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SECTION ONE — DIAGNOSTIC ARCHITECTURE

Preamble: The Nature of the Problem

The four-tier system diagnosed in this document does not operate as four separate
mechanisms. It operates as a single integrated machine of institutional capture — each tier
producing outputs that the others require to function. A think tank produces intellectual
legitimacy. A lobbyist translates that legitimacy into legislative access. A network of
government influencers embeds the resulting position into regulatory, advisory, and civil
service structures. A representative government enacts it as civic statute, shielded from
meaningful democratic review by the very complexity of the machine that generated it.

To dismantle any one tier in isolation is to dismantle a gear whilst leaving the engine running.
This framework is designed as a total architecture — systemic, sequenced, and structurally
irreversible. It does not propose reform. It proposes replacement.

1.1 — Tier One: The Think Tank Industrial Complex

Think tanks are nominally independent research and policy organisations operating in the
space between academia, government, and the media. In practice, the majority of the United
Kingdom's most influential think tanks are neither independent nor primarily research-driven.



They are advocacy organisations funded by concentrated private and corporate interests,
operating under charitable or non-profit status that confers tax advantages, epistemic
legitimacy, and protection from the disclosure requirements applied to political parties and
lobbyists.

Key anatomy features of the think tank industrial complex in the British Isles include the
following. Funding is typically opaque: most think tanks are not legally required to disclose
their donors, and many actively resist such disclosure. Staffing is drawn from the same political
class they claim to scrutinise — former ministers, senior civil servants, and special advisers
rotate freely between government and think tank roles. Output takes the form of research
papers, policy briefings, media commentary, and parliamentary submissions — formats that
carry the appearance of independent expertise whilst serving predetermined conclusions.

The think tank's primary capture mechanism is epistemic: it manufactures the Overton
Window. By producing a steady stream of publications, roundtables, and media appearances,
it defines the range of positions that appear intellectually credible on any given question. A
think tank funded by the fossil fuel industry need not argue against climate action openly; it
need only ensure that the framing of every serious debate on climate action includes economic
growth considerations, energy security concerns, and transition risk language that
systematically advantages continued fossil fuel investment.

The revolving door is equally significant. When a former Secretary of State joins the board of
a think tank, and when that same think tank's research director subsequently joins the Cabinet
Office as a special adviser, the think tank does not need direct lobbying access. It is already
inside the decision-making architecture.

A third vector is policy laundering: the transformation of corporate interest into public-interest
language. A pharmaceutical company funds a think tank to produce research on "innovation
ecosystems in the life sciences sector." That research is cited in a parliamentary inquiry. That
inquiry's recommendations reduce regulatory scrutiny of pharmaceutical pricing. No direct
lobbying has occurred. The corporate interest has been laundered through the appearance of
independent scholarship.

Case Study 1 — Austerity as Intellectual Product

The post-2008 austerity framework in the United Kingdom was not produced by democratic
deliberation. It was produced by a convergence of think tank output — from the Institute for Fiscal
Studies, the Centre for Policy Studies, and Reform — that constructed an intellectual consensus
around deficit reduction as economic necessity. That consensus then dominated parliamentary
debate, media framing, and civil service advice simultaneously. The resulting framework caused
measurable harm to public health, social cohesion, and long-term productive capacity, as
documented by the United Nations Special Rapporteur on Extreme Poverty and Human Rights in
2018. At no point did the public meaningfully consent to the epistemic framework that produced
this outcome.

Case Study 2 — Energy Market Deregulation

The intellectual architecture for UK energy market derequlation in the 1980s and 1990s was
developed substantially in think tank environments — particularly the Adam Smith Institute and
the Centre for Policy Studies — before being adopted as government framework. The long-term
consequences included structural underinvestment in grid infrastructure, consumer pricing
volatility, and the elimination of public energy sovereignty that left the UK acutely exposed to the



2021-22 energy price crisis. The public bore the cost; the intellectual architects bore no
accountability.

Case Study 3 — Private Finance Initiative Architecture

The intellectual justification for Private Finance Initiative contracts — which transferred billions of
pounds of public liability to private interests under the fiction of risk transfer — was substantially
developed through think tank and advisory networks in the 1990s. By the time parliamentary
scrutiny identified the structural harms of these contracts, commitments worth over £300 billion in
long-term liability had already been made. The epistemic infrastructure that made this possible
was think tank output adopted wholesale into Treasury orthodoxy.

1.2 — Tier Two: The Lobbyist and Special Interest Ecosystem

Professional lobbying in the United Kingdom operates as a formal industry with estimated
revenues exceeding £2 billion annually. It encompasses in-house government affairs teams
within major corporations, external lobbying consultancies, trade associations, professional
bodies, and law firms with specialist public affairs practices. The statutory register of lobbyists,
introduced in 2014, covers only a fraction of this activity — specifically consultant lobbyists
who communicate directly with ministers and permanent secretaries — and is widely regarded
as inadequate by constitutional law scholars and transparency organisations.

The lobbyist ecosystem functions as a translation layer between private interest and public
governance. Its practitioners understand the architecture of government decision-making —
where leverage points exist, which civil servants hold real influence, when consultation
windows open, and how to frame a corporate position in language that sounds like public
interest. This expertise is for sale exclusively to those who can afford it, creating a structural
asymmetry between organised private interest and diffuse public interest in every domain of
public governance.

Direct access lobbying — meetings with ministers, special advisers, and senior civil servants
— is the most visible vector but not the most powerful. The UK's lobbying register captures
some of this activity, but access is routinely arranged through mechanisms that fall outside
the register's scope: All-Party Parliamentary Group secretariats staffed by industry,
parliamentary receptions, private dining, and informal networks that the register cannot reach.

Regulatory capture is the lobbyist ecosystem's most structurally significant vector. When the
same individuals rotate between regulator and regulated — between the Financial Conduct
Authority and investment banks, between the Medicines and Healthcare products Regulatory
Agency and pharmaceutical companies, between Ofgem and energy utilities — the regulatory
architecture does not need to be captured from outside. It is built from inside, by people whose
career trajectories make true adversarial regulation personally costly.

Consultation capture is a third vector that receives insufficient analysis. Government
consultation processes — ostensibly mechanisms for democratic input into civic frameworks
— are systematically dominated by organised interests.



