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How to Read This Register

This register maps every identified axis on which the DD&SA framework could fail, be compromised
from within, be attacked from without, or be effectively argued against by organised political, social,
economic, or religious opposition. It is organised into eight domains. Each threat is assessed at four
severity levels:

Threats marked with an asterisk (*) have no current solution in the framework or the Solutions
Addendum and represent genuine open problems.

DOMAIN A
Political Threats

How organised political power resists, subverts, or dismantles the framework

Al — Hostile Parliamentary Capture

The most immediate political threat. Any transition requires Parliamentary cooperation at some stage.
A hostile parliamentary majority — which is the most likely condition, since the parties with most to
lose control Parliament — can block enabling legislation, defund pilot programmes, introduce
wrecking amendments, or simply refuse to schedule debate.

The deeper problem: even a sympathetic Parliament can be replaced. A DD&SA-enabling
government could win one election, begin implementation, and be reversed by the next election
before Phase 1 completes. The framework needs the referendum mandate to be constitutionally
binding on subsequent parliaments — which requires the referendum to be held under specific legal
conditions that Parliament must first create.

A2 — Party Political Reframing
Organised parties will not attack DD&SA on its merits. They will reframe it in terms that mobilise
existing tribal loyalties:

e Right reframe: 'Unelected bureaucracy replacing democratic accountability — this is technocracy
without a vote.'

e Left reframe: 'Random selection will over-represent the privileged — genuine representation
requires organised working-class political parties.'

e Populist reframe: 'Elites replacing your vote with a lottery they control — this is democracy being
stolen from you.'

e Liberal reframe: 'Minority rights cannot be protected by random majorities — sortition assemblies
could vote to remove rights.'

A3 — Spoiler Candidacy Within the System

Once sortition is operational, organised political factions could attempt to game it from within. Not by
winning elections — there are none — but by ensuring their members apply disproportionately for
assembly roles, expert positions, and secretariat functions, creating a de facto party presence inside
a formally non-partisan system.
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A4 — Constitutional Crisis During Transition

The transition period creates a dual-authority problem. If DD&SA assemblies are operating alongside
existing Parliamentary structures, who has final authority when they conflict? Courts will be asked to
adjudicate. The judiciary — appointed under the existing system, with institutional loyalty to existing
constitutional arrangements — will tend to find in favour of Parliamentary sovereignty.

A5 — The Strongman Opportunity *

Transitional periods of institutional uncertainty are historically the most fertile conditions for
authoritarian consolidation. A charismatic leader who offers 'stability' and ‘clarity’ against the ‘chaos’
of transition could gain significant popular support precisely when DD&SA is most visible and least
proven. The framework has no mechanism for preventing the democratic election of a government
committed to reversing the transition.

DOMAIN B
Social Threats

How social dynamics, culture, and demographic realities undermine the framework

B1 — Participation Fatigue

DD&SA asks significantly more of residents than the current system. Sortition assembly service, civic
duty days, direct participation in decisions, engagement with the National Intranet. Over time, the
residents who engage repeatedly will be those with civic temperament and available time. Those
without will disengage. The system will gradually be populated by the civically motivated — which is,
structurally, a self-selected elite, regardless of how it was designed.

B2 — The Disinformation Ecosystem

The National Intranet provides verified information within its walls. The rest of the information
environment — social media, international news, foreign state media, domestic anti-DD&SA outlets
— continues to operate outside it. Residents will be making decisions informed partly by the Intranet
and partly by an external ecosystem that may be actively hostile and systematically misleading.

B3 — Cultural Resistance to Process

British political culture is deeply adversarial. The Westminster tradition, the PMQs format, the
combative media interview, the tribal fan-culture of party politics — these are not merely institutions.
They are cultural habits embedded across generations. Asking residents to replace this with
evidence-based deliberation, Speaking Finger rules, and respectful assembly process is asking for a
cultural transformation that formal structures cannot compel.

B4 — Class and Educational Stratification of Deliberation

Deliberative quality is not equally distributed. The ability to articulate arguments clearly, engage with
evidence, tolerate uncertainty, and influence group discussion through legitimate means is heavily
correlated with educational background and socioeconomic status. Stratified sortition ensures
demographic representation. It does not ensure equal deliberative influence within the assembled
group.
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B5 — Generational Conflict *

Older demographics vote and participate at higher rates than younger ones. A voluntary participation
system will over-represent older residents in practice regardless of design. Older residents may
consistently vote for policies that protect existing asset values (housing, pensions) at the expense of
younger residents' interests. The framework has no mechanism for weighting decisions by
intergenerational impact beyond aspirational language about future generations.

