrine. All consequences exist to repair harm, protect others, and restore civic capacity — never to
degrade, humiliate, or exclude permanently.

13.2 All consequences must be: proportionate; evidence-based; publicly reviewable; finite in duration;
and directed toward reintegration.

13.3 All rules must be: written in plain operational language; accompanied by a stated purpose;
defined by a threshold of breach; supported by specified evidence requirements; assigned a range of
available consequences; and provided with a review and appeal path. No rule may exist without all six
components.

13.4 No permanent internal exclusion class shall be created. No resident shall be structurally
disposable.

13.5 Independent legal representation is available to every resident at public cost for any matter
involving consequence assignment.

Article 14 — Rights of Challenge and Review
14.1 Any person or community may request review of any law, decision, or process they believe
violates this Constitution.

14.2 The NSA’s constitutional review function shall hear such challenges and issue binding
determinations, published in full.

14.3 No individual shall suffer retaliation for exercising the right to challenge.

14.4 Any decision found unconstitutional by the constitutional review function is void from the moment
of violation, not merely from the moment of determination.

Article 15 — Civic Duties
15.1 Every person has a duty to contribute to the wellbeing and development of their community.

15.2 When selected by sortition, residents have a civic duty to serve in the relevant Assembly, except
where excused for clearly legitimate personal reasons, as defined in the operational protocols.

15.3 All participants in civic processes have a duty to act truthfully. Deliberate deception in civic
processes constitutes a constitutional violation.

15.4 All persons shall treat one another with respect in civic deliberation. No intimidation, coercion, or
harassment shall be tolerated within any Assembly or public decision process.

15.5 Every generation has a duty to consider the impact of its decisions on those who will follow.
Sortition Assemblies shall evaluate long-term consequences as part of their standard deliberative
mandate.
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BOOK III — OPERATIONAL PROTOCOLS

Protocol 1: Emergency Governance Protocol
A Constitutional Instrument Governing the Exercise of Emergency Powers

Introductory Statement

This Protocol exists for one reason only: to ensure that when genuine emergencies arise, the Civic
Commonwealth can act with speed — without surrendering the principles that make DD&SA
legitimate. Every power granted here is temporary. Every power expires automatically. No
emergency, however severe, may be used to suspend the Thirty Inviolable Rights or the Sixteen Civic
Guarantees.

Article 1 — Status and Purpose

This Protocol is a constitutional instrument of equal standing to the Expert Pool Protocol and the
Transition Pathway. It governs all emergency powers within the DD&SA framework. Nothing in this
Protocol may be read to diminish, suspend, or override any right established in Articles 4 or 5 of the
Constitution.

Article 2 — The Three-Tier Architecture

Article 3 — Emergency Trigger Categories

Category A — Armed External Attack: Confirmed hostile military action by a foreign state or
organised non-state actor against the territory, residents, or critical infrastructure of the United
Kingdom, verified by the NSA’s security oversight function. Threshold: verified physical act of
aggression, not threat assessment. Does not enable offensive military action, which requires a
separate national referendum.

Category B — Pandemic or Public Health Emergency: A disease event meeting two or more of the
following simultaneously: (i) confirmed case fatality rate exceeding the standing epidemiological
threshold; (ii) confirmed transmission rate above the standing threshold; (iii) projected health system
capacity breach within 21 days, based on verified modelling from at least two independent sources.
Epidemiological thresholds may be amended only by the NSA following independent scientific review
and full public publication.

Category C — Critical Infrastructure Failure: Verified failure of energy, water, food supply,
communications, or digital infrastructure, where the failure poses a confirmed risk to civic floor
provisions within 14 days.

Category D — Severe Environmental or Natural Disaster: A natural event — flood, seismic event,
extreme weather — meeting verified criteria for mass civilian harm or infrastructural collapse.

Category E — Existential Threat Reserve: Reserved for events of civilisational magnitude — total
systems failure; verified biological, nuclear, or planetary threat; AI containment failure; or loss of
national command continuity — where delay is confirmed to threaten mass death. Activation requires
unanimous Emergency Panel vote and immediate NSA notification. See Article 5.
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Article 4 — Tier One Powers

The Emergency Panel may: activate defensive and protective postures; release capped emergency
resources for civilian protection; implement operational information management in support of
emergency response. It may not make new rules, alter existing rights, or take any action that persists
beyond 72 hours without Tier Two ratification.

Each Emergency Panel member who votes in favour of activation must sign an Accountability
Declaration — a personal statement of responsibility for the invocation — which becomes a
permanent public record.

Article 5 — The Existential Reserve

When delay means mass death, a different architecture is required. The Existential Reserve may be
activated only when: the emergency falls within Category E; the NSA Emergency Panel votes
unanimously in favour; the full NSA is notified within one hour; and the activation and its full
justification is published on the National Intranet within 72 hours of activation.

The Existential Reserve establishes a temporary Crisis Command Council of ten persons drawn by
random selection from pre-vetted national emergency registries. Council members are technically
qualified, politically unaffiliated, and time-limited. No member may serve more than once.

Powers of the Crisis Command Council: seize and reroute essential logistics, food, fuel, power,
and water; activate military command in defence of civilian life; impose curfews and movement
directives where necessary to prevent mass death. These powers exist only to prevent mass death.
They do not exist to protect institutions, preserve markets, or maintain political control.