A consultation on financial services regulation will receive detailed, technically sophisticated
responses from banking industry associations and law firms; it will receive minimal
engagement from the diffuse public whose interests the regulation ostensibly protects. This is
not accident. It is the predictable result of a system that treats participation as a function of
resources.

Historical Failure Cases

Case Study 1 — The Financial Crisis and Regulatory Capture

The 2007-08 financial crisis was substantially a product of regulatory capture. The Financial
Services Authority's light-touch requlatory philosophy — described by its own chief executive as
“not regulating” certain wholesale activities — reflected a professional and ideological ecosystem
in which senior regulators and senior bankers shared educational backgrounds, career
trajectories, and epistemic frameworks. No individual act of corruption was required. The capture
was structural, produced by the lobbyist ecosystem'’s success in normalising deregulatory
ideology within the requlatory architecture itself.

Case Study 2 — Tobacco Industry and Health Framework Delay

The tobacco industry's multi-decade success in delaying, weakening, and redirecting public
health frameworks is the canonical case of lobbying as institutional harm. Internal industry
documents released through litigation demonstrate that the strategy was explicit, systematic, and
effective across multiple parliamentary cycles and multiple regulatory domains. Hundreds of
thousands of preventable deaths occurred during the period in which lobbying successfully
delayed comprehensive tobacco control. No participant in that lobbying campaign has been held
accountable under any framework currently operative.

Case Study 3 — Post-Brexit Trade Consultation Capture

The post-Brexit trade consultation processes of 2018-2021 were dominated by corporate
interests to a degree that independent analysis — including that of the Trade Justice Movement
and Global Justice Now — characterised as structurally excluding civil society and public interest
voices. The resulting frameworks reflected, disproportionately, the positions of large corporations
with dedicated government affairs capacity. The democratic mandate of the Brexit referendum —
whatever its other deficiencies — did not extend to the corporate interests that effectively shaped
the resulting trade architecture.

1.3 — Tier Three: The Shadow Architecture of Government
Influence

Anatomy

The third tier is the least visible and the most constitutionally significant. It consists of the
informal networks, structural mechanisms, and epistemic environments through which private
interest is embedded in governance before legislation, before consultation, and before
democratic scrutiny.



It includes: the special adviser system, through which political parties import ideologically
aligned personnel into the civil service architecture; the advisory committee system, through
which industry expertise is formally embedded in regulatory and strategic decision-making;
the media ownership structure, through which concentrated private interests shape the
informational environment in which democratic deliberation occurs; and the financial
architecture of political parties, through which electoral competition is structurally dependent
on large private donations.

This tier is not populated primarily by people who understand themselves to be corrupting
governance. Many of its participants genuinely believe themselves to be contributing expertise
and experience to public service. The structural problem is not individual intent. It is that the
architecture systematically produces outcomes that serve concentrated private interest whilst
wearing the clothing of expert governance.

The advisory committee vector is particularly significant. The United Kingdom's system of
expert advisory committees — from the Scientific Advisory Group for Emergencies to sector-
specific regulatory advisory bodies — relies substantially on industry expertise. This is not
irrational: genuine technical knowledge often resides in industry. However, the structural
consequence is that the individuals who advise government on pharmaceutical regulation also
work for pharmaceutical companies; those who advise on financial regulation also work for
financial institutions; those who advise on agricultural frameworks also work for agribusiness.
The appearance of independent expertise masks structural interest.

The media ownership vector operates differently but is equally powerful. When three families
and two corporations control the majority of UK print and online news consumption, the
informational environment in which political deliberation occurs is shaped by those interests.
This is not conspiracy. It is the predictable consequence of treating news as a commercial
product and permitting concentrated ownership of the production of public information.

The party finance vector is the most direct. A political party that receives fifty per cent of its
funding from a small number of large donors cannot credibly claim to represent the interests
of the electorate rather than those donors — not because every funded politician is corrupt,
but because the structural incentives produced by financial dependency are not compatible
with genuine democratic accountability.

Case Study 1 — The Special Adviser and the Iraq War

The Iraq War of 2003 represents the most catastrophic single decision produced by the UK's
system of governance in the post-war period. The intelligence assessment that justified that
decision was substantially shaped by a special adviser network operating outside normal civil
service processes. The Chilcot Inquiry established that the decision-making process "was not
straight” and that Cabinet government was bypassed in favour of a small informal network
centred on Downing Street. The structural architecture that made this possible — the
concentration of advisory function in a small politically appointed group — remains in place.

Case Study 2 — Pandemic Contracting and the VIP Lane

The COVID-19 pandemic procurement process demonstrated in acute form the consequences of
opaque advisory and access networks. Parliamentary and legal scrutiny subsequently
established that contracts worth billions of pounds were allocated through an informal "VIP Lane"
accessible to individuals with political connections. This was not merely corruption in the
conventional sense; it was the predictable output of a governance architecture in which informal
access to decision-makers is a structural feature, not an aberration.



Case Study 3 — Press Regulation and the Leveson Architecture

The Leveson Inquiry demonstrated in exhaustive detail the network of relationships between
media owners, politicians, and police that had corrupted public governance across multiple
parliamentary cycles. The evidence established that prime ministers of multiple parties had
systematically accommodated the interests of concentrated media ownership in exchange for
electoral support. The proposed remedy — statutory underpinning of independent press
regulation — was never enacted, because the same network of relationships that produced the
original harm remained structurally operative.

1.4 — Tier Four: Representative Government Itself

Representative government is the institutional architecture through which the preceding three
tiers are legitimised and enacted. It is the terminal point of the capture machine. This
assessment does not rest on the claim that representative government is populated by corrupt
individuals. Many elected representatives are motivated by genuine public service. The
structural argument is different: that the architecture of representation — election by universal
suffrage from competitive party candidates — is constitutionally incapable of producing
genuine popular sovereignty, regardless of the individual intentions of those who operate
within it.

This argument follows from Bernard Manin's analysis in The Principles of Representative
Government (1997). Manin demonstrates that election is, at its origin, an aristocratic rather
than a democratic selection mechanism. It selects for characteristics — public profile,
rhetorical skill, financial backing, network access — that are distributed unequally across the
population and that correlate with social advantage. The resulting chamber of representatives
is structurally unrepresentative of the population it claims to represent, not through corruption
but through the architecture of selection itself.

David Van Reybrouck's Against Elections (2013) extends this analysis to the contemporary
condition of democratic fatigue — the simultaneous distrust of government, political parties,
and electoral processes that characterises most advanced democracies. This fatigue is not
irrational. It is a rational response to a system that consistently produces outcomes misaligned
with the preferences of the majority it claims to represent.