B6 — Social Media Mobilisation Against Decisions

When a sortition assembly produces a decision that a mobilised social group strongly disagrees with
— an abortion ruling, an immigration policy, an environmental decision — that group will use social
media to delegitimise the decision, attack individual assembly members, and create public pressure
to reverse or ignore the outcome. Assembly members are private residents, not politicians. They have
no PR support, no party machine, and no experience of public hostility.

DOMAIN C
Economic Threats

How economic actors, market dynamics, and financial systems resist or undermine the framework

C1 — Capital Flight During Transition

The announcement of transition to DD&SA — with its implications for tax structure, debt policy,
corporate regulation, and property rights — would trigger immediate capital flight from UK financial
markets. High-net-worth individuals and institutional investors would relocate assets to jurisdictions
with more predictable regulatory environments. This is not speculation: it occurs with every credible
left-of-centre government election, and DD&SA is more structurally radical than any such
government.

C2 — Corporate Lobbying Transformation

The current system is captured by corporate lobbying because lobbying targets politicians who need
campaign funding and media support. DD&SA removes those targets. But corporate interests do not
disappear — they adapt. The new capture targets would be: the Expert Pool application process, the
Proposals Committee, the Intranet's classification system, the assembly secretariat, and the civic
education curriculum.

C3 — The National Equity Fund Strategy Risks *

The Sovereign Repatriation Mandate proposes reducing foreign ownership of UK debt from ~30% to
5% over 15 years while implementing a Monetary Sovereignty Act declaring that government cannot
run out of its own currency. The MMT-adjacent framework is operationally coherent in its own terms
but carries specific risks the document acknowledges only partially:

e Reducing foreign bond holdings requires finding domestic buyers — pension funds, banks,
institutional investors — who may not absorb the supply without yield increases

e Yield increases on domestic debt increase the cost of public borrowing even for a currency-issuing
state

e Sterling devaluation from reduced foreign demand for UK assets increases import costs and
inflation
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e Inflation management through taxation (the MMT mechanism) requires precisely the kind of rapid
fiscal response that sortition deliberation is structurally slow to provide

C4 — Property Rights and the Housing Crisis

UK homeownership rates (~65%) mean that a majority of residents have a direct financial stake in
maintaining or increasing property values. Any DD&SA framework decision that threatens those
values — land value tax, community land trusts, restrictions on speculative investment — will face
majority opposition from residents whose primary personal wealth is in their home.

C5 — The Three-Day Working Week Economics

The three-day working week proposal is presented as a quality-of-life improvement. It has significant
macroeconomic implications that the framework does not fully address: productivity effects,
international competitiveness, labour cost increases for employers, implications for care and service
industries that require 7-day coverage, and effects on pension adequacy for workers with lower
lifetime earnings.

DOMAIN D
Religious & Ideological Threats

How faith communities, ideological movements, and value-based organised groups contest the
framework

D1 — The Secular Constitution Challenge

The DD&SA constitution is explicitly secular. It 'governs systems, not beliefs' and excludes religious
authority from civic decision-making. For significant portions of the UK population — practising
Christians, Muslims, Sikhs, Jews, Hindus — faith is not a separate domain from civic life. It is the
source of moral authority, the framework for ethical decision-making, and the community within which
identity is formed.

D2 — Islamic Community Opposition

The UK's Muslim communities (approximately 3.9 million) represent the most organised and internally
coherent religious community likely to mount structured opposition. Specific DD&SA proposals create
direct conflict with Islamic legal and ethical frameworks:

e The prohibition on religious authority in governance conflicts with concepts of shura (consultation)
and Islamic governance principles

e The consequence framework's rejection of punishment-based justice conflicts with hudud principles
e Family law provisions may conflict with Islamic family structures

e The National Intranet's definition of ‘'verified truth’ on contested ethical questions will be
experienced as imposing secular values

D3 — Christian Social Conservative Mobilisation

Evangelical and traditional Catholic communities will oppose specific DD&SA outcomes on abortion,
end-of-life decisions, family structure, and sex education in the civic curriculum. More fundamentally,
they will argue that a randomly selected assembly has no moral authority to make decisions on
matters that are, in their framework, subject to divine rather than civic authority.
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D4 — Ideological Movement Infiltration

Organised ideological movements — not necessarily religious — pose a specific infiltration risk
distinct from individual capture. A movement (environmental, nationalist, socialist, libertarian) that
systematically trains its members in deliberative skills, encourages mass application for assembly and
expert roles, and coordinates its members' contributions within assemblies can punch far above its
demographic weight.

D5 — The 'Playing God' Argument Against MCFs *

The MCF framework's rejection of punishment in favour of restoration will be attacked on religious
grounds by communities for whom punishment is a morally necessary response to wrongdoing — not
merely a pragmatic deterrent but a moral requirement that restores cosmic order. This argument is
deeply held, transcends specific faiths, and resonates with secular moral intuitions about desert and
justice.