Absolute limits regardless of crisis level: the Council may never suspend the Thirty Inviolable
Rights or the Sixteen Civic Guarantees; may never impose indefinite detention; may never alter this
Constitution; may never target civilian populations as a control mechanism.

Time limit: Existential Reserve activation is limited to a maximum of 180 days. At day 90, a
mandatory public review occurs. At day 180, command dissolves automatically. Extension requires a
supermajority national referendum.

Post-crisis accountability: Every Council member faces public review. Every order is audited. Every
death during the activation period is investigated. Every resource seizure is examined. Survival does
not erase accountability.

Article 6 — Retrospective Audit

Following every emergency invocation at any tier, a Retrospective Audit Panel is selected by fresh
sortition with no overlap with any body involved in the emergency. The panel reviews: whether the
activation met constitutional trigger criteria; whether powers exercised were within the authorised
scope; whether any rights were violated; and whether the emergency measures were terminated as
required.

Findings are binding. Where violations are found, automatic consequences are triggered. The
Retrospective Audit Panel cannot be dissolved, delayed, or interfered with by any authority.

Protocol 2: Expert Pool and Adversarial Briefing Protocol
A Constitutional Instrument Governing the Selection, Conduct, and Challenge of Expert Knowledge
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Introductory Statement

Whoever controls what a decision-maker knows controls the decision — without ever appearing to
hold power. This Protocol ensures that the knowledge reaching residents and Sortition Assemblies is
accurate, contested where it should be contested, and structurally protected from capture by any
individual, institution, or school of thought. Expert knowledge is indispensable. Expert dominance is
impermissible.

Article 1 — The Verified Expert Register

1.1 The Verified Expert Register is a constitutionally maintained, independently audited database of
individuals whose knowledge is available to Sortition Assemblies and referendum processes. It is
owned by no institution and controlled by no single body.

1.2 The Register recognises two categories of expertise, which are formally equal in standing:

Credentialed Expertise: demonstrated through formal qualifications, peer-reviewed published work, or
verifiable professional practice in a defined domain. A formal qualification alone, without active
practice or documented output, does not qualify.

Lived Expertise: demonstrated through sustained direct personal experience in a defined domain —
occupational practice, community experience, care-giving, personal experience of the domain’s
subject matter — of at least ten years, verified through documentation and community corroboration.

1.3 In domains where error causes irreversible harm — structural engineering, pharmaceutical safety,
nuclear physics, financial system architecture — the assessment panels will weight demonstrated
track records of evidence-based practice. Formal equality of category does not require equal
treatment of claims in all domains; it requires equal standing in the selection process.

1.4 The Register is audited annually by a freshly selected resident audit panel with no institutional
affiliations to any registered expert.

Article 2 — The Adversarial Briefing Mechanism

2.1 Every expert briefing prepared for any Sortition Assembly or referendum process follows the
adversarial briefing mechanism.

2.2 A Lead Briefer is selected by stratified random draw to prepare and deliver the primary briefing.

2.3 A Challenge Briefer is selected by separate stratified random draw to interrogate, test, and where
warranted contest the Lead Briefer’s evidence, assumptions, and conclusions. The Challenge Briefer
is drawn from a different domain affiliation than the Lead Briefer where possible.

2.4 A Resident Comprehension Panel of five residents, selected by fresh sortition, ensures the
briefing process remains accessible, plain, and comprehensible throughout. Any panel member may
call a pause to demand plain-language explanation at any point.

2.5 All briefings are conducted in public, recorded in full, and published on the National Intranet within
48 hours.

2.6 No expert may brief on a matter in which they have a conflict of interest, defined as any financial,
professional, personal, or institutional relationship that could reasonably be expected to influence the
content or framing of a briefing. All conflicts of interest must be declared and are published alongside
the briefing.



A COMPLETE CONSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK DDSA-CONST-COMPLETE-001

Page 23 of 36

Article 3 — Civic Epistemics Training

3.1 All residents selected for sortition assembly service receive mandatory Civic Epistemics Training
before their service begins. This training equips assembly members to evaluate the quality of
arguments rather than simply deferring to the authority of those making them.

3.2 The training covers: identifying conflicts of interest; distinguishing evidence from assertion;
understanding statistical reasoning; recognising motivated framing; and questioning expert
consensus appropriately.

3.3 Residents may not be excluded from sortition selection on the basis of having not yet completed
Civic Epistemics Training. Training is provided as part of the selection process, not as a pre-condition
for it.

Protocol 3: The Transition Pathway
A Constitutional Instrument Governing the Structured, Legitimate, and Irreversible Transition to Direct
Democracy and Sortition Assemblies

Introductory Statement

This document answers the hardest question of all: how do you get there from here — through a
system that has every structural incentive to prevent you from arriving? The answer is not revolution.
It is not a coup. It is a carefully sequenced, publicly verified, democratically grounded transition that
derives its authority not from the permission of the existing political class, but from the clearly
expressed will of the British people — in sufficient number and with sufficient understanding to be
irresistible.

Article 1 — Foundational Principles

The Transition Pathway rests on five principles that govern every decision within it:

1. Legitimacy First: The transition derives its authority from the verified will of the people, not from
the permission of the existing political class.