The Capture Cycle: Complete Architecture

A think tank funded by concentrated corporate interest produces research validating a specific
framework — for example, the deregulation of a particular market. A lobbyist embeds that
research in the briefing materials of the relevant parliamentary committee and arranges access
for think tank representatives to give evidence. A special adviser in the relevant department,
recruited from the same professional ecosystem, ensures the research is incorporated in civil
service briefings. The minister — reliant on party funding that flows in part from the same
corporate interests — introduces legislation that enacts the framework. Parliament, operating
under party whipping systems that prioritise electoral positioning over deliberative scrutiny,
passes the legislation. The public, informed by media owned in part by the same concentrated
interests, understands this as democratic governance. It is not.



SECTION TWO — THE DISMANTLING ARCHITECTURE

Foundational Principle: Replacement Before Removal

No tier of the capture machine may be dismantled until a constitutionally operational civic
equivalent s in place. This is not merely prudent governance; it is a constitutional requirement.
Power vacuums are the nurseries of authoritarian reconstitution. Every dismantling sequence
in this framework therefore begins with the activation of the replacement architecture and ends
with the constitutional sunset of the displaced institution.

2.1 — Dismantling Tier One: Think Tanks

The constitutional mechanism for dissolving the think tank industrial complex does not require
prohibition of research or advocacy. It requires the removal of the structural advantages that
allow private-interest advocacy to present itself as independent public-interest scholarship.
Three legal instruments are required.

Instrument 1: The Civic Transparency (Research Organisation) Rule

All organisations that produce research or analysis that is submitted to, cited in, or used to
inform civic deliberation at any tier — national, regional, or local — must be registered with
the Civic Epistemic Registry. Registration requires full public disclosure of all funding sources,
including donor identity, amount, and any conditions attached to funding. Failure to disclose
is a constitutional offence carrying dissolution of the organisation and personal civic
consequence for its directors. This instrument does not prohibit funded research. It ends the
fiction of independence that makes policy laundering possible.

Instrument 2: The Revolving Door Prohibition Rule

No individual may move directly from a senior civil service, ministerial, or special adviser role
to a remunerated position in any registered research organisation within a period of five years
of leaving public office — and vice versa. The prohibition extends to advisory, trustee, and
honorary roles where the individual's public service background is the primary reason for their
appointment. A Civic Conduct Tribunal, composed of sortition-selected residents, oversees
compliance and has powers of investigation and civic sanction.

Instrument 3: The Charitable Status Review Rule

Any organisation registered as a charity or non-profit that produces research substantially
directed toward advocacy on behalf of identifiable private or commercial interests is subject to
reclassification. The Civic Registry determines classification. Reclassified organisations lose
charitable tax status and are subject to the full disclosure requirements of commercial
advocacy organisations. The threshold for "substantially directed" is defined in the
implementing Civic Rules as more than thirty per cent of research output directed toward
identified sectoral interests.




The Independent Civic Research Network (ICRN) is the civic successor to the private think
tank. It is constitutionally established, publicly funded on a guaranteed basis that cannot be
reduced by civic assembly budget decisions without a supermajority threshold, and structurally
prohibited from advocacy. lts mandate is to produce the best available evidence on any
question before a civic assembly — not to recommend, but to illuminate.

The ICRN is composed of three operational components. The Evidence Synthesis Unit
gathers, assesses, and presents existing research from academic, international, and civic
sources. The Commissioned Research Unit commissions original research from academic
institutions on questions for which existing evidence is insufficient. The Challenger Unit is
mandated to produce, for every evidence position presented to a civic assembly, a fully
resourced alternative interpretation of the same evidence — ensuring that no single epistemic
framing can dominate deliberation by default.

The constitutional prohibition on structural equivalents to the think tank industrial complex is
framed as follows in the Foundational Civic Rules: No organisation that receives funding from
private or commercial sources may submit research, analysis, or testimony to any civic
assembly at any tier unless that submission is accompanied by full public disclosure of all
funding sources, undergoes mandatory independent assessment of methodological integrity
by the ICRN, and is paired with a commissioned ICRN challenger analysis. Any organisation
found to have misrepresented its funding or methodology in a civic submission is permanently
prohibited from future submissions, and its directors are subject to civic consequence hearing.

2.2 — Dismantling Tier Two: The Lobbyist Ecosystem

Instrument 1: The Civic Access Rule

No individual or organisation may communicate with any civic assembly member, civic official,
or civil servant for the purpose of influencing a civic decision, on behalf of a paying client or
employer, without full prior registration with the Civic Access Registry. The Registry is public,
searchable, and updated in real time. All registered communications — meetings, written
submissions, digital contacts — are publicly logged within twenty-four hours of occurrence.
Anonymous or undisclosed communication for the purpose of civic influence is a constitutional
offence.

Instrument 2: The Equal Access Rule

Every formal consultation process conducted by any civic assembly at any tier must be
accompanied by a funded programme to support participation by interests that lack the
organisational capacity to respond without support. This equalisation fund is calculated as a
percentage of the regulatory impact assessment for the relevant framework and is
administered by the Civic Participation Office. The objective is not identical input but genuine
proportionality: no consultation may be accepted as valid if fewer than thirty per cent of its
substantive responses come from non-commercial interests.

Instrument 3: The Trade Association Transparency Rule

Trade associations and professional bodies that engage in civic advocacy must register as
advocacy organisations and comply with the same disclosure requirements as direct lobbying
consultancies.




The historic distinction between "direct" and "indirect" lobbying — which has allowed trade
associations to operate as lobbying vehicles outside regulatory oversight — is abolished in
the Civic Commonwealth constitutional framework.

The replacement for the lobbying system is not silence. It is structured, equal, transparent
participation. The Civic Deliberation Infrastructure comprises three components operating in
parallel. Residents' Petitions provide a formal mechanism for any group of residents to submit
a substantive question or position to a relevant civic assembly, with guaranteed response and
the right to present evidence in person. Civic Impact Assessments require every proposed
framework change to be assessed for its distributional consequences — who benefits, who
bears cost, and at what scale — before deliberation begins. Civic Standing Panels are
randomly selected resident groups, convened for the duration of a specific deliberation, whose
role is to ensure that the perspectives of those most affected by a proposed framework are
represented in the deliberative process regardless of organisational capacity.