DOMAIN E
Structural & Systemic Threats

How the system's own architecture creates failure conditions over time

E1l — The Permanent Secretariat Problem

Sortition assemblies rotate. The secretariat that supports them — administrative staff, information
managers, logistics coordinators, procedural experts — does not. Over time, the secretariat
accumulates knowledge of how to navigate the system, relationships with expert pool regulars, and
informal influence over how questions are framed and processes are run. This is bureaucratic capture
through competence rather than through intent.

E2 — The Agenda-Setting Monopoly

The Proposals Committee and agenda-setting functions determine what questions assemblies
consider and how those questions are framed. Framing determines outcomes more reliably than
almost any other variable in deliberative research. The framework rotates assembly members. It does
not appear to rotate the agenda-setting function with equivalent rigour.

E3 — Cascade Failure in Interconnected Decisions

Modern governance involves deeply interconnected policy domains. An energy decision affects
economic policy, which affects housing, which affects social care, which affects health. Sortition
assemblies handling these domains separately, with different membership and different timeframes,
will produce decisions that are locally coherent but systemically contradictory.

E4 — The Speed Asymmetry

Deliberative democracy is structurally slow. It requires briefing time, deliberation periods, review
cycles, and ratification processes. The problems it must address are increasingly fast-moving:
financial crises, pandemics, cyber attacks, extreme weather events, geopolitical shocks. The
emergency protocol addresses acute crises. It does not address the medium-speed problems that
develop over weeks and months — faster than the assembly cycle but slower than emergency
protocol thresholds.
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E5 — Constitutional Rigidity Becoming a Liability *

The framework's 12 permanent, unamendable constitutional articles are designed as a protection
against authoritarian capture. They could become a liability in two scenarios: first, if one of the 12
articles contains a flaw that future generations need to correct; second, if circumstances change
sufficiently that a previously sound principle becomes actively harmful. Truly unamendable
constitutions have no precedent in durable governance — every long-lasting constitutional system
has amendment mechanisms, however difficult.

E6 — The Minority Rights Ratchet

The framework guarantees minority rights as inviolable. But it does not specify a mechanism for
extending rights to groups not currently recognised when the constitution was written. New rights
claims — for future Al entities, for non-human animals, for environmental systems, for groups
currently unrecognised — cannot be added through ordinary assembly processes if the constitutional
articles are truly immutable.

DOMAIN F
Technological Threats

How the technical infrastructure creates systemic vulnerabilities

F1 — The Single Point of Failure Architecture

The Sovereign Digital Network is described as physically isolated, quantum-secured, and air-gapped.
This architecture makes it resistant to external network attack. It makes it acutely vulnerable to
physical attack, insider threat, and technical failure. An air-gapped system cannot be remotely
patched or updated without physical access — which means maintenance windows create
vulnerability periods, and software updates require physical infrastructure access across multiple
sites.

F2 — Quantum Security Assumptions

The framework's security architecture assumes gquantum encryption provides unbreakable security.
This is currently true. It will not remain true indefinitely. Quantum computers capable of breaking
current encryption standards are a matter of when, not if — most security experts estimate 10-20
years for cryptographically relevant quantum computers. The framework commits to quantum security
as a permanent architectural feature without a mechanism for responding to cryptographic advances.

F3 — Al Classification Drift

The National Intranet's Al classification system will, over time, exhibit drift — gradual shifts in
classification patterns that do not reflect changes in the underlying evidence but reflect changes in
training data, feedback loops, and edge case handling. This drift may be imperceptible in individual
instances but cumulative over years. The Resident Audit Panel provides oversight but can only audit
what it can see — systematic drift in borderline cases between Layer 1 and Layer 2 classifications
would be extremely difficult to detect.
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F4 — The Digital Exclusion Residual

The framework's three-tier access system (civic terminals, home units, assisted voting) is more
comprehensive than any existing e-governance system. It still leaves a residual excluded population:
people with severe cognitive disabilities, people in informal housing without address registration,
undocumented residents, and people whose life circumstances make even assisted access
structurally inaccessible.

DOMAIN G
Geopolitical Threats

How foreign states, international institutions, and global systems challenge the framework

G1 — Foreign State Interference

A UK implementing DD&SA represents both a threat and an opportunity to foreign states. States with
authoritarian governance models — Russia, China — have a direct interest in demonstrating that
demaocratic reforms fail. States with oligarchic economic interests — including nominally democratic
ones — have financial interests in maintaining the UK's current regulatory and financial architecture.
Both have demonstrated willingness and capability to interfere in domestic democratic processes.

G2 — NATO Alliance Stress

The framework proposes a defence posture of non-provocation, non-intervention, and strategic
independence. NATO is a mutual defence alliance whose effectiveness depends on credible
collective commitment. A UK that publicly declares it will only engage militarily in direct territorial
defence undermines collective deterrence — other alliance members' security calculations depend on
UK participation in collective response scenarios.