2. Consistency of Means and Ends: A system grounded in popular sovereignty cannot be
established by bypassing popular sovereignty. The process must be as democratic as the destination.

3. Infrastructure Before Authority: No transfer of sovereign power occurs before the infrastructure
required to exercise that power is built, tested, and verified as functional.

4. Irreversibility by Design: Each completed phase is constitutionally locked. Reversal requires the
same level of democratic mandate that initiated the transition.

5. Transparency Throughout: Every stage of the transition is conducted in public, documented in
full, and subject to independent resident audit.
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Article 2 — The Five Structural Obstacles and Their Responses

Article 3 — The Five-Phase Overview

Article 4 — Phase One: The Residents’ Mandate

Output One — Public Education at Scale: The DD&SA framework is explained accessibly to every
resident, in all literacy formats, all relevant languages including BSL, and through community
meetings in every local authority area. All education materials are publicly auditable. The programme
is funded by public subscription and accepts no funding from political parties, commercial media, or
any body with a financial interest in the outcome.

Output Two — The National Residents’ Assembly on Governance: 200 residents selected by
stratified random sortition from the electoral register deliberate over six months on the DD&SA
framework and all credible governance alternatives. All sessions are recorded and published. The
Assembly’s recommendation is genuine — if it recommends against transition, Phase Two does not
proceed. The framework’s proponents should welcome this test: a result that cannot go against the
framework is not a legitimate deliberative process.

Output Three — The Verified Residents’ Mandate: Ten million identity-verified residents who have
accessed the public education materials and correctly answered five factual questions confirming
genuine understanding of DD&SA, sign a formal declaration of support. The threshold is high enough
to represent an unmistakable expression of public will, and achievable enough that a genuinely
supported framework can reach it.

Article 5 — Phase Two: The Constitutional Referendum

The referendum succeeds if both: (a) a minimum of 60% of votes cast are in favour; and (b) a
minimum of 55% of the eligible electorate have voted.

A 60% supermajority with 55% turnout produces a mandate broader and deeper than any
government formed under first-past-the-post has ever achieved. That result creates irresistible
democratic pressure on Parliament to pass the Constitutional Transition Act. Parliament’s refusal to
legislate following a clear public supermajority would be politically unsustainable and historically
indefensible — which is the mechanism of compliance, not a legal claim that Parliament is bound
before it has acted.

Article 6 — Phase Three: Building the Infrastructure

The Transition Authority — a constitutionally independent body of 50 residents selected by sortition
— builds the seven infrastructure deliverables before any authority transfers. It does not govern; it
builds.

The seven deliverables: (1) The Sovereign Digital Network; (2) The Verified Expert Register; (3) Civic
Epistemics Training at National Scale; (4) The Pilot Sortition Assembly Programme; (5) The Legal
Architecture; (6) The National Intranet Content Architecture; (7) The Referendum Code Infrastructure.

No Phase Four authority tranche transfers until the Independent Audit Panel verifies every deliverable
meets constitutional standard.
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Article 7 — Phases Four and Five: Transfer and Completion

Authority transfers in defined, locked tranches beginning at the local level: LSAs first, then CSAs,
finally the NSA. The existing parliamentary system is wound down in step with each verified transfer.
The Transition Authority dissolves upon Phase Five completion. A mandatory public review of the
entire transition is conducted by a fresh sortition panel within one year of Phase Five completion.

Protocol 4: Mental Care Facilities
A Constitutional Chapter governing care-based containment for severe and persistent incapacity

Introductory Statement

Mental Care Facilities exist to serve a single, clearly bounded purpose: the protection and restoration
of civic capacity where an individual is demonstrably unable to adhere to agreed national rules
without posing serious risk to others. They are not prisons. They are not instruments of moral
judgement. They are care-based containment environments activated only at the highest
consequence levels, after lower restorative pathways have failed.

Every individual placed in an MCF retains all Thirty Inviolable Rights and all Sixteen Civic
Guarantees. MCF placement does not suspend any right.

Article 1 — Purpose and Limits

MCFs are used only when it is clearly and demonstrably established that an individual currently
cannot adhere to shared rules without unacceptable risk to others. The focus is on restoration of
capacity, not punishment. Where restoration is not achievable, MCFs function as protective
containment — never as warehousing, exile, or erasure.

No individual may be placed in an MCF on the basis of political views, civil disobedience, or principled
dissent. Placement requires evidence of incapacity constituting a risk of physical harm — not
ideological non-compliance.

Article 2 — Due Process Requirements

MCF admission requires: a proven rule breach established through the standard consequence
pathway; full independent legal representation for the individual at every stage; assessment by a
three-member professional panel (one psychiatrist, one psychologist, one senior mental care
specialist), each assessing independently; consensus or defined supermajority agreement; written
explanation provided to the individual of the reason for placement, the defined period, the criteria for
progression or release, and the schedule of mandatory reviews; and the right of challenge to the NSA
constitutional review function.

Article 3 — Treatment Standards

No individual in an MCF may be subjected to: punitive intent of any kind; medication administered
without agreement of all three panel members and without clinical justification; chemical restraint
except in immediate physical emergencies; or isolation as routine practice.