The constitutional framework of the Civic Commonwealth prohibits any arrangement — formal
or informal — by which civic access is provided on a preferential basis to any individual or
organisation. The prohibition extends to: informal social access through party events,
charitable dinners, or sporting hospitality; advisory positions that provide access without
formal registration; employment of former civic officials in roles whose primary value is access
to their former colleagues; and any financial arrangement — donation, sponsorship, or
consultancy — between a commercial interest and a civic official or assembly member.

2.3 — Dismantling Tier Three: Shadow Influence Architecture

Instrument 1: The Special Adviser Abolition Rule

The office of Special Adviser — a political appointment to the civil service operating outside
normal civil service accountability — is abolished in the Civic Commonwealth architecture.
Civil servants serve the civic assembly and the civic framework. No politically appointed
advisor may operate within the civil service structure. Civic assembly members may appoint
personal research staff from the civil service on merit, subject to standard civil service
appointment rules, without exception.

Instrument 2: The Advisory Committee Independence Rule

All expert advisory committees established to advise civic assemblies or civic agencies must
comply with a strict conflict of interest framework. No individual with a direct financial interest
in the outcome of the domain they advise may serve on an advisory committee for that domain.
Where genuine expertise resides primarily in industry — as in some highly technical regulatory
domains — the committee must include an equal number of independent academic experts
and civic advocates as industry representatives, and all proceedings must be public.

Instrument 3: The Civic Media Ownership Rule

No individual, family, or corporate entity may own more than twenty per cent of any single
news distribution platform reaching more than ten per cent of the civic population of the British
Isles or hold ownership interests totalling more than thirty per cent across multiple news
platforms in aggregate.




Existing ownership structures that violate this threshold are subject to a five-year divestment
requirement overseen by the Civic Media Oversight Body. This rule does not regulate editorial
content; it regulates structural concentration.

The civic governance infrastructure replacing Tier Three comprises three operational systems.
The Open Civil Service establishes a fully merit-based, transparency-compliant civil service
operating under civic values rather than political alignment. The Civic Advisory System
replaces captured advisory committees with randomly selected resident panels — deliberative
bodies that hear expert evidence from multiple perspectives and produce summary
assessments for civic assemblies rather than recommendations shaped by structural interest.
The Civic Media Endowment provides guaranteed public funding for investigative journalism
operated under civic independence rules — not state journalism, but structurally insulated
public-interest journalism independent of both commercial and governmental pressure.

2.4 — Transition Sequence and Sunset Architecture

The dismantling of Tiers One through Three does not require the simultaneous dissolution of
representative government. It proceeds in parallel with the transition to civic governance
described in Section Three. The sequence is as follows.

1. Years One and Two: The Civic Epistemic Registry, the ICRN, and the Civic Access
Registry are established and made operational. All existing think tanks, lobbying
organisations, and advisory structures are required to register and comply with
disclosure requirements.

2. Year Three: The Civic Transparency Rule takes full effect. Organisations that have
not complied with disclosure requirements lose civic submission rights. The revolving
door prohibition begins its five-year clock for all new departures from public office.

3. Years Three and Four: The Special Adviser system is wound down. Advisory
committees are restructured under the Independence Rule. Media ownership
divestment requirements take effect.

4. Year Five: The Civic Deliberation Infrastructure reaches full operational capacity.
Consultation equalisation funding is activated across all civic assembly processes.
The ICRN Challenger Unit produces its first full cycle of paired evidence
assessments.

5. Year Five onwards: Constitutional sunset of all legacy structures. Any organisation
that has not achieved compliance is dissolved. Assets are transferred to the ICRN
endowment or distributed to civic civil society through a Civic Redistribution Tribunal.



SECTION THREE — THE DISSOLUTION OF

REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT

3.1 — The Legitimacy Argument

The structural case against representative government is not a case against democracy. It is
a case that election — the mechanism through which representative government claims
democratic legitimacy — is constitutionally incapable of producing genuine popular
sovereignty. This requires careful argument, because the counter-case is serious and must
be defeated on its own terms.

Bernard Manin identifies in The Principles of Representative Government the fundamental
insight that has been systematically obscured in democratic theory: election is not a
democratic selection mechanism. It is an aristocratic one. The ancient Athenian democrats
understood this. They used sortition — selection by lot — for the vast majority of public offices
precisely because they understood that election would favour the wealthy, the well-connected,
and the rhetorically gifted. Only the military strategos — requiring specific technical expertise
— was elected. Everything else was allocated by lot.

Modern representative systems produce chambers whose demographic profile — wealth,
education, social background, profession — diverges dramatically from the population they
represent. This divergence is not a failure of the system. It is its predictable output. Election
selects for advantage. The resulting representatives are not the people; they are the people's
employers.

Van Reybrouck's diagnosis of democratic fatigue is now empirically documented across every
advanced representative democracy. Trust in parliament, political parties, and electoral
processes has declined continuously across the United Kingdom since the 1970s. This is not
a cultural or psychological phenomenon amenable to communication strategy or institutional
reform. It is a rational response to observed structural failure: a system that repeatedly
produces outcomes misaligned with the preferences of the majority of its residents, and that
provides no meaningful mechanism for residents to correct this misalignment between
elections.

Philip Pettit's republican theory of freedom as non-domination provides the philosophical
framework. Freedom, properly understood, is not the absence of interference — it is the
absence of the capacity for arbitrary interference. A resident living under representative
government is not free in this sense. The representatives who govern her can be removed at
five-year intervals, but between elections they hold the capacity to interfere arbitrarily with her
life — to make laws she did not consent to, using processes she cannot participate in, under
advice she cannot scrutinise, for reasons she may never know. Non-domination requires
ongoing meaningful participation, not periodic choice between competing elites.



The Epistemic Failure of Closed Deliberation

Héléne Landemore's theory of open democracy and James Fishkin's decades of deliberative
polling evidence converge on a single empirical finding: when ordinary residents are given the
time, information, and structured deliberative environment to engage with complex policy
questions, they produce thoughtful, nuanced, and often more sophisticated collective
judgements than the professional politicians who currently make those decisions on their
behalf. This is not a speculative theoretical claim. It is documented across hundreds of
deliberative exercises in dozens of countries.