G3 — International Financial Institution Pressure

The IMF, World Bank, and credit rating agencies represent a form of international governance over
domestic economic policy. The framework's Monetary Sovereignty Act and National Equity Fund
strategy would trigger immediate IMF concern, credit rating downgrades, and potentially conditionality
pressure if the UK required any external financial support during transition. These institutions have
significant leverage and have historically used it to reverse domestic policy reforms in economically
vulnerable states.

G4 — The Contagion Threat from Success

If DD&SA succeeds visibly, other nations' populations will demand similar reforms. This makes
DD&SA a geopolitical threat to every government that fears it. The response from threatened
governments would not be neutral observation — it would include active diplomatic pressure,
economic leverage, and support for domestic opposition to the framework.

DOMAIN H
Philosophical & Argumentative Threats

The strongest intellectual cases against the framework that cannot be dismissed
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H1 — The Epistocracy Argument

The most coherent philosophical challenge to sortition is not from authoritarians but from liberal
democrats: Jason Brennan's 'Against Democracy' argues that political decisions require political
knowledge, that most residents lack that knowledge, and that therefore weighting all resident input
equally produces systematically worse outcomes than weighting by competence. The framework's
pre-qualification threshold is a partial concession to this argument — but it makes the threshold do
more work than it can bear.

H2 — The Legitimacy Without Consent Argument

Democratic legitimacy in the Western tradition rests on the consent of the governed — expressed
through the act of voting. A resident who votes, even for a losing candidate, has participated in
conferring legitimacy on the outcome. A resident who is selected by sortition did not consent to serve.
A resident whose assembly makes a decision they disagree with had no mechanism for withholding
consent. The framework's legitimacy claim rests on participation and transparency rather than on
consent — which is a weaker philosophical foundation than it appears.

H3 — The Stability-Legitimacy Trade-Off

Political science research consistently finds that regime stability is more important than regime quality
for population welfare in most circumstances. The social costs of governance transitions —
uncertainty, institutional disruption, economic volatility, civic conflict — often exceed the costs of the
imperfect system being replaced, especially in the short to medium term. The framework needs to
make the case not just that DD&SA is better in equilibrium, but that the transition costs are justified by
the equilibrium gains.

H4 — The Tyranny of the Uninformed Majority

John Stuart Mill's fear in Considerations on Representative Government — that universal suffrage
without educational qualification would produce the tyranny of an uninformed majority — applies with
equal or greater force to sortition. A randomly selected assembly may be demographically
representative while being systematically uninformed on the specific questions it must decide. The
adversarial briefing protocol helps. It does not guarantee informed outcomes, and it cannot guarantee
that assemblies will distinguish between well-evidenced and poorly-evidenced expert positions.

H5 — The Paradox of Founding Values *

The framework's constitution encodes specific values — autonomy, secularism, evidence-based
reasoning, individual dignity — as permanent and unamendable. This is philosophically necessary to
prevent future assemblies from dismantling the system. It is also philosophically self-defeating: a
framework that claims to rest on popular sovereignty but embeds specific values as beyond popular
revision is not, at its foundations, a system of popular sovereignty. It is a system of popular
sovereignty within the constraints of the founders' values.

Synthesis — The Threat Hierarchy

Across all eight domains, five threats stand out as genuinely existential — capable of preventing
implementation or causing systemic collapse regardless of the quality of the framework's design:

The five open problems marked with asterisks (*) — the Strongman Opportunity, the National Equity
Fund transition economics, generational weighting, unamendable constitution risks, and the Paradox

Page 11 of 12



DDSA-THREAT-001 COMPLETE THREAT & VULNERABILITY REGISTER

of Founding Values — represent genuine gaps that the framework has not yet solved and that the
Solutions Addendum does not fully close. These are the next generation of work.

Closing Note

The breadth of this threat register should not be read as a case against the framework. Every
governance system, examined at this level of rigour, produces a comparable register. The difference
is that most governance systems were never examined this rigorously before implementation — they
accumulated their failure modes through decades of operational experience rather than anticipating
them in advance.

The DD&SA framework is in a position that is genuinely unusual in political history: it has the
opportunity to design against known failure modes before implementation rather than after. That
opportunity is what makes this register valuable rather than discouraging. Every threat identified here
is a design brief, not a verdict.

The Standard Not 'is this system perfect?' — no system involving humans ever is. The standard is:
does this system fail less badly, less often, and more recoverably than what it replaces? On that
standard, a well-designed DD&SA sitill clears the bar. The work is to make the design well enough
that the bar-clearing is not merely theoretical.
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Page 12 of 12