Article 4 — Review and Release

Every placement is subject to mandatory review at defined intervals. No placement may be extended
without a fresh independent assessment. Every placement terminates automatically upon the defined
period unless actively renewed through due process.
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Protocol 5: Land Stewardship
Inviolable Rules for the Farmer’s Covenant Union (FCU)

Foundational Principle

All land stewardship decisions must prioritise the wellbeing of future generations above all short-term
interests. Land is not a commodity; it is a national inheritance held in trust. These rules bind all who
touch the land and cannot be suspended, diluted, or reinterpreted by any institution without direct
resident consent.

Core Rules

The land belongs to the future: No action may cause permanent soil degradation, irreversible
habitat loss, contamination beyond natural recovery, or destruction of ancient woodland or heritage
ecosystems. Failure to anticipate foreseeable long-term harm is treated as harm itself.

Soil integrity is sacred: Soil must be treated as a living ecosystem. No steward may strip topsoil,
over-till beyond ecological thresholds, introduce persistent synthetic toxins, or compact soil to
biological collapse. Stewards must maintain organic matter, protect soil microbiomes, and use
regenerative cycles.

Water systems must remain clean and alive: All water systems — rivers, streams, wetlands,
aquifers — are protected as national lifelines. No steward may discharge pollutants, obstruct natural
flow, or drain wetlands without ecological justification. Buffer zones, natural floodplains, and spawning
grounds must be protected.

Biodiversity is non-negotiable: Native species diversity must be maintained. No steward may
knowingly introduce invasive species without prior SA approval. Pollinator populations must be
actively supported.

The FCU Soil Health Index: The FCU maintains a national soil-health index including microbial
diversity, carbon content, water retention, nutrient balance, and erosion risk. All metrics are public.
Failure to maintain minimum thresholds triggers mandatory remediation.

BOOK IV — FRAMEWORK ARCHITECTURE

Chapter 1: Defence and State Capacity

The Foundational Principle

A democratic state cannot be founded on harmlessness. Nor can it be sustained by unchecked force.
The legitimacy of state power arises from a specific balance: the possession of decisive capacity,
governed by restraint, exercised only under clear democratic authority.

DD&SA rejects both failure modes of modern governance: a governance architecture that lacks
capacity to act decisively when necessary, and one that possesses power without discipline,
judgement, or democratic oversight. Strength is not the enemy of democracy. Unaccountable strength
is.

Legitimate authority requires capacity with restraint. Restraint has moral weight only where real
capacity exists. Discipline is meaningful only where decisive action is genuinely possible.
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Defence Architecture

Under DD&SA, the Armed Forces are instruments of controlled force in service of the democratic
polity. Their role is functional and ethical — not symbolic, performative, or therapeutic:

• To deter external threats through demonstrated capability

• To act decisively when deterrence fails

• To protect civilians, institutions, and sovereignty

• To cease action immediately when objectives are met or democratic authority is withdrawn

Training doctrine must cultivate: operational capability including physical, tactical, and psychological
readiness; emotional regulation as control, not passivity; judgement under pressure; and professional
restraint grounded in law and command.

The Global Posture

DD&SA’s international posture is: non-ideological; non-evangelical; non-interventionist;
non-expansionist. The United Kingdom, under DD&SA, does not posture. It does not sabre-rattle. It
does not join ideological blocs or chase global leadership for its own sake.

The UK’s defence doctrine is public, transparent, and constitutionally locked. It publishes: the
conditions under which force will be used; the conditions under which force will not be used; the
constitutional limits on executive power; and the national interest tests required for any deployment.
Predictability is a strategic asset. A nation whose principles are publicly known cannot be
manipulated.

The three pillars: Deterrence — militarily capable, technologically advanced, strategically aligned
with national interests, not those of political blocs. Resilience — domestic architecture hardened
against shocks in energy, food, infrastructure, and digital systems. Non-Provocation — no
interference in other nations’ internal politics, no export of ideology, no moralising.

Democratic Oversight

Sortition Assemblies exist to confer legitimacy, set boundaries, and withdraw consent when
necessary. They do not direct tactics. Force without democratic mandate tends toward tyranny.
Deliberation without enforceable capacity tends toward irrelevance. DD&SA binds the two together by
design.

Chapter 2: Economic Framework

Core Metrics

DD&SA measures economic success by three foundational standards: health, wealth, and safety.
GDP and debt ratios are instruments, not objectives.

Health as an economic variable: Health is treated as a productive asset and a constitutional right.
Economic performance is assessed on healthy life expectancy, burden of disease, access latency,
and preventive coverage. Health budgets are set on 10–15 year horizons, indexed to population
ageing and disease burden. Short-term cuts to health are constitutionally restricted. All major
economic frameworks must publish a Health Impact Statement.

Wealth as median security: Wealth is measured by median net worth, household resilience, and
access to productive assets — not by aggregate GDP or the wealth of the few. A Median-First Fiscal
Rule requires that any major tax or spending change publish its impact on the median household’s
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net position. A Household Resilience Index — tracking savings buffer, debt burden, and housing
security — guides fiscal stance.