The Irish Citizens' Assembly of 2016—2018 demonstrated that randomly selected residents
could deliberate constructively on questions — abortion, same-sex marriage, climate action
— that professional politicians had refused to engage with for decades, precisely because the
electoral incentives of representative government made genuine deliberation on contested
questions politically costly. The residents succeeded where the representatives had
repeatedly failed.

Addressing the Counter-Arguments

Counter-argument: "Ordinary people cannot make complex governance
decisions."

This argument is self-refuting within the very system it defends. The majority of elected
representatives have no technical expertise in the majority of domains they legislate on. They
rely on civil service briefings, special adviser summaries, and think tank outputs — the same
capture architecture this framework is dissolving. If expertise is the criterion, representative
government fails by its own standard. The civic assembly architecture proposes something
different: that residents, given adequate deliberative support, epistemic infrastructure, and time,
are capable of making legitimate collective judgements on complex questions. Fishkin's
deliberative polling evidence — across topics from energy frameworks to constitutional reform —
establishes this empirically, not theoretically.

Counter-argument: "This is mob rule — the tyranny of the majority."

The civic assembly architecture is explicitly designed to prevent majoritarian tyranny. The Thirty
Inviolable Civic Rules — which sit above the authority of any civic assembly at any tier —
guarantee individual rights and minority protections that no assembly can remove. Supermajority
thresholds apply to any decision that affects foundational rights. Minority protection mechanisms
are constitutionally embedded. The objection confuses direct democracy — which can produce
majoritarian outcomes — with deliberative sortition, which is specifically designed to produce
thoughtful, evidence-based judgements that account for minority perspectives. They are
structurally different instruments.

Counter-argument: "It has never been done at this scale."

Neither had universal suffrage, when first proposed. Neither had parliamentary democracy, when
the Athenian model was first theorised for a modern context. Scale is a logistical challenge, not a
constitutional objection. The comparative evidence from Iceland's constitutional process,
Belgium's permanent Ostbelgien assembly, Ireland'’s citizens' assemblies, and France's Citizens'
Climate Convention demonstrates that sortition-based deliberative democracy is operationally
viable at meaningful scale. No existing example operates at national constitutional scale — but
the absence of a precedent is not an argument against a principled architectural design. It is an
argument for careful implementation.




3.2 — The Replacement Architecture

The National Civic Assembly (NCA) is the supreme deliberative and decision-making body of
the Civic Commonwealth of the British Isles. It is composed of three hundred residents
selected by stratified random selection from the civic population of the British Isles. Selection
is calibrated to ensure demographic representation across age, gender, geographic region,
socioeconomic background, educational attainment, and ethnic heritage. Service on the NCA
is a civic duty, comparable to jury service, with guaranteed income protection, caring support,
and reasonable accommodation for health and disability needs.

Selection Methodology

The sortition process is administered by the Independent Civic Selection Authority (ICSA),
constitutionally established and operationally independent of all civic assemblies and
government bodies. Selection proceeds as follows: an initial random draw from the civic
population produces a pool ten times larger than the required assembly; from this pool,
stratification algorithms ensure demographic calibration; individuals may apply for exemption
on grounds of genuine hardship or incapacity, assessed by the ICSA on a case-by-case basis;
the final assembly membership is confirmed by public lottery from the calibrated pool,
witnessed by an independent civic oversight panel.

Assembly members serve terms of two years on a rotating basis, with one hundred and fifty
members replaced annually to ensure continuity. No individual may serve on the NCA more
than once in a fifteen-year period. A returning member may serve again after this period has
elapsed if selected.

Deliberative Infrastructure

The NCA operates with the full support of the Independent Epistemic Secretariat (IES),
described in Section Four. Every question before the NCA is accompanied by a full evidence
package from the IES, including mandatory challenger analysis. Assembly members have
access to expert witnesses from any relevant field, who may be questioned by members
directly. Deliberation follows a structured protocol: initial evidence review, facilitated small-
group deliberation, plenary exchange, challenger evidence, further small-group deliberation,
and collective decision. No decision may be reached within fewer than three full deliberative
sessions on any substantive question.

Decision-Making Protocols

Ordinary framework decisions require a sixty per cent majority. Decisions affecting the Civic
Floor — the guaranteed baseline of rights and resources described below — require a
seventy-five per cent majority. Decisions affecting the Thirty Inviolable Civic Rules require a
ninety per cent majority and are additionally subject to a mandatory confirmation referendum
of the full civic population within six months.

The architecture of the NCA is mirrored at regional and local tiers, scaled appropriately.
Regional Civic Assemblies (RCAs) operate in each of the nations and regions of the British
Isles — England (divided into six regions), Scotland, Wales, and Ireland. Each RCA comprises
one hundred and fifty members, selected by the same sortition methodology, serving two-year
rotating terms. Local Civic Assemblies (LCAs) operate at the level of existing local authority
areas, comprising sixty members on the same selection basis.

Subsidiarity is the governing principle for the allocation of decision-making authority between
tiers. Decisions are made at the lowest tier capable of making them effectively.



The NCA retains authority over matters of national constitutional significance, international
relations, defence, and cross-border civic frameworks. RCAs retain authority over regional
economic development, health service design, education curriculum frameworks, and regional
infrastructure. LCAs retain authority over local planning, community services, local transport,
and civic amenity.

The Civic Floor is the constitutionally guaranteed minimum of rights, resources, and dignities
that every resident of the Civic Commonwealth is entitled to as a condition of civic
membership. It is not a welfare framework. It is a constitutional entitlement. No civic assembly
at any tier may reduce any element of the Civic Floor. Amendment of the Civic Floor may only
increase its provisions, and requires a ninety per cent NCA maijority plus civic referendum
confirmation.

The Civic Floor comprises the following guaranteed entitlements: adequate housing, meeting
defined habitability standards; nutritious food in sufficient quantity to sustain health; access to
preventive and curative healthcare without financial barrier; education from early childhood
through to further and vocational levels; access to digital civic infrastructure; freedom from
arbitrary civic consequence; the right to participate in civic assembly processes; and the right
to challenge any civic framework through the Civic Justice Architecture.

3.3 — The Transition Architecture

The Civic Transition Authority (CTA) is established by constitutional referendum as the body
responsible for managing the transition from representative to civic governance. The CTA is
composed of forty-five members: thirty sortition-selected residents (stratified to demographic
representativeness), ten constitutional and legal scholars appointed by the existing judiciary
acting in its civic capacity, and five international democratic governance experts nominated by
the Inter-Parliamentary Union and equivalent civic governance organisations.