Safety as systemic resilience: Safety includes physical safety, economic safety, and systemic
safety — the resilience of energy, food, finance, and digital systems. A constitutional “no destitution”
guarantee establishes that no one falls below the defined dignity floor.

Monetary Architecture

DD&SA recognises that the Civic Commonwealth, as the sole issuer of Pound Sterling, cannot
become insolvent in its own currency. Taxation exists to regulate inflation, shape behaviour, and
reduce inequality — not to fund spending in a mechanical accounting sense. The real constraints on
government spending are inflation, real resource availability, and distributional justice — not arbitrary
deficit numbers.

The new metrics: The Domestic Purchasing Power Index (DPPI) measures how effectively the
currency serves the population’s real economic life — median household purchasing power, costs of
essentials across income deciles, and regional differentials. The Intergenerational Wealth Gap (IWG)
measures net asset ownership by age cohort and ensures no framework decision enriches one
generation by impoverishing the next.

Central bank reorientation: The Bank of England’s mandate is extended to include full, dignified
employment and financial stability alongside inflation. Monetary and fiscal framework coordination is
governed by a transparent public framework. The central bank retains operational independence on
interest rate decisions, operating within the mandate set through resident democratic processes.

Managing external vulnerability: Target bands for foreign ownership of gilts are established and
maintained through issuance strategy, regulation, and incentives. Strategic supply chains are
diversified. Critical domestic capacity in energy, food, medicines, and key technologies is maintained
as a safety priority.

Fiscal Principles

Spending priorities: (1) Foundational systems — health, education, care, energy, water, core
infrastructure; (2) Resilience and transition — climate adaptation, SMRs, housing retrofits, digital
security; (3) Opportunity and innovation — research, skills, entrepreneurship, cultural and civic
infrastructure.

Taxation shapes and stabilises: it manages inflation and demand, reduces harmful behaviours, and
reduces extreme inequality. The framing shifts from “we tax to pay for services” to “we tax to keep the
system stable and fair.” Progressive structure with higher effective rates on high incomes and large,
idle wealth; land value taxation and anti-speculation measures.

Governance of Economic Frameworks

Economic governance is overseen by a sortition-based National Economic Assembly, which reviews
macro frameworks — fiscal stance, central bank mandate, foreign ownership bands, dignity floor —
and has amendment powers within constitutional limits. It provides democratic accountability for
economic decisions without enabling the partisan capture that afflicts elected economic governance.
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Chapter 3: Energy — Nuclear and Small Modular Reactors

The Historical Record

From the late 1960s to the early 1970s, nuclear power plants in the United States and Europe were
built quickly, operated reliably, and delivered enormous amounts of clean electricity. Then
construction slowed — not because the technology failed, not because people were being harmed,
but because fear replaced evidence, and regulatory accumulation replaced engineering judgement.

The historical record is now clear. Nuclear power has caused fewer deaths per unit of energy
produced than coal, oil, gas, hydroelectric dams, and even rooftop solar. Major nuclear accidents —
while serious — have resulted in far fewer health impacts than initially feared, often with no
measurable increase in cancer or mortality in surrounding populations. The greatest harms from
nuclear accidents have come from panic, displacement, and political decisions — not from radiation
exposure itself.

Meanwhile, fossil fuels cause millions of premature deaths globally every year through air pollution.
This is not opinion. It is settled historical record.

Small Modular Reactors

DD&SA’s energy strategy centres on Small Modular Reactors (SMRs). These are not scaled-down
versions of old plants; they are a new generation of design, informed by more than half a century of
operational experience.

The Rolls-Royce SMR design (470–500 MW nominal output) underpins a 21-hub national vision.
Underground siting as a matter of prudent engineering provides physical shielding, protection from
extreme weather and external attack, and separation from civilian life — not secrecy, but sensible
design.

Why SMRs are fundamentally different from their predecessors: They are smaller, standardised
rather than bespoke, built in factories under controlled conditions, and installed as modules. Passive
safety systems mean that loss of power causes automatic shutdown and natural cooling without
pumps or human intervention. The most important single advance in nuclear history is the elimination
of the need for “human heroics” when things go wrong.

Cost envelope (2026 FOAK estimates): A single underground 470–500 MW unit with site preparation
and underground space engineered for three additional identical units costs in the range of £3.5–6.0
billion, with a mid-range realistic figure of approximately £4.5 billion for a brownfield coastal or
industrial legacy site. Per-MW cost for the first unit: £7,450–12,800/kW. After 5–10 units across 21
sites, learning curve effects reduce marginal costs by 30–50%. Levelised cost of electricity:
£60–90/MWh for early units, declining to £35–55/MWh at fleet scale — competitive with offshore wind
plus storage when firm baseload value is accounted for.

Democratic Oversight

Nuclear power has historically suffered from lack of public trust because decisions were made behind
closed doors. DD&SA changes this. Each facility is overseen by resident assemblies selected by
sortition. Safety and monitoring data are published continuously. Expansion or modification requires
democratic approval. Regulatory rules are fixed at approval and cannot shift mid-construction. This is
not blind trust. It is shared civic responsibility.



A COMPLETE CONSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORKDDSA-CONST-COMPLETE-001

Page 30 of 36

We are not hiding nuclear power. We are not pretending it carries no risk. We are stating plainly:
modern nuclear power — specifically small modular reactors — is safer, cleaner, more reliable, and
more transparent than the energy systems we currently accept without question.

BOOK V — INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

The Covenant of Continuity
Between the United Kingdom and the Commonwealth of Free Nations

Foundational Declaration

This Covenant is not an act of inheritance, restoration, dominance, or nostalgia. It is an offer of
association by choice, founded on sovereignty, equality, and continuity. The United Kingdom, under
DD&SA, does not seek to rule, absorb, command, or direct any nation. Nor does it seek ideological
alignment, economic dependency, or cultural conformity.

This Covenant exists for one purpose only: to enable free nations to cooperate in survival, stability,
and long-horizon continuity without surrendering self-governance.

Article I — Voluntary Association

Participation in this Covenant is entirely voluntary, revocable by sovereign decision at any time
without penalty, and equal among all signatories. No nation entering this Covenant surrenders its
constitution, its laws, its cultural identity, or its internal governance. Association does not imply
subordination.

Article II — Sovereign Equality

All signatory nations are fully sovereign, equal in standing, and non-hierarchical in their relationship to
each other and to this Covenant. There exists no central authority, no supranational government, and
no binding political command. Coordination replaces control. Mutual consent replaces coercion.

Article III — Mutual Non-Interference

Signatory nations affirm: absolute non-interference in domestic governance; no regime manipulation;
no covert influence operations; no economic coercion. Internal affairs remain internal.

Article IV — Cooperation Domains

The Covenant enables structured, opt-in cooperation in: disaster response and humanitarian relief;
infrastructure resilience; medical and pandemic defence; maritime and trade route stability; cyber and
information defence; scientific and environmental continuity. Participation in any domain is opt-in, not
compulsory.

Article V — Defensive Coordination

This Covenant is defensive in nature. It does not mandate foreign troop basing, forced military
alignment, or automatic war participation. Mutual assistance is governed by clear thresholds, civilian
protection doctrine, and transparent activation conditions. No nation is compelled to accept casualties
in defence of another’s prestige.

Article VI — Withdrawal

Any signatory may withdraw without penalty, without sanction, and without retaliation. This Covenant
survives only so long as it remains useful, fair, and trusted. A structure that must trap its members
has already failed.
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BOOK VI — THREAT AND VULNERABILITY REGISTER
A comprehensive analysis of every identified axis on which the DD&SA framework could fail, be
compromised, or be effectively argued against.

The Threat Register is a record of intellectual honesty. Publishing an honest, detailed analysis of the
framework’s vulnerabilities before opponents do is not weakness. It is the opposite. It demonstrates
good faith, pre-empts bad-faith attacks, and signals that the architects of this framework have thought
harder about failure modes than the critics have.

Threats marked with an asterisk (*) represent genuine open problems with no current solution.

Domain A — Political Threats
A1 — Hostile Parliamentary Capture [CRITICAL/Existential]

Any transition requires parliamentary cooperation at some stage. A hostile parliamentary majority can
block enabling legislation, defund pilot programmes, introduce wrecking amendments, or refuse
debate.

Response: The framework does not begin in Parliament and does not depend on Parliament’s
goodwill. Parliament’s role is limited to passing the Constitutional Transition Act after the 60%+
referendum result — which it cannot credibly refuse. The democratic pressure of a supermajority
referendum result makes refusal politically unsustainable. This is the mechanism of compliance.

A2 — Party Political Reframing [HIGH/Severe]

Parties will reframe DD&SA in terms that mobilise tribal loyalties: - Right: “Unelected bureaucracy
replacing democratic accountability.” - Left: “Random selection will over-represent the privileged —
working-class organisation requires political parties.” - Populist: “Elites replacing your vote with a
lottery they control.” - Liberal: “Minority rights cannot be protected by random majorities.”

Each reframe contains a kernel of genuine concern. The liberal and left reframes in particular identify
real structural tensions. The left reframe’s concern about working-class representation is best
addressed by pointing to the history of working-class political parties: their capture by professional
politicians, union bureaucracies, and donor interests is precisely the pathology DD&SA eliminates.
The liberal reframe is addressed by the constitutional entrenchment of minority rights in the Thirty
Inviolable Rights, which no sortition majority can override.

A3 — Bloc Infiltration of Sortition [HIGH/Severe]

Organised political factions could game the system by ensuring their members apply
disproportionately for assembly roles.

Response: The demographic validity threshold and stratified selection mitigate ideological bloc
infiltration, but do not eliminate it. The prohibition on assembly members communicating privately with
external advocates, combined with the adversarial briefing system, reduces the effectiveness of any
bloc presence.

A4 — Constitutional Crisis During Transition [CRITICAL/Existential]

Civic Hearing Chambers — appointed under the existing system, with institutional loyalty to existing
constitutional arrangements — will tend to find in favour of Parliamentary sovereignty when DD&SA
structures challenge existing authority.
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Response: The framework must derive legitimacy from democratic mandate, not constitutional claim.
A 60%+ supermajority referendum result creates political legitimacy that no Civic Hearing ruling can
fully extinguish — the Hearing Chamber may be legally correct and politically irrelevant
simultaneously.