The CTA's mandate is strictly limited to transition management. It holds no legislative power.
It may not make framework decisions on behalf of either the outgoing representative system
or the incoming civic assemblies. Its authority is procedural and institutional: to oversee the
establishment of civic assemblies, to manage the transition timeline, to ensure legal continuity,
and to report publicly on progress at three-monthly intervals.

Transition Sequence

6. Month One through Six: Constitutional referendum to authorise the transition. The
referendum presents the architectural blueprint for civic governance to the full civic
population. A simple majority authorises transition. A sixty per cent majority authorises the
accelerated timeline. Anything below fifty per cent terminates the process pending a five-
year review period.

7. Year One: Establishment of the ICSA, the IES, and the CTA itself. Selection of the
first National Civic Assembly cohort. The NCA operates in advisory capacity during its first
six months — producing recommendations on all matters before the existing parliament,
which retains decision-making authority during this period.

8. Year One, Month Seven: The NCA assumes co-decision authority. No Act of
Parliament may be enacted without NCA endorsement. The existing Parliament retains the
right to initiate legislation but loses the right to enact it unilaterally.



9. Year Two: Regional Civic Assemblies become operational. Parliament's authority is
reduced to a transitional facilitation role. The CTA oversees the formal transfer of each
domain of governmental authority to the appropriate civic tier.

10. Year Three: Parliament is formally dissolved. The last Act of Parliament
constitutionally dissolves the institution and transfers all residual authority to the NCA. The
Civic Commonwealth of the British Isles is constitutionally established.

Emergency Provisions

If any actor within the existing power structure — party, executive, judiciary, or military —
attempts to obstruct, delay, or subvert the constitutionally authorised transition, the CTA
activates the Civic Continuity Protocol. This protocol: transfers immediately to the NCA all
emergency executive powers currently held by the Privy Council; convenes an emergency
session of all three civic assembly tiers simultaneously; notifies international partners and
treaty organisations of the attempted obstruction; and activates the International Civic
Compact (see Section Six) to request observation and support.

The constitutional architecture of the Civic Commonwealth contains three interlocking
mechanisms designed to make restoration of representative government, or any equivalent
system of capture, structurally impossible rather than merely prohibited.

First, the Thirty Inviolable Civic Rules — which include the right to sortition-based civic
participation, the right to the Civic Floor, and the prohibition on capture by private interest —
may not be amended by any civic assembly. They may only be amended by a direct civic
referendum achieving a ninety per cent participation-weighted majority over two consecutive
voting cycles separated by at least three years. This threshold has never been achieved in
any democratic referendum in history and is designed to ensure that the foundational rules
are effectively permanent.

Second, the constitutional definition of a civic assembly explicitly requires sortition as its
selection mechanism. Any body claiming legislative authority that is not constituted by sortition
is constitutionally void ab initio. This prevents the gradual re-introduction of electoral selection
under alternative names or frameworks.

Third, the Anti-Capture Surveillance Architecture — a constitutionally established, resident-
operated monitoring body selected entirely by sortition — is mandated to report annually to
the full civic population on any structural developments that resemble the capture mechanisms
described in Section One of this document. Its reports trigger automatic constitutional review
if they identify capture risk above a defined threshold.

SECTION FOUR — THE EPISTEMIC ARCHITECTURE

4.1 — The Independent Epistemic Secretariat

The Independent Epistemic Secretariat (IES) is the single most structurally critical institution
in the civic governance architecture. Its function is not to govern, not to advise, and not to
advocate. Its function is to ensure that every deliberative process in the civic governance
system is conducted on the best available evidence, presented in a way that is accessible,
honest about uncertainty, and structurally resistant to capture by any interest — including the
interests of the IES itself.



The IES is constitutionally established and funded through a dedicated civic endowment that
cannot be reduced by any civic assembly. Its funding formula — set in the constitutional
framework as a fixed percentage of civic revenue — is beyond the reach of annual budget
decisions. This insulation from political economy is not a technical detail. It is the structural
guarantee of independence.

The IES is governed by a Civic Oversight Board of twenty-one members: twelve sortition-
selected residents serving three-year rotating terms, six subject-matter experts in research
methodology and evidence synthesis appointed by peer academic institutions on competitive
merit, and three international observers appointed by institutions of recognised epistemic
integrity. No member of the Civic Oversight Board may simultaneously hold any other civic
assembly position.

The operational staff of the IES are recruited on standard civil service merit terms. Senior
epistemic staff — those responsible for evidence assessment and synthesis — undergo a
triennial public competence review conducted by a panel that includes sortition-selected
residents. The purpose of this review is not performance management but structural
accountability: ensuring that the IES remains epistemically honest and does not develop
institutional preferences that shade its evidence presentations.

For every evidence position presented to any civic assembly at any tier, the IES is
constitutionally required to commission and present, with equivalent resource and time
allocation, a structurally funded alternative interpretation of the same evidence base. This is
not a false balance mechanism. It does not require the IES to treat well-evidenced positions
and poorly-evidenced ones as equivalent. It requires that the uncertainty around any evidence
position — including the strongest evidence positions — be visible to deliberating residents.

The Challenger System operates as follows: when the Evidence Synthesis Unit produces an
evidence assessment, it simultaneously commissions an independent research team to
produce a challenge assessment. The challenge team has access to the same evidence base
and the same IES research support, but operates independently and may reach different
conclusions. Both assessments are presented to the civic assembly simultaneously. Assembly
members hear from both teams, may question both, and then deliberate having heard the full
range of defensible interpretations.

4.2 — Question Framing Governance

The framing of a question is half the answer. One of the primary mechanisms of epistemic
capture in representative government is the power to determine which questions are asked,
in what terms, and within what range of possible answers. The Question Framing Governance
architecture is designed to ensure that this power cannot be captured by any interest within
the civic system.

Every question placed before a civic assembly undergoes a mandatory three-stage framing
review. Stage One is resident submission: any civic resident or group may propose a question
for assembly consideration through a civic petition. A question achieving a petition threshold
of two per cent of the relevant tier's civic population is automatically placed in the consideration
queue.



Stage Two is framing audit: the IES Framing Unit reviews every proposed question for
structural bias in its formulation. It identifies: loaded language that predisposes toward a
particular answer; false binary constructions that exclude viable middle positions; scope
limitations that obscure relevant considerations; and anchoring language that privileges
particular framings of the underlying problem.