A5 — The Strongman Opportunity* [CRITICAL/Existential]

Transitional periods of institutional uncertainty are historically the most fertile conditions for
authoritarian consolidation. The framework has no mechanism for preventing the democratic election
of a government committed to reversing the transition.

Response: The only protection is successful, visible implementation before a hostile government
takes power. The sequenced legitimacy strategy is existentially important. Speed in Phases Three
and Four — without compromising quality — is a security imperative.

Domain B — Social Threats
B1 — Participation Fatigue [HIGH/Severe]

DD&SA asks significantly more of residents than the current system. Over time, those who engage
repeatedly will be those with civic temperament and available time — which is, structurally, a
self-selected elite regardless of how it was designed.

Response: Compensation mechanisms help with assembly service. Mandatory short terms and strict
non-recurrence provisions prevent any individual’s civic involvement from becoming a career. The
pre-qualification training is designed to be accessible, not selective.

B2 — The Disinformation Ecosystem [CRITICAL/Existential]

The National Intranet provides verified information within its walls. The rest of the information
environment continues to operate outside it. Residents make decisions informed partly by the Intranet
and partly by an external ecosystem that may be actively hostile.

Response: No closed information system can seal a modern democracy against external influence.
The investment in Civic Epistemics Training is the primary defence: a population trained to evaluate
claims and identify motivated framing is more resilient to disinformation than one that relies on a
trusted information source.

B3 — Digital Exclusion [HIGH/Severe]

The Sovereign Digital Network must be accessible to all residents regardless of digital literacy,
disability, or economic circumstance.

Response: Three resident access tiers are constitutionally required: National Civic Terminals in every
community; Home Civic Units for all households; and Assisted Voting Mode for residents who require
human support. No resident is disenfranchised by digital access barriers.

Domain C — Economic Threats
C1 — Market Reaction to Monetary Architecture [CRITICAL/Existential]

The monetary architecture — particularly the reorientation of the central bank’s mandate and the
management of foreign gilt ownership — will trigger market reaction. Bond markets may price in
sovereign risk. Currency depreciation pressure may follow.
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Response: Sequencing matters critically. Monetary reorientation is a Phase Four or Five
development, by which time the democratic mandate is established and the narrative has shifted from
“radical experiment” to “implemented system.” The gradual repatriation of gilt ownership reduces
exposure to bond vigilante pressure over the transition period.

C2 — Capital Flight [HIGH/Severe]

Major economic reforms may trigger capital outflow.

Response: The Sovereign Friction Fee — a sliding-scale fee on foreign capital entries and exits within
a 365-day window — discourages speculative hot money flows while not impeding long-term
productive investment.

Domain D — Institutional Threats
D1 — Secretariat Capture [HIGH/Severe]

The roles that sortition does not fill — secretariat functions, facilitation staff, information architects —
may be more, not less, powerful in a DD&SA system than in a parliamentary one, because they are
less visible.

Response: All secretariat and facilitation functions are subject to term limits, public appointment
processes, and independent audit. No secretariat member may hold a position for more than five
years in any ten-year period.

D2 — Epistemic Capture of the NSA [HIGH/Severe]

The NSA’s information-verification function, while non-legislative, is powerful. Those who control what
information reaches residents shape decisions without appearing to govern.

Response: The adversarial briefing system, the Resident Comprehension Panel, the annual resident
audit of the Expert Register, and the non-recurrence provisions for NSA membership collectively
address this. No single school of thought, institution, or network can achieve sustained control of the
NSA’s information function.

Domain E — Geopolitical Threats
E1 — External Pressure on the Transition [HIGH/Severe]

Foreign governments with strategic interests in the UK’s current political arrangements may apply
pressure, economic or otherwise, to prevent transition.

E2 — NATO and Alliance Obligations [HIGH/Severe]

DD&SA’s non-interventionist posture may create tension with existing alliance obligations that require
participation in collective military action.

Response: The framework’s defence posture explicitly preserves the right of collective self-defence.
What it does not preserve is the obligation to participate in offensive military action beyond the UK’s
territorial interests. This requires renegotiation of alliance terms — which is legitimate democratic
statecraft, not defection.

APPENDIX A — ILLUSTRATIVE SCENARIOS
How DD&SA resolves complex and ambiguous cases.
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These scenarios illustrate the framework in operation. They are indicative — not precedents. Each
real case will be assessed on its specific evidence by the relevant assembly.

Scenario 1 — Conflicting Evidence in a Police Encounter

A police officer stops a resident late at night. The resident alleges unnecessary force. The officer
alleges non-compliance. Bodycam footage is partial. No neutral witnesses.

DD&SA Resolution: Evidence is uploaded and reviewed. The Magistrate asks only: “Did the officer
or resident clearly violate a specific rule?” When the answer is indeterminate, no non-adherence
certificate is issued. Neither party is punished. The footage is flagged for procedural review. The local
assembly mandates equipment or protocol correction. Public log updated anonymously. The system
corrects process, not people, when facts are unclear.

Scenario 2 — False Information on the National Intranet

A resident posts a claim that a water treatment plant is poisoning residents. The claim spreads
rapidly.

DD&SA Resolution: The claim is automatically flagged as Unverified – High Impact. A Verification
Panel reviews plant data logs, independent water tests, health service statistics, and maintenance
records. The claim is found false. The Magistrate applies proportionate consequence under the Rules
and Consequences framework. Correction is posted publicly. The resident retains the right of
challenge and independent legal representation at every stage. The Guarantee of Communicative
Freedom does not protect verified deception disseminated as factual public information on the
National Intranet.

Scenario 3 — Organised Protest Blocking a Major Road

A large group blocks a major road to protest an infrastructure project.

DD&SA Resolution: The obstruction rule is applied without ideological judgment. Police clear the
route with evidence recorded. Proportionate consequence is applied to organisers and participants
who refused to disperse after lawful direction. The right of protest is fully protected. The right to
obstruct essential transport infrastructure is not. Protesters retain access to the formal proposal
pathway: 1 million signatures triggers a formal Civic Rule or framework vote. Protest as political
communication is constitutionally protected; physical obstruction is addressed as a distinct matter
without reference to the cause motivating it.

Scenario 4 — Claimed Discrimination Without Documentary Evidence

A resident claims denial of employment due to discrimination. No written evidence. No witnesses.

DD&SA Resolution: The hiring criteria, applicant scores, decision logs, and anonymous pattern
analysis are reviewed. Where no rule breach is evidenced, no consequence is assigned. Both parties
receive a clear, reasoned determination. The systemic pattern analysis — conducted anonymously
and aggregated — may identify structural concerns warranting framework review by the relevant
assembly.

APPENDIX B — RESIDENT’S PLAIN LANGUAGE GUIDE
This is your guide to how the system works. No jargon. No legal padding.

Power belongs to you — not politicians. All real power belongs to the verified residents of the
British Isles. No politician, party, corporation, military, or institution is allowed to rule over the people.
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There are no rulers. No political classes. No permanent leaders. Every major decision is made by
direct vote.

There are no political parties or career politicians. Laws are not written by elites. They are
decided by national public vote — after proper deliberation and evidence review. Sortition Assemblies
manage the process. They do not make the rules.

Your basic rights can never be removed. There are thirty inviolable rights and sixteen civic
guarantees. They cannot be cancelled — even in emergencies. If any system breaks these rules, it
automatically becomes illegal and void.

You control the big decisions. Only the public can approve national rules, major spending, war and
defence, international treaties, emergency powers, and constitutional changes. No committee can
override the people’s vote.

Sortition Assemblies are not rulers. Assemblies are random groups of residents chosen by civic
lottery. They check evidence, apply fair consequences, audit institutions, and protect residents from
institutional overreach. They do not rule. They do not make ideology. They are tools, not masters.

The National Intranet belongs to the people. It is public infrastructure for voting, civic records, and
verified public information. It can never be sold, privatised, politically controlled, or algorithmically
manipulated. Information is a utility, like water and electricity.

No one is left without necessities. The civic floor guarantees food, clean water, energy, shelter,
and medical stability to every resident. This is not charity. It is a constitutional right.

Consequences, not punishment. When rules are broken, the response is proportionate,
evidence-based, time-limited, and directed toward repair and reintegration. No human being is
disposable. Every consequence includes a path back to full civic participation.

APPENDIX C — NOTE ON THE RESIDENTS’ ASSEMBLY
EVIDENCE
In 2022, the UCL Constitution Unit convened a Residents’ Assembly on Democracy in the United
Kingdom: 67 randomly selected residents, carefully recruited to be demographically representative,
who deliberated over six weekends on the question “How should democracy in the UK work?” Their
resolution on deliberative processes (Resolution 5, supported by 90% of members) stated that
citizens’ assemblies should “complement, not supplant, the representative system.”

This finding deserves direct and honest engagement rather than avoidance, because DD&SA
includes the report as supporting material and because intellectual honesty requires it.

What the UCL Assembly confirms that supports DD&SA’s case: The quality of resident
deliberation was high. Representatives residents, given time, neutral expert input, and structured
process, produced thoughtful and coherent conclusions. The competence objection fails: ordinary
residents are capable of rigorous democratic deliberation.

What the UCL Assembly’s conclusions do not support: The Assembly’s recommendation to
complement rather than replace the representative system. This is the finding that requires honest
engagement.
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The honest explanation: The UCL Assembly’s mandate was specifically scoped to reform of the
existing system. Its terms of reference did not invite deliberation on the question of whether the
representative system itself should be replaced. Its deliberation occurred over six weekends — a
fraction of the six-month mandate that DD&SA’s National Residents’ Assembly on Governance would
receive. And critically: the UCL Assembly was not informed by the full body of structural evidence
regarding representative failure that forms DD&SA’s core case. An assembly given different terms of
reference, a longer mandate, and access to the scholarly evidence base that Gilens and Page, Olson,
Manin, and others provide, might reach different conclusions.

The test that matters: DD&SA’s own Transition Pathway includes a National Residents’ Assembly
on Governance with a genuine mandate to examine all governance alternatives, recommend against
transition if warranted, and whose conclusion — if adverse — would halt the process. That is the
proper test, and the framework invites it.

This document represents the complete and authoritative statement of Direct Democracy & Sortition
Assemblies. It is a living framework — designed to be revised, improved, and ultimately administered
by the residents it serves.

Ian R Graham BA (Hons), 2026

— END OF DOCUMENT —