Stage Three is adversarial framing challenge: the revised question is published for public
review for a thirty-day period, during which any resident or organisation may submit an
alternative framing. The IES presents the original and any alternative framings to the relevant
civic assembly, which selects the framing it will use for deliberation by a sixty per cent majority.

4.3 — Post-Decision Outcome Review

The capacity of representative government to make consequential decisions without
accountability for their outcomes is one of its most structurally significant failures. The Post-
Decision Outcome Review Architecture ensures that every significant civic decision generates
a reviewable evidence trail and that the lessons of outcomes are systematically incorporated
into future deliberation.

Every civic framework decision assessed as having significant civic impact — defined by
threshold criteria including affected population size, financial magnitude, and rights
implications — is assigned an Outcome Review timetable at the point of enactment. The
timetable specifies: the metrics against which the decision will be assessed; the independent
assessment body responsible for review; the review intervals (typically one year, three years,
and five years after enactment); and the mechanism for returning review findings to the
relevant civic assembly.

Review findings are presented to the originating assembly with a mandatory response
requirement: the assembly must either formally accept the findings and update the framework
accordingly, or produce a reasoned published explanation of why the framework should be
maintained despite the review findings. Silence or non-response is not constitutionally
available.

SECTION FIVE — THE PUBLIC COMMUNICATION

ARCHITECTURE

5.1 — The Civic Narrative Framework

The core public argument for this framework is not ideological. It is structural. The current
system of governance has been captured by a machine of private interest that operates
through four interlocking tiers. This capture is not the result of individual corruption — though
corruption exists. It is the result of an architecture that makes capture inevitable: that allows
private money to fund the research that shapes public debate, that allows private interests to
have privileged access to decision-makers that is unavailable to ordinary residents, that allows
electoral competition to create financial dependency on precisely those interests that
governance is supposed to hold accountable.



The civic alternative is not revolutionary in the sense of violent rupture. It is revolutionary in
the sense of returning sovereignty to where it was always supposed to reside: with the people,
exercised directly, through constitutionally structured deliberation rather than through the
mediation of representatives whose selection process systematically favours advantage.

Residents of the British Isles have been governed, for the entirety of the democratic era, by a
system that claims to represent them whilst structurally serving other interests. The NHS was
nearly dismantled not by public consent but by think tank advocacy embedded in civil service
orthodoxy. The 2008 financial crisis was produced by regulatory capture and cost every
household thousands of pounds without a single senior banker facing civic consequence. The
Iraqg War was prosecuted on fabricated evidence by a decision-making architecture that
bypassed Cabinet, Parliament, and public simultaneously. Austerity was imposed on the
people most harmed by the financial crisis because the intellectual infrastructure —
manufactured in think tanks, transmitted through advisers, enacted by representatives —
made any alternative appear irresponsible.

This is not governance. This is managed consent. The question before the civic population is
not whether they trust any particular politician. It is whether they trust an architecture of
governance that has produced these outcomes as its predictable output, or whether they are
prepared to replace that architecture with something demonstrably more accountable.

The civic invitation is not to perfection. Civic assemblies will make mistakes. Deliberation will
sometimes be messy, slow, and inconclusive. The argument is comparative: compared to
what? Compared to a system that produced the Iraq War, the 2008 financial crisis, the
Windrush scandal, the VIP Lane contracting, and a decade of evidence-free austerity, a
system of deliberative civic governance supported by independent epistemic infrastructure
and constitutional accountability is not a utopian aspiration. It is a structural improvement
grounded in documented evidence from comparable democracies.

5.2 — The Resistance Anticipation Framework

Media Owners

Media owners whose structural interests are served by the current arrangement will
characterise this framework as dangerous, impractical, and antidemocratic. The response
strategy is to ensure that the framework's democratic mandate — the constitutional
referendum — is obtained before the media campaign against it can dominate public
discourse. The Civic Deliberation Infrastructure must be operational before the referendum is
called, so that residents have access to evidence-based information about the framework
through civic channels that media owners cannot control.

Financial Institutions

Large financial institutions will characterise the civic governance transition as a threat to
economic stability and international investment confidence. The response strategy is pre-
emptive: the Civic Transition Authority engages international credit rating agencies, the IMF,
and major institutional investors twelve months before transition begins, presenting the
constitutional architecture and its legal continuity mechanisms.



The objective is to decouple "stability" from the existing power structure and demonstrate that
civic governance is structurally more stable — because it cannot be captured — than
representative government.

Political Parties

The political parties facing dissolution will attempt to characterise the civic governance
framework as an extremist project outside the democratic mainstream. The response strategy
is to demonstrate, through the comparative evidence base, that the framework is closer to the
democratic mainstream of advanced European governance than the current UK system of
elected dictatorship under party whipping. The Irish, Icelandic, and Belgian precedents are
specifically useful here because they are unimpeachably democratic in their credentials.

Think Tanks Themselves

Think tanks facing dissolution under Tier One will produce a coordinated body of research
characterising the framework as incompatible with free speech, academic freedom, and
democratic pluralism. The response strategy is to engage these claims directly on their merits:
the framework does not prohibit research or advocacy. It ends the structural privilege that
allows funded advocacy to masquerade as independent scholarship. The distinction is
constitutionally significant and publicly communicable.

5.3 — The Civic Education Infrastructure

Residents cannot participate meaningfully in sortition-based deliberative governance without
civic preparation. The Civic Education Infrastructure is not a programme of political
indoctrination; it is a programme of civic capability development. The distinction is
constitutionally embedded: the curriculum is developed by the IES, reviewed by an
independent civil liberties panel, and must demonstrate content neutrality across the full
spectrum of civic questions.

The core civic education curriculum covers: how civic assemblies work, including the
deliberative process, the role of evidence, and the mandate of the IES; the constitutional
architecture of the Civic Commonwealth, including the Thirty Inviolable Civic Rules and the
Civic Floor; the skills of structured deliberation — how to listen, how to challenge evidence,
how to find common ground with those holding different values; and the history and
comparative evidence of deliberative democracy internationally.

Civic education is delivered through multiple channels: a mandatory civic education module in
all schools from age fourteen; a universal adult civic preparation programme accessible online
and in civic high street spaces; a specific civic preparation module provided to all selected
NCA and RCA members before their term begins; and a public civic literacy campaign
maintained as a permanent feature of the civic information landscape.



SECTION SIX — INTERNATIONAL AND COMPARATIVE

ARCHITECTURE

6.1 — Comparative Evidence Base

The Irish Citizens' Assembly (2016—-2018) is the most directly relevant precedent. Selected by
stratified random sampling, ninety-nine ordinary residents were asked to deliberate on
questions — including abortion legislation and same-sex marriage — that had defeated the
professional political class for decades. The assembly produced recommendations on
constitutional change that were subsequently adopted by referendum. The Oireachtas, which
had avoided these questions for thirty years, was moved to act by the clarity and legitimacy of
a citizens' assembly mandate.

Lessons for the Civic Commonwealth: the Irish model demonstrates that resident deliberation
on genuinely contested questions produces legitimate, actionable outcomes. Its limitations —
it was advisory, temporary, and operated within an unreformed representative system — are
precisely the limitations that the Civic Commonwealth architecture addresses.

The German-speaking Community of Belgium established in 2019 the first permanent citizens'
council in the world — a continuously operating sortition body with the right to set the agenda
of the regional parliament. This is the model closest to the Civic Commonwealth architecture
in operational terms. It demonstrates that permanent sortition bodies are not merely
theoretically viable; they are operationally functional within an existing constitutional
framework.

Lessons for the Civic Commonwealth: the Ostbelgien model has produced an observable civic
engagement effect — participation in civic processes has increased among the community
since the council's establishment. Citizens who have served on the council report significantly
increased civic confidence and knowledge. The model is replicable at national scale with
appropriate logistical investment.

Iceland's constitutional crowdsourcing process of 2010-2011, though ultimately blocked by
parliamentary resistance, demonstrated that a nation of three hundred thousand people could
produce a credible constitutional draft through a combination of sortition-selected assembly
and open digital participation. The process generated genuine civic engagement and
produced a document that received public approval but was subsequently shelved by the
parliament it proposed to reform — an instructive demonstration of precisely the anti-
democratic reflex that the transition architecture in Section Three is designed to prevent.

Lessons for the Civic Commonwealth: Iceland demonstrates both the potential and the
vulnerability of resident-led constitutional processes. The potential is a legitimate, publicly
supported constitutional architecture. The vulnerability is representative government's
capacity to obstruct constitutional change that threatens its own existence. The CTA's
emergency provisions address this directly.



The French Residents' Climate Convention (2019-2021) selected one hundred and fifty
residents by sortition to produce recommendations on climate action. Their recommendations
were more ambitious and more technically sophisticated than anything the French political
class had produced on the same question. Many recommendations were subsequently diluted
by executive and legislative processes — again demonstrating the structural limitation of
advisory models operating within unreformed representative systems. President Macron's
commitment to put recommendations "without filter" to parliament or referendum was not
honoured.

Lessons for the Civic Commonwealth: the French case demonstrates the epistemic capability
of citizens' assemblies and the structural limitation of advisory mandates. The Civic
Commonwealth architecture addresses this by giving civic assemblies sovereign decision-
making authority, not advisory status.

6.2 — International Legitimacy Architecture

The Civic Commonwealth of the British Isles, as the constitutional successor state to the
United Kingdom, inherits all treaty obligations, international agreements, and membership of
international organisations that the UK holds at the point of transition. This is established by
constitutional provision in the transitional architecture and communicated to all relevant
international bodies — the United Nations, the World Trade Organisation, NATO, the Council
of Europe, and bilateral treaty partners — in advance of transition commencement.

Treaty obligations that conflict with the constitutional architecture of the Civic Commonwealth
— particularly those that constrain civic assembly authority over economic and social
framework — are subject to a mandatory constitutional review within two years of transition.
Conflicts are resolved through: renegotiation of the conflicting treaty element; withdrawal from
the specific provision under applicable international law; or, in cases of fundamental
constitutional conflict, withdrawal from the treaty with appropriate notice periods.

The International Civic Compact (ICC) is proposed as a framework for mutual recognition
between civic-governed polities. It provides: formal recognition of civic governance structures
as constitutionally legitimate sovereign governance; preferential trade and co-operation
frameworks between civic-governed polities; mutual support mechanisms for civic transitions
in countries adopting equivalent architectures; and a shared epistemic infrastructure enabling
civic assemblies in different polities to share evidence, research, and deliberative experience.

The ICC is offered initially as a bilateral compact — between the Civic Commonwealth and
any polity that adopts a substantively equivalent civic governance architecture — and is
designed to evolve into a multilateral framework as civic governance spreads. lts existence
creates positive structural incentives for other democratic polities to adopt civic governance:
ICC membership confers both diplomatic legitimacy and economic advantage.



6.3 — The Replication Architecture

This framework is designed to be replicable. The universal elements — which apply to any
democratic polity seeking to transition from representative to civic governance — are the
diagnostic architecture of Section One, the epistemic architecture of Section Four, and the
deliberative protocols of the civic assembly model. These travel without modification.

The contextually specific elements — the constitutional transition sequence, the specific civic
floor provisions, the media ownership thresholds, and the inter-tier subsidiarity framework —
are designed for the specific constitutional, legal, and cultural context of the British Isles.
Polities adopting the framework adapt these elements to their own constitutional
circumstances, drawing on the replication guidance produced by the International Civic
Compact Secretariat.

The replication architecture is not philanthropic. Every polity that adopts civic governance
reduces the structural power of the international network of think tanks, lobbyists, and
concentrated private interests that currently operates across representative democracies
simultaneously. Each adoption weakens the machine in the aggregate. The strategic objective
of the replication architecture is a tipping point: a critical mass of civic-governed polities
sufficient to shift the international political economy away from the current equilibrium of
managed capture.

Closing Statement

Authorial Note — Ian R. Graham BA (Hons)

This document is a corpus component of the Direct Democracy & Sortition Assemblies
framework — a comprehensive civic constitutional architecture developed as a blueprint for the
replacement of representative governance in the British Isles. It does not claim to resolve every
implementation challenge. It claims to provide the structural architecture within which those
challenges can be honestly confronted, democratically deliberated, and constitutionally resolved.
The machine of capture has had several centuries to perfect itself. Its replacement will require
patience, rigour, and civic courage in equal measure.

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

— Ian R. Graham BA (Hons)

DDSA-DISS-001 | First Edition | Civic Commonwealth of the British Isles
Direct Democracy & Sortition Assemblies | A Civic Architecture for the British Isles



